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ABSTRACT

The aim of the thesis is to examine British
policies towards China and the Shantung question between 1918
and 1922 with the objeect of establishing whether they were too
indifferent to China's desiderata with the possible result
that Anglo-Chinese relations were unnecessarily embittered.

Study opens with Germany's acquisitions in the
Shantung province before 1914 and their adwinistration. It
proceeds to Japan's conquest of the German possessions in
Shantung after the outbreak of the first world war and the
actions which sought to make her occupation permanent, such
as the Japanese twenty-one demands of 1915 and the Anglo-
Japanese exchange of notes of 1917. The consequence of China's
entry into the war, including the British pledges made to Japan
before the Sino-Japanese treaty of September, 1918, are dealt
with in Chapter II.

Indications that Britain would support Japan's
claims to Shantung at the Paris peace conference are seen to
be fairly decisive in Chapter III. The centrepiece of this
study 1s Chapter 1V which deseribes the negotiations at the
peace council in detail and stresses the role of the British
delegates, ﬁarticularly Balfour,.in securing recognition for

Japan's claims in the treaty of Versailles. _ Last minute

\



attempts of the Chinese to reverse the decision, China's
refusal to sign the treaty, and the importance of the Chinese
government's action in severing negotiations with Britain
over Tibet are reviewed in Chapters V and V1.

Throughout 1920, Britain's far eastern policies
were dominated by the question of the Anglo-Japanese alliance
and naval considerations, but Britain's suspicions over
Japan's aetions in China had an obvious bearing upon her re-
lations with Japan. This is made elear by the Curzon-Chinda
exchanges deseribed in Chapter V11, which also discusses the
attempts whieh were made by Britain to reach a better far-
eastern understanding with America.

Chapter V111 deseribes British policy to China in
detail as revealed by the cabinet meetings of lMay and June,
1921, in preparation for the Washington conference. The
study ends (Chapter 1X) with a brief aceount of the Shantung
negotiations associated with the Washington conference in

which Britain had an important, if secondary, role.
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1.

CHAPTER I
AN INTRODUCTION TO THE SHANTUNG QUESTION. 1898-1917.

It is well known that during the 19th century
China's international standing was relegated from one of lofty
isolated independence to that of a semi-colonial éountry. In
this process Britain acquired such extensive trading and poli-
tical privileges, including territorial concessions, extra-
territorial rights, and the control of Chinese custom duties,
that Qritain became the predominating foreign power in China.1
During the last decade of the century further inroads were made
upon China's sovereignty, for following China's humiliating
defeat by Japan in 1895 the flood-gates were open to demands for
additional concessions. As part of a process commonly referred
to as 'cutting the Chinese melon', a phrase which suggests the
softness of the country, Russia, Germany, and Britain, in 1898,
acquired leases and economic rights at Port Arthur, Kiaochow,
and Wei-hai Wei, respectively.2 At one stage it seemed that
China was about to disintegrate as even second and third class
powers acquired privileges almost with ease.

Russia's far eastern activities in the winter of
1897-8 aroused in Britain a sense of danger that she was about
to lose part of the China market, and Russia's acquisition of
Port Arthur was regarded with distinct alarm.3 The international
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situation at this stage was particularly unsettled by the fact
that a re-alignment of the powers, espeecially those which were

to become allies, was imminent, and in the fluid situation which
existed the countries were generally extra-sensitive lest others
should secure disproportionate advances. It is important to
stress that in the far-eastern sphere of world politics China
suffered considerably from the manoeuvres of the powers, and
indeed China was generally treated as if she were of no importance
at all as the powers endeavoured to improve their respective
positions.

An indication of this lack of concern for China can be
seen when owing to heavy pressure from Russia, the German govern-
ment turned to Britain for support. Count Hatzfeldt, the German
ambassador in London, hinted to Lord Salisbury, prime minister
and forelgn secretary, that if no Anglo-German agreement were
possible upon the Kiaochow question, Germany might have to meet
the objections of the other states by payment of a high price,
'possibly an anti-British alliance'.h From his conversuition
with Salisbury,lHatzfeldt concluded that Britain was prepared
for an agreement upon Samoa and New Guinea, and that Kiaochow
did not clash with British interests. The ambassador also con-
cluded that if Kiaochow proved unsatisfactory there were other

places to which there would be no British objection, for Britain



was not averse to Germany taking up a position on the China
coast. Her presence there would be an additional balance to
Russia.'ha But British statesmen were anxious for a peaceful
settlement of the issue lest trade with China be interrupted.
It was, therefore, with British acquiescence that Germany suc-
ceeded in picking a quarrel with China which gave her the pre-
text to seize Kiaochow.

In view of the various interpretations which Japan
made of the German rights in Shantung after she had expelled
the Germans from the province in 191#, it is relevant to emphas-
ise what Germany acquired from China by means of the Sino-
German treaty of March, 1898.5 The second and third articles of
the treaty laid down that the Bay of Kiaochow was to be leased
to Germany for 99 years, and 'the Imperial Chinese Government
will abstain from exereilsing rights of sovereignty in the ceded
territory during the term of the lease....' The exact boundaries
of the ceded areas were defined, and it was stipulated that
'hinese ships of war and merchant vessels shall enjoy the same
bPrivileges in the Bay of Kiaochow as the ships of other nations
on friendly terms with Germany...' Hence, China no longer had
the undisputed right to the use of one of 'her' own ports. The
first article of the treaty created a type of buffer zone of 50
kilometres between the leased bay and the rest of the province,
and within this zone German troops eould move freely, but the

Chinese emperor reserved all rights of sovereignty regarding the

area.
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Section II of the Sino-German treaty defined railway
and mining rights in Shantung, and under its terms the Chinese
government recognised Germany's right to build two lines, one
from Kiaochow to Tsinan, and the other from Kiaochow to
Laiwuhsien. It was recognised that in order to carry out the
work 'a Chino-German Company shall be formed', and that detailed
Sino-German hegotiations would have to take place. But it was
understood that 'the object of this agreement is solely the
development of commerce, and in constructing this railroad
there is no intention to unlawfully seize any land in the Pro-
vince of Shantung'. This and subsequent German declarations
concerning the railways were important, for in the post-war
negotiations concerning Shantung ownership of the rallways in
the province was to prove a vital factor.

The treaty accorded German subjects mining rights
along the entire length of the railway and to a width of 30 1i
(approximately 15 kilometres) on each side of the track. In
conclusion the treaty stipulated that in the event of any foreign
work being undertaken in Shantung on behalf of the Chinese
government, the said work and the right of supplying capital and
materials had first to be offered to Germany.

Sino-German regulations for the Kiaochow-Tsinanfu
railway were agreed upon in Mareh, 1900, and by their terms

Germany was accorded a decisive voice in the business of the line.
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Germany also acquired some extension of political influence for
article 14 stated that all foreigners entering the interior of
Shantung 'must be provided with passports sealed by the proper
Chinese and German authorities'. Wevertheless, of great im-
portance to the limitation of Germany's rights, and of parti-
cular relevante to later controversies, was article 16 which
stated:

'Troops, eventually necessary for the protection of

the railway will be stationed by the Governor of

the Province of Shantuns. Therefore outside the 100

1li zone no foreign troops shall be employed for this

purpose. The Governor of the Province of Shgntung
binds himself to take effective measures during the
period of surveying as well as when the railway is

under construction or opened for traffic to prevent 7

any damage Being done to it by the mob or by rebels)
As the Governor of Shantung was Chinese it was obvious that
China was responsible for any movements of troops to protect
the line,

Althoush the German government had obtained important
gains in Shantung, they were anxious to avoid claiming exclusive
rights to the province. Kiaochow became an open-port in Septem-
ber, 1898, and some four years later Germany denied that she
had any intentions of abandoning adherence to the principle of
the 'open-door'. Germany declared:

'The facts are that a German corporation has

obtained mining concessions for certain strictly

defined mineral lands situated in the province

of Shantung; but this does in no way mean a mo=-
nopoly for the whole province.' 8
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While Germany's declarations of disinterest in Shantung were
‘undoubtedly exaggerated, her attitude and actions were in
marked contrast to those later adopted by Japan.

Proof of Britain's support for Germany's actions 1n‘
seizing Kiaochow, and her willingness to bargain with other
powers at China's expense, can be found in a note which Sir
Frank Lascelles, the British ambassador in Berlin, handed tb_
the German government just before Britain acquired Wei-hai Wei,
It stated:

'England formally declares to Germany that in
establishing herself at Wei~hai Wei, she has no
intention of injuring or contesting the rights and
interests of Germany in the Province of Shantung
or of creating difficulties for her in that prov{nce.
It is especially understood that England will not
construct any rail-road communication from Wei-hai
Wel and the district leased therewith into the
interior of the Province of Shantung.'
No doubt Britain would have preferred all other foreign coun=-
tries to have kept out of China, but Britain's ready recognition
of Germany's acquisitions at the end of the 19th century must
qualify Britain's later accusations against Germany of doing
great wrong to China by obtaining rights in Shantung.

Britain's fear of Russia was obvious in the terms
whereby she acquired Wei-hai Wei, for the relevant Anglo-Chinese
convention stated that the island of Linkung, ‘and a belt of
land 10 English miles wide along the entire coast of the‘Bay'

were to be conceded to Britain !for so long a period as Port
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Arthur shall remain in the occupation of Russia.'lo In view
of the fact that a retreat of British warships from Port
Arthur in January, 1898, had been seen as an abjeet surrender
to the Russians, some counter-measures were clearly under-
standable,ll but one must question the wisdom of Britain
acquiring Wei-hai Wei for it has been argued that:

'The place was of little value. Its harbour was not
deep enough for large ships, it was expensive to fortify,
and it was cut off from the_hinterland by a range of
hills and they /the British/ had to give the Germans
assurances that they would nfger do anything with the
place that was worth doing'.

One may note that as late as 1927 only 100 English people were
in permanent residence in the port, and in the same year
whereas the total tonnage of ships using Port Edward (Wei-hai
Wei) was approximately 2 million, that for Hong Kong was some

13 Despite its

4+ million, and for Shanghai nearly 30 million.
comparative unimportance, however, the question of WQi-ha;Wei
monotonously appears in Anglo-Chinese relations, especially
during the Shantung negotiations at the peace conference at
Paris and the Washington conference in 1921.

Reference has already been made to the 'open-door!
policy regarding China, which also features regularly in far
eastern affairs, and much credit for the expression has been
attributed to John Hay, the American Secretary of State.lk

But when he was questioned by a certain Mr. Parker, lord Curzon,



who was foreign secretary from 1919-1924, had some comments
on the origins of the expression which are of interest to

British policy. He stated:

'It isquite true that I used the phrase "The open door
in China" in Parliamentary Debates in 1898.... I must
however disclaim the honour of authorship. The origin
of the phrase is traceable to a speech made by i}r
Michael Hicks~-Bedch /Chancellor of the Excheque at
Swansea on January 17th, 1898. In the course of his
remarks he referred to a statement of the poliey of
His /sic, Hepr/ Majesty's Government in China, made by
Mr. Balfour...and observed that:- "We did not regard
China as a place for conquest or acquisition by any
European or other Power. We looked upon it as the
most hopeful place of the future for the commerce of
the world at large, and the Government were absolutely
determined at whatever cost, even...if necessigy at the
cost of War, that door should not be shut.” '

One must doubt, however, whether Britain would have risked such
2 war unless her interests in China were seriously threatened,
and in the 20th century Britain's attitude towards the 'open-
door' principle proved that she was vitally concerned with main-
taining her speeial position, especially in relation to Shanghai

and Hong Kong.

The Boxer Rebellion and some subsequent developments.

The influence of the foreign powers not unnaturally
had a profound reaction upon the Chinese nation, and her his-
tory of the 19th century is full of wars against foreigners.
The superiority of western arms helped to create within China
movements for the reform of the system of government and the

introduction of more modern methods of agriculture and industry,
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Towards the end of the century the demands for reform had be-
come widespread and such leaders as Sun Yat-sen and K'ang Yu-wel
had emerged to give effective voice to Chinese nationalism.17

China's size, the character of the Manchu emperors,
and the need for provincial governors left the country vulner-
able to all kinds of factionalism, and often the main develop-
ments of the reform and nationalist movements were lost in a
series of complicated political manoeuvres which frequently
split the country. This encouraged western governments to re-
gard China contemptuously and be misled as to the real strength
of the country. Superior attitudes were often adopted by
government representatives and western settlers in China who
too often looked upon the Chinese people as coolies and of
little importance. There were, however, some notable exceptions
among the western diplomats, and undoubtedly the most outstand-
ing were Sir John Jordan and Paul Reinsch who, for varying
periods before the first world war, and during the conflict,
were the respective British and /merican ministers in Peking.
Both continued in office until just after hostilitles had
ceased.18

A most violent clash between the anti-foreign forces
of China and the representatives of the forelgn powers occurred
in 1900 when the famous Boxer rebellion witnessed very bloody

Scenes, especially in the legation area of Pekinglg. Despite
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the differences which existed among the powers a marked degree
of unity was achieved in quickly suppressing the uprising, the
details of which have been described elsewhere.20 Although the
Chinese scored some early victorlies in the uprising, especially
in June, 1900, the arrival of reinforcements of foreign troops
in August saw the quick defeat of the Boxers.

The defeat of the Boxer rebellion reduced China's
international standing still further, increased popular dis-
like of the Manchu dynasty, and led to the formation of the
Chinese Republie, after the revolution of 1911-1912. China was
forced to agree to a heavy indemnity amounting to some £67
million to be paid at four per cent compound interest, which
meant that over the forty year repayment period more than twice
the original sum was to be exacted.21 In 1908, however, the
United States decided that her claims were excessive and decided
to devote half of her share of the indemnity to educating Chinese
students in America and setting up a university near Peking.22
Britain's share of the indemnity was some £74 million, and she
fell in line with the United States in spending part of the
instalments upon education for the Chinese. America's actions
gained her some popularity in China, but as Chinese nationalism
grew so this form of international control over a part of
China's expenditure proved irksome to the nationalists. It may

be noted that as late as 1929, Arthur Henderson, foreign
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secretary in the second Labour government, was most annoyed
when he learnt that indemnity money was planned for building
Chinese railways instead of being spent on education.23

During the post-rebellion negotiations Russia tended to
be lenient over her financial claims and in her demands for the
punishment of rebels. Russia also sought to induce the rest of
the powers to withdraw from Tientsin while she remained, and

2% The unity of

these actions increased international distrust.
the powers which was established during the Boxer uprising proved
very brief and the uncertain international situation helped to
facilitate the Anglo-Japanese negotiations of 1901 which resul-
ted in an alliance between the two countries early the following
year.25

The Anglo-Japanese alliance lasted in an amended form
until the Washington conference of 1921, and it had world wide
ramifications, for the possible combination of the British and
Japanese fleets was of obvious importance to Russia, Germany,
France, and the United States. The alliance also had a bearing
upon Anglo-Chinese relations, for if Britain were indifferent
to China, but an ally of Japan, it was clear that in any Sino-
Japanese clash the British government were hardly likely to

2
give serious consideration to China's desiderata.
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Within a few years the Anglo-Japanese alliance was
tested by the Russo-Japanese war of 1904-5, for by the terms of
the alliance no country could come to Russia's assistance with-
out becoming involved in a war with Britain. To the surprise of
the world Japan proved the victor and this result had a marked
influence upon the actions of the powers.27 The importance of
the war was also considerable for China, for apart from the
Russian-Japanese fighting having taken place on Chinese soil
and waters, article V of the resulting peace treaty stated:

'The Imperial Russian Government transfer and assign to
the Imperial Government of Japan, with the consent of the
Government of China, the lease of Port Arthur, Talien and

adjacent territory and territorial waters and all rights,

privileges and conggssions connected with or forming part
of such leas@....'

Japan had thus secured a hold on the Chinese mainland with the
direction pointed towards Manchuria.

While the Russo-Japanese war was in progress negotia-
tions began not only to renew the Anglo-Japanese alliance, which
was not due to expire until 1907, but to sharpen its terms and
extend its scope to cover India in the interests of Britain,
and to limit its relevance over Korea in the interestsof Japan.
The negotiatlions revealed that Anglo-Japanese relations were
exceedingly close and that Britain welcomed Russia's pending
defeat.29 After the Russo-Japanese war, however, Britain became

suspicious of Japan and, owlng to growing fears of Japan's
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increased economic and naval capabilities, dislike of the
alliance developed.BQ But in welghing the various alternatives
Sir Fdward Grey, forelgn secretary, recognised the rights of the
Japanese on the Chinese mainland, and 'Grey was supported by
most officials in the Foreign Office in his poliey of allowing
Japan a free hand in the Far East within reason'.

Japan for her part was prepared to see Britain extend
her interests in China, provided, of course, that they did not
conflict with her own, and she encouraged the British to remain
in Wei-haiWel. Baron Komura, the Japanese minister for foreign
affairs, argued that on no account should Britian leave the
port, for 'it would be quite impossible to leave the Germans
holding Kiaochow and you /the British/ not there to keep them
in check.'32 China, however, had different aims and Wang Ta-
hsiih, the Chinese minister in London, asked Grey to return
Wel-haiWeli as China wanted to develop it as a base for her
future navy.33

By the terms of the Anglo-Chinese agreement of 1898,
Wei-ha;Wei was to remain in British hands for as long as Russia

3k

occupied Port Arthur, and Wang argued that as Port Arthur was

in the hands of a power which was an ally of Britain, Wei-hal Weli
should be returned to China, but Grey demurred. The Japanese

government remained hostile to a retrocession and argued that:
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'so lon~ as Germuny held Kiaochow, so long
should Gre.t Britain remain at Wei-hai velees
The Japancse Minister for IForeign Lffairs
further stated that the information which had
reuched the Japanese Coverament from Iekinc and
other sources was to the effect that China was
tryin,; to renuvdiste all her engugements; that
if Jei~hai ‘Vei was returned the Chinese would,
in his opinion, regerd it as a great diplomatice
triumph for thenselves; and that it would lead
to further demands which would result in very
serious trouble's 35

Aithourh Gernuny held Kiaochow it can be scen, howéver, that
she wus secking to modify her position. Almost im@ediately
after the Wusso-Japanese war, Germany anreed to withdraw all
her troops from the neutr:l zone, und she specifically stated
that the railways within the Shuntune province 'shall comple-
tely be under the cupervision und protection of the Chinese
%6
.

local authorities and police o“ficers! Indeed, Germany's

policy in Shantunc had been described as being auite liberal.57

One must doubt that Japan's opinions on ei-hai Wei
had any decisive influence upon the British government for there
was already marked British hostility to any propocals for retros

cession, und even Sir John Jordar, the British minister who laker

adopted different views, argued that a surrender would assist |
'the Chauvinist movement' in China. Zarly in November, 1906,

Grey resched the conclusion thut retrocession would be wrong
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politically for it would encourage Chinese nationalism and,
indicating that her views had been considered, that it would
let Japan down. But Grey was against spending money on, or
investing in, Wei-ha‘.Wei.38

If Britain were hesitant to make advances in China,
Japan was not and she 'initiated plans for obtaining a foothold
in Shantung Province several years before the outbreak of the
Great War...'3? Japan did this by developing the port of
Lungkow, and the Japanese-backed Dairen Steamship company
operated a triangular shipping service to three ports nearby.

It can be seen that in the first ten years of the
century Japan had transformed her position in the far east and
had emerged as a very strong power. She had not only inherited
Russia's rights in sections of China, but by her aggressive
policies had established a reputation which was causing Britain
to become increasingly uneasy, but it was China who had to bear

the brunt of Japan's actions.

ﬂqe Renewal of t
Chinese Revolution of 1911.

Although the Anglo-Japanese alliance was not due to
expire until 1915 it was renewed again in 1911, but the spirit
of the renewal and the political ecircumstances were in marked

contrast to those of 1905 when the alliance was first revised.
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. Owing to international agreements Russia was no longer regar-
ded as the menace she had once been, especially to Britain and
Japan, whereas Japan's annexation of Korea was indicative of anm
forwardwsesking country. High in Britain's considerations,
however, was the need to improve Anglo-American relations and
establish the faet that a revised alliance with Japan could not
. be invoked against America. The details of the situation have
been fully deseribed by Dr. Lowe who points out that there were
some British diplomats who were against renewal on the grounds
that the uneertainty which would have been created 'would be a
Check to any unnecessarily forward policy on the part of Japan',
Who would have been apprehensive of Britain's intentians.ho

These views were opposed by Grey for not considering
world wide elrcumstances. It was argued that Britain had to
economise on her naval bullding, for the Victorian days of
supremacy were over, and in 1911 it was Germany, not Japan, who
was 1n need of control. !'The Timesf welcomed the renewal; but
British commercial interests in China opposed it, while
'Chinese opinion disliked the new agreement fearing, not with-
out some Jjustification, that Japanese encroachment in Manchuria
would develop further'.ul ‘

If the powers in the far east had been re- grouping in
the first decade of the century, changes in China were marked,
and although the Chinese revolution of 1911 began with an
accidental explosion the political situation had been ripening



17.

for someitime. It can be seen that three main features were
working for changes within China, and they were the radical
revolutionists, the constitutional monarchlsts, and the Yiian
Shih-k'al faetion., The first group were the implacable enemies
of the Manchu dynasty who sought its overthrow, the second
wanted moderate reforms while retaining the Manchu line, and
the third group were dominated by Yiian Shih-k'ai who was a
professional politician and an expert at compromj.se.’+2

It is not necessary to trace the progress of the

revolution, but it may be noted that as it developed the di-
visions between the groups disappeared, or became blurred, and
by the end of 1911 most of the Chinese people were in revolt
against the Manchus. The foreign policy of the revolutionaries
was based on the fear that should the powers intervene the
revolution would suffer defeat, and as a result of such mis~
givings a provisional central government meeting in Shanghai
declared:

'We have, in short, taken every possible step to
protect vested interests, safeguard international obli-
gations, secure continuance of commerce, and shield

education and religious institutions; and what is even
more important, striven continually to maintain law and
agg:r;oaggt:ig g;g::iggdg£§3§3:?'augonstructive poliey
The powers of the Shanghal provisional government were fleeting,
but there can be little doubt that thelr sweeping statement re-
flected the revolutionaries' aims not to offend the foreign

powers.
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Initially Britain adopted an attitude of political and
financial neutrality, but the impact of the revolution upon
Japan was immediate for she agreed to advance the Manchu govern-
ment munitions ‘providing the Chinese government adopted a more
cordial attitude towards the Japanese position in Manchuria'.
Japan was anxious to intervene in 1911, ostensibly to proteect
the Peking-Mukden railway, but as this could have caused a
clash with Russia, Grey warned the Japanese not to extend their
influence.l'.5

As the revolution progressed influential British
nationals gave advice to the Chinese factions concerning poliey.
For example, Dr. Morrison pointed out to the republican leaders
in Shanghai 'that it was hopeless to expect that a leader such
as Sun Yat-sen, who knew nothing about China, could obtain for
the Republic early recognition from foreign powera'.k6 British
policy began to change from neutrality to supporting Chinese
leaders who were considered dependable, of which the most out-
standing was Yilan Shih-k'ai, & war-lord, politiscian, and diplo~-
mat who had served the Manchu regime with distinetion. Yiian
had clashed with the Japanese over Korea, for which they never
forgave him, and he had been in dispute with the Chinese regent
during the attempts to reform the Manchu regime, but he was a
practical politician who could manoeuvre adroitly and was re-

garded as the man most 1likely to achieve stability in China.t?
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Consequently 'whatever the ultimate form of Chinese government,
monarchical or republican, Britain felt that it could only work
efficaeiously 1f Y{ian controlled it. British poliey may be
summarised as neutrality with a pro-Yiian bias'. Britain's
desires for the political stability which it was thought Yiian
could introduce were undoubtedly related to hopes for an in-
crease in trade and investment which follow automatically from
an orderly regime.

Stability, however, proved elusive and it has been

argued that:

'It had been a basic contradiction in the Chinese
Revolutlion of 1911 that, whereas the ajim of the young
nationalist and republican revolutionq%?bs had been to

build up China as a strong modern state in place of

the loosely organised archaic autoeracy of the old

imperial system the short-term effect of the upheaval 49

was to strengthen the forces of provinecial particularism.’
The unity of the Chinese factions necessary for the overthrow of
the Manchu dynasty quickly proved too weak, and the revolution of
1911 was followed by further disorders in 1913. Yitan Shih-k‘al
banished parliament and his e¢lash with the militant nationalists
caused Sun Yat-sen, the leader of the newly formed Kuomintang
party, to flee for his life. Sun was t0 prove a major
figure in modern China, while the Kuomintang became the main
basis for the formation of a rival nationalist government at

Canton.
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Negotiations for the recognition of the republic
involved —. China in attempts to strengthen her>position on
such an issue as Tibet,and relations among the powers were
influenced by the new situation. Britain's support for Yiian
Shih-k'ai has been stressed, but Japan was very hostile to him,
and as a result Britain was concerned lest Japanese actions
should endanger her economic interests in China.50 Between 1911
and 191% international relations in the far east tended to be
expressed in the actions concerning loans and the financial

consortium, and this tendency brought the United States into

greater prominence.

International financial consortia to control loans to
China had existed earlier in the century, but that of June,
1912, was clearly different and more significant. Its scope

has been thus described:

'The Consortium, however, was now called on to handle
a question of finance that had nothing to do with industry
but was purely political in character. The object of the
proposed loan was the stabilisation of the Government of
China and the Governments of the lending Powers according-
1y undertook to lay down the conditions on which the money
was to be lent and the purposes to which it was to be
applied: sources of revenue were to be placed under foreign
controlsy forelgn Administrations were to exercise the
functions of the Chinese Governmentj Chinese armies were
to be disbanded under foreign supervision and so on.
Russia and Japan had no money to lend and accordingly had
no place in a Consortium whose function wa8 the economie
development of Chinaj but when it became & question of
establishing a measure of political control over China
these Powers could not be left out. Russian and Japanese
groups were accordingly admitted into the Consortiumeesss.



This imuiedictely filled the “hinese with the

deepest vusplcecion of the policy and aims of

the (nmuo~Llum, It now scemed clear to them

that the Jonsortium wus the inctrument by which

the Iowers hoped to osvublish a political do-

minuation over China, ccononic development being

cither a ~rebtonce or & cide 1tsues' 51
‘hile such - descrintion mi ht be exXtreiac there can be no doubt
thut finauncicl lowns to Shina were o meuwsure of controlling her
affuirs wnd when a loan was made outside the auspices of the
. . . . 2
consortiwn a ainor diplonialic row ensucd.5

ioodrow “iloon, who was clected president of the
United Stutes in 1912, was well uware of the scope of the con-
sortium, «nd one of his first uctions upon assunin; office was
tn insist on imerican withdrawal from its membership on the
grounds that its terms seemed 'to touch very nearly the adminise-

Z

trative independence of China itself'.5’ Tven before he was
president, Wilson had expressed his views on China and was ge-
nerally sympathetic to the possibilities of China obtaining
some restoration of lost sovereign rishts. Althoush he did not
understand all the complowities or the Tar-ecastorn situation
it has been argued that Jilson,

'was correct in his Jjudgment that the un-

fortunate position of thut country [China]

in world affuirs was due in no small degree

to the policies of the Vestern Powers and

Japan. In his own Chinese policy he usually

found himself alone among the world leaders.' 54
From the turn of the century the China policy of the United

States had been generally liberal, and although valid criticisms
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could be made of the menner in which she had championed the
'open-door', her actions had won considerable friendship from
wlde seetions of the Chinese people, especially Chinese students
who had been to the United States to complete their education.
Hence, when Wilson began to give his attention to China's point
of view this was a development which was to prove of consider-
able importance to Britain's far eastern policles.

It may be judged that Wilson's concern for China added
to the dilemma into whieh the British government were slipping
in the far east. By 1913 British fears of CL£°¥WaniV&quAH§
Japan were increasingly out-weighing her apprehensions regard-
ing Russia. In addition, Anglo-Japanese economic rivalry in
China, partlicularly in the Yangtse valley, had increased and it
has already been noted that the two powers were backing differ-
ent Chinese factions. Britain's aim was to compromise with
moderate Chinese elements, but Wilson's aims were for the res-
toration of China's sovereignty. It will be shown that Britain
in the first quarter of the century was not prepared to make
any serious, or indeed trivial, retrocessions to China. In faect
Britain was becoming involved in an impossible situation where
she wanted to preserve her political rights in China, and
possibly extend her economic interests, but at the same time

she wanted to be on good terms with Japan and the United States.
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However, unfortunately for Britain, the polieies of these two
countries regarding China were tending to operate in opposite
directions, and bad relations between them had already developed.
over various Pacific problems and the question of Asian immi-
gration.55 It was, therefore, to prove increasingly difficult
for Britain to please China, America, and Japan at the same
time, and even if Britain were not unduly concerned over China,
she was anxious to remain on good terms with the dfher two
countries. ‘

While it is possible to isolate the far east for study
purposes, the governments of the powers were confronted with a
world-wide situation and as the events described above were
occurring all but the most outstanding were overshadowed by the
growing crisis in Europe and the rise of German military power,
Rather paradoxically after her seizure of Kiaochow in 1898,
Germany played a comparatively minor role in the far east, and
apart from such an exceptional occasion af the Boxer rebellion,
Germany's actions tended to be inconspicuous. Indeed, in the
far east Britain was more concerned with the actions of her

future allies rather than her future enemy.

The Qutbreak of the
Shantung province.

Britain declared war on Germany on Y% August 191l%, and
Japan followed suit on 23 August. Between these dates there was
considerable Anglo-Japanese diplomatic activity during which
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Britain tried to persuade Japan to restrict her activities to
the sea and avoid any military action in China, which was thev
only major centre in the far east where German and Japanese
troops could engage. It is clear that Japan's declaration of
war was viewed in Britain with only qualified support, but as
there are a number of detailed accounts which describe the
events 1t 1s not necessary to -repeat the story. However,
it is important to refer to the documents which were relevant
to Britain's policy to China, especially to those which had a
bearing upon post-war considerations.

On the outbreak of hostilities Beilby Alston of the
far-eastern department of the Foreign Office, who later played
a major role in helping to determine poliecy in his capacitles
as chargé d'affaires in Tokyo and minister to Peking, reviewed
the situation-57 He recognised that German shipping had to
be destroyed, but he was concerned at the influence which the
warfare would have upon China. Alston warned that Japan would
be seeking to lmprove her position and that some action should
be taken to minimise the loss to British trade in China. He
felt that German shipping in Chinese waters could be 'neutral-
ised' with comparative ease by the British, and this would
still leave ample British naval forces free to operate for
police purposes in China in order to counter-act Japan should

she become too active on the pretext of safeguarding foreign
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interests on the mainland. He argued: 'In other words our
position vis-h-vis the Chinese Govt. should not be weakened
more than is absolutely necessary and the Japanese allowed a
completely free hand through force of present eircumstances.'
Sir Eyre Crowe, assistant under.-secretary of state, entirely
agreed with the political aspects of Alston's memorandum, but
later in the war, however, the changed shipping position called
for Japanese naval cooperation.

Jordan, the British minister in Peking, thought that
Japan's entry into the war would endanger the stablility of the
regime in China and would have a bad effect upon Britain's
influence in that country and throughout Asia generally.58
Jordan was against possible unilateral action by Japan regarding
Tsingtao, and he favoured the neutralisation of the Pacific.59
Crowe, however, opposed Jordan's views on neutralisation and
argued that they were restricted to the Chinese horizon. 'What
is wanted is to strike hard with all our might in all the four
corners of the world.' But Grey was uncertain over neutralisa-
tion and he realised that the United States was anxious 'lest
Japan should acquire too preponderating an influence in China
whilst Furopean Powers are fighting.'Go As Grey had supported
1imi ted Japanese expansion in China, one must question how

sincere he was when he stated.. 'as any action taken by Japan

will be in protection of general interests of Anglo-Japanese
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Agreement, it will be a special object of Great Britain and
Japan to see, as provided by the terms of thelr agreement,

that the integrity of China is maintained, and we hope her
61

neutrality also...!

Alston realised that Japan was determined upon entering
the war and he felt that any further British objections would
only serve to antagonise her, It was vital, Alston agreed, that
Germany should be crushed everywhere with the greatest possible
rapidity, and he continued by describing a recent interview he
had had with Katsunosuke Inouye, the Japanese ambassador in

London. Of particular relevance to China were Alston's comments

that Inouye,

‘disclaims any desire on the part of Japan for
territorial aggrandisement and proposes to meet

Sir J. Jordan's apprehensions by our giving joint
advice to the Chinese Govt. to rely on our maintaining
peace and order on econdition that China does not look
for agsistance elsewhere. I would go further and with
& view to inspiring eonfidence in China and giving
proof of our honesty of purpose, arrange with Japan
beforehand that in the event of Kiaochow being taken,
(and we must insist that this shall only be taken by
our comiined forces and not by Japanese forces alone)
Kiaochow shall at once be given back to China together
with Wei=hai Wei?,

'If an understanding on the above is arrived at with
Japan I see no reason for any appreheng%ons on our
part as to accepting her assistance.'
Meanwhile Jordan had reached the conclusion that Anglo-Japanese
co-operation was to be preferred to separate action by Japan,

but he felt that it was absolutely necessary for a public
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declaration to be made that Kiaochow would eventually be
restored to China.63 Alston welcomed Jordan's dispateh and

noted:

'Sir J. Jordan holds the same views now as we 4o -

viz. (1) that joint co-operation with Japan will

allay disturbances in China,(2) that China should

be assured beforehand that if Kiaochow is taken

it will be restored to her, (3) that American ob-

jection will be removed if action is confined to

China &nd China seas...'

Hence, if the 'we' which Alston used meant the Foreign Office
this was a clear statement that the British government believed
that Klaochow should be restored to China.

The Germans, of course, had not been idle, and Jordan
reported that the German charge d'affaires had been seeking to
negotiate the direct surrender of Kimochow to China. The main
points of the German proposals were that all military installa-
tions were to be handed to China and the German troops interned,
but the question of compensation to be paid to Germany was to be

6l
arranged later. When Jordan pointed out that the last pro-
posal vitiated the arrangements, he was told by the Chinese
emissary that it would almost certainly be dropped.

Sir Conyngham Greene, the British ambassador in Tokyo,
reported that the Japanese government had learned of the Sino-
Germ: . negotiations and as a result Baron Kato, minister for
foreign affairs, had instructed the Japanese charge d'affaires

in Peking to warn the Chinese government against entering



28.

further negotiations. Kato asked if the British government
65

would do the same. Grey agreed that Greene should make such

a warning if Greene saw no objection, and Grey informedtggsggg}
that the British government were considering a Joint Anglo-
Japanese communication which was to be made to China in regard
to erossing Chinese territory to reach Kiaochow.

It is, perhaps, interesting to note in view of the
attention which the issue of Wei-hai Wwei commanded, that Japan
made an offer to send reinforcements for the defence of the
port if they were thought necessary. Illustrating the military
insignificance of Wei-haiWei in the crisis of 191k were Alston's

comments that:

'...the force at Wei-hai Wei consists of a marine
guard of about 50 men who have standing orders to
disappear in case of trouble. There are also about
100 natives employed on police duty. For the present
there 18 no need for any apprehension in regard to

these forces but we can ggank the Japanese Govt, for
their friendly message.'

In the post-war settlement, however, Britain continued to place
importance upon Wel-haj Wei as a base, but continued to refrain
from developing it.

Events were moving with considerable rapidity, and
Jordan informed Grey that the Chinese government had realised
that Kiaochow should be taken by an international foree. In
reply Jordan had informed Yiian Shih-k'ail, the Chinese president,

that ‘Chinese interests were being seriously considered, and that
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they need have no apprehension as to the results of any joint

6
action which might be decided upon against Kiaochow.' 7

Alston welcomed China's acceptance of the situation and he
felt that it was essential that the Chinese government should
be dissuaded from any attempts to open direct negotiations with
the Germans lest they should reveal the allied plans. Alston
continued by making some comments of particular relevance to
Anglo-Chinese relations, for he stated that an opportunity had
been provided whereby China would be advised to rely upon Anglo-
Japanese influence to the exclusion of others. f
'It is well known that the Japanese have for some time
held the view that the future of China lies in the hands
of Great Britain and Japan - and she has now proclaimed
this view officially and made a bid for our acceptance of
it in no uncertain terms. This view is based on two
facts viz. (1) that while Japan is China's most powerful
neighbour and has larger interests at stake there than
any European Power, (2) she gannot and while the Yidan
régime exists neyer will - /fowing to Japan's poor rela-

tions with Yiiap/ - gain the ear and the confidence of
the Chinese Govt. except through us who have it in an

exceptionui degree.' Britain should mediate for
'The time has now obviously arrived for a complete

gﬁgersta?ding with Japan for a future joint poliey in
na.ll

Hopes for such a policy were, however, quickly destroyed by
Japan's assertive actions, and Alston's disappointment may have
helped him to develop the general hostile attitude to Japan,
and friendship for China which w## he held in the post-war

years.
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In mid-August Jordan was concerned over the prospects
of violating China's neutrality but he felt this was unavoidable
if Kiaochow were to be recaptured. Jordan felt that an Anglo-
Japanese note should be delivered which should give the assur-
ance that:

'.s.any Chinese territory at present occupied by our enemies
which may fall into our hands will be restored to China when
hostilities are concluded, and that nelther Power entertzins

any territorial aggrandisement at the expense of China.' 8

Grey agreed, and hoped that if Japan could not assoclate herself
with such a note as little modification as possible should be
made in order to obtain Japanese agreement. Grey was also un-
easy about the possible violation of China's territory and he
argued that such a step ' would be exactly similar to that of
the Germans in Belgium which has been the chief cause of our

war with Germany...'69

The preparations for the re-capture of Kiaochow had
gone ahead while Japan was still neutral, but on 15 August,
Greene reported the demands which Japan were to present to
Germany as an ultimatum. She demanded that Germany was to give
up Kiaochow to Japan without any conditions on compensation,
'China eventually to have the place restored to her'. All

German ships in Japanese or Chinese waters were to be removed

or dis-armed, and ¢ the measures demanded had to be complied
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with by the 23rd August.70 Alston was alarmed at the demands
and he informed Grey that it would ereate an unfavourable im-
pression 'if on account of our inston's emphasig7 confliet
vith Germany, Japan is to demand the unconditional surrender of
Kiaochow to herself alone.' But Alston felt that if the demand
were made jointly by Britain and Japan 'it will be all right’.
Crowe agreed that further consideration was necessary. Grey
was anxious to discuss the matter with the Japanese ambassador,
and a reply was sent to Greene instructing him that Britain
should be associated with Japan in any measures necessary for
the capture of Kiaochow, but Britain wanted to make it clear
that she had no claims to make on Kiaochow in the post-war
settlement.

Suspicions of Japan began to mount when Jordan reported
that increased accommodation for some 15,000 men was being pre-
pared at Hankow. Alston stated that this was the type of action
he had long feared and he felt a frank discussion should be held
with the Japanese to try to reach an agreement upon a policy for:
China.71 8ir Walter Langley, assistant under secretary of state,
argued that the action of the Japanese was likely to alienate
the Chinese, and they ought to have consulted the British
government before taking such a step.

News of the Japanese ultimatum caused the Chinese

government to renew their efforts to secure the direct retro-
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cession of Kiaochow to China, but Jordan 'informed the Chinese
that his Government could not now recognise such a transfer. In
view of the threatening attitude adopted by Japan and apparently
acquiesced in by Great Britain, the Chinese Government dares
take no offieial action.! China strove hard to persuade the
United States to take up her cause, but the American government
declined to get themselves involved.72

It is not necessary to dwell upon the brief but fairly
bitter military campalgn for the capture of Tsingtao which las-
ted from September until November 1911+.73 One may note that the
Japanese bore the brunt of the casualties, namely, 1,455 killed
ani 4,200 wounded to Britain's 14 killed and 61 wounded. This
disproportionate sacrifice may be explained by a dispatch from
John T. Pratt, consul-general at Tsinan and later adviser to

the far eastern department of the Foreign Office.7“

Pratt
argued that the Japanese had insisted that the Tsingtao cam-
paign should be mainly a Japanese affair and only 1% battalions
of British troops had been used. Barnadiston, the British
commanding general, had been treated Ly the Japanese general
Kamio in a very off-handed manner, and Pratt ecomplained that
'when Tsingtao was actually captured great pains were taken to

demonstrate to all that it was a Japanese, and in no sensge a

3ritish, or even an allied vietory'.
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There can be no doubt that Britain's poliey towards
China in the early stages of the war was more liberal than that
of Japan, for although no joint Anglo-Japanese declaration that
Shantung would be retored to China materialised, this was due
only to the non-cooperation of Japan.75 Japanese troops became
extended along the railway lines well beyond the buffer zone in
Shantung in a manner which seemed in excess of the demands of
the military situation, and within six weeks of the German sur-
render at Kiaochow, 'Baron Kato....stated that whether Kiaochow
would be restored to China and whether Japan would succeed to
the rights of Germany in Shantung were questions for the
future, but that no agreement necessitating the Japanese retro-
cession of the area existed with any power.'76 Japen was to
follow her initiative in China by a series of political demands
which had a most profound effect upon the international diplo-

matie situation.

The 21 Demands of 1915

On 18th January, 1915, Eki Hioki, the Japanese minister
in Peking, presented the notorious 21 demands, in secret, to
Y{fan Shih-k'ai, the Chinese president. The demands were divi-
ded into five groups and they constituted serious limitations
upon c..ina's sovereignty, especlially the fifth group.77 Of the
first group, the first article stated,
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'The Chinese Government engage to give full assent
to all matters that the Japanese Government may here-
after agree with the German Government respecting the
disposition of all the rights, interests and econeessions,
which, in virtue of treaties or otherwise, Germany
possesses vis-a-vis China in relation to the Province of
Shantung'.
The remaining four articles in the group all referred to Shan-
tung and their terms were for Japan to have the right to build
railways and secure widespread entry into the province.
British reactions to the 21 demands were sharp and
Grey, who had favoured limited Japanese advances in China,
expressed his disappointment with Japan.78 The story of China's
counter-proposals of February and the Sino-Japanese crisis of
May, 1915, when Japan threatened war in order to force China's
acceptance of the requirements has been told elsewhere,79 but it
is important to stress the inability of Britain to restrain
Japan who brushed aside all attempts tc curtail her aetions
with comparativ: ease.so
At the Paris peace conference Robert Lansing, the
American secretary of state, was a decided opponent of Japan's
claims to Chantung. But in 1915 when he was under-seeretary
he was quite sympathetic to Japan, and questioned the wisdom of
protesting at the infringements of American treaty rights which
would occur with the implementation of the 21 demands. Lansing
felt that Japan had to expand and while emigration to America
was prohibited it was unreasonable to exclude the Japanese from

certain areas of China. He suggested that if the Ameriecan
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government 'refrains from urging its undoubted treaty rights
relative to Southern Manchuria and Shan Tung, it would do so

as a friend of Japan who is solicitous for her welfare.' Lans-
ing was in favour of a bargain whereby in exchange for a sym-
pathetie attitude to Japan's actions in China, Japan would
recognise the 'open-door' and end unfair monopolistic positions,
He stated:

'If a bargain along these lines could be struck it would
relieve us of the vexations California land controversy,
and prevent in large measure future disputes which seem
almost inevitable if the "demands" of Japag are permitted
at the present time to pass unchallenged.'®l

One must observe, however, that the bargain which Lansing pro-

posed was to be at China's expense once again.
Mt&" A s CI‘ '
Wdde Japan wes skpgzkng to secure Chinese aceeptance

of the 21 demands there were other developments of such conse-
quence to Anglo-Chinese relations that the following lengihy
quotation is Ju-*ifled:

"There were hopes /in 1915/ that supplies of arms would
be sent to Russia via China. But both Russia and Japan
were worried lest China should want to joiny the war and
thus upset the 1912 agreements of these powers concerning
East Inner Mongolia and South Manchuria respectively!.

'In London_the Japanese Government were opposing the
proposal /for China to enter the wap/ on various grounds,
such as the possibllity of revolutionary trouble at
Shanghal and Canton and the fear that China would ask for
her reward after the war in the form of rendition of con-
cessions and other foreign privileges. It was in vain

that His Majesty's Government urged the danger of enemy
intrigues against India and the desirability of expelling
all enemy subjects from China. The Japanese then similated
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great indignation, and made false accusations against
His Majesty's Minister of having initiat®d negotiations
behind their back; they stated that Japanese public
opinion would strongly oppose abandonment by China of
her neutrality. The Japanese Government formally re-
fused to Jjoin Great Britain, Russia and France in
asking China to enter the war.....This attitude was
obviously hypocritical in view of Japan's assertion
that her action in presenting the twenty-one demands
had been taken with the idea of binding China to the
slde of the Allies; but at that time the Allies were
not in a position %o resist pressure from Japan, and
the proposal to bring China ¢openly into the war had
therefore to be abandoned.'

Such a report makes nnnsense of the oft-repeated phrase used by
Arthur J. Balfour, when Britain's foreign secretary, that
China had not spent a shilling nor lost a man in any Chinese
attempt to wrest Shantung from the Germans.

Whether China could have waged war effectively in 1915
was very doubtful for the country was in considerable chaos.
Ytian Shih-k'al felt he could unite the country and defeat the
rival factions if he had himself declared emperor, and in the
mid-summer of 1915 it was ¢lear that such a step was imminent.
But in October, the British, Japanese, and Russian representa-
tives in Peking suggested that this step should be postponed.
America, however, refused to Jjoin in the representations and
declared that whether China had an emperor or not was for the
Chinese to decide.%3
Although Yiian continued in his attempts to become

monarch, the frustrations caused by the opposition of the

L

powers undoubtedly contributed to his sudden death in 19168
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After the temporary unity of the Chinese factions following
Yiian's death, discord became prominent not only between the
Kuomintang section in the south and the Peking government in
the north, but among the rival groups surrounding these
centres. This discord became almost a permanent feature of
Chinese politics which was undoubtedly made worse by the
presence of foreign powers and their support of respective
Chinese factions, especially by Japan, in order to further
85

thelir own interests.

come Important Developments in 1917.

On a world basis the Russian revolutions of 1917 were
undoubtedly the most important events of the year, but their
impact upon China was deferred until the 1920's, but one
immediate result of the November revolution was that the
Bolshevik government published the secret Russian-Japanese
alliance of 1916 which restricted Chinese sovereignty in Man-
churia and was 'directed against America'.86' In 1917, however,
Japan began negotiations with the United States, and early in
November the exchange of the famous Lansing-Ishii notes took
place.87 The precise meaning of these notes has been the sub-
jeet of much controversy which need not be considered here, but
there can be no doubt that, whatever Lansing intended, the
Japanese derived encouragement from what they believed was

American recognition of Japan's special rights in China.
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In mid-February the British war cabinet deeided to
support Japan's claims to Shantung 'with the proviso that the
Japanese Government should give a corresponding assurance of
support, in the eventual peace settlement, to our claims to
the German islands south of the Equator, and in our general
policy elsewhere.'88 But the cabinet were concerned at the
effect such an agreement would have upon America and the
dominions, and at the insistence of A.J. Balfour, who had re-
placed Grey as foreign secretary, the Shantung question was
discussed again two days later. At the second cabinet meeting
it was decided that 'It would be inexpedient and unfair to our
Allies to invite Japan to give so wide an assurance' to British
claimne, and as a result the words 'in our general polley else-
where' were omitted from the text given to Japan.89

The Anglo-Japanese exchange of notes in February has
been dericted as a straightforward bargain between the two
countries, and Balfour maintained in later years that recog-
nition of Japan's eclaims to Shantung 'ias part of a price that
Japan 'had exacted from us when we asked for naval assistance
in the Mediterranean'.go This interpretation is, however, too
harsh upon Japan, for it is clear that Britain's objective was
to obtain political as well as naval support. Also Japan, under

. Jonaucha
the leadership of the newiggggdbutﬂcabinet had dropped her ob-

jections to China entering the war and had agreed to the re-
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quested naval assistance before Britain reciprocated by giving
assurances to support the Japanese claims to Shantung.91 It was
a feature of the exchange that Jordan, the British minister in
Feking, was not consulted nor even informed of the bargain until
latergg But whatever the exact purpose of Britain's alms in
1917, the attitude of her delegates to the Paris peace conference
1919 was that they were honour-houn? to meet the obligations -
incurred. and support Japan's claims to Shantung.

At a meeting of the imperial war council in the spring
of 1917, Balfour associated himself with Grey's poliey of
allowing Japanese expansion in China. with what appears to be
almost incredible simplieity in the light of events of 1915,
even 1f the new policies of the 3u;:Zovernment are allowed

for, Balfour remarked:

'I have myself no doubt that Japan, with an eye to her
own inter_estsi is quite genuinely helping the Allies, and
helping tic Allies to the best of her ability"

and he concluded,

'I do not myself look forward with the least apprehen-

sion to anything th3§ Japan is likely to do during the
course of the war',

Balfour was to maintain a sympathetic attitude to Japan and one
of hostility towards China. throughout the peace conference,
but at the Washington conference, 1921-2, his attitude towards
Chin. Jc-came more friendly.

In February 1917, the United States and China both

severed diplomatic relations with Germany and entered the war



in April und fupuet respectively. Cbvioucly thecse vere events

of major importunce, :nd Reinsch, the ‘mericur minister to

~

Felring, was Jjubilunt when he hecrd of China's actions. He
considered thut she had mude = great decision:

'This was China's Tirst inderendent participation

in world pnlitics. she had stepped out of her

age-lons aloofness 2nd token hor place among the
modern nations'. Reinsch had met Ir. forrison who
told him "This is the greateost thing ever accomplished
in China. It means a nev oru. It will rmake the
Chinese mnutionally self-corscious.' 94

Undoubtedly llorrisor waos correct ond as o result of China's
entry into the war she hod 'thus enmerged as an actor in the
y C 05

arena of ‘/eltpolitik',

China's severance of diplometic relations and declara-
tion of war upon Germuny, however, muade very little impression

- .0\9 a Se i
upgn Balfour as may be seen @ the seduexce to the foreign
secretary's visit to /merica in the early summer of 1917. A
o b
dispute arose luter eonessndwg wnether Balfour had informed the
United stutes government of the British promise to supportn
Japan's claims to shantuns, and Balfour's answer to this query
reveals his almost contenmptuous atbtitude Lo China. He stated:
'It is just pousible, thouzh most

improbable, thut in speaking ahout the

territorial chunges we hud promised to

support I did not speak about the trans-

fer of Germsn rirhts in Shantun~ to the

Allied Fowcr, i.c. Japan, which hud con-

quered thew. The proposed trunsfer was

not of territory... It tookx nothing Irom

China which China possessed; China was not
an Ally....' 96
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But what is perhaps of greater importance thai the question of
communication' is the indication of Balfour's willingness to
support the transfer of rights and his indifference to China's
position as a power. However, by declaring war China had en-
hanced her international standing by ensuring her place at the
peace conference which was to prove an excellent medium to argue
for the return of Shantung and the restoration of Chinese
soverelgnty. There was also thes legal argument that by virtue
of the declaration of war all Sino-German treaties were void
and that, as China was quick to claim, there were no German
rights in China which eould be transferred to Japan. When the
peace conference began China was to prove very skilled in the
presentation of these arguments.

One may conclude that the development of the Shantung
question reflected Britain's deeline as an imperial power for
in seeking a bargain with Japan, as distinet from maintaining
her independence of all other countries, Britain had become
involved in promises which limited her freedom of aetion and
were to prove costly not only to Anglo-Chinese relations but
also detrimental to a better Anglo-American understanding in

the post-war world.
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CHAPTER 11
THE DEBATE OVER BRITAIN'S POST-WAR POLICIES

TO CHINA, 1918.

At the beginning of 1918 the achievement of vietory
was uppermost in the mind »f the British government, but as the
year progressed, and allied military success became certaln,
attention began to focus upon post-war problems including those
of the far east. In the interim between the armistice and the
peace conference British poliey in China was considered in
letters between Sir John Jordan, the British minister in Peking,
and Ronald Macleay of the far eastern department of the Foreign
office, and the conflicting views elearly expressed the problems
involved, Consideration of poliey was, however, complicated by
Britain's secret pledges of February 1917, about which Jordan
was not informed, to support Japan's elaims to Shantung.l

Farly in the year proposals for Japanese military
forces to occupy the Siberian railway exercised the attention of
the British and American governments. Balfour, the foreign
seeretary, recognised that some aggrandisement by Japan was
almost certain and the area most likely to be involved was the
Maritime Provinces of Russian eastern stberia.z These provinces
were of considerable interest to China for their population in-
cluded large numbers of Chinese immigrants, but in his review of

the developing situation Balfour ignored China completely.
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wWhile it was natural that Balfour should give his attention to
the possible influence of Japan's actions upon Russia and the
outcome of the war, his total disregard of China may be Judged
as part of the contemptuous attitude which the foreign secretary
took towards that country.

No doubt Balfour's attitude had been influenced hy
China's internal chaos and poor conduct in fighting the war.
China remained hopelessly divided and the policy of Tuan Ch'i-
jui, the premier, was described as 'a declaration of war abroad
without fighting, and a fight at home without declaration of
war,' Such a situation had obvious international repercussions.
Tuan borrowed huge sums of money (some 120 million) from Japan
and created the so-called European War Partieipation Army and
the New Parliament, ostensibly to participate effectively in the
European war and establish order within China. But Tuan used the
Japanese loans mainly in selfish schemes to defeat his rivals and
as a result became dependent upon Japanese money for survival.#
Perhaps of greater importance than the manoeuvres of the warring
cliques were the bitter Chinese protests against Tuan's actions,
especially by the students from Peking university, which were a
greater manifestation of widespread nationalism than the exist-
ence of a separate government in the south wpuld have suggested.5

As early as June, 1917, Balfour in reviewing policy be-
moaned the fact that any Anglo-American nsval agreement would be

regarded by Japan as ending the Anglo-Japanese alliance.6
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Balfour rraised the alliance and arsued thuat it had conduced
tn otubility in internetional relstionc in the far east for
ncurly Hrenty years, -nd therefore it should nnt be abandoned
li-htly.  pessilile colution to *the problen was to try to
ascociate Janan with sny nev arroncemonts which micsht be made
for Balfrur clairmed thut:

'This would have the triple effect of allaying

Jap..nesc feurs, of conguing Japanecc aupport,

and of advertisinr the . reuty zc a protectlon

affulnst CGermany.
1t may be noted thut China was once uein not montioned in
Bulfour's nenoranduws, and althouh the jucotion of alliances of
the navual powers in the post-war period was not nccesparily
relevent to Chine, she obviously stood tc be indirectly affectedi
by such matters. For exauple, 1f Britain concluded an Anglo=- |
American-Japunese alliance, which remained her hope until the
Wushington conference in 1921, then any chinese claims against
Japan were hardly likely to receive active support from Britain.

In the sumrcr of 1218, Bulfour made proposals for the
post-war futve of the Gertun colonies, und he was enphatic that
it would be madness t» restcre any colony to ‘'an unregenerate
Germany'.7 Bal four arcued that apart from considerations of
abstrcct juitice the security of the British Lmpire offered the.
strongest praclical resgson why Germany should not be permitted
to regain any of her colonies in Africa, Jhina, or the Pacific.

In relation to the fur cast Balfour stated:
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'Japan in, indeed, the heir of Germany in
Chinu, wnu ve proxised o support her cluins
to the FPacific TIslands north of the Equator,
whep thc subject ic brouhat wy ot the recce
Conferencesss 50 far we are committed,’!
The fact th't thir memorondum was written in June was important
for it was clear that Balfour rerarded Britain as being obliged
to support Jaran's claims to Germun colonies in China, of
which Tsinctao and various righte in the Shantung province were
of the greatest si-nificance, before the conclusion of the Sino-
Jenanese trecty of September, 1018, which, it was alleged, was a
voluntary recoonition by China of Japan's claims to Shantung,
This treaty was meferred to on several important occasions by
Balfour durins the peace conference in support of Japan's claims,
A further indicution of Balfour's attitude to China is
offered in a lette» which he wrote to Captain lLeopold Amery
M.P. who suggested a peace settlement based on 'a world dis-
tridbution of territory according to spheres based on the Momnoe
Doctrine'. Balfour disasreed with Amery's main proposals, but
conceded:
'You would give Japan as her sphere China generally.
(n the whole, as far as this country is concerned,
I am dispocsed to agree; but would the Unived States,
or perhaps what i1s more important the Chinese them-
selves?! 8
The meanings of some of the expressions used by the two men are

uncertain for it was hardly likely that Britain would have

readily surrendered her interests in China, especially in such
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strong areas as the Yangtse valley. But it was clear that
Amery's proposals would have aceorded Japan a more powerful
position in China than hitherto, and Balfour had no objeetion
to this development. Hence, before the peace conference began,
Balfour, the foreign seeretary, was envisaging both the
ereation of alliances and a China settlement which were
obviously contrary to the aspirations of Chinese nationalism,
The attitude of Sir.John Jordan was, however, in
marked eontrast to that of Balfour, which is made clear in his
correspondence with S8ir Walter Langley, assistant under secre-
tary of stato.9 Jordan referred to the efforts of the United
States government to curb foreign loans to China, and he argued
that it was time that some power should intervene, 'to stop the
criminal folly of the Japanese', Jordan maintained that %he
Japanese had had a splendid opportunity of showing a statesman-
like poliey to the Chinese during the war but had thrown it
away in a huckstering spirit unworthy of a great nation. He
felt that the record of the Japanese in China would recoil upon
themselves in a very marked fashion. Referenee was then made to
anti-Japanese protests made by the Chinese in Shanghai, and Jor-
dan eonecluded that the Chinese were no longer prepared to submit
to the domineering methods of the Japanese. 'That sort of thing
may do in Manchuela, but i3 attended with dangers when practised

at a Treaty Port!'.
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In the latter half of his letter Jordan referred to the
manner in which large auantitlies 5f opium were being imported by
the Japanese into China via Tsingtao and Nalny, and he thought
much of the drug came from Indila, 'Our hands are still, I fear,
far fron clean in this matter'. Jordan then miastioned what a
narmful offact revelationsg of npitain's traffic in opium would
nave had upon her reputation in the far east. The question of |
Tibet was also raised by Jordan, znd he saw 1ittle hope of
Teichman's mission settling the contrcversy.lJ

A further letter from Jordan to Langley in August des-

eribed the situation so forcefully and raised such important
points that a long quotation is Justified:

'The situation in China is going from bad to worse.

All power is concentrated in the hands of a number

of unserupulous military men, and Japan is taking
advantage of their cnpidity and of the European war

to obtain a financial hold over the country which

will ensure her a permanent position when peace comes.
All this is common knowledge in China and admits no
difference of opinion. The only question is whether

a remedy can be found now or should be Aeferred until
the war ends... With all our world wide preoccupations
at present, I do not see how we can expeet to do more
than mark time in China. At any rate, we cannot afford
to antagonize Japan and without antagonizing her, we
cannot get the principles for which we are fighting in
Europe extended to the Far East., But there are many
forces at work which will inevitably lead to that result
in the end. America will be strong enough at the end
of the War to call a halt to Japanese methods in China
and ve shall be obliged, all the declarations that
the political exigencies of the moment demand, to
support her. Japan's own internal conditions bear an
ominous resemblance to those of Russia before the war

and sooner or later our alliance with her will experience

the fate of that with Russia.' 11
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Jordan had clearly foreseen the predicament for British post-
war poliey in having to choose between the United States and
Japan, but Jordan was to be proved wrong in his contention that
Britain would be forced to support America.12

Differences with America were already beginning to
develop over economic matters and it may be argued that while
the United States advocated the ‘open-door' and equal opportuni-
ties for all foreign traders in China, Britain supported the re-
tention of spheres of influence, Jordan had welcomed American
proposals to curb foreign lending to China13, but Macleay
adopted an opposing view. Macleay took exeception to the
American proposal that all options ineluding those on industrial
and railway loans should either be relinquished to China or
pooled among the powerss a Japanese diplomat had told him that
'its acceptance would practiecally imply the renuneiation of the
poliey of spheres of interest'.lu However, while Macleay wanted
to retain spheres of influence he recognised that Britain had
not sufficlent eapital to develop the areas which had been desig-
nated for her and he pondered upon whether the internationalisa-
tion of such eoncessions among Britain, America, Franece, and
Japan might not prove the best solution. But Macleay could not
envisage the Japanese agreeing to such a remedy and he could
not see how the United States could expeet the Japanese 'to
forgo the privileges of the speecial position in China whieh the
U.S.Govt. have Just recognised Japan to possess by the terms of
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the Lansing-Ishii agreement'. Macleay feared that Britain's
special sphere of interest in the Yangtse valley was being
gradually whittled down by Japanese encroachments, 'but so long
as Japan 1s to be allowed to have large areas such as Manchuria,
Shantung and Fukien exclusively reserved to her....it seems to

me that we must cling on to our Yangtse Valley sphere fiction

for all it is worth'.

| Undoubtedly shere was logic in Macleay's reasoning, even
1f his conclusions might be judged wrong, and the idea pre-
vailed that British privileges in China and the question of their
retrocession should be reviewed against the similar rights of
forelign powers. This reasoning had @ dlear influence upon

Britain's attitude over Wel-hai Wei.

Wel-hai Wel and its effect on British Thipkins.

Although Britain had aequired Wei-hai Wei in 1898 it
had never been developed as a port, and its naval and military
value in 1914 had proved almost laughable.ls As the end of the
war approached Britain had to determine her attitude to the
territory for the retentien of Wei-hs Wei, or its retrocession,
would influence Anglo-Chinese relations, while 1ts development
as a base would involve very heavy expenditure. R. F. Johnstone,
(later Sir Regmmld) the officer administering Wei<-haiWei re-
viewed the situation from politieal and naval econsiderations and

came to the conclusion that the territory should be retrocedod.16
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Apart from naval considerations, Johnstone argued that the Chin-
ese government would be grateful for such strong proof of Britain‘sf
goodwill, 'and would welcome the indiecation that our future
policy in China, both in theory and in practice, was to be
identical with that consistently advocated by the United States =
equal comnerclal opportunities for all, and no encroachments
upon China's political rights or territorial integrity'.

Macleay, however, queried whether the Chinese would
want the British to quit Wel-hajWel while the Japanese were in
possession of Shantung, and he envisaged a Japanese retention of
the province in the post-war period and their development of the
area to make Japanese influence ‘'as strong as in Southern Man-
churia.' He argued that a deal should be econcluded not with the
Chinese, but the Japanese, and that the naval base should be
used as a means of securing concessiosns from Japan which were
favourable to British commercial interests in Wei-hai Wei.
Macleay seemed oblivious of any Chinese desiderata. China, as

part of her poliey of seeking the restoration of her soverelgnty
vas anxious to see the Japanese leave-Shantung immediately, and
therefore the Chinese did not seriously consider the desirability
of Britain retaining Wei-hai Wei as a counter-welight against
Japan's hold over Shantung.17

The Admiralty opposed the surrender of Wel-hal Wei,
ineluding the island and the mainland territory.18 But Jardan
argued most forcibly in the months immediately before the peace



conference for a drastiec revision of Britain's poliecies in
China. However, hopes for the retrocession of Wei-hai Wel
must have been dealt a severe blow when Jordan, after some
equivocation, finally opposed such a step as being inadequate
unless it were part of a wider scheme of conecessions and re-
forms, whieh the British government refused to accept.19
Wei-hai Weli continued to attract attention at the
Paris peace conference and at Washington two years later.
Obviously Britain had to safeguard her interests and guard
against opening the flood-gates for further Chinese demands,
but one must question whether the limited extent of Britain's
interests in Wei-hai Weli Justified the illiberal British

attitude to the concession.

he - tembepr 24th 8

In the spring of 1918, alarm was expressed at the
manner in whiech the Japanese government and forces were extending
their influence in Shantung. They had deereed a 'eivil adminis-
tration' code over what had been fresaly designated the Shan-
tung railway Zone. Reinsch, the United States minister in
Peking, made the important point that under the previous
arrangements with the German government no railway zone existed.
He contended that:
'The fact that the administrative regulations deal with such

matters as taxation, construction of roads, forestry and mines

make it appear that per t ndmin?
i ned at.?ng permanent administrative arrangements vere
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Reinsch reported that, not unnaturally, there was widespread
Chinese concern at these developments, and it was clear that
Reinseh himself was alarmed. The contrast between his attitude
to Japanese retention of the province, and Macleay's approach to
the problem was striking.

In September the Chinese and Japanese governments con-
cluded an agreement in whieh, unlike the Sano-Japanese treaty of
1915, China was widely regarded as being a voluntary party for,
unlike the earlier treaty, no threats appear to have been used
to secure China's signature. But one can easily challenge the
jdea that the Chinese government's acceptance of the September
terms implied that China was a party to a bona-fide treaty.

It must be emphasised that the country was hopelessly divided
and the premier, Tuan Ch'i-jui, was heavily dependent upon the
Japanese for finaneial assistance to sustain him in power, 80
that Japan was able to obtain the Chinese government's acceptance
of the September treaty not by forece, but by the bribery of the
political elique who were in power at Peking.21

Irrespective of the character of the September treaty
it can be seen that its terms meant a continuation of Japanese
power over Shantung. Its opening statement was somewhat
‘deceptive for this said that if, at the end of the war, the
leased territory of Kiaochow Bay were left completely free for

the disposal of Japan, *the Japancse Government will restore the
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said leased territory to China under the following conditions',
and the conditiosns which followed gave Japan not only control

of the Shantung Railway, but the right to station troops in
strategic positions and a voice in the running of the Chinese
railway police forces.22 Of the seven points which comprised
Japan's conditions only the last was in China‘'s favour, for this
stated, 'The Civil Administration established by Japan and
existing now is to be abolished', but it may be noted that no
time 1limit for the abolition was given.

A fundamental feature of the September treaty, and the
basis for ceonsiderable controversy at Paris, was that even 1f
allowance were made for the return of the leased territory it
extended Japanese control over Shantung in excess of that en-
joyed by Germany resulting from the Sino-German treaty of 1898.23
Undoubtedly the Tsingtao-Tsinan railway was a major factor in
controlling Shantung, and in the Washington negotiations regar-
ding the province in 1921-2 it was constantly referred to as
being the crux of the situation. But by the terms of the
Stepember agreement the railway was to remain under Japanese
control and this led to the later charges that Japan had promised
to restore the shadow but retain the substance of the German

interests in the Shantung province.

Balfour was one of the western statesmen who were very
impressed by the September tréaty. In numerous memoranda

written during the peace conference, and afterwards, he differ-




60.

entiated between the 1915 and 1918 Sino-Japanese treaties and
referred to the pecuniary benefits which China had obtained from
'her dealings with Japan in 1918. He argued that having received
such benefits, China should honour her obligations. At no time
did Balfour seriously question the character of the treaty.

It was, no doubt, a serious reflection upon China's
state of government that by the end of November, i.e. just two
months after the conclusion of the Sino-Japanese treaty,
Wellington Koo, the Chinese minister in Washington who was later
one of his country's leading representatives at the Paris peace
conference, presented China's peace desiderata in terms whieh

‘were obviously incompatible with the September treaty. Koo
asked for the restoration of China's territorial integrity, in-
cluding the termination of foreign settlements, concessions, and
leased territorles. 1In addition, Koo demanded the abolition of
extraterritoriality and the recognition of China's economie
independence which necessitated the ending of the control of
China tariffs by forelgners, and the cessation of spheres of
1nf1uence.?"+

If Britain were hoping for close post-war co-operation
with the United States then progress towards this aim was ren-
dered more difficult when .."'.Reinsch, the American minister in
Peking, who was well known for his sympathetic attitude to China,
made recommendations which were contrary to the principles under-
lying the Sino-Japanese treaty, the very treaty whieh Balfour
supported. Reinsch argued that:
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'The separatist, economic and politieal action of the
Powers in China must be replaced by the idea of a trus-
teeship on benalf of an united China exercised in the
general interest, that is, the foreign enterprise and
expert assistance existing in Chnina must be organised,
not to support the growth of different forelgn national
localized interests, but to support and develop the uni-
fied process of Chinese national life.'2

It may be noted that there was a striking similarity between
2€
Reinsch's views and those expressed by Jordan during Tecember.

Reinsch continued his report by stating that if China's
grievances were not settled the peace of the world would be in
danger, for he saw that the rivalries of the powers in China
would lead to armed conflict and a poisoning of the international
atmosphere. In clear contradiction to Balfour's opinions
Reinsch argued:

'..should Japan be given a freer hand and should anything
be done which ecould be interpreted as a recognition of a
special position of Japan, either in the form of a so-
called Monroe NDoctrine or in any other way, forces will be
set in action whieh make a huge armed econflict absolutely
inevitable within one generation. There i1s no single
problem in Turope which equals in its importance to the

future peace of the world, the need of a just settlement
of Chinese affairs!,

Unfortunately for mankind, Reinsch's prophecies were to prove

all too true.
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Some British attjtudes to China at the time of the Armistice.

As the armistice in Europe was about to be signed some
parliamentary questions raised serious critieisms of China's
failure to intern German eivilians, confiscate their property,
and pursue the war with vigour. Maeleay prepared a reply to »sne
such question, which was delivered by Lord lobert Cecil,
assistant secretary of state, that made it clear that the British
government sympathised with the critieisms. The supplementary
questions and answers revealed either a hostile attitude to
China, or one of complete lack of understanding. One member
asked whether appropriate action would follow China's poor
war-time performance, 'especially having regard to the great
help we gave them in holding up the 3oxer indemnity and in
other ways',27 to which Cecil replied that the British govern-
ment would not forget the events of the case. In a different
sphere 1t may be noted that Dr. W. Willoughby, an American
citizen who was an adviser to the Chinese government, made a
spirited defence of China's war efforts, but he had to conclude
that they did not leave China in a strong position to demand the
restoration of her sovereignty over Tsingtao at the peace con-
ference.28

While parliamentary questions were being asked in

London which could have proved harmful to China's prospects at

the peace conference, there were attempts by British interests



in China to prevent a reversion of ex-German concessions to
that country. F.W.Carter, chairman of the British Municipal
Councils urged that ex-German concessio»ns should go to Britain,
and almost simultaneously H.F.Handley-Terry, acting consul-
general, Tientsin, wrote to Jordan protesting against the
possibility of the restoration of ex-German rights and complain-
ing bitterly of the behaviour »f the Japanese and Chinese for
2

trading with Germany via Tientsin. ? He argued:

'If for no other reason than to make 1t a permanent

objJect-less¥on to the Chinese and Japanese, the

occupation and administration of that area would seem

to be advisable. The permanent administration of the

concession by the Chinegse is a solution which every

foreign resident and landowner hopes earnestly may not

be adopted. The foreigners bougnt land there and

developed it because the concession was controlled by

a Western people in accordance with Western ideas, and

any withdrawal from that position would pluce the

Britons there at a great disadvantage.'
Jordan's reply was that the issue would receive attention at
paris, and shortly after the peace conference had started
Macleay gave his views on the matter. le thought that the
internationalisation of the coneession at Tientsin would afford
the best solution for although there were a large number of

the

British residents inéex—German area, Macleay did not think that
the other powers, 'especially Japan', would agree that there was
sufficient ground for the administration of the former German
concession being placed solely in the hands of the British.

Macleay then went on to consider whether German nationals should
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have the vote in the munieipal elections in the concession and
concluded that they should not. At no time did Maecleay consider
the reactions of the Chinese.

Nespite Jordan's brief reply to Handley-lerry, he was
very concerned indeed with both British interests and China's
well-being. On the eve of the armistice Jordan claimed that
sueh Tactors as leased territories, railway and mining conces-‘
sions, and spheres of influence had provided a disintegrating
and dangerous elenent in China and far eastern affairs in the
past. If a conflict were to be avoided in the future, Jordan
continued, 1t was ecsential that all these questions should be
examined and a definite policy be made binding on all the powerge

Of importance to Anglo-American relations was Jordan's
warning that the United States government seemed intent upon
raising the lssues at the peace conference and that several un-
official agents of the American president and secretary of state
were in China c¢ollecting information in connection with the peace
settlement. Jordan had obtained the unoffieial information from

these agents that:

'«e.s0 far as China is concerned, league of peace is
to be an Anglo-Saxon combination, whiech shall control
militarism in the Far Tast, and secure that resources of
China are developed, not for the aggrandisement of any
particular natisn, but for the common benefit of all.

The idea roughly is, thal the Powers should Alsclose
their concessions: ml all their cards on the table,
arrce to make no further secret arrangemenhto, ant come
£y an underatandine on the whole subject!'.
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The British minister stressed that he did not know now far these
unofficial statements corresponded with the views of the United
States government, but if they were reasonably accurate it
seemed to Jordan that as far as China was concerned a clear
choice had to be made between Japan and America, ‘'whose aims

and policy in this country are diametrically opposite.!

A further indication of American desires for closer co-
operation with Britain in the far east céme from Sir Conyngham-
Greene, British ambassador in Tokyo, who reported thagiﬁorris,
the American ambassador had several times in recent conversa-
tions recommended an /nglo-Saxon combination for the treatment of
31

far eastern problems. In addition, Morris had dwelt upon the

importance of not permitting a severance of the re-united rela-
tions between America and Britain. Macleay noted the determina-
tion of the American government to play a new and active role in
the far east, and he made the rather ambiguous comment that the
United States government 'confidently expect that J.M.Gov. will
cooperate with them in the policy outlined in 3ir J. Jordan's
telegram' (i.e. that of 30 above).

The subject of Anglo-imerican relations in the post-war
period 1s very wide and complex, but a common British criticism
of the Americans was that it was difficult to get them to agree
to any permanent commitment. Nevertheless, in relation to the

far east Macleay was being distinetly cool in the matter of an
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Anglo-American understanding for if he expressed a vague state=-
ment in reaction to Greene's dispateh, Macleay's memorandum of
early December was contrary to the unofficial views of the
Americans and the definite ideas of Jordan, and the importance
of racleay's recommendations was considerable for he was
3ritain's far eastern expert at Paris.

liacleay began his December memorandum, which was des-
cribed by Lord Hardinge, permanent under secretary for foreign
affairs, as very good, by questioning the wisdom of the American
proposals for the 'open-door' and the denunciation of the special
interests in China.33 He queried whether the pooling of raillway
and industrial schemes in China would make sueh ventures more
profitable and Macleay was convinced that diminished profita-
bility would result. Before Britain subseribed to the poliey of
open competition, argued Macleay, the British government should
have some guarantee from the United States that the Americans
would call upon Japan to adopt similar policies in her spheres
of influence in Manchuria, iukien, and Shantung. Also that
American financial cooperation would really be forthcoming in
the event of British acceptance of American government proposals,
'and, once agreed upon, will not be withdrawn'.

The memorandum continued by stating that Britain had
tacitly recognised Japan's elaims to a sphere >f influence in

vianchuria and Fuklen, at least as far as railways were concerned,
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on the understanding that Japan recognised Britain's similar
claims to a sphere of influence in the Yangtse valley. But,
vaeleay argued:

'There would certainly be a great outery from 3ritish
commercial interests at home and in China if we were to
renounce our claim to a sphere of influence in the Yangtse
Valley at the request of the United States, thereby open-
ing that reglon to unrestrieted Japanese eompetition, and
if we pledged ourselves at the same time to respect the
Japanese spheres in Manchuria and elsewhere. Consequently
it seems desirable that we should st the Peace Conference
leave the task of foreing the Jupanese door in this manner
to the United States Delegates before we commit ourselves
to the acceptance of the new Ameriean poliey in China, so
that, in the event of the United States Govasrnment failing
to bring Japan into line, we shall not incur the risk of
antagonising Japan to no purpose by supporting a policy
directly opposed to her interests, while at the same time
we renounce the privileged position in the Yangtse Valley
in regard to railway enterprise which we have hitherto
successfully maintained!,

It may be noted that Macleay did not even mention the question
of the lack of capital required to develop Britain's interests
which had worried him in the late 31111131191'.3’+

One must conclude that aeleay's memorandum was hardly
of the highest principle for, if it were agreed that there was
a developing divergence between American and Japanese policies
in China, Macleay's arguments were that Britain should sit on the
fence and wait to see that the Americans were winning before
supporting her. It may be noted that, like numerous memoranda
written by Balfour, Macleay gave no consideration ﬁo China, and

no doubt the country's confused political affairs obscured the

developments which were occurring.
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Some developments within China and their possible influence
upon western reasoning.

During 1918 there was a marked contradiction in
China's internal situation for while the government of Tuan
Ch'i-jul was makling more concessions to Japan on the one hand
fairly widespread opposition was developing towards Japan on the
other.35 Reference has already been made to the manner in which
Japan was galning control over the Peking government by means of
1gan536 and this econtrol found expression in a number of one-
sided 3ino-Japanese military conventions concluded between March
and bay, 1918, aimed ostensibly against the Soviet Union, but
which were regarded as constituting a further domination of China
by Japan. In September the Sino-Japanese treaty was signed which
furthered Japan's post—war'claims against China, and by the autumn
the very pro-~-Japanese .infu elub had obtained domination over the
Peking parliament. Thus, it can be seen that during the year .
Japan's hdold over the Chinese government tightened considerably.

In Webruary, 1918, however, the newly founded Soviet
Union published the secret war-time treaties coneluded between
Imperial Russia and Japan which aimed at the wresting of Man-
churia and longolia from China, and preventing China from obtain-
ing help from any other power.37 The disclosure of these trea-
ties exacerbated the already considerable anti-Japanese sentl-

ments in China, especlally when news of the 1918 Sino-Japanese
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military conventions gradually leaked out, and reactions to the
news 0. cne conventions were particularly sharp among students.
some lLhree thousand Chinese studcnis in dapen resolved to re-
turn home by iey 1910 in order to voice their protests, and
ei’forts by bthne Jupunese wnd Chinese suthorities to prevent
such action causcd passions to rise tc higher levels. In Peking,
sowe two thousund studentvs of the university and local colleges
were no 1ess oilitant in their response. Juring the summer of
1910 « link up of ctudents' orgonisations on « national basis
wvas achieved and as a result numerous meguzines cnd various
forms ol unti-Jupanese propugunda were issued. Buts

'The signilicance of the siuient demonstram

tions and petitions of May 1912 did not lie

in ony inmediatc elfcct on the government.

Of prime importance is the fact that they

marked the beginning of ‘the cooperation on a

significant scale of the new intellectuals

with other forces in the socicty, and in a

sense were rchearsals for the May Fourth

Incident's 38
The Young China Assoclation formed in June, although comprising
mwany wtudents, aimed at 4 wide intellectuul, literary, and
notionalist revivale DBut undoubtedly when the merchant and
inoustrial classes bogan to ally themsclves with the aims of
tiie otudent' wovensnt it was clcour that o new situaxtion was

developinge
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The actions of the merchant ana industrial classes of
China were to a large cextent proupted by their fears of Japan's
growin; economic domination whnicn had incrceased considerably
during the war owing to the absence of moust western powers from
the far east. Hence, a movement against foreigners (with
differen. powers receiving the brunt of Chinese wrath at
different times) was established between the forces of revolu-
tion and conservation which remained a feature of ¢hina's
politics at least until the late 1920°'se

These developments towards greater nationalism were
to some extent obscured by the leader of the Lhuoninbtang, Sun
Yatsen, quitting Ghonghal for Canton in Muy. oun explained his
reasons for leaving thus: ‘Ior a year I encountered immense
difficulties without anybody to help ne, iy stuying on would
only evoke the regrets of my friends and the Jjoy of my enemies,'
Hu Sheng, & Chinese communist historian, gives his description
of the situation as follows;

‘'he warlords and bureaucrals in Canton while

cliiming that they were dcfendineg the consti-

tution were in reality only interested in the

strursle amoinst the northern -overnment because

they wanted to grasp usome bensfits from ite

They were not interested in the revolution itself.

In their endeavours to win favour frox foreign

imperialism they revealed that they and the
northern governuent were birds of a feathere' 39
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While such language is strong it clearly refleéts the fact that
the forces of the south were by no means united around & mili-
tant nationalist programme. With intermittent warfare occurring
not only between the north and south governments, but within the
various north and south factions, it was hardly surprising that
Macleay, whose main serviee in China was limited at the time to
two years as counsellor of embassy at Peking between 1914 and
1916, should have such little respect for China's claims for the
restoration of her sovereignty. But if Maeleay and others de-
termining British poliey had little practical knowledge of
China, Jordan, of course, was extrmmely familiar with that
country's developments, and it seems reasonable to claim that
such knowledge made Jordan far more sympathetic to China than

were his colleagues at the Foreirn O0ffice.

The _@optrasgt Qgtgegh the views of Jordan and MQQLQQI.'

In a despatch to Maeleay in December Jordan repeated
gome of his earlier arguments upon the disintegrating effect
which spheres of influence were having upon China, and in res-
pect to the spheres of influence Jordan was particularly critical
of the war-time activities of Japan in inereasing her share.
Jordan claimed that:

'People of China on the other hand look to Great

Britain and America for some sign that fortheoming con-

ference will close this phase of militarism and national
disintegration in econformity with expressed ideals of Allies.
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America"s position in Pacific will compel her to combat
danger of an impotent or militarist China....We cannot go !
back to prewar conditions. We must either follow Japan ,
in her poliey of dismemberment or lead with America in !
the formation of a new poliey'.

The British minister denied that he was anti-Japanese, but he
felt that the Japanese government should cease their efforts at

shetr self-expansion in China and join with the other powers in

sechemes for the international development of China's resources.
Such developments he felt were vital for the future interests of
Britain's trade. é
Jordan then outlined twelve clauses which he considered
Britain should aim for at the peace conference. The first
stated quite bluntly that 'Special privileges to be surrendered
and equal opportunity recognised for all' and this idea of equal

opportunity influenced Jordan's reasoning regarding railways and

narbours. In relation to the railways the main theme of Jordan's

proposals was that the Chinese government should control all the

lines and a unified'system be introduced, an international syndi-
cate should raise loans for future developments, and no country
should maintain exelusive railway rights to further a particular
sphere of influence.

The fourth clause of Jordan's proposals noted that
while Chinese emlgration to Manchuria continued steadily,
Chinese opposition to the Japanese in Shantung was growing in
intensity. Joraan issued the serious warning that 'any attempt

to recognise or prolong special rights in these areas would be
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a great blow to our prestige. A continuation of present
position would inevitably lead to war'. He continued by des-
eribing leased territories as a legacy of imperialist ambitions
and the cause of the Boxer outbreak. Jordan argued 'Wei-hai
weli should be returned to China. We should then press for com-
plete restoration of Kiao-Chow and Kuantung peninsula, former !
of which is vital to our commercial interests in China'.

In addition, Jordan maintained that German and Austrian
concessions at treaty ports should be internationalised, and
British concessions should be internationalised under guarantee.
There should be no restoration of any enemy rights by virtue of
any protocol or treaty. On the que;tion of opium, Jordan thought
that the powers should cooperate more effeectively to stamp out
111icit trading.

Extraterritoriality was of particular interest to
Britain, and on this issue Jordan thought that the powers §
should begin to make some coneessions to China, and China on E
her part should begin to allow easier foreign access to the (
interior. The tenth, and perhaps last important clause worth
mentioning, was & statement that the powers should concur that
all agreements relating to China which were concluded during
the war should be laid on the table, and all future undisclosed
agreements should be regarded as void. But Jordan's views were

strongly opposed by Macleay.
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Macleay stated that private consultations with Jordan
had confirmed that the British minister's desires were for a

complete and radical change of Britain's policles towards
China, and Macleay repeated Jordan's belief that conflict in
the far east could not be averted unless an end were put to the
process of disintegration which spheres of influence and leased
territories were causing. It was, however, Macleay's opinion
that in advocating a policy of close cooperation with the
United States, Jordan had overlooked the fact that:

'...Japan after all, is more directly concerned in
Far Eastern affairs than Great Britain, America or any
other Power and that she possesses not only special
interests in certain parts of China of a politieal as
well as a commercial character, but a special position
in ‘respect to the Chinese Govt. whiech she obtained as
the result of two suecessful wars and has consolidated
by treaties. Japan's acceptance of the poliey which Sir
John Jordan now advoeates wouldimply the renouncement of
the special position whieh she considers that she is
entitled to hold in China and I eannot believe that any-
thing but force would induce her to abandon that positlon
or to surrender the Kuantung (Liaotang) Peninsula and her

gspecial rights in Manchuria, Shantung and elsewhere'.
These views of Macleay were expressed on a number of occasions
during the Parls conference, and the reasoning undoubtedly had a
marked influence on British poliey.
The possible influence of Jordan's policy was then |
considered in relation to China, and Maeleay argued that pro-
tests would result, for China would deeply resent a strengthening

of international control over her resources. This resentment, it
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was thought, would be particularly pronounced in the south and
international control would be also resented by the Young China
movement. Macleay thought that the United States government,
twhich hitherto has been influenced by sentimental rather than
practical considerations in 1ts relations with the Chinese
Republic' would support the view that international control was
incompatible with China's sovereign rights. It was owing to
these considerations, Macleay argued, that it would be difficult
for Britain to treat the Chinese question on the same lines as
that of the 'backward nations' issue which, it had been sugges-
ted, should be placed under the supervision of the League of

Nations.

Macleay thought that Jordan's ideas should only be

borne in mind and concluded:

'It would appear to be unwise for us to take the
jnitiative in advocating a policy, such as Sir J. Jordan
recommends until we know exactly what the U.S.Govt. have
in mind and how far they are prepared to go. We must also
wait to see in what spirit the Japanese Delegates will
approach the question. Japan, I think, is conscious of
having abused her special pos{tion in China....and she
probably realises not only that she has over-reached her-
self, but that she will not be able to pursue a poliey
of d{smemberment and disintegration in the face of the
growing hostility of a united China which would be assured
of the economic as well as the moral support of the United
states and Great Britain. Thus it may well be that we
shall find that the Japanese Delegates at the Peace Con-
ference while determined to resist any attempt to force
Japan to relinquish her special position in China and the
advantages which she has secured in Manchuria and Shantung,
will not be averse to cooperating in a self-denying policy
directed towards the internationalisation of al
{Macleay's emphasig/ industrial financial & economic enter- .
prise in China which although it will, as Sir J. Jordan
sayal "be a blow to Japan's imperial ambitions", will not

r

impair her prestige as the Power principally interested in
the Far East!,
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In other words, Macleay was contending that Britain was commit-
ted to support Japan's claims for the retentlon of her main war-
time gains in China, but that there should be no more Japanese
unilateral advances in that eountry.

One may argue that Macleay's conclusions presupposed
acceptance of Japan's advances by the United States and China,
and Japan's willingness not to press any further clalms. But
such a presupposition seemed reasonable to MaxMuller, head of
the far eastern department who expressed his 'entire agreement
with Mr., Macleay's eriticism of Sir J. Jordan's very radical
proposals’.

In a well-known memorandum written at the end of
December, Jordan marshalled all his arguments to plead once
again for a revision of British poliey, but although the docu-
ment was lengthy 1t contained 1ittle that was new to reinforce
the plea for the surrender of marginal interests to China, and
added 1little to the contention that the powers should co-
operate to their common advantage in the development of China's
resourcos.l+2 Jordan made a powerful case for a reappraisal of

China's political and economic progress and argued:

'If there were 80lid foundation for the belief that
China 1s a decadent and decaying nation, we might be
tempted to postpone consideration of her future to a
period of greater leisure and greater detachment. But
no serious observer of Chinese affairs can be unconseious
of the great forces that are stirring within the country.
It is awakening from a long periocd of stagnation, realis-

ing its 1atﬁgt powers and determined to find 1ts place in
the world.'
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But Jordan's arguments, however forceful, were rejected by the
British government and they had little impact upon British de-
liberations at Faris. Such a rejection must be considered un-
fortunate for the chances of closer relations with America as

well as China.

Almost at the same time as Jordan was arguing his point
Roso '

of view,/Morris, the American ambassador in Tokyo was eoncerned

with what he considered was Britaig's indifference to Japanese
F. [ ]
actions, especially in Siberia./ Polk, the American acting

secretary of state, reported these misgivings to Lansing, the
American secretary who was in Furope, and stated that Morris'
was worried that Japan's actions would strengthen her control
over China.1+1+ Details of the activities were given, and Polk
was of the opinion that Japan was bent upon securing an execlu-
sive hold on extensive regions in China. He added that Relnsch,
the American minister in Peking, was more emphatic than Morris
in his statements eoncerning the probable results of the actlons
of Japan, and of obvious interest to British far eastern policy
was Polk's suggestion that:

'with the approaching visit of the President and
yourself /Lansing/ to London, the opportunity will come
as perhaps never again, to reach some broad and .compre-
hensive understanding with the British Government on the
whole question of relations of the United Btateg and
Great Britain in the Far East, particularly as to whether
the interests and 1deals of the two mations and those of
France and even Italy are not identicalj and if so,
whether this is not the moment to agree upon a reasonable

policy and to have our respective representatives clearly
so instructed'.
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It has been noted that hopes for closer Anglo-American relations
aften foundered upon American reluctance to undertake definite
commitments, and too much emphasis should not be placed upon
Polk's suggestions, for hls powers were obviously limited.
Neverthelegs, it will be shown that any hopes of progress along
the lines which he advocated were destroyed by British polieies

at the peace conference.

some Zanclusions regarding 1918.

It can be seen that in the months before the peace
conference began tast British poliey in China was subjected to
quite searching examination by the British far eastern experts,
and that the poliey whiech was adopted was considered, in the
given circumstances and with the known data, to have been the
most sultable. Such a statement may be judged ssgéiunﬁfin view
of a Foreign 0ffice memorandum which, in an attempt to explain
the stormy years of Anglo~Chinese relations in the mid-1920's,
described the result of China's claims being rejected at the

peace conference in these words:

'A golden opportunity was thus lost of doing with a
good grace and in a serener atmosphere what has since
been wrung from us by the force of circumstances, with.
considerable loss of prestige. From that moment onwards
our poliey, instead of being one of spontaneous relin-
quishment of our privileged position, became an enforced
retreat, necessitating endless rearguard actions, and in
which our main effort is directﬁ% towards preven%ing it
from being turned into a rout‘.
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To claim that a golden opportunity was lost suggests that
indolence or a lack of knowledge and consideration of the facts
caused a mistake to have been made. But the Jordan-Macleay ex-
changes made it clear that the main issues involved in British
policy to China were reviewed very carefully, and if a golden
opportunity did exist it was not apparent to the British govern-
ment at the time.

In describing Anglo-Japanese relations between 1911 and
1915, Dr. Lowe concluded that a general aim of British poliey
in the far east was for the preservation of stability in the
region as far as was feasiblel+6 and undoubtedly this deseription
gé; correct for the whole of the war years, Dr. Lowe also
ctated that British poliey to Japan in the last two years of the
war had been determined by Balfour as soon as he became the
forelgn secretary in 1917, and that Balfour had decreed:
1The British objective must be to proteet her interests in China,
Tibet and the areas bordering India and Tibet, and to prevent
the Japanese securing a footing "where their exelusion is con-
sidered essential to British political inter@sts".'h'7
But if Britain's poliecy were mainly to preserve her interests
while trying to restrain Japan making further advances, one
must question whether this were adequate for it has been shown
that China was expecting not merely that no further inroads

should be made upon her, but that a start should be made in the

restoration of her sovereignty.

.
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Jordan had obviously recognised China's demands and
agreed with many of her claims. On the other hand, Macleay,
while not wanting to see further encroachments upon China,felt
that those which had been achieved should be preserved. O0Of the
more recent encroachments upon China, the Shantung issue was to
prove highly contentious at Paris, and in accepting the general
argunents of Macleay the British government had to defend a

poliey which was to incur bitter hostility from both China and

Ameriea.
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widence that Jordan was not informed of the Anglo-Japanese
agreement of February, 1917, can be found in Ch A

Report for 1919 F,.0.405 2224 and in Macleay's minute,
12-4-1919, ¥.0.608/210 /6974%/. It is difficult to say when
Jordan learned of the existence of the relevant rotes. He
makes no mention of the exchange in his numerous dispatches
of 1918 when he referred to most of the important agreements
regarding China, but when he described the news of the agree-
ment reaching the Chinese public in May, 1919, (Jordan to
Curzon, 10-5-1919, F.0.371/3695(100265) Jordan expressed no
surprise, nor did he complain of being kept uninformed. No

doubt Jordan knew something about the exchange, if only from
Soviet Russia's diselosures.
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had direct access to Colonel House and thereby to President
Wilson, 30-1-1918.
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See p. 03 below for an outline of developments within
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For Teichman's services see Appendix I.
Jordan to Langley, 28-8-1918. F.0.350/16.
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Macleay to Jordan, 22-8-1918. F.0.350/16.
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CHAPTER III1
[HE _OPENING ROUNDS OF THE PARIS PFACE CONFERENCE,
JANUARY -MARCH, 1919.

The Paris peace conference began on 12th Jamuary
with 'an informal meeting of the Heads of the four Great Poweis
and their Foreign Ministers' which was 'in reality a continua-
tion of the Supreme War Council...'1 One day later Japan was
admitted to this body which, beeause two representatives from
each country were allowed, became known as the councill of ten.,
This council had a powerful influence not only upon matters to
be placed before the full conference but also upon the hard‘
bargaining among the different countries.

An immediate problem faeing the couneil was that of
deciding the number of plenipotentiaries to which each power was
entitled, and the character of the‘negotiations which ensuéd '
seems to have fallen short of the high ideals generally associ-
ated with President Wilson's name ., % Wilson referred to Brazil
and argued that 1t should be well represented lest it become
prone to pro-German sentiments, and he therefore favoured Brazil
being granted three delegates. But Lloyd George, the British
prime minister, thought that the size of each coﬁntry's dele~-
gation should bear some relation to war effort, and although

Brazil had sent two or three torpedo boats she had made no
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other sacrifices. Lloyd George's motives, however, were hardly
altruistic for he was concerned at securing a good representa-
tion for the British Empire. In the midst of these early delib-
erations, Alfred Sze, a member of the Chinese delgation and the
Chinese minister in London, wrote to Balfour, who was a ieading
figure in the British delegation, asking for the sympathetic
support of Britain coneerning the number of plenipotentiaries

to be accredited to China.3 Although the British war cabinet
had already taken a deeision to support a general proposal that
China, like Brazil, should have three delegates,k the British
foreign secretary dealt curtly with Sze's letter merely endors-
ing it with an instruction that a formal acknowledgment be sent,
and as a result Sze was assured thatthe matter would ‘receive
due consideration'.

When the issue of representation was settled, China,
whose war effort was feeble, but scarecely less than that of
Brazil, was allowed two plenipotentiaries, Brazil three, and the
five great powers, America, Britain, France, Italy, and Japan,
five each5- Thus, almost from the start of the peace confer-
ence, Japan, by virtue of her membership of the council of ten
and her superior representation, was in a mueh stronger negoti-
ating position than China.

The charaoter of China's delegation was also influ-
enced by the faet that it represented the rival governments 3f

north and south China and reflected the divisions within that
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country. While the peace conference was in progress the
powers encouraged the Chinese to reconcile their differences,
although Japan for selfish reasons continued to support certain
northern Chinese factions. A conference which aimed at ending
Chinese political strife was held at Shanghal between February
and May but it ended in total failure.7 Hence, while the
Chinese delegates at Paris were facing formidable opposition
they had to be on theilr guard against sudden changes at home
to a more marked degree than most other delegations.

Internal disorders did not, however, prevent China
from making some far-reaching demands, and she asked for s
complete revision of her relations with all foreign powers,
both ex-allied and ex-enemy.8 China wanted all leased terri-
tories and foreign land concessions returned to her or inter-
nationalised, all railways built with foreign capital to be
consolidated although foreign experts could econtinue to assist
with their operation, foreign mining, agrieultural, and indus-
trial rights were to be drastiecally restricted, foreign postal
and telegraph offices were to be withdrawn, extraterritoriality
was to be abolished within ten years, foreign troops were to be
withdrawn, all further payments of the Boxer indemnity were to
be devoted to educational purposes, and subject to certain con-
ditions China was to be granted tariff autonomy. In the face of

such demands Britain had to draw her earlier deliberations to an
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end and make a definite decision whether she would agree to an
overall revision of China's treaties, as advocated by Jordan,
or insist upon dealing only with the questions whieh had arisen
directly from the war.

Macleay thought that Qhina's demands were mainly ir-
relevant to the peace conference, but that the Chinese govern-
ment would not have put forward 'such a far reaching programme'
if they had not felt assured of the support of the United States.
He was convinced that there would be strong opposition from
Japan and France to the proposal to internationalise foreign
residential concessions, but he noted that in the international
settlement at Shanghal large numbers of Chinese residents had
not even got a vote regarding the settlement's administration.
In the circumstances Macleay thought that it would be wise to
resist China's demand and restrict the internationalisation of
forelgn residential eoncessions to the ex-enemy holding at
Tientsin. Macleay suggested acceptance of the withdrawal of
British post and telegraph offices provided that the other
interested powers did likewise. On the question of extra-
territoriality Macleay did not think that China eould implement
the necessary Jjudieclal ar%fo%rénisg gngf glég wlré.gglogdg%g%:s inability
was shared by Malkin,/ It was Macleay's opinion that no con-
cessions should be granted concerning tariff autonomy unless

China abolished likin, a form of inland customs payments, but



88.

Macleay agreed that the Boxer indemnity could be walved provided
that China used the money for educational purposes. Hardinge was
also of the opinion that China's demands were not concerned with
the war and should not be raised at the peace conference.
Jordan, however, continued to argue for the retro-
cession of at least some British rights and possessions in China
in order that greater stability might be achieved in that
country. UHe contended that Britain should release its exclu-
sive hold over the Kowloon territory for unless the powers who
nad acquired, or inherited, leased territories in 1898 made some
saecrifices no solution of China's problem was possible. Jordan

stated:

'.ssall these leases had their origin in imperialist
aggressions of Germany and Russiaj that they had all been
negotiated in rapid succession within a period of 3 months
and that they should either all be abrogated or none at all...
we should now revert to our former attitude and endeavour to
come to some arrangement for neutralization or international-
ization of all leased territories under conditions which will
ensure immunity from attack and render such terms as "open

door", "China's integrity", realities and not meaningless
expressions they too often are at present.'9 .

The British minister agreed that the security of Hong Kong was
essential and if British occupation of Kowloon were vital to its
safety he thought his proposal for its retrocession should be
dropped. Such a reservation indicated that although Jordan was
1iberal in his approach to China he believed that certain

British rights should be maintained, at least until political
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conditions in China improved and obviated their necessity., As a
step towards better international relutlons Jordan argueds

'if United States and we are willing to attune
our minds to spirit of new principles which are to
sovern the world and te enforce apvlication of those
principles in China it should not be impossible to
devise a scheme which would guarantee economic free-
dom and military security of leased territories',

'It is no exagreration toc say that all competent
observers are agreed that present conflict of in-
terests in China constitutes a grave menace to peace
of Orient.'

Unfortunately for mankind Jordan's forebodings proved a remark-—
avle prophecy, but at the time the men on the spot saw things
differently. 5
curzon, who remained in London as the acting-foreign
secrctary, reacted extrenely sharply and stated that he was not
gure how fur the British government had encouraged Jordan's
taltruistic speculations', which Curzon ccnsidered were mis-
placed. C(urzon was convinced that old treaties could not be
dug; up and that only war issues werc relevant. Vithout consider-
ing Jordan's reservutions on the issue, Curzon thought that 1t
was entirely out of the guestion to consider handing back Kowloon{
cecil thoupht differently frouw Jurzon, und whide ?
sircesing the point that he wus nol an uxpert on Chinese affairs
he maintained that from a League of Nutions point ol view he
agreed with Jordane. He argued that the scramble for concesslons
in China had caused at least one civil and one foreign war,

and that further conflicts were likely. Thereforeg
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'To econslder merely the undesirability of probing this or
that concession is a very superfiecial way of approaching the
problem. OJrdered Chinese prosperity is of great value to us
and freedom from danger of war is still greater. To secure
these advantages we might well consider some present sacrifices.’
Cecil's views were of.particular importance regarding China's
internal affairs for undoubtedly western statesmen were expec-
ting too much in their hopes for a stable and law abiding
country with so much of China under féreign control.

Support for Curzon's views was expressed by Macleay
who felt that a revision of China's international relations
and treaty rights should be referred to the League of Natlions,
twhen constituted'. This was a theme to which Macleay adhered
throughout the peace conference, but the character of his re-
marks suggested that he was using the proposed League as a
convenlent method of deferring the issue. In faet Britain did
not agree to a major revision of China's treaties until éfter
the turbulent scenes of the mid-twenties when the so-called
'‘December Memorandum' of 1926 introduced a mecre liberal atti-

tude to China.lo

%&mmmgnﬁ_umwmm
and before the Couwicll of Ten.

There were various groups of Chinese living in Paris,
especially students, who loudly demanded a major revision of
China's treaties and the return of the Shantung province, and

one such group issued a memorandum which emphasised Wilsonian
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jdeals and was very close to China's peace desiderata. But
Macleay brushed the memorandum aslide stating that there was no
need to attach any lmportance to the views of the committee

which had issued 1t.ll

Macleay then described an interview
with Sze during which he gave the Chinese minister a warning
that Britain would not support the main ce¢laims of the Chinese
delegation. Apparently undeterred 8ze had stated that the
Chinese government intended to ask the peace conference for the
return of Kiaochow and former German rights in Shantung.
Macleay replied by asking liow the Chinese were to meet the
difficulties of the Sino-Japanese treaty of 1915 by which terms
China had recognised Japan's claims upon the province, and Sze
was temporarily at a loss for an answer, but he eventually
adopted the argument that war-time agreements had been modified
by subsequent events. Sze, however, admitted that he could not
nope that the powers would agree to the ending of extraterri-
toriality, but he !ifelt that some probatisnary period could be
agreed upon wherein China could undertake some judicial reforms.
It would seem that Macleay was purposely using the
treaty of May, 1915, to diseourage the Chinese, for less than
one month after his interview with Sze he seriously questioned
the validity of the 1915 agreement, although he maintained that
the Sino-Japanese treaty of S8eptember, 1918 was legally binding:.L2
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Wunsz King, Secretary to the Chinese delegation, blamed Macleay
for creating a situation in whieh the British delegation had
from the beginning of the peace conference.!...indicated,
privately of course, their reddiness to side with Japan, though
disereetly on some other grounds than this specific commlitment
/I.e., the secret Anglo-Japanese treatieg7'l3 Balfour, Zn the
other hand, claimed that Macleay, 'hates the Japanese', and
various statements which Macleay made proved that he had grave
doubts about Japan's intentions. But there can be no question
that from an early date Macleay had decided to support Japan's
claims against China, and it would seem that he was particularly
influenced by the secret Anglo-Japanese agreements of 1917, and
the Sino-Japanese treaty of 1918.

The question of Shantung was discussed by the council
of ten on the 27th and 28th January, and the deliberations have |
been described in detail by Dr. Fifield.ls Magleay's account of
the meetings is contalned in a letter to Max/fuller who remained
in London as head of the far eastern department, and he stated
that Baron Makino, a former Japanese minister for foreign
affairs and a member of his country's delegation, had claimed

from the German government:

'The leased territory of Kiaoehow together with the

railways and other rights possessed by Germany in respect
of the Province of Shantung'. '

'All the islands in Germa? possession in the Pacifiec
Ocean north of the Equator...' 16

i
iH



93.

Makino explained the eireumstances of Japan's entry into the
war and stated that his country's post-war claims aimed to
prevent a revival of German military activities in the far east
which would render earlier Japanese sacrifices useless. Some-
what pointedly Macleay commented that Makino 'said nothing
about Japan's intention to restore Kiaochow to China' in his
opening statement.

Macleay continued by saying that wellington Koo, a
representative from the Peking government, made a speech which
earned widespread admiration, and 'claimed the direct restora-
tion to China of the leased territory of Kiaochow, the railway
in Shantung, and all rights which Germany possessed in that
province'. Koo's main arguments were that the territories in -
question were an integral part of China which had been wrung
from her by force, the territories were vital to China's defen-
ces, and that the Tsingtao~-Tsinanfu railway was partieularly
important as it led directly to Peking. Also, Koo claimed that
China's declaration of war abrogated the treaty of 1898, whereby
the areas in question were leased to Germany, and the terms of
the treaty precluded any rights of transfer to another power.
Macleay stated that Makino had replied by referring to Japan's
ultimatum to Germany, which eontained the eventmal restoration

of the area to China as one of its objectives, and the Japanese
delegate @hLailest that:
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'A friendly exchange of views had taken place on the
subject between the Chinese and Japanese Governments and
Japan had agreed to restore Klaochow as soon as she had
free disposal of the place. Agreements had also been
reached with regard to the railways. As notes had been
exchanged he thought that a statement of these engage-
ments might be worth the consideration of members of the
Council’'.

The Chinese delegation then eountered by offering to produce
copies of the war-time Sino-Japanese agreements regarding Shan-
tung, which caused marked reactions from Japan that continued
after the couneil had ceased its January deliberatiosns of the
Shantung question.

Undoubtedly the arguments before the council resulted
in China winning sympathy for her claims for it was/felt that
',..from the legal point of view the Japanese could make a
powerful argument, but that from the point of view of political
and moral prineiples the Chinese had presented a strong case, 117
The presentation of the opposing claims of China and Japan before
the council foreed the powers to declare their attitudes over
shantung, and almost immediately differences between the United
States and Britain emerged.

Dr., Fifield's conclusions on the January meetings
concerning S3hantung are that Japan placed mich importance upon
nher treaties with China of 1915 and 1918, and the complementary
Sino-Japanese exchange of notes of May, 191‘5.18 Japan also
obviously placed much emphasis upon her 1917 agreement with

Britain, and in the early stages of the peace conference Japan
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was alarmed lest the advances which she had made in China during
the war should be taken from her by an agreement among the powers
who were agaln able to give greater attention to far eastern
affairs. Naturally Japan was anxious to obtain the agreement of
both China and Britain to her plans, but adding to Japan's

worries were the fears that:

'..Great Britain, and especially France, though friendly
to the Chinese desiderata of Japan, would not be in a
position to take a strong stand because of the attitude of
the United States. The Japanese delegates coneluded that
it did not seem probable that Great Britain and France would

in the end support them if this poliey resulted in impairing
American friendship.'19

But Japan's fears, at least as far as Britain was concerned, were

to prove groundless.

Evidence of the way that the British delegation were
thinking is provided in a minute written by Macleay after Makino
had made a press statement describing Japan's aims. Macleay said

that the press statement:

'certainly glosses over some swkward and discredit-
able episodes in Japan's past policy towards China espeelally
in reference to the presentation of the notorious 21 demands
in 1915 which are naively stated to have been made "in a
desire to bring about a rapprochement with China and to
gsettle outstanding differences", but it admits that "it
would be foolish to say that in the conduct of our /Japan'gs/
political and commerclal relations (with China)...serious
mi stakes have not been made".' '

Macleay's conelusions were that:
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'Whatever Japan's original intentions may have been
in regard to Kiaoechow, her statesmen appear to have
realised that they cannot come before the Peace Conference
professing Japan's faithful adherence to the principles of
China's independence and territorial integrity and at the
same time claim to retain possession of the important
fortress and harbour of Tsingtao and of the railway to
I'sinanfu and to econsolidate their position throughout the
Province of Shantung by military occupation and eivil
administrstion. Japan accordingly declares her readiness
to restore the leased territory of Kiaochow to China on

the undera&anding that it is first surrendered to them by
Germany.'

It was further argued by Macleay that Japan's 'amour=-propre’
demanded the surrender of the previously German-held Shantung
territory to her, and that yhen Japanese possession had been
confirmed she would hand itt China in accordance with the Sino-
Japanese agreements on the subject.

Macleay envisaged Japan becoming the heir to German
concessions, rallways, and mines in Shantung whieh, he argued,
tdoes not on the facg of it appear to be an unreasonable inten-
tion'. He presumed that Japan would be prepared to compensate
private German interests involved in the Shantung enterprises.
Macleay recognised China's mistrust of Japan, especially her
doubts regarding the 'eventual' restoration of Shantung, and that
obviously China feared stalling tactics. Even if China were
accepted into some form of economic partnership, Macleay realised
that she was worried at the possibility of a Japanese penetration

into the whole of the Shantung province, and the creationvof a
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situation 'little different from that prevailing in South
Manchuria'. But Macleay made no comments upon these recognised
fears of the Chinese, not even to give.an indiecation as to
whether he considered them ill-founded.

Macleay concluded:

'China hopes to persuade the Conference to declare

the 1915 treaties and agreements with Japan invalid on
the grounds that they were extorted by force, but I do
not see how she can expeet the Conference to admit the
validity of this argument in the case of the agreements
concluded in 1918 which although they may have been made
for the advantages of a ecorrupt elique at Peking who
Jumped at an opportunity of making money out of a Japanese
loan for railway construction in Shantung were neverthe-
less ostensibly bona-fide agreements between the Chinese
and Japanese governments'.

The substance of Macleay's comments were to prove in keeping

with the policies which Britailn adopted.

Reinsch, the American minister in Peking, was of the
same opinion as Macleay concerning the character of the treaty
of September, 1918, but unlike Macleay he condemned the efforts
which the Japanese were making to use the treaty to secure a
pre-judgment of the Shantung question, and he argued strongly

21 The attitudes of

against Japan's attempts to dominate China.
the two men were in marked eontra-distinetion, and Reinsch's
comments tend to encourage the questioning of Macleay's reason-
ing that Britain should have stood by a treaty which he recog-
nised as having been concluded by 'a corrupt clique'. Nor was
Macleay unaware of some questionable practices which Japan was

using against China owing to China lodging her claims before the
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council of ten and her willingness to publish the war-time
Sino-Japanese treaties. One week before Macleay had written
the lengthy minute referred to above he had had an interview
with Sze, the Chinese minister, Sze had informed Macleay that
he had Jjust received information that Torikichi Obata, the
Japanese minister in Peking, had tried to put pressure upon the
Chinese government, including threats to send troops to Shan-
tung, in an effort to induce China to withdraw her complaints
against Japan at the peace conference and curtail China's
willingness to publish the secret treaties.22 Macleay conclu-
ded '...from my experience of Japanese methods and my acquaint-
ance with Mr, Obata I have no reason to think that Mr. Sze's
account is exaggerated'. Macleay was of the opinion that when
the question of Kiaoehow came before the council of ten again
the 'highly improper' aetion of the Japanese gé%%gggg, Obata,
should not pass unnotieced, Despite official/denials Macleay
had no doubts that Obata had resorted to the use of pressure
and threats.

Early in March, Viseount Chinda, the leader of the
Japanese delegation in Paris, issued a press statement denying
reports that Japan was trying to coerce the Chinese delegation?3
Underneath the Foreign Office's report of this statement is the

pencilled comment, probably by Curzon, 'Methinks he doth protest
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+-0 mch'y while Mocleay compleined bhitterly that the Japanese
'shoulld try to malte people believe that the reports which have
re.ched Turope c¢f the methods of intimidction employed by the
Jupanase Uinioter in Pekiny are unfoun'ed and should be attri-
ruted to Germon propasanda’, Those statements indicate that
Faclcay, Jdecnite his support of Japanese claims, could be
~uite critical »~f that country.

In Chine itself, British diplomats and officials
wora very much concerned with Japon's activities, Jordan
rerarted +that out of a total of 168 Japanese enterprises in
msinanfu only 8 %/0 were commercisl undertakings and 50 °/0
were ~ither brothels or drug shops selling morphia. To find
a narallel to such deliberate exploitution of & weaker people,
Jamian armued, *one would have to go back to the treatment
of the ‘'ztecs and leruvians by the Spaniurdst, e Just
vefore Tordan's dispatch J.T. Pratt, the British consul
at Tsinan, wrote a more detailed report on the Japanese
activitins in Zhantung which was confirmed by Jordan.25

Pratt went into greut detall concerning Japan's
@jwcriminqtﬁg& business methods, her unfuir treatment of
forei-m shipping, the illesal meltins down of Chinese
coinuge, the increase of Japan's influence, and the wide-

snreal encouragement of drugs and vice, Of particular

i{nterest 1 the delib.rutions in Faris was the observations
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'shortly after the outbreak of war the Japanese Government
gave assurances that her objeet in expelling the Germans
from Tsingtao was in order to restore the place to China.

It is safe to say, however, that in no quarter were these
assurances taken very seriously and there has never been any
intention to hold Japan to too literal a fulfilment of them,
It would be mere folly to allow a modern up to date seaport
town like Tsingtao to fall into decay under the unfettered
control of the Chinese, and it was generally felt that the
spirit of the promise would be adequately kept if the muni-
cipal Government of Tsingtao were left in foreign hands, on
the model of, though perhaps on more liberal lines than at,
Snanghal, whilst Chinese aspirations and national sentiment

were ?atlsfied by the formal recognition of Chinese suzer-
ainty .

These eriticisms of both Japan and China were obvious support
for the policy of internationalising foreign rights in Calna,
put unfortunately, perhaps, for the outcome of the critical
shantung negotiations whieh took place in April, 1919, neither
Jordan's nor Pratt's dispateh arrived at the Foreign O0ffice

until May when they were not submitted to the ministers.

Some scellaneous ects of British policy towards China.

As requested by the Foreign Offiece, Jordan gave his
views upon China's peace desiderata, but his reply seemed to
lack his usual force of argument, possibly because he had al-
ready expressed his opinions upon the need to internationalise
foreign rights in China.26 Upon this point it must be ques-
tioned whether the professed Chinese desire for the consolida-
tion of forelgn rights, even if granted, would not have caused
a deep internal split with the Canton government for Macleay,

in arguing against earlier proposals of Jordan for such inter-
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nationalisation, had stated that 'the more advanced political
thought of Southern China would strenuously resist such foreign
tutelage'.27 But on the question of foreign troops, and con-
trary to Macleay's expectations, Jordan was opposed to China's
claiu for the withdrawal of foreign forces, and he dismissed
the c¢laim as being for bargaining purposes only:

..'it would be a grave imprudence to withdraw foreign

troops stationed in North China under 1900 protocol until

a stable Government has been established in Peking,

country reduced to a semblance of order, armies of mili-

tary governors disbanded and their place taken by an

efficient national gendarmerie’.
such an expression of opinion was in keeping with Jordan's aims
that in securing an improvement in Anglo-Chinese relations
Britain's economic interests should be maintained and, where
possible, expanded. This aim was clearly visible in the leading
role which Jordan played in helping to obtain the expulsion of
ex-eneny nationals from China.

Perhaps the clearest indication of Britain's motives
regarding the expulslon of ex-enemy nationals from China is to
pe found in the correspondence between the London Chamber of
comrerce and Balfour regarding a resolution which its far
castern section had passed. The resolution urged the British
government to extend the aects of parliament concerning trading
with the enemy for another five years regarding the Germans in
China.28 A separate letter stated that the British chamber

of commerce in Shanghai thought that all Germans in China, and
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if possible in Japan as well, should be repatriated without
delay, and in support of the Shanghai body, the London chamber
of commerce called upon the British government to put pressure
upon China and Japan to secure the desired expulsions. Its
letter concluded:

'...the business methods by whieh Germans in China
previous to the War were able to encroach to a very
appreciable extent on British Trade have always been
considered unsound and objectionable, and, in effect,
unfalr competition. The attitude of the. Germans in
China during the War is notorious and for these
reasons alone...Jjustify the foregoing request’'.

The “oreign Office reply stated that negotiations to expel ex-
enemy nationals had already been taking place in Peking and that
the Chinese Government had agreed to the British proposals.

It seems that althcugh Jordan faced considerable
difficulties he was determined to press the issue of the repat-
riation of Germans to a successful conclusion.29 To obtain the
necessary shipping Jordan was in constant communication with
the Admiralty and there were difficulties in obtaining full
Chinese cooperation, for thousands of enemy subjects had to be
rounded up and temporary accommodation found for them. The
United States believed Britain's motives were not unselfish,
and leinsch in particular objected to Britain's actions. A
brush with the Vatlcan occurred over the expulsion of German

mi ssionaries, and there were numerous questions of humanitarian-

ism to be considered. There was also the point that Japan was
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not expelling Germans from her territory; so why should China?
Throughout these difficulties Jordan remained firm until several
thousand Germans were expelled from China in the early summer of
1912, Although there were other issues which influenced China's
sovereignty, such as the banning of arms imports, foreign
control over Chinese customs with resulting political impli-
catirns, and the maintenance of wireless monopolies, the wisdom
of the 3ritish government 1n seeking the expulsion of Germans
from China must be questioned, for 1t can be seen that, apart
from any adverse influence upon Anglo-Chinese relations, the
3ritish government had left themselves open to charges of
interested interference in China at the very time when the
3ritish delegation were to help judge Japan's claims regarding
Shantung.

Jne must also question whether the Sritish government
were consistent regarding policy, for on a number of occasions
the Chinese delegation had been informed that only issues
arising from the war could be dealt with, and that the peace
conference was not an appropriate occasion for a general re-
vision of China's forelgn treaties. FEarly in February, how=-
ever, the British delegation wanted to raise the question of
the opium econvention of 1912 at Paris, which had a special
importance for China.3o But the United States was not in

favour of it being raised and correspondence went on throughout
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Tebrary and lareh on whether the opium issue should be dis-
cussed at the conferences While the objeet of banning illegal
deulin-s i° opium was »nraiseworthy tho notives of the British
sove mpent ere not completely altruiutic for Cecil Harmsworth,
rarlicaentory wnder-seeretary, argued:

'Both the Toreipn Officc and the Home Office are

>rious that such a resolution [on the oplum con-
vention] should be tabled at the Peace Conference
and it is pretty certain to be tabled by one Power
nr annther, I suggest that the resolution should

be tabled by us, if only for the reason that we

ought to have the credit of taking a step which

would be warmly uelcoumed by influsncial bodies of
opinion in all countries, If we do not do it, the

Ameticans probubly will, n¢ et all the creditl, 31
Harnsworth emphasised that it would be a 'bLull-point' to table
such a resolution and, although he recognised thuat the peace
conserence might be too dbusy to deal with such seccondary
questions, he felt that in pcriods of 'murking time' the delew
gations would be only too pleased Lo do something practical,.
P.H. Kerr's (private secretury tc the prine minister) reply to
Harnsworth was ocaMbtious snd he stauteld thut prelinminuaries with
Germany would have to be settled irst.e Dut he hud asked M.Pl.Ae
Hankey, secretary vo the British Jdelegution, 'to scc that if
possible the British Jelegction move firut in the mutter',

A commendable feature of British policy wis the reasone
ing that as Germany h.d refused to sign the opium convantion
of 1912, the peace con'erence offercd un oppcrtunity to force
Germany's hande An answer to a parliumentary question had

made the British governmeni's proposals common knowledge
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and early in April the United States dropped her objections to
the matter being raised at Paris. But when the Americans
changed their minds a statement by Macleay revealed a selfish
approach once more:

"It is interesting to note that after having thrown cold
water on our proposal...Mr.lansing should come forward with
the very proposal which we had made months before to the
U.¢.Government., However, as we have got in first with our
semorandum we shall not i hope lose the Kudos of having
peen the originators Of|t33 idea of bringing up the matter
at the Peace Conference'.

Thus it was largely as a result of the British delegation's
initiative that artiele 295, which made the opium convention of
1912 binding, was incorporated into the peace treaty.

Britain's attitude to China on comparatively small
matters must be judged as unhelpful. For example, in mid-
Yarch the Chinese delegation submitted a claim to the peace
conference for reparations for war damages against Germany.
Macleay made a detailed examination of the Chinese claims which
nhe stated would have to be decided by the reparations commission,
but he expressed the opinion that some of them were absurd and
others inadmissible.33 While there were sound reasons for
Macleay's eriticisms of China's demands it is somewhat signifi-
cant that there was a complete lack of effort on Macleay's part
to suggest any equitable solution.

A further example of Britain's unhelpfulness arose

when Lou Tseng-tsiang, the chief Chinese plenipotentiary, wrote
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to Clemenceau, president of the ecouncil, asking that China
snould be accorded representation upon a comnission to study
the problems of aeronautics which the peace conference was
about to establish. The letter pointed out that Belgium,
Brazil, Cuba, Greece, and several other small powers were al-
ready represented, and it was argued that as the aeroplane was
a thing of the future, and in view of the size of China, repre-
sentation should be granted to the Chinese gove:r'nment.y+ A copy
of Lou's letter was sent to the British delegation in Paris and
prompted Major-General Sir F.N. Sykes, a military adviser, to
urge 3alfour that British representatives on the commission
should act for China. But Balfour was most reluctant and argued:
'I do not see how we can possibly act for her /fhina/
formally though something might /Balfour's emphasig/be
arranged privately. I much doubt however the wisdom of
any such attempt; the Japanese and probably the Americans
would resent it'.
gglfour's rejection of Sykes' suggestion was undoubtedly correct,
but it may be noted that Balfouridid not urge the acceptance of
China's request for representation despite the strength of her
case. _
Forelgn Rallways ln China.
Questions relating to the ownership and control of

railways were to prove of maximum importance to the Shantung

problem, and in the early months of 1919 there were considerable

negotiations concerning the foreign rights of) railways through-
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out China. The various lines crossed territories which were
disputed by the affected powers and rendered the railway ques-
. tion a very complicated one which is only briefly noted here in
order to observe some of the political manoeuvres which were
involved. For example, at the end of January the Foreign
Jffice informed Jordan that Japan had decided to waive all
claims to succeed German rights on the Tientsin-Pukow railway
in order to ‘'give support to China in assisting her own rights
against Germany...and to give China a free hand in respect to
the railway...! The Japanese memorandum concluded by saying
that it was hoped that the British government would note
Japan's fair-mindedness on the issue.35 But when Jordan
replied he stated that in his opinion the Japanese government
had never had any right to state how the northern section of
the Tientsin-PMkow railway should be disposed. Hence, when the
Foreign O0ffice replied to Japan they thanked them for theilr
'fair-mindedness', but made the point put forward by Jordan.

In mid-February the British consul in Chefoo for-
warded a letter from the local British chamber of commerce
urging that as the proposed Chefoo-Weihsien railway was vital
to British interests plans for its construction should be
sanctioned at Paris,36 but this was in contradiection to Jordan's

warm endorsement of the railway section of China's peace



108.

desiderata which asked for the internationalisation of

foreign railways in China.37

Macleay was of the opinion that
there were no reasons why Britain should not go ahead with
construetion without any reference to the peace conference, and
it may be noted that he made no suggestion to consult Jordan
on the issue.

While the British were discussing their projected
lines the Chinese government issued a memorandum which linked
a Chinese claim for the restoration of the Tsingtao-Tsinan
rallway with their claim for the direct return of Kiaochow.

The memorandum outlined the origins and extent of German rights
in Shantung, claimed that Japanese military occupation had ex-
ceeded these rights, and gave China's reasons for asking for
the direct return of the area and rights. With the memorandum
were a number of documents and appendices.38 A main point of
appendix 6, a Chinese note of protest to Japan of 30 September,
1914, was that Japan's military possession of the Kiaochow-
Tsinan rallway had occurred after German troops in Shantung
had been defeated and the railway was a private affalr, having
been bullt with German and Chinese eapital. Japan's answer
had complained of the Chinese government being 'suspicious of
Japan's every movement', but British offiecials were not im-

pressed with Japan's '‘very poor argumentation'.
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If Japan were using war-time developments concerning
the railways to extend her economic and political influence over
China, especially in Shantung, then such developmenls were
obviously relevant to the peace conference, but the issue was
clouded by the Sino-Japanese agreements and some British
officials were against the Shantung railway question being
considered at Paris. For example, C,7.Tufton, counsellor of
embassy attached to the British delegation, argued that China
had bartered away the ex-German railway concessions to Japan in
return for a loan, and he did not see the peg on which the con-
ference could hang its intervention in the matter. He thought
that to place the railways in any country under some form of
international control was precisely what the economic section
of the British delegation were trying to avoid, and thus this
was another British volce arguing against Jordan's proposals.
Tufton concluded that the transit and transport council of the
League of Natlons, 'if and when set up', could examine the
entire question.39

In view of later developments both at Paris and
Washington one must question whether the majority of British
officlals had realised the real significance of the Shantung

rallway issue and its relevance to the political situation.
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Further copsideration of the Shantung issue.

Following China's presentation of her claims for the
restoration of Shantung at the council of ten at the end of
January, her delegates continued to press her case by means of
memoranda and interviews with foreign statesmen, and it can be
seen that most of the issues raised by the Chinese delegation
at Paris were of relevance to the Shantung question.

The use of Japanese loans to influence Chinese poli-
ticians was known to the British delegation, and in February
the Foreign Office received information ihat Japan was threat-
ening to stop giving China further financial ald because of
the latter's demands for the restoration of Shantung. 3But
Macleay did not believe that the Japanese had made such a
threat, or if they had it was not to be taken seriously, and
his reasons for this conclusion reveal a marked awareness of
Japan's interference in China's affairs. Maeleay argued that
the Japanese government were not disposed to stop the Japanese
banks from making loans to the Chinese northern military party,
'who use the money to raise troops to overawe the South and
prevent a peaceful settlement of the struggle between the two
parties'.ho Such a realisation, one might have thought, would
have helped to reduce the continuous British eritieisms of
China's internal situation, but often the question of the in-
fluence of foreign powers was completely absent from British

assessments of China's internal affairs.
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While this interference in China's sovereignty was
occurring, Jordan, in a private letter to Lord Bryce, a former
Britich ambassador in Washington, expressed considerable pessi-
mism over Anglo-imerican-Chinese relations. His comments on
the developlng situation were quite scathing:

'..It is no wonder that, as you say, the very exis-
tence of China has been forgotten. For over four yegars
there has been a rigid Press censorship /in Britain/ and
not a word reflecting upon Japanese aetion in this
country has been allowed to appear in the British press.
inere may have been some excuse for this during the war,
but there is none now and yet this deliberate supprescsion
of the truth still continues. The "Times" devotes half a
column to describing the pedigree of some obscure Japanese
prince and gives two or three lines of small type to re-
cording an important movement in China. There is no one
at home who has any real knowledge of recent developments
in this country and I am not sanguine enough to expect much
from the Peace Conference. We and the Americans work to-
gether very closely and Anglo-American Assoeiations have
been established in Peking, Shanghai and other important
centres. Their activities are doing much good and useful

work, but theseh}ocal efforts make little impression out-
side of Chinat,

Obviously, care must be taken in assessing the views of men-on-
the spot who claim that their part of the world has been for-
gotten, but Jordan's complaints about British sentiments being
pro-Japanese could secarcely be dismissed as mere bias. It would
seem that Jordan was accurate in deseribing the degree of loeal
Anglo-Ameriean co-operation, and there was elearly a great deal
in common between the ideas of Jordan and Reilnsch, but whereas
the American delegation in Paris were fairly sympathetic to the
american minister's views, even if Reinsch did consider the

support offered to be inadequate, the British delegation had



112.

rodosbel Jordants hasic asswastlonc.

‘'t tha ha-innine of Vareh, J.%. '2nrm, the second
citinese plealynotenitiary, hed a lenoty int-rview with Macleay

. . . 4o

that was of ixportance to ndb-Chincse relations. = Wang
informed cuctuy that the CShinesc dele~stion wanted to present
the peace confaraence with w claim for the annuloent or drastic
revision of the trcaties and exchan® of notes which Wang claimed
wvere cutorted Iren China in May, 1915, 1he proposed revision,
it was reco mised, would wffect not only Japen's ri~hts in

“hantuns, but also Japan's sneci.l nocitioan and interests in
Manchuria, cestern inne» Monrolia, the l:uzes sf I'ort Arthur

a~d Talny, thce taoras »f the south Manchuria ond ‘ntung rail-

way concecsions, and the "anyehrins minin- agreznent, Adﬁording
to Macleay, Vang wished tn ascertain vhether the Rritish pleni-
potentiaries considerad it ta be politically advisnble for

China t~ mulre such elaing, and ¥ .ng was of the impression that,

[

'eeovon if the Uonfersrce were unable to
discuss the matter or to express any opinion
ar the vilidity of the trectiecs, 4t nicht be
prepared o mauke sone formal stutement to the
effz2et that, in its view, +the claim of Thina to
the revision of these treaties was one which
should he refoerred 4~ “he Iez~ue of Matinns',

Maclecr continued b et fipc thet it was 'Jnr's ovinion that

such a declnrrtion woultl ~re-tly stren~then China's nosition,



113.

and Wang had argued that unless these questisns eduld be dis-
cussed, which were vital to China's interests and the future
peace of the far east, and if China were to be left in the
position resulting from the 1915 agreements, all her war efforts
would have been in vain.

In reply to Wang, Macleay had stated thal the Paris
conference was a meeting of the allied powers which aimed at
reaching a peace settlement, and that it could not be expected
to decide upon matters which had not arisen out of the war and
were of no> concern to Germany and o>ther ox-enemy countries.
Obviously the conference 'could not constitute itself into a
sort of tribunal to adjust o0ld grievances between Allies'.
Therefore, Macleay continued‘ (in his private opinion) that it
would be inadvisable for China to raise the question of the
twenty-one demands and the other treaties of 1915, except those
which eoncerned previous German rights in Shantung and the
leased territory of Kiaochow. racleay pressed his case by
adding the point that if the Chinese delegation were to try to
use the conference to formulate a serious indietment against
Japan regarding her past policies towards China in osrder t»
obtain an expression of international sympathy it would be em-
barrassing to all the members present. Japan as well as China,
it had to be remembered, had been an ally of 3ritain during the

war, and Macleay thought that in the circumstances it woul? be
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inadvisable for China to antagonise Japan in such a fashion.
ife questioned whether it would not be wiser to wait for the
creation of the League of Nations to which disputes concerning
the revision of treaties could be referred.

In reviewing the interview iacleay was of the opinion
that Wang had received some kind of promise from the Americans
for a revision of the 1915 treaties which made wWang the more
anxious t> know the possible reactions of Britain. ilacleay
argued that the British delegation should formally inform Wang
that they considered it would be:

'..undesirable for China to ralse at the Peace Confer-
ence the question of the 1915 treaties, with the exeeption
of the Klaochow and Shantung Agreements, as well as any
other matters affecting her international relations or
the past policies of the foreign Powers, which have no
connection with the war and no bearing on the peace terms'.

.lacleay concluded by referring to the fact that the demand for
the revision of China's treaties was not in keeping with the
aims of the Peking government which, being under the domination
of Japan, might repudiate the actions of their own delegates if
such matters were raised at Paris.

No doubt China could be critieised for making such
widespread demands for the revision of her treaties, but at
international conferences it is common practice for a country
to demand more than it expects to receive. What is perhaps

cignificant in Macleay's memorandum 1s that despite the evidence

5>f Japan's interference there was a total absence of any
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gesture of friendship or encouragement to China, however vague,
s Iendights, cven though the situation would nave seemed to
Justify suech a move.

Towards the end of March a memorandum was prepared
a2t the Foreign Office which provided the interested British
of ficilals with an opportunity to re-appraise their attitudes,
"he memorandum reviewed the main events in China since the mid-
19th century and its tone was Adeeidedly anti-Japanese. It des-
eribed the twenty-one demands of 1915 as an unparalleled attack
upon the integrity of China and the poliecy of the 'open door'.
It stated:

'The demands caused a sensation in China. But for
the war they could not have been presented without danger
of complications elsewhere. As it was, Japan was given
hints by the Allies to restrain her demands within the
bounds of her obligations to them, but she gave little
heed to these hints,.,. -

-...The effect /of the twenty-one demandg/ was to
make Japan predominant in China at the expense of the
Western Powers, and to place the Chinese Government under
Japanese influence in a manner whﬁgh is certaln to pro-
voke dissension sooner or later'.

wWith the Chinese delegation at Paris pressing for the revision
of the 1915 treaties, one might have thought that interested
British officials would have made some relevant com.ents upon
the memorandum, either to dispute faets presented or defend
attitudes adopted. But Macleay only made the brief com:ent,

'There is nothing new in this'.
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I'here were many striking similarities between the
confidential memorandum of the Foreign O0fiice and a mem>randuam
sent to Lloyd George by the Chinese Students Union in FPeking
early in March.m+ This memorandum asked the prime minister to
support China's case against Japan and China's struggles to
obtain 'a just peace'. The students' unio>n claimed that
Japan appeared intent upon the permanent occupation »f Kiasechow
and the ending of the open-door policy. It claimed that:

'dhen that ambition of hers /Japan'g/ is fully
realised, it will, we may safely predict, bring about
another world upheaval like that which has just come to
an end, a catastrophe to all mankind'.

The memorandum continued in this rather extreme language to
claim that in the general interests of peace the war-time Sino-
Japanese treaties, 'like the Treaties >f Bucharest and Brest
Litovsk', should be pronounced null and void.

Macleay's reactions were to repeat his opinion that
the peace conference could not diseuss China's complaints
against Japan which did not arise from the war and therefore a
general revision of treaties was imposcsible. But he continued
by statings

'There is much truth in the deseription of Japan'es
policy and considerable justification for the fears ex-
pressed in this letter as to the inevitable result of a
continuance of that poliey, but China's remedy would

appear to be in an appeal to the League of Natisns, when
constituted, and not to the Peace Conference'.
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No encouragement was given to the Chinese studsats for ..ax Kuller
argued taat the prime minister's seeretary chould reply to> the
nerorandun merely acknowledging its receipt and stating that it
had been forwarded to the British Adelegation in Paris. a few
days later Kerr commented that this had been Anne.

During the first ten weeks of the peace confereace
the British delegation had taken a number >f cteps which
favoured Japan's position in China, and although the issue »f
Shantung had still to be decided it ceemed almost certain that
Britain would support Japan's claims in the set:ilement >0 the
question. However, Britain was by no means unaware of some of
the dangerous aspects >f Japan's policies in China and tae
potential risks to her own interests in that country. It is,
therefore, somewhat surprising that the British government did
not adopt a firmer attitude towards Japan, possibly by letting
it be known that it would give at least sympathetic considera-
tion to China's case if it were brought before the League Of
Nations. But efforts on behalf of China to obtaln expressisns
of sympathy were elther refused or ignored, and it must be seen

as part of British poliey that no such stateuent was issued.
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CHAPTER IV

THE_APRIL NEGJTIATIONS

During April, 1919, a deeision was reached by the
delegates of the United States, Britain, and France which
determined the Paris settlement of the Zhantung eontroversy and
resulted in artieles 156-7 being written into the peace treaty.
These negotliations have been desceribed in detail by Tr. 71Ti014
who argues that throughout the exchanges Britain regarde? her-
self as being committed to support Japan's claims regarcding the
province, and there can be 1little doubt that his conelucidne are
correct.2 But of obvious interest to British policy are the
motives and character of sueh support.

In eonsidering the negotiations it is iaportant to
recall that the controversy concerning Shantung was only one
of the many problems which faced the delegates >f the major
western powers whose prineipal task was to determine a peace
settlement with Germany. One may coneclude that it was typieal
of such coneern that when Philip Kerr, Lloyd George's private
secretary, prepared a memorandum, which ranged wide in its
considerations of how a firm but just peace could be achicved
with Germany, 1t sald very little about the influence >f the
far east upon international relations. Kerr's contention that
the first condition for the success of the all-important peace-

preserving League of Nations was an understanding that there
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should be no competitive building up of rival fleets or armles
among the British Empire, the United States, France, and Italy
completely ignored Japan, and prompted Drummond, a member of
the British delegation, to suggest that it would be wise to
include her.3

In addition to the multiplicity of the problems which
confronted the British prinecipals one must esnsider the grasp
which they had upon far eastern affairs. The British prine
minister's understanding of the area was generally recognised
as being limited, and Dr, Morrison, who was present in Paris
as an adviser to the Chinese government, concluded that Lloyd
George 'seems woefully illeequipped for settling these important
questionsl.l+ It may be argued that Balfour's knowledge of the
Shantung issue was not as deep as Dr. ¥ifield maintains, for a
current critieism, that of Sir Charles Addis, a leading banker
with an extensive knowledge of far eastern affairs, was 'Quite
frankly he /Balfour/ admits that he knows nothing about China.'s
But if Addis's comments were correct it can be seen that
Balfour did not act in keeping with his knowledge. Undoubtedly
Macleay, who had served in the far east, had a detailed command
of the issues involved, but his attitude to China has already
been observed as being unsympathetic to China and during april
nis attitude hardened,

An indication of Macleay's hardening attitude appeared

when he gave his opinion upon the course of aetion whieh he felt
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should be adopted following the request of Lou Tseng-tsiang,
the Chief delegate, for an interview with Balfour, the British
foreign secretary. Macleay speculated upon the reacsons for tae
requested interview and eoncluded that Lou [seng-tsiang'c wain
purpose was to seek Balfour's advice on the Shantung ilssue. A4s
a result taeleay thought that '...in view of our commitments to
Japan I suggest that Mr. Balfour should exeuse himself from
receiving iir. Lou Tseng-tsiang...' Consequently a letter
written in the formal third person asked that Balfour be excused
from the requested interview, '...as he has been advised by 1is
NDoctor to leave Paris for a few days', but that 3alfour woul4d
be pleased to receive any commnents which China might 1like to
make in writing, 'in order to avoid delay‘.6

Undeterred by Balfour's diplomatic illness, Sze sub-
mitted a memorandum which asked for the sympathetic support of
Britain when the Shantung issue next came before the council of
four.7 The memorandum pald tribute to Britain's friendly
interest which had contributed 'in no small measure to C:aina's
rapid progress in recent years', and it went on to emphasise
the importance of the Shantung issue to China as well as the
foreign powers. But any hopes which China had for SBritish
support were discouraged, for after a delay of more than a fort-
night during a critical phase of the Shantung negotiations a
most formal reply was sent. The reply merely acknowledged

recelpt of the memorandum and stated that the British foreign
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secretary '...has duly noted the views of the Chinese Govern-
ment...'8 This reply was sent only after careful considera-
tion by Macleay whose comments might be judged . so important
1s to an assessment of British policy that they justify a fairly
full quotation:

'This /Chinese/ Memorandum shews clearly that even
if Japan carries out her undertaking eventually to re-
store the leased territory of Kiaochow to China, her re-
tentlon of the German railway and mining rights in the
Provinece of Shantung and her possession of an exclusive
Jaranese concessisn ineluding the port and business part
of the town of Tsingtao will, from China's point of view,
couplrtely nullify the value of the restoration. Japan
in faet will retain the substance and give back to China
nerely the shadow!,

'I think that it is more than probable that Lord
Grey did not fully realise what far-reaching effects the
promise which he gave to Japan in February 1917 to support
ner claims in regard to the disposal of German rights in
Shantung at the Peace Conference would have and I believe
that Sir John Jordan was not consulted. It will be remem-
bered that the assurance was the price extracted by the
Japanese for the naval assistance in the Mediterranean of
which we then stood in urgent need. We could not without
comnitting a breach of faith towirds our old Ally ignore
this assurance or admit the validity...of the Chinese
memo. It 1s therefore somewhat diffieult to suggest what
answer should be sent to the Chinese NDelegationeee.’

Macleay continued by suggesting that the reply be limited to a
statement that China's comments would be borne in mind when the

issues were next discussed, and concluded:

'If, as I antieipate from conversations which I have
had with Members of the American Delegatlon, President
Wilson strongly supports the Chinese claims, it may be
possible to suggest a compromise. Until the attitude of
the American Plenipotentiaries is definitely known the
Japanese are not likely to accept any suggestion that
they should revise the conditlons on which they are at
present prepared to restore Kiaochow to China, but if
President Wilson refuses to agree to any settiement of the
Kiaochow and Shantung questions, which he considers in-
compatible with the 14 Points, %hey might welcome our
intervention?'.
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A brief comment by Hardinge, permanent under-secretary for for-
eign affairs, supported the proposal that a formal acknowledg-
ment was llfbr dispateched to the Chinese delegation.

Maeleay's comments were hardly a ecreditable refleection
of the British government's treatment of Jordan in 1917, wmd te
would seem that the main theme of Macleay's reasoning was that,
even 1f Japan werémgéeking to exaet a higher price for her
exertions than had been originally expected, it was a point of
British honour that the price shouldj%i fully paid, albeit at
China's expense. One might judge that following the poor treat-
ment of the British minister an even worse treatment of the
country to which he was accredited was econtemplated. acleay's
coneluding paragraph was undoubtedly lacking in principle, for
Britain was not a disinterested party to the point at issue and
therefore lacked the essential auality to entitle her to arbi-
trate between the claims of the two countries. Indeed, the
tone of Macleay's suggestion to arbitrate indicates that he
was more interested in achieving a diplomatie success than

securing an equitable solution of China's claims.

China's continued pressure.

While the Chinese government and delegation were
seeking diplomatic support for their claims regarding Shaatung
they maintained a steady flow of press statements and published
memoranda. Farly in April they issued a semi-official state-

ment, which was thought to have been drafted by Morrison, that
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contained cogent arguments against the Japanese case.9 The
Chinese statement began by recognising that Japan had lost

some 2,000 lives in expelling the Germans from Shantung, but
the attention of the Chinese people had been drawn to the fact
that in the expulsion of Germans from the Alsace Lorraine area
the american army had sustained losses thirty times greater
than those of the Japanese at Tsingtao., But unlike the Japan-
ese in relation to China, the United <States government had not
claimed 'one foot of railways or one yard of the rieh mining
lands of the recovered French provinces. Nor was such liberal-
ity confined to America for it was also well known that England,
“who has made the fields of Flanders one vast cemetery for her
youth", and incurred a tremendous national debt, had made no
demands upon Belgiumi The report also defended China's war-
time efforts,

Jordan praised the Chinese statement and argued that
it could do nothing but good as it contained statements of
facts that were historieally correct and whieh needed emphasis-
ing at a time when the Japanese were seeking to confuse issues.
These comments referred particularly to the sections of the
Chinese statement which dealt with China's aections during the
war and were pertinent to the peace conference, espeeially in
view of Balfour's repeated criticlsms of China's poor perform-

ance during the conflict. Jordan argued that the Foreign O0ffice
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‘
~ocords 333 nat cive an adeuats impression of Japun's hostilityl)
i
i
o China onebing the rar ond the jnoability of the allied
~guars and Thiaa to overe~me Jupun's opmoasition, Jaran's

notivasg, Jorian argusd, were:

‘eeoeto pmaweat China ohtainine the nrestige and

N B

influence in the Councils ol the Allies which she

would huve otherwise zained by z2ctive intervention,

and which would huve given her a definite voice in

the disposal of Hiaochow!,
Jordun concluded by ctating that until the United States had
entered the conflict, which had a direct bearing upon China's
dinlomatic actions, the attitude of PBritish recidents in China
towards the Japanese was largely onc of self-effacement in
arder not. to prejudice the wider aspects of the war. But
Balfour's actions later in April do not indicate any recog-
nition of Jordan's case against Japan, or indeed, that he had

noted the voints made,.

Chinu, however, was continuing her diplomatic offensive
and her next step wus taken when Lou 's@ng-tsiang addressed
a letter to Clemencesu, president of the peace conference,
asking thxzt the ﬁeace treaties regulating Austria and Germany's

relations with China should be on the basis of equality and

reciprocity. The letter emphasised the importance which China

att.ched to the principles of equity, and it expressed the hope

that China's claims against Germany would not be overlooked.
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But .acleay was not sympathetic to what was essentially a
request for the direet return of the former German rights in
Shantung, and he argued that Japan was certain to objeet to
sueh a step.lo In what seems a rather cowardly fashion i‘acleay
cornncluded: 'In any case the onus of explaining to the Chinese
melegation the reasons why their proposals have nat been adapted
seems td rest with the Seerétariat Général'. Thus, just over a
week before the caouncil of three reached its decision d>n the
Shantung question, lracleay appeared to be of the aninion that
the deecision had already been made in Japan's favour.

It is interesting to note the striking contrast he-
tween the attitude of the British government towards certaln
South American countries and China which is offered by the fact
that when Lou Tseng-tsiang was addressing his letter to
Clemenceau, Balfour was proposing to raise the status of the
3ritish ministers in Brazil, Argentina, and Chile to ambassador
1evel, and argued that although none of these countries was
verv important they were of potential importance.l1 This may
have been very sound reasoning, but it appears strange that
3razil, for example, whose lamentable war efforts have already
been noted, should have received such favourable eonsideration,
whilst China's potential development, despite the vielssitudes
of almost perpetual civil war, seems to have received scant

notice from the British foreign secretary.
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If Balfour did not aeccord China reasonable considera-
tion this was hardly due to any lack of Chinese pressure, for
when the counell of three were actively considering the Shantung
controversy a conference was held in Paris of foreign based
Chinese nationals whieh passed a resolution that ecalled for the
direct retrocession of Shantung to China. The resolution asked
the powers to declare that China should cease to be bound by the
Sino-Japanese treaties and relevant notes of 1915 and 1918 on
the grounds that the Chinese government concluded these agree-
ments only to expedite China's joining the war on the side of
the allles. But if such an argument can be brushed aside as
ridieulous, the concluding claim of the resolutisn that the
promlses of the powers to respect Japan's demands in Shantung
were ‘entirely in eonflict with the Formula of Righteousness for
which Great Britain, France, and Italy have proclaimed urbi et
orbi that thelr manhood has fought and dled', might be seen as
deserving a reasoned answer,lz

Towards the end of April the Italian prime minister
and chief delegate, V. Orlando, temporarily left Paris in high
dudgeon over the Fiume question. This event undoubtedly had an
influence upon the remaining delegates, and it may be judged
that Orlando's departure 4id not impress the other delegates
with Wilson's firmness in dealing with opponents, but rather it

resulted in a weakening of Wilson's position for he did not want
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to see the Japanese leave Paris as well. Obviously such a step
would have dealt Wilson's hopes for a League of Nutions a severe
if not crippling blow, and the evidence indicates that the
American president was subsequently more willing to compromise
over the Shantung problem. |3

In trying to assess the actions of the British dele-
gates during the April negotiations a marked comparison can be
made with Ameriean sourees concerning the amount of evidence
available whereby eorresponding American policies mignt be
judged. Whereas there is an abundance of American Ancuments, a
government-produced history of the peace conference which deals
with Shantung in detail, and biographies of American prinecipals
which describe developments at length, there appears to be little
material on this question in comparable British sources. The
publisned blographies of British principals ignore Chantung com-
pletely or give it only seant attention. It would seem that the
British principals concerned regarded the issue as largely
settled and this might explain the differenee in the delibera-
tions upon the Shantung questions with Ameriean material.

Jn a number of oceasions llacleay, at least, had spoken
as 1f the Shantung issue had definitely been deeided in Japan's
favourt4and during an important interview between 3Balfour and
Wilson before the councifﬁ%ghsidered Shantung again, Balfour made

it clear that Britain would support Japan's claims.1?
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It was reported that Wilson 'although reasonable, was inclined to
favour Chinese c¢laims as against Japanese', whereupon 3alfour
had pointed out that the Shantung issue was regarded by Japancse
public opinion as being a point of honour over which it would be
dif “icult for the Japanese government to yield., If they did not
yield, it had been pointed out to Wilson, Britain regarded her-
self as being bound by her pledges to Japan.

After a meeting of foreign ministers on the same day
as the Balfour-Wilson interview, the Japanese delegate took
3alfour to one side and told him that he was anxious that the
question of Tsingtao should not be discussed until the following

10a Such a request indicates that there was a marked

week.
difierence in the degree of consultation betwecn Britain and
Japan on the one hand, and Britain and China on the other, for
whereas the Chinese were denied an interview with 3alfour to
discuss Shantung, the Japanese were able, quite easily, to press

for the date on which they desired the council of four to discuss

the question.

Negotiations before the €ounecil.

d Gree

The ecouncil 'began its further consideration of Shan-

tung on April 22nd when the Chinese delegation were represented.
An immediate problem faeing the council was the questioned

validity of the relevant war-time treaties, and if Lloyd George
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had a poor understanding of these agreements this did not pre-

vent him from making proposals which Wunsz King has eritiecally

deseribed:

'Lloyd George was well known for his skill and
audaeity in partiecipating in the discussion of a subject
without knowing exacetly what it was all about. Thus,
having admitted that he had never heard of the Japanese
twenty-one demands let alone the ultimatum, he d4id not
hesitate to put to Koo this question: Wwhich China would
prefer - To allow Japan to succeed to the German right
in Shantung as stated in the treaty between China and
Germany, or to recognise Japan's position in Shantung
as stipulated in the treaties between China and Japan.
This sounded like an ultimatum and gut the Chinese in an
extremely embarrassing situation'.l

only one day earlier Lloyd George had questioned wWilson why
Kiaochow should be treated differently from other ex-German
colonies regarding mandates, and it appears that Maeleay had
exerted pressure to induce the prime minister to respect Britain's
war-time treaties.l7 Whether &t was iiacleay's influence or not,
at the important council meeting of April 22nd Lloyd George had
made 1t clear that Britain regarded her treaties as binding and
that she could not turn to Japan and say, 'All right, thank you

very much, when we wanted your help, you gave it, but we now

think that the treaty was a bad one and should not be carried

out'.18

The Chinese replied to the question of the sanctity of
treaties in a memorandum addressed to Wilson asking for Shantung
to be surrendered first to the majJor five powers, and that after

one year it be retroceded to China.l? The memorandum emphasised
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that the Chinese delegation recognised the foree of accepted
obligations, but they questioned whether there was not a higher
obligation resting upon the council,which was to remove the
serious obstacles to a durable peace in the far east. In rela-
tion td> Shantung, the Chinese claimed that the council could
make a settlement compatible with Jjustice which woul?d ensure
peace in the far east for at least half-a-century. But, the
menmorandum continued, if the council declined to maxe a just
settlement because of certain obligations either imposed on
China by threat or force, or contracted by France and Britain
in entirely changed eircumstances, it would probably be sowing
the seeds of discord for the future. The memorandum eoncluded
by stating that China was at the parting of the ways. China had
come o the west for justice, and if she were disappointed the
Chinese people would blame the west, and not Japan, for failling
to give her a helping hand 'merely because some of its leading
powers had privately pledged to support Japan'.

Undoubtedly China's appeal was strong, even if its
concluding remarks were one-sided, and at an important stage
the Chinese memorandum posed the question whether the Shantung
issue should be settled according to treaty obligations, the
character of which was dubious, or in accordance with the prin-
clples, however vague, of a just peace. It may be noted that

this question welghed heavily on Wilson's mind.ZJ
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As a result of Lloyd George raising the question »f
which alternative would China prefer, the transfer of German
rights to éﬁzﬁ;, or the implementation of the war-time Sin»-
Japanese treaties, a panel of three experts, Maeleay, Williams,
and Gout, from Britain, United States, and France respectively,
met to consider which alternative would be most beneficial to
China. The report was ready within twenty-four hours, and its
opening remarks were that 'either course presents serious dis-
advantages for China’'.

After considering the two alternatives the experts
favoured the transfer of ex~German rights to Japan rather than
the implementation of the Sino-Japanese war-time treaties, bocause
the latter step would have given the Japanese greater economie
power in Shantung. An important article in the Sino-Japanecse
treaty was for the establishment of an exclusive concession at
singtao, and in arguing against acceptance of the war-tlme
treaties the experts stated:

'This concession presumably would be permanent and
if, as is understood to be the case, it is intended taat
tnis exclusive Japanese area shall include the greater
part of the business portion of the town of Tsingtao, the
docks, quay and railway terminus, its effect, in our
opinion, will be to diminish to a great extent the value

of the immediate restoration to China of the leased
territory’'.

It has already been noted that Macleay had come to similar con=-
clusions privately.22 Yet the recognition of the potential in-
fluence of Japan's eclaims did not dissuade the British delegation
from playing a leading role in the April negotiations of the
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council whereby international recognition was accorded to
Japan's position in Shantung.

L.T.Williams, the American expert, was dissatisfied
with both the alternatives which had been presented to China, and
he submitted a separate report to Wilson. 3 In his report
#illiaws advocated the adoption of a solution similar to that
requested by China, namely, surrender of the province to the
powers for one year and then retrocession to the motherland.

Jn the day following the issue of the report of the
experts, the Shantung question was discussed again at the council.
At this meeting a proposal was made that if Japan were to have her
own way over the disposal of rights in the province she would be
agreeable to the ending of all unequal treaties with China but,

'Lloyd George immediately backed away from any

relinquishment of the "unequal treaties". He stated that
Great Britain '"could not allow other nations to cooperate
in the Yangtse Kiang, although we should like to, since
we had not suffiecient capital ourselves for development.
The reason we could not"d? ﬁo was because we should have
to let the Japanese 1n.

These comnents are a further indication that although Britain

paid lip-service to the 'open-door' in China, in practice her

policy was for the maintenance of spheres of interest.

The question of the maintenance of such spheres, it
has been noted, had been decided upon in late 1918, when Macleay

and other leading British officials opposed the surrender of

privileges in China unless there were economic advantages to
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compensate for any retrocessions made. Before the peace con-
ference had started lMacleay had argued that during the making of
the peace treaty any foreing of the door regarding Japan's posi-
tion in China should be left to the Americans, for if the Ameri-
cans failed to eurb the Japanese Britain would have thereby
avoided antagonising the Japanese unneeessarily.25 An additional
consideration for British policy was the ownership of Hong-Kong
and the Kowloon territory, for Curzon had recognised that while
2ritain held these possessions it was unrealistic to expect Japan
to surrender Shantung.26 As the situation developed at Paris it
may be Judged that not only were the British delegates leaving
the foreing of the door to the Americans, but were proving reluc-
tant to follow through once an opening seemed likely. Hence,
Lloyd George's 'backing away' might be explained as a manifesta-
tion of the influence of Britain's possessions in China upon her
policy.

Japan maintained her pressure for securing a prompt
settlement of the Shantung question and on April 25th her chief
delegate, Marquis Salonji, wrote to Clemenceau stating that the
council had heard the Chinese delegates on the Shantung question,
and therefore Japan was asking for another meeting of the council
in order that a final decision on the province could be reached.27
At the same time, Salonji's letter continued, the Japanese dele-
gates requested that owing to the speecial gravity of the issue for
Japan they should be kept informed, as far as possible, in all

phases of progress.
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A copy of the Japanese letter was sent to Hankey,
secretary of the British delegation, and much to his annoyance
it arrived while he was taking his morning bath. One can under-
stand Hankey's pique at being thus disturbed but ocne can assume
that he had time to allow his annoyance to subside before writing
tu Balfour concerning the essence of the Japanese letter, 3But
after making a mistake with the date of his own letter Hankey's
statement to Balfour read:
'Baron Makino has already mentioned the subject to me,

and I believe to you. He attaches extraordinary importance to

it for some reason that I am unable to understand. As I

understand the Prime Minister wishes you to take the lead so

far as we are concerned in the discussions on thezgapanese

claims perhaps you would bear the point in mind',
from the varied contents of the Japanese letter it can be seen
that Hankey's note does not make it elear to what subjeet Makino
was allegedly attaching sueh importance, Japan's desire for a
deeision, Japan's request to be kept informed of progress, or the
entire issue of Shantung itself. Yet whatever the subject may
have been it is strange that Hankey could have found it so extra-
ordinary for Japan to be so concerned, for they were all relevant
to Japan's consistent agitation regarding her claims for the pro-
vince. While too much should not be concluded from a letter
written in such circumstances, Hankey's comments cast doubt on

the extent to which he understood the far eastern situation. It

would appear that the importance of the task which had been given
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to Balfour concerning discussions with Jaran had not been
realised by Hankey, but possibly the importance of these dis-

cussions only emerged as they entered the decislve phase.

The Decisive Phase.

When Balfour began discussions with the Japanese
delegates in late April he did so on very high authority from the
peace conference, for a letter from Lloyd George stated:

'At the meeting, the President of the United States,
the Presldent du Conseil of France, and myself agreed to
ask you to discuss with the representatives of Japan on our
behalf the questions of Kiaochow and the German rights in
Shantung which are in dispute between China and Japan. They
will be glad if you ean arrange to meet the Japanese Nele-
gates as soon as possible.'<d

Balfour lost no time in meeting the Japanese delegates and one
day after his letter from Lloyd George he issued a report on his
conversations which stated that the Japanese strenususly denied
that they intended to modify in their own favour the conditlions
which the Germans had enjoyed in Shantung, or that their own

V)
treaties with China would have the same result.3 Indeed,
Balfour reported that the Japanese were claiming that their en-
visaged military rights would be less than those enjoyed by the
Germans, and that it was the intention of the Japanese to restore
Chinese sovereignty within the leased territory of Shantung. The

report continued by stating that the provisions whereby Japan was
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to maintaln a garrison at Isinan to guard the railway were

'purely provisional'!, and references were made to the transitional
post-war period. It was stated that it was Japan's intention to
make the occupation of the garrison as short as possible, but
Balfour made the observation that no date had been given for the
terminatlon of the transitional period. Nor, it may be noted,

did Balfour make any statement that he had tried to secure such

a date.

Balfour's special report continued by saying that the
rights which the Japanese proposed to retain were economic and
consisted of a concession at Tsingtao which 'does not exclude...
the right also to organise an international concession, if that
is desired'. However, the report gave no outline as to the size
or scope of Japan's proposed concession, the size of the proposed
international concession, nor the amount of Tsingtao which it was
envisaged would be left to the Chinese. The report state? that
the Japanese were asking also for the transfer of previous German
rights regarding the Shantung railways and the mines associated
with them, but the Japanese stressed that the land on which the
railways lay 'is in full Chinese sovereignty and subjeect to
Chinese law'. In addition to the existing railways, the report
continued, the Japanese wanted the transfer of the concession

from Germany for the building of two new lines.
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fem s
The concluding re of Balfour indicate his acceptance

of the Japanese claims: : |

'The Japanese lFlenipotentiaries, for reasons of |
nationdl dismity which are easy to understand, are i
wnwilling to modify the letter oi the Treaties which
they hive mude with Chinu, but they cre ready (Af I
understand them richtly) to give explicit and binding
agsurances; -

(a) That any concession which China gives them at
Tsingtac will not exclude other forcign enterprise
from the Fort'.

(b) That the economic contrel of the railway, which
the possession of the majority of the shares gives
them vill nnt be used in any way to discriminate
between the trade facilities of different nations'.

Despite these reassurances, however, it may be Jjudged that Japan
wanted not only to retain but to extend the economic rights which
Macleay had earlier recognised would largely nullify the bene-
fits of any political retrocession to China, while the proposal
for the creation of a Japanese concession atlpingtao had been
specifically condemned by the report of the three western

experts who saw such a step as giving Japan a powerful grip

upon the centre of the port. But if Balfour were aware of

Macleay's understanding and the findings of the other two
experts his report guve no indication of this fact, nor that he
used any of their points in his consultations with the Japanese
delegates,

Dr. Fifield has described how Lloyd George and Balfour ar-
gued with President Wilson for the acceptance of Balfour's spe-
cial report, but that Wilson would not agree that the Japanese
proposals were better, as far as China was concerned, than a trens

fer of former German rights to Japan. Balfour maintained that
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China would gain advantages as a result, and 'noted that his
expert, racleay, had cross-examined the Japanese for an hour and
was finally satisfled with their proposal'.31 But it may be
Judged that ﬁ@leay's acceptance of the Japanese case did not mean
that he agreed that Japan's claims were not in excess of former
German rights, but rather that Macleay had become convinced of
the politieal justicé of the Japanese proposals. This may be
seen more clearly in the official account of the exchanges:

'¥r. Balfour said that there was no doubt whatsoever that
Japan was returning these territories to China on incomparabh
wedy better terms than Germany had held them'.

'President Wilson said his experts did not agree'.

1

iIre Balfour sald that the United States experts had not
heard the Japanese case. The same had applied to his
expert, Mr. liacleay, who had signed the expert Report
;urnlshed at the request of the Supreme Council. After
hearing the Japanese representatives and cross-exagéning
them for an hour he had been entirely satisfied'.
l.acleay had been clear in his condemnation of the creation of a
Japanese settlement at Tsingtao and aware of the influence of
the Shantung rallways. Therefore, his acceptance of the Japanese
case 1s surprising and, without any reasons given for his change
of attitude, difficult to understand.
There 1s, of course, the possibility that the British
forelgn secretary was indulging in diplomatic manoeuvres and
seeking to involve the American experts, the ma jority of whom

were known to be hostile to Japan's claims, in protracted
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negotiations so that the British delegates could be provided
with an opportunity to step in and mediate, as Macleay had at
one time thought possible. Yet so elear were Balfour's argu-
ments in favour of Japan, and so precise were his statements
concerning Britain's position that this line of reasoning seems
doubtful. One can only regret that no record seems to have
survived explaining Macleay's change of opinion, or whether
3alfour was using the name of his expert merely to further his
own case.

The disagreement between the Ameriean and British
delegates necessitated further consultations with the Japanese,
and Balfour was given the task of writing to Makino to ask the
Japanese delegates to attend a further meeting of the counciloiitmﬂ
After referring to the faet that the council had considered
3alfour's speclal report, but giving no indication of the
Aifferences which had arisen, Balfour blandly concluded:

'The only points on which your eolleagues expressed
anxiety were the temporary arrangements with regard to
guarding the line and garrisoning Tsinan. These, as they
pointed out, were not merely interferences with Chinese
sovereignty, but interferences in excess of anything
which the Germans could claim under their Shantung
arrangements. They hope: you would consent to discuss
this relatively unimportant aspeet of the Shantung problem
tomorrow at 11 o'clock. They quite recognise, and greatly
regret, the inconvenience to which you may have been put...
but they hoped that, inasmuch as the main doubts and
difficulties conneeted with the surrender of the German
lease appear to be already satisfactorily disposed of, you
will forgive the inevitable postponement of conversations

upon the purely temporary arrangement which itill in thelr
view seem to raise questions of difficulty.'33
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DUre. Fifield has made the point that in the subsequent negotia-
tions the 'relatively unimportant! aspeet of the Shantung
question mentioned by Balfour proved a very serious obs'f;ac:le.B)+
3ut of importance to British policy was the very tone'of the
letter,for at a crucial stage when Wilson was still undecided,

and the majority of the Ameriecan delegates were opposed to Japan's
Jemands, Balfour's letter, with its implication that a settle-
ment of the Shantung question could be obtained which would

meet Japan's main desiderata if only several minor matters could
be cleared away, must have been a great encouragement to the
Japanese delegation. It may be noted that in these dellbera-
tions there is a marked absence of British consideration of
China's desires, nor do the Chinese delegates appear to have

been consulted.

When the council met on April 29th some hard bargaining
took place and a draft containing three proposals, of which
Balfour was the main author, was put forward as a basis for dis-
cussion. The Japanese then asked for an opportunity for their
full delegation to consider the proposals and the Japanese dele-
gates convened for this purpose during the evening. Afterwards
Balfour met Makino and Chinda, and as a result Balfour wrote
immediately to Wilson giving the details of the amendments which
the Japanese wished to make to his earlier draft., The letter
began by stating that as the proposed fo.mmmula differedﬁ?ﬁom the
one discussed that morning it might prove satisfactory.
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Balfour then explained that the two modifications whieh the
Japanese wished to make were underlined, and he argued that the
second modification was the more important and was 'entirely in
favour of Chinese sovereignty'. He enclosed a copy of the

formula which with the Japanese amendments stated:

'l. The declared policy of Japan is to hand baek to China
in full soverelgnty the Shantung peninsula and to retain
only the economic privileges possessed by Germany as well
as that of establishing a Japanese settlement at Tsingtso!'.
'll. The intention of the clauses relating to the police
on the railways is merely to give the owner of the railway
security for traffic and will be used for no other purpose.'’
';11, Sueh Japanese instructors as may be required to assist
in polieing the railway may be selected by the Compa?y,
but shall be appointed by the Chinese Governmept'. 3
Pr. Fifleld has referred to this letter and seems to accept
Balfour's claim that the Japanese proposals differed 'but little'

6
from those debated that morning,3 but such a claim might, on

further consideration, be judged as false, and that the amend-
ments were distinetly in favour of Japan, not China.

Jf obvious importance was Japan's amendment stipulating
that there should be a Japanese settlement at Tsingtao, and in
face of this proposal it is difficult to appreciate Balfour's
claim that the second Japanese amendment was more lmportant
than their first. It was well known that the Japanese were able
very often to influence the Peking government to do their bidding,
and the?efore the fact that China would have the right to appoint
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Japanese police instructors was scarcely a serious advantage.
If the railways in Shantung were to be extended, as seemed
probable, it followed that Japanese influence in the province
would consequently be increased. It would appear that Balfour
was going to extraordinary lengths both in his aetions and in
the presentation of argument to put the Japanese case in the
most effective manner, and in doing so he seems to have been
oblivious of any possible reactions from the Calnese.

Dr. Fifield has stated that he was unable to trace

Wilson's reply to Balfour's letter in either American or 3ritish
sources.37 The present author was fortunate enough to find
wWilson's original letter of reply to Balfour, and 1t can be seen
that the President's letter was basieally a surrender to the
Anglo-Japanese arguments concerning Shantung.38 Perhaps of
relevance to Wilson's methods of working on matters of such im-
portance ' is that he had typed the letter personally (he
apologised for the quality of the typing), and it may be noted
that the use of the first person was stressed rather than the
reply being in the name of the United States government,for in
returning the Japanese proposals, Wilson enclosed...

'...a form which I hope you will be kind endsugh to
urge upon the Japanese. I hoped that I had made it clear
to them that I could not accept a settlement based on the
agreements with China, which all go back for their founda-
tion to an ultimatum connected with the wrongful Twenty-one
Demands. The whole settlement must, in my view, be based
upon the German rights and our present understandings.

Wilson's emphasig/. What I have written is exactly equiva-
ent in substance to their form!'.
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Despite these reservations, however, the formula whiech Wilson
enclosed revealed how far he had moved in order to reach a
settlement for his proposals were indecd almost identieal with
Japan's demands:
'The declared policy of Japan is to hand back the
Shantung peninsula in full sovereignty to China, return-

ing only the economic privileges granted to Germany and

the right to establish a settlement under the usual con-
ditions at Tsingtao!.

'The owners of the railway will use the special
police only to insure security for traffic. They will
be used for no other purpose’'.

'The police force will be composed of Chinese and

such Japanese instructors as the directors of the rail-

wayt?ay select will be appointed by the Chinese Govern-
ment'.

Later on during the 30th April, delegates from the United States,
3ritain, France, and Japan accepted the formula quoted above with
only minimal changes to its wording and none to its substance.39
At this meeting of the powers an argument developed
between Wilson and Chinda concerning what would happen if China
refused to co-operate in the implementation of the formula for
Wilson wanted Japan to agree that she would apply voluntarily
to the proposed League of Nations for mediation in any future
dispute over Shantung. But Chinda replied that even if such a
dispute were referred to the League, Japan must retain her
rights to base her case upon her special agreements with China.
These comments brought a sharp reaction from Wilson, but despite

considerable pressure from the American president, Chinda
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remnained adamant concerning Japan's rights to fall back upon

the war-time treaties.ha It is significant that although Lloyd
Georre and Hankey were present at the meeting neither gave their
opinions on the matter. 1Indeed, Hankey's contributlion as
seeretary was confined to asking what should be sent to the
drafting committee. This prompted Chinda to produce drafts of
articles 156 and 157 which, with small alterations in the word-

ing, were written into the final treaty.

some considerations of the Settlement.

The declision to allow Japan to aequire post-war
rights in Shantung, whether temporarily or not, caused marked
and long lasting reactions in Amerieca and China. It is well
known that the Shantung question was widely blamed, but this
was probably exaggerated, for the failure of the United States
to ratify the Treaty of Versailles. 1In China the deeision was
undoubtedly a considerable boost to the launching of the May
the Fourth movement which heralded an upsurge of nationalism,
Wilson's reply to Balfour at the end of April had made the
point that the American president was against a peace treaty
based upon war-time agreements, which presumably included the
1918 sino-Japanese treaty as well as that of 1915. But British
policy was determined by different ecriteria, namely, respect for
war-time Anglo-Japanes agreements to support Japan's claims at

the peace conference, and the belief that China had voluntarily



conceucd hor ri hts concomininr Lhontung; by the terms of her
trecty with depen of 1910, Undeubtedly these policics of

su, pory were conplementuery to Dritain's determinotion to
muintuin her cconowic und extroterritoriul rignts in China,
ané, had the bLritish wttituae been more syrmpatlietic to China,
it seeus reusonable to conclude thut tne Eritvish delegates
would huve gziven support o Wilscn which wculd hzve resulted
in a cifferent type of settlenent concerning hunting.

It is interesting to note thut when the sb®rm broke in
Chinua over the '»ril settlenment, Loth riucleay and Guben, in de=
fending Britain's uctions, plucsd ernhasis upon the 3ino-
Japanese agreenents ruther than upon Britzin's support of her
own war-time oblirutions to Japan., ilacleay arcued that the
1918 Jino-Japanece tre.ty was definitely of a voluntary chamc-
ter whereby China had received over 22 million for railway
construction.41 Curzon, vhe actin: foreign secretary, was
equally firm on *this point and when Jorden reported how badly
the Chinese students had reccived news of the settlement,
Curzon maintained thut,

'e.s the Powers were prevented from handing
Shentung back to China by the reason that it
wag not their§ to ive and this owing to the
previous action of China herself.,' 42
Yet one must guestion whether British policy would have been
different had theré been no Sino-Japanese treaty of 1918 for

throughout the April negotiations the British delegates, contrar
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to their post-settlement justifications, had stressed Britain's
own obligations to Japan. It has already been noted that a
roreign Office memorandum written by Balfour before the Sino-
Japanese treaty was econcluded in September, 1918, had stated
quite clearly that Britain regarded herself as being committed
to support Japan's claims regarding Shantung at the future peace
conference,h3 and it appears that Britain's actions were consis-
tent with that commitment.

In his account of the April negotiations, Balfour
referred to Britain's obligations to Japan, and after stating
that his sympathies had lain with that country, he stated:

'The real diffieulty arose when an examination by the
experts into the terms on whieh Japan was to restore
Kiaochow to China, under the Treaties of 1915 and 1918
appeared to show that the rights whieh Japan proposed éo

retain after this restoration involved a greater inter-

ference with Chinﬁﬁg sovereignty than Germany had acquired
under her leases'.

But, Balfour continued, as a result of discussions which he had
had with the Japanese delegates he was assured that it was
Japan's intention 'to surrender every privilege in the peninsula
which involved an interference with Chinese sovereignty'. It may
be noted, howevery, that if Balfour had any reservations over
these assurances, Or any doubts as to the possible political
influence of the economic concessions which had been granted to
Japan, he did not mention them. The foreign secretary then des-
cribed the American hostility to the Sino-Japanese treaty of 1915
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which had been manifest during the negotiations, and Balfour
agreed that it was a treaty which he could not defend. But he
believed that it was essential to avoid harping on the past in-
stead of building for the future, and with this aim he defended
the three points of the settlement reached by the powers. Such
a reference to the past must be judged ironic, especially in
view of Britain's support of her war-time treaties with Japan,
and the ignoring of Wilson's emphatic plea made little more
than a week earlier to take the situation from the present.
However, Balfour continued by stating that the Japanese delega-
tion had given the most explieit assurances as to the 'open-
door' and the equal commercial treaties of all nations, and
Balfour then made some sharp eriticisms of the manner in which
the Chinese delegates had behaved during the negotiations which
amounted to allegations of unprinecipled conduet., Balfour re-
peated that the Sino-Japanese treaty of 1918 was a voluntary

agreement and concluded his statement:

'...nor did they /the Chinese delegateg/ ever
adequately realise that, by the efforts of Japan
and her Allies, China, without the expenditure of
a single shilling or the loss of a single life, had

restored to her rights which she ecould never have
recovered for herself!.

In view of Britain's inability to restrain Japan from deelaring
war on Germany in 191#, the character of the campaign for the
capture of Tsingtao from the Germans, and Britain's helplessness

against Japan's opposition to China's joining the war on the
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side of the allies before 1917, Balfour's statement must be
considered extraordinary.l+6 Even if allowances are made for
the very heavy pressure under which Balfour was working, this
statemnent, which he repeated on several occasions, indicates
that Balfour had read little on the far eastern situation
covering the 1914-17 period, at least as far as China's war-time
situation was coneerned.

In his review of the Shantung negotiations Balfour had
recognised that the implementation of the Sino-Japanese treaty
of 1218, as well as that of 1915, would have witnessed an in-
crease df Japanese control over China's sovereignty, and the
forelgn secretary's comments later in his dispatch give the inm-
pression that the settlement reached by the powers restrained
such an inerease. In addition, Balfour's account glosses over
the subject of the quite bitter Anglo-American-Japanese bargain-
ing which occurred during the last days of April, and, as noted,
the significance of Japant's economic rights was lgnored. The
importance of such rights was not lost sight of by Wunsz sing
who, after referring to Japan's sustained economie privileges,
coneluded that,

'On the face of it, the settlement was based on the
original Sino=German treaty and not on the subsequent
Sino-Japanese arrangements, but to all intents and pur-
poses 1t was a elever combination of the two sets of

instruments with Wilson accediﬁé doubtless against his
will, to this comic tragedy.'
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While the speculation concerning Wilson's desires can be ignored,
it may be thought that King's description of the Shantung agree-
ment reached by the council, which was often referred to sub-
sequently as the Balfour cettlement, was mainly true.
Justification for King's description of-the,éettlement
can be found in the terms regarding the Shantung railways. It
has been noted that from 1900 onwards Germany agreed that she
would not send her troops beyond the 100 1i zone which surroun-
ded Kiaochow.us But by the terms of the April settlement Japan
was to have rights for the polieing of the lines, while tae ex-
istence of the Japanese garrison at Tsinan, although allegedly
temporary, was regarded by the Chinese as a further intrusion
into the province. Closely eonnected with Japan's righis to
control railway troops was the point that whereas the former
I'singtad-Tsinan railway had been mainly a private affair as far
as Geriany was concerned, there was no doubt that under the new
settlement the Japanese government would play a more active role
in the running of the line than the German government had done.
The report of the three experts in considering the Sino-Japanese
treaty of 1918 had stressed the advantages which would aecrue to
Japan by its articles eoncerning the railways,1+9 and it seems
reasonable to state that the April settlement allowed Japan to

acquire the bulk of these advantages.
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An assessment of the settlement regarding the
Kiaochow area is more difficult, for although China stood to
gain by the terms of the April agreement regarding the return
of leased territories around the bay and elsewhere it has been
noted that such a gain had to be considered against the possible
nullifying effeects which the establishment of a Japanese e¢on-
cession at Tsingtao would have upon the situation. The pro-
posed Japanese concession was to be permanent, whereas the
Germany lease of territory in Kiaochow was due to have ended
in 1997, but of far greater importance were the methods which
it was thought Japan would use to tighten her grip upon the port
of Tsingtao. Under former German rule Tsingtao had been an
open-port, and although the local supervisor of the lMaritime
Customs Union had been a German, the port was part of the inter-
national customs service. But in 1919 there were serious fears
that Japan would use her position to discriminate against other
nations and one may judge that the heated Curzon-Chinda exchanges
later in the year justified the gravest suspicions of Japan.SJ

Thus, while the April settlement offered advantages
to China on the one hand, there were also some serious dis-
advantages entailed. Perhaps what tilted the balance against
the settlement as far as China was concerned were not the legal

terms involved, but the difference in the spirit between Germany
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and Japan. Before 1914 Germany had not been very pressing in
demmands upon China and had been anxious to disclaim a monopoly
of power in Shantung. But Japan's actions in Manchuria and on
other parts of the mainland, and the nature of her war-time
treaties were such as to give China cause for alarm when Japan
acquired such extensive rights in the Shantung province.
Balfour's actions have been defended by Hankey who
deseribed the Shantung settlement in very favourable terams,
stating that 'To Balfour and Wilson belongs the eredit for
achieving a settlement by informal good offices...'Sl Unfortu-
nately Hankey's account was written some forty years after the
peace conference, and it may be judged to lack the accuracy and
powers of analysis usually associated with Hankey's name, despite
dJankey's statement that in writing the account he had referred to
52

his diaries. Hankey described what a good impression Koo had

made at the meeting of the eouncil on April 21st, and continued
by implying that China should be treated more sympathetically:

'After this /Koo's speech/ Japan's elaims for
Shantung looked rather Aifferent. Tspecially effective
was Koo's deseription of the so-ealled "twenty-one"
points, which had been formilated by Japan as recently
as 1918, when the ‘estern Powers had been too busy with
the final stages of the war with Germany to pay much
attention to the Far East... At last a question was put to
Koo whether China would be better off under the maintenance
of the Treaty forced on her by Japan (the twenty-one
points) than under Japan's present clai%s, which were
supported by France and Great Britain.'23
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But it has been noted that the alternative put to China was,
in faet, a choice between the terms of the war-time treaties or
the transfer of former German rights to Japan, and not to any

5k

subsequent Japanese demands. Also, as is well known, the
twenty-one demands were made in 1915, not 1918, and in view of
far eastern developments between 1915 and the signing of the
Sino~Japanese treaty of 1918, which was assessed very differently
from the earlier agreement by the British experts, Hankey's
error in mixing the two agreement together must be considered

as being more than a pedantiec point?5 It must be noted that al-
though the three experts were called upon to consider the ilmpact
of both the war-time Sino-Japanese treaties their report concen-
trates upon the 1918 agreement, while the ramifications of the
twenty-one demands are largely ignored.

When Hankey deseribed the report of the three experts
he referred to Macleay as 'Maclean'. This, of course, may have
been a typographical error, and even if the mistake were
Hankey's it could be dismissed as being of no importance, except
that as Macleay had written so extensively on the far east one
would have thought that Hankey would have been familiar with
his name, Hankey's deseription of the report gave no assess-
ment of the implications involved, for he merely stated:

'The report was the starting point of fresh dis-~

cussions, some of them "behind the scenes" and others at
the Council of Three, but 1t was not until Wednesday
(April 30th), after a final dlscussion by the Council of

Four, that I had the pleasure of forwarding agreed articles
to the Drafting Committee.' 26
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While one does not wish to be over-precise in describing such
events the fourth party present on April 30th was Japan, who
normally did not attend council meetings unless specially invi-
ted, and one would have thought that Hankey would have made this
point clear.57

If, as Hankey stated, Koo had placed Japan's twenty-
one demands and clalms for Shantung in a different light this
was not obvious in the memorandum which Hankey wrote shortly
after the Aprll settlement which summarised its terms for the
penefit of the Chinese delegation.58 Nor did Hankey express
an opinion whether the settlement offered China advantages
greater than those of the war-time treaties or the transfer of
former German rights for the memorandum was confined to a des-
cription of the terms which had been reached, and to Japan's
warning that she would resort to her rights under the war-time
treaties 1f China failed to co-operate in implementing the iLpril
settlement,

Dr. Fifield corresponded with Hankey in the early
1950's when he (Fifield) was writing on the Shantung question,
and he pays a handsome tribute to Hankey's well known qualities?9
One can, therefore, regret that Hankey did not write more fully
and at an earlier date upon the Shantung issue, for the evidence
of his account of the negotiations in late April, 1919, tends to

confirm an impression that Hankey's grasp on far-eastern affairs
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was considerably less than that of his deep knowledge of affairs
elsewhere, but such an impression could easily be wrong.

Several aceounts of the Shahtung negotiations have
emphasised the role played by Lloyd George, and Wunsz King 1is
particularly sharp in his eriticisms of the British prime minis-

£ .
ter. king did not blame the American president for the
shortcomings which the April settlement had as far as China was
concerned, and thought that Wilson had done all that was possible
to secure a more equitable solution, 3But,

'Lloyd George was... in the key position... for if

he could have taken a less academlic view of the seecret
promises the British Government had given to Japan,
and 1f he could have agreed with Koo to review the en-
tire issue on a broader basis, he could have used his
influence to counsel moderation on lMakino's part...
The Japanese representative would have listened to the
Joint urging of both Great Britain and the United

States. Clemenceau would also fall in line with the

oth?rs. The story of Shantung would then be a different
one'.

In view of Wilson's hesitation over the April settlement it is
easy to argue that King's eoneclusions are basically correct.

It may be noted that if King did not critieise Wilson,
Dr. Morrison did. Morrison maintained that Wilson had caused
the Chinese government to believe that Ameriea would support
them, but owing to Wilson's personal pre-occupatlon with the

proposed League of Nations he let the Chinese down in a very

discreditable fashion.61



158.

Undoubtedly Britain had exereised a major influence
upon determining the Shantung settlement, but one must question
whether it 1s correct to praise, or blame, Lloyd George for its
terms. Jf course, the constitutional position of the British
prime minister rendered him responsible for the policies and
actions of his country's delegation at the peace conference,

But even if Lloyd George were thus constitutionally responsible,
and after allowing for the active part whieh he did play in the
Aprll negotlations, it can be seen that the real authors of

British poliey concerning the Shantung settlement were Balfour

and liacleay.
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Paul Mantoux, the French interpreter at the Paris conference,
has pointed out that in a conversation mainly between Lloyd
Georgze and Wilson on 18 April, 1919, (the French and Italian
chief delegates being also present) the prime minister's su,gestion
that Kiaochow should be sub ject to mandatory control similar to
otter former German colonies was adopted. At the same time
L.loyd George agreed in principle to the renunciation of British
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other ‘ierman colonies would cause the australian government to
demand the direct acquisition of New Guinea (p.323), But Lloyd
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ression of the council when the Japanese delegates had vithdrawn
in favour of the leadinyg Chinese representatives, Lloyd Jeorge
asked wellington Koo if German forces had policed the whole of
the Isingtao=Tsinan railway, and he received a firm reply that
the line in the past had been policed by Chinese forces, This
answer prompted Lloyd George to query whether the Sinoe-Japanese
treaty of 1918 accorded Japan greater rights than Germany had
en joyed, and whether China would prefer to see the former German
rigzhts transferred to China or the “ino=Japanese treaty implemented,
(pe332). Mantoux demonstrates the influence of the dominions upon
Lloyd George's original aims, but his account does not explain the
change in the prime minister's attitude to Japan's proposed
acquisitions in Shantung, nor his later reluctance to renounce
pbritish privileges in China in contrast to his earlier readiness
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to the delegation on 5 May, 1919, upon the draft treaty with
Germany he stated: 'The Shantung settlement had caused much trouble.
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better, yet we were bound by our Treaty with Japan' (Cab, 29/28§)
These remarks caused no reaction from any Empire delegate, even
Hughes of Australia who Was present,
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CHAPTER V
CHINA AND THE TREATY OF VERSAILLES

When the council of three reached a deeision on ‘the
terms of the Shantung settlement at its meeting on April 30th
no Chinese delegate was present, but it has been noted that Japan
was represented and that it was the Japanese delegate Chinda who
produced the drafts for articles 156 and 157 which were accepted

in substance for inclusion into the peace treaty.1

Obviously,
the Chinese delegation were anxious for information on such a
vital issue to them, but it was neecessary for Lou Tseng-tsiang,
the chief Chinese delegate, to write to Balfour, the British
forelgn secretary, stating that reports were circulating that
a decision had been reached, and he requested wmet, if this were
the casey to be informed of the terms of the proposed Shantung
settlement.2 At this stage of the peace conference the council
of three were confronted with a wide variety of problems but,
even if allowances are made for the heavy pressures of business,
it seems an aect of disrespect that no official communication
was made to the Chinese delegation immediately after the
settlement had been concluded.

Following receipt of Lou Tseng-tslang's letter,
however, Balfour lost little time in meeting the Chinese dele-
gation, and he informed them, verbally, what the council of three

and the Japanese delegates had deecided. The Chinese reactions
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to Balfour's information were of marked dissatisfaction, and Sze
asked for written details of the proposed artieles and for a copy
of the councll proceedings which had determined them.3 However,
it was not until June that the Chinese government received a
reply to their request for information regarding the council
proceedings, although Makino made an immediate press statement
which declared that Japan's poliey was to hand Shantung baeck

to China with full sovereignty, retaining only the former
German economie privileges in the province, but claiming Japan's
rights to establish a settlement 'under the usual conditions?',
at Tsingtao.

The Chinese delegation continued to argue their case
for Shantung, and Lou Tseng-tsiang informed Clemenceau, the
president of the peace conference, that they were disappointed
at Balfour's verbal report, for the Chinese delegation could not
appreciate on what grounds rights formerly possessed by Germany
could be legally transferred to Japan. It was contended that
the agreements of 1915 and 1918 were concluded with Japan only
under the menace of war, and the Chinese claimed the direct
return of former German rights rather than .agree to thelr being
handed to Japan who, it was understood, 'voluntarily engages!' to
restore them to China.5 These arguments were not new, and
Macleay merely referred to the financial benefits which China
had derived from the 1918 agreement, while Hardinge made the
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unhelpful observation that 'It looks as though the Chinese
intend to be troublesome', which was scarcely indicative of an
attempt to understand the Chinese point of view.

Further Chinese protests over the Shantung settlement
were made at a meeting of the preliminary peace conference early
in day. China was admitted to the conference only after pressure
from America, for China's status was considered to be less than
that of an 'effective belligerent' in contradistinction to 3Brazil,
whose delegates were readily accepted and whose country's war
effort of sending two or three torpedo boats had been noted by
Lloyd George.6 At the conference Lou Tseng-tsiang, who had
just received his copy of the treaty of Versailles which was but
one day before the German delegation received theirs, complained
that the proposed Shantung settlement had been formulated with-
out sufficlent consideration being given to the principles of
justice and the problems of China's national security. But it
would appear that no delegate from any other country expressed
sympathy for China's claims, and obviously China was sustaining
a series of diplomatic defeats.

Owing to the rebuffs which China was receiving it
would undoubtedly have been advisable, especlally in view of
the upsurge of Chinese nationalism which the news of the Shan-
tung settlement was provoking, for the Brltish government to

have adopted placatigry tactics, at least on small issues, and
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allowed China some 'saving of face' so important to the
oriental mind. Therefore, when China requested a revision of
her forelgn treaties, the wide range of the toplcs covered by
the relevant agreements offered an opportunity for minor adjust-
ments to be made in China's faVOur.7 But Maeleay's reactions
to the Chinese memorandum which had requested the revision were
hostile, and he stated that he had repeatedly impressed upon
the Chinese delegation that their government's desiderata re-
garding the abolition of extraterritorial rights and all forms
of special privileges in China were not matters for the peace
conference as they had not arisen from the war. WMacleay thought
that the Chinese delegation were hoping to elicit an expression
of support from the powers but he argued:

'esothat we are not called upon to express any such

opinion or to give any promise of support and that all

we need to do is to acknowledge the receipt of the
Memorandum with thanks,

Some day, no doubt, these questions will have to be

seriously consldered, but China must find a more

sultable opportunity for raising them; the establishment

of the League of Nations may afford such an opportunity.'
As a result of Macleay's recommendations only a brief formal
note was sent to Lou Tseng-tsiang thanking him for the Chinese

memorandum,
This cold treatment of China was in marked contrast to
Clemenceau's handling of a similar memorandum which was sent to

8

him in his capacity as president of the conference.
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Clemenceau's acknowledgment of the Chinese claims wac warmlyy
phrased, and he continued by saying that although the powers
fully recognised the importance of the questions which China had
raised it was considered that they did not fall within the pro-
vince of the peace conference. But, Clemenceau concluded, the
claims should be brought before the League of Nations 'as soon
as that body is able to function’'.

Macleay's reactions were ilmmediate and he suggested
that Clemenceau's reply should be telegraphed 'in extenso' to

Peking for:

'If the Chinese Govt. publish this letter....it
should go far to allay the dissatisfaction which the
settlement of the Shantung and Kiaochow questions has
caused in China, as by showing clearly that the
question of the abrogation of the Sino-Japanese
Treaties and Notes of May 25th 1915 was not within the
scope and competence of the Peace Conference while
suggesting that the matter should be brought before the
League of Nations, it removes all possible grounds for
the assertion which the Chinese have made that they
have not received justice at the hands of the Conference'.

such a reaction from Macleay seems to be strange and illogical in
the light of his earlier views. It can be seen that there was
little difference, if any, between what Macleay had argued in -
private from what Clemenceau had said to the Chinesej namely,
although China's clalms for treaty revision were important it was
for the League of Nations, and not the peace conference, to settle
such matters. But while Clemenceau was willing to communicate

his views to China, Macleay evidently was not prepared to do so,
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and the reasons for his reticence are difficult to understand.
Clemenceau's reply, although friendly, was vague, §££3¥2§$;e3

and gave nothing away, and if Macleay considered that Clemenceau's
message was S0 important it is hard to see why he could not have
said something equally non-committal, but in friendly terms, about

the attitude of the British government.

One can scarcely believe that Clemenceau's reply was
so brilliantly conceived as to be beyond the scope of the Foreign
Jffice, unless the writing of polite replies to China was so un-
usual that such an answer was indeed too much for British author-
ship. Despite Macleay's elaims, it must be questioned whether
Clemenceau's reply had repudiated China's assertions that she
had not received justice, for although reference to the League
was possibly a step forward as far as China was concerned this
was hardly a guarantee that China's grievances would be dealt
with sympathetically wheh the League began to funetion.

Macleay's failure to make a reply similar to
Clemenceau's may be judged as illustrative of the unnecessarily
abrupt manner which was prevalent in Britain's dealing with

China, whiech was an obvious obstacle to Anglo-Chinese relations.

Sreakdown of the Shanghal Psace €onference.

From the end of February, 1919, a conference between

the northern and southern Chinese factions had been meeting at
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changhai with the objeet of resolving their differences, but
there existed harsh feelings among the delegates over the degree
of the Peking government's cooperation with Japan, which was
criticised for being too close. After a temporary breakdown of
the talks in April, the southern delegation made a number of
oroposals which included the cancellation of the Peking govern-
ment's military agreement with Japan, the liquidation of the

war participation loan which Japan had granted, and the joint
use by both the north and south of all war loans for reconstruc-

tion purposes.9

Already a nationalist movement of cultural as well
as political life was in being, but when news of the Shantung
settlement reached China it was given new force, and the high
wave Of militancy ereated the famous 'May the Fourth Movement'.13
flenceforth, rioting, attacks upon foreign legations, politlcal
strikes, and the boycotting of foreign goods, became far more
formidable weapons in the hands of the Chinese, and their effec-
tive use had a definite influence upon international develop-
nents in China throughout the 1920's.

When the news of the April settlement broke in China
marked hostility was expressed to the northern delegation to
the Shanghal conference, who were regarded as having facilitated
Japan's diplomatiec success at Parlis, and some three thousand

students paraded in Peking 'as a mass protest against the
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~nantung deeision and the presence in Peking of three pro-
Japanese traitors..’.ll In addition to the news of the Shantung
settlement the hitherto seeret Anglo-Japanese agreement of 1917,
which had pledged British support for Japan's claims, was dis-
closed. This information was almost certainly ‘leaked' by the
Japanese delegates at Paris,12 and whether this act was inten-
tional or not a feature of Japanese tactiecs developed that when
Chinese wrath was aroused against her, Japan would seek to
divert attention from herself by raising contentions issues
which cast blame upon Britain and western countries in general.

Jordan was concerned at the amount of eriticism of
gritain which the diselosure of the secret Anglo-Japanese treaty
had aroused, and it was his opinion that unless former German
rights in Shantung were restored, China's confidence in western
justice would be destroyed and a League of Nations resting upon
a foundation that lnecluded the proposed Shantung settlement
would be as meaningless as all the past declarations concerning
China's integrity.13 Jordan also reported that Reinsch, the
Arerican minister in Peking, foresaw the possibility of a
popular outbreak in China, and the British minister stated that
he would not be surprised if this forecast came true. But

rlacleay did not seem perturbed by Jordan's eomments, and argued

that a Chinese boycott of Japanese goods would only delay the
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restoration of Kiaochow, and he hoped the Chinese would not be
so foolish!' as to refuse to sign the peace treaty. HMacleay
stated that he had informed Sze that if China did not sign the
treaty she would not become a member of the League, and Macleay
noted that nelther Koo, nor Wang, were taking advantage of the
opportunities offered by preliminary League discussiorns to make
provocative speeches against Japan.

The politiecal turmoil in China showed no signs of
abating and Jordan reported that Chinese patriots had looked to
Great Britain to see that China received fair play concerning
the retrocession of former German rights in Shantung. Therefore,
the news that China was expected to honour her treaties of 1915
and 1918 with Japan had come as a shock. Jordan continued:

'Up to this time it had been the hope of all Chinese
that the Great Powers would in the long run extricate the
Chinese Government from the hopeless pass into which they
had fallen, through their own folly in signing away their
rights to japan as late as September last. All the more
that they were to be HELd bo thels piighted wordr.if

plighted wor
dne may argue, of course, that the British government were being
perfectly reasonable in holding the Chinese to thelr words, and
the Chinese government were being unreasonable if they expected
the western powers to assist China to dishonour her commitments
to Japan. Obviously much depends upon an accurate assessment

of the character of the Sino-Japanese treaty of 1918, and whether

it was really a voluntary agreement, or concluded between the
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Japanese goverament and only a corrupt Chinese 'e¢lique', before
the Chinese expectations can be Judged fairly.

China's indignation at the Shantung settlement contin-
ued to mount and an example of outraged feelings is offered in
a protest made by the Chekiang provincial assembly to the Paris
delegates of Britain, America, France, and Italy.15 It was
stated that the assembly was surprised to learn that Tsingtas
had been disposed of in the manner which the Japanese desired,
especlally in view of the allied victory over autoeracy, =znd
the high motives of the allies regarding humanity and justice.
The protest concluded by saying that street demonstrations were
taking place throughout China with the object of securing a
reversal of the Shantung proposals in order that '...the seed
of endless disaster may not be sown in the Peace Conference...'

A few days after this protest Jordan reported upon an
interview wlth the Chinese mintster for foreign affairs when the
internal situatlion of the country was discussed.16 The Chinese
minister had stated that there was no prospect of the Shanghai
conference reaching an agreement except on the basis of a mili-
tary government being formed in China. The minister eontinued
by arguing that the terms of the Shantung settlement had con-
vinced China that might was still right, and this had cemented
an alliance between the military forces of China and the mili-

tary party in Japan. He claimed that a great wrong had been
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done to China and that the country felt deeply aggrieved.,
President Wilson had held out hopes for alleviating China's
position through the League of Nations, but the minister felt
tnat the League was a sham. The minister felt that his country
was in a difficult position for if China signed the peace treaty
there would be an outery throughout the country, but if she did
not sign, which was her intention, she would remain technically
at war with Germany and thereby be left isolated.

Further British reactions to China's threatened re-
fusal to accept the Shantung settlement were of almost incredu-
lity, and MaxMuller in the Foreign Office, like Macleay in
paris, could hardly believe that the Chinese would be so silly
as to refuse to sign the peace treaty 'though they have certainly
been harshly treated!'. In reply to some of the points which
the Chinese had raised, Curzon argued that a refusal to sign the
treaty would not only be foolish but would alienate the sympa-
thies of the allies. Curzon claimed that the best way of miti-
gating the evils of the presence of Japanese in Shantung consis-
ted not in a military Chinese government, which would only mis-
manage affairs and give the Japanese an excuse for remaining in
the provinee, but in the formation of a government 'which will
leave foreigners no excuse for interference'. While too deep an

interpretation must not be placed upon Curzon's remarks it is
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interesting to note that he should refer to Japanese presence
in Shantung as an evil and suggest ways whereby such presence
could be removed as soon as possible. No comment, however,
was offered regarding the contribution which Britain had made to
enable Japan to remalin in the province and it may be argued
that Curzon's adviece was scarcely helpful, for it was the in-
fluence of the foreign powers, especially Japan, which was
largely responsible for disorders among the Chinese political
factions and aroused serious internal controversy concerning
what policies were essential for the re-establishment of China's
soverelgnty.
Although the Shanghai conference continued spasmodi-
cally until the autumn of 1920, in May, 1919, it experienced a
ma Jor breakdown from which it never really recovered.17 Jordan
reported upon some of the assessments of the situation by the
different factions and his remarks make it clear that foreign
interference was largely blamed for China's unrest:
'Wwhile admitting that China herself is not entirely
free from blame for the unfortunate position in which
she is placed, the local press strongly criticise the
action of the Allies in disregarding the legitlimate
aspirations of the Chinese people for control of their
own territory. They accuse the Allies of having failed
to live up to their professions of Justice...and they
cast on them responsibility for the consequences to
tranquility of the Far East and future peace of the
world. It is even stated that China in her desperation
may be goaded to another outburst of violence like that
of 1900. A boyeott against Japanese goods has already

begun in Shanghai, and fear is felt in some ecircles og
more violent mani%estations of anti-foreign feeling.l



175.

But the response of the British government to the situation
created by China's internal friction was undoubtedly inept.
After considering Jordan's report Maxifuller, the
head of the far eastern department, stated that he deplored the
break up of the Shanghai eonference and suggested that the
3ritish minister should be instruected to inform China of the
disappointment of the British government about the breakdown,
and urge the Chinese to do all within their power to prevent
a permanent cessation of negotiations. MaxMuller continued by
stating that he was going to ask the Ameriecan and French govern-
ments to take similar aetion, but 'Under present conditions it
might appear ironical to ask the Japanese Govt. to join in such
representation'. It may be noted that MaxMuller made no atteapt
to analyse China's internal situation, nor to deal with the
claims that forelgn interference was the cause of China's un-
gorem Lo the e
rest. Also, no consideration wasAmade that Britain should offer
some concessions to China, suech as giving way on minor points
concerned with extraterritoriality or even retroceding Weil-hai
wWelj and in the ecircumstances the proposed request to China to
resolve her differences must be viewed eritically.

Despite MaxMuller's reservations, Japan was inecluded
when Britain, France, Italy, and the United States presented an
alde-memoire to China whieh viewed the adjournment of the Shang-
19

hal peace conference 'with deep concern', The powers stated
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that they d4id not think that the differences separating the
different partles were very great and their memoire conecluded:

'...the Representatives of the Powers desire to

assure the Chinese People and Authorities of the con-
tinued good-will and friendly interest of their Govern-
ments and nations who will welcome with the greatest
satisfaction the restoration of union and concord
throughout China, with her Government in the full exer-
cise of its powers organised to promote the general
welfare of the people’'.
come indication of the inappropriate character of the memoire
can be drawn from a report in the ‘'Canton Times' that the
statement of the powers had ereated a furore and exacerbated
anti-forelgn sentiments.

Almost at the same time as iMaxMuller was initiating
this rather one-sided approach to China, a dispatch was received
from Jordan who reported that the Canton government was in
financial difficulties and was asking for any surplus from the
varitime Custous Union.za There was, however, no such surplus,
for all incoming revenues were being spent upon construction
works and repaying the instalments on foreign loans. But,
Jordan argueds if the Canton government were to attempt to seize
any revenues, S forceful measures should be used against them
if necessary. Jordan's dispatch was written well before the
breakdown of the Shanghal conference, and it is possible that 1if
it had been of a later date Jordan's attitude may have been
different, but no attempt appears to have been made to use the

customs revenues in a more equitable manner in order to induce

the Chinese political factions to co-operate instead of indulging
in warfare.21
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The Apri]l Settlement confirmed.

In mid~May Balfour wrote to Lou Tseng-tsiang refusing
to make any supplementary statement to the Japanese press release
issued earlier in the month concerning the Shantung settlement -
which, Balfour claimed, covered all the points of interest
essential to China.22 Balfour noted that China wanted the
restoration of her sovereignty over leased territories in the
province and he maintained that:

'...the broad policy embodied in the final arrange-
ment, namely that Germany should surrender all her rights
to Japan, and that Japan should restore to China her full
soverelgnty over the leased territories was always part
of Japan's declared poliey. I venture to hope that it is
a policy which will commend itself to enlightened publie
opinion, both in China and Japan'.

No reference was made to the contentioms politiecal issue of the
Shantung railways, nor to the influence of an exclusive Japanese
concession at Tsingtao, and Balfour denied that any pressure had
been put upon Japan to induce her to agree to the settlement,
although 'There was in this, as in all simlilar cases, a certain
amount of debate and discussion...' In view of the bitter
wrangling that had occurred before the agreement had been
reached, Balfour's comuments must be considered as misleading for
they conveyed the i1dea that the agreement had been reached fair-
ly easily, whieh was not true,

At the end of May the Chinese delegation again re-
quested information on the April settlement and the relevant

council proceedings, and it is obvious that thelr request would
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have been refused but for the insistence of Wilson who refused

to accept objections raised in the council that information con-
cerning the proceedings eould not be conveyed to a thirdvparty.23
As a result of Wilson's pressure, Hankey prepared a memorandum
for the confidentual use of the Chinese delegation.

The Hankey memorandum contained an accurate summary of
the Shantung settlement but it said little about the council pro-
ceedings even though it revealed that differences had taken place
between America and Japan.2 It is not necessary to deseribe
the memorandum in detail for it dwelt upon the formula reached
at the council meeting on April 30th and the draft of articles
15¢ and 157.25 The memorandum, however, did stress that the
Tsingtao-Tsinan railway was to become a mixed Sino-Japanese
enterprise, and the owners of the railway would use the special
police only for the security of traffic. The memorandum also
stated that Japan was to surrender all military control over the
Shantung peninsula and there would be no military interference
in civil administration. The maintenance of a garrison at Tsinan
was a provisional measure 'Although no date was namedfor this
transitory arrangement...' It was then stated that the forti-
fications built by Germany would not be ineluded in the area of
the residential concession granted to Japan. A feature of the
April negotiations had been Japan's inslstence upon her right to

fall back upon the agreements of 1915 and 1918 if China refused
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to co-operate in making the settlement work, and the Hankey
memorandum concluded by emphasising this development to the
Chinese, adding that despite American disapproval Japan would
'reserve her right in the last analysis to base herself on the
Agreements',

China was, thus, left in no doubt of the position of
the main powers regarding Shantung, and the presentation of the
Hankey memorandum made it elear to the Chinese government that
there was little chanée of securing any amendment of substance
to the Shantung settlement. Henceforth the Chinese could place
no hopes upon the United States to secure the direct retro-
cession of the province, and it was clear that the terms which
had caused such sharp Chinese reactions when they had becone
known early in May were irreversible, at least as far as the
peace conference was eoncerned, unless there were a major
diplomatic upset.

The arrival of the Hankey memorandum on the same day
as the powers presented their aide-memoire giving theilr advice
concerning how a permanent breakdown of the Shanghal peace con-
ference dealing with China's internal affairs eould be avoided

was unfortunate timing by the British delegation.

Some Reactions to the Shapntung Settlement. ,
While the victorious powers had been deliberating upon

the settlement of the Shantung question, Germany agreed to the
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surrender of Kiaochow, though they demanded indemnification for

6 This demand for indemni-

their publie property in general.2
fication was curtly refused, and the allied reply stated that

they recalled the fact that Kiaochow, which had been 'unjustly
torn from China', had been used by Germany as a military base in
pursuance of a policy which had been a perpetual menace to the
peace of the far east. As far as Britain was concerned this
criticism of Germany's obtaining Kiaochow was somewhat hypo-
eritical for it has been noted that the British government gave
thelr agreement to Germany's acquisition and took simllar action,
but with muich less fruitful results, in seizing Wei-hai Wei.27

Jne might have thought that 1if Kiaochow were 'unjustly torn from
China' in 1898, then the correct step was its retrocession to

that country when such an opportunity as a peace conference
occurred, especially when the military aspects of Japan's policiles
were such as to command attention and which raised fears for the
preservation of peace in the far east.

Consideration of the military aspeets of Japan's
policies was prompted by a memorandum written by the British
military attaché in Peking.28 This stated that the Japanese
claimed that their poliey in China was defensive, for the Japan-
ese feared European intervention in China by the western use and
further construction of foreign owned railways. Macleay's re-

actions were particularly bitter and in view of his rdole in the
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April negotiations his comments are given at length:

'There is, I think, praetieally no limit to the
aims and ambitions of the military party in Japan.
That party might possibly allege the fear of Europe
obtaining domination over China and eventually over
Japan as a Justilication of their poliecy of aggression
in China, but since the defeat of Russia in 1905 and
more espeeially since the collapse of that Power in
the great war the excuse can no longer hold wvater.'
'Speaking generally I believe that the Japanese
General Staff supported by the Chauvinist parties aim
at seeuring Japan's hegemony of the Far East and the
conversion of China into a Japanese Protectorate.
Now that the fear of Russian aggression has been re-
moved Japanese poliey in the matter of railway construc-
tion in China is principally directed towards obtailning
control over all railways in Manchuria and Mongolia which
would enable the Japanese whenever necessary to move
troops against Peking...!

It must be judged surprising that Maeleay could have written

such a strong indictment of Japan so shortly after the Shantung
negotiations and before the April settlement had been signed as
part of the peace treaty. Undoubtedly his comments indicate that
a revision of the settlement was justified, but what possibly
deterred Macleay from taking any action was the manner in which
he differentiated between the military party and eivilian govern-
ment of Japan. Such a distinetion was, of course, necessary,

but there was the possibility, as eventually occurred, that the
military party in Japan would gain power, and with this very

real danger existing it would seem that it would have been wiser

for Brltain to have adopted a more coneciliatory poliey towards
China.



182,

A plea for such a policy was made when Jordan wrote to
Curzon giving details of the deliberations of the various Anglo-
American associations in China and their misgivings regarding the
Shantung clausea.29 Jordan stated that the Anglo-Ameriecan
assoclation of Peking was particularly distinguished for its lea-
ding members in many spheres of activity, and there was complete
unanimity of opinion that the decision of the powers regarding
Shantung was not only unjust to China, but was fraught with
grave peril to the future peace of the far east. He continued
by stating that the association had passed a resolution, a copy
of which he forwarded, that maintained the Shantung clauses were
not only subversive to the prineiples of national self-determina-
tion, but a denial of the poliey of the open door and equality
of opportunity. The resolution eoncluded by arguing very
strongly that because of Japan's proximity to China she might
prove a greater danger to the peace of the far east than had
Germany. But there is no obvious evidence that the British
government's policies were influenced by such a resolution.

While there were British residents in China who sought
to prevent an inecrease of Japanese influence, there were those
who did not want to see an increase in Chinese power over the
ex~German concessions. For example, the British munieipal
council of Tientsin argued strongly that the ex=-German area
should be internationalised, and it presented a memorandum which

gave details of how such an international scheme could work,
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which, 1if implemented, would have given considerable power to
the British council.3o J.W.0.Davidson, a member of the far
eastern department, argued that, as the Chinese felt so aggrieved
over the Shantung decision, there was not the slightest chance
that they would consider what amounted to a British administra-
tion of the ex-~German conecession. e thought that it would be
better if the initiative to secure British control did not come
from the municipal couneil but from the residents of the ex-
German area. There would be a greater chance of success,
Davidson argued, if such initlative were left until after the
Chinese administration had been in foree for a short period and
its shortcomings had become apparent. while too much must not
be made of & pgomparative minor inecident, such an outlook was in
keeping with Britain's aims of maintaining, and possibly exten=-
ding her privileges in China.

Dr. Fifield has deseribed the deep influence which
the Shantung settlement had upon the American delegation and that
it caused the resignation of Reinsch, the United States minister

in Peking.31

There was no comparable reaction among the

British delegation, even i1f one allows for Macleay's outburst
against the Japanese military party, nor does it seem that Jordan,
who was reasonably sympathetic to China, ever considered resigning
in protest against hls government's policy. Indeed, the observa-
tion may be made that the Shantung settlement seems to have had
very little influence upon the British delegation in Paris and

the appropriate officials in the Foreign Office.
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At the beginning of April, 1919, Beilby Alston was
appointed the British charge d'affaires at Tokyo and he adopted
a markedly sympathetic attitude towards China almost from the
moment he arrived in Japan. Dr. Morrison had formed a very un-
favourable opinion of Alston and deseribed him as an 'incompetent
noodle'.32 No doubt Morrison had his reasons for making such
derogatory remarks, but Alston, who succeeded Jordan “-as British
minister in Peking the following year, was consistent in his
opposition to the Shantung settlement until the Washington con-
ference revised the situation.

It may have been thought that with such aims Alston
would have had no elash with Jordan, but in early June, at a
time when it was still possible, even if difficult, to alter the
Shantung settlement, the two British representatives in the far
east had a difference over tacties. An indication of Alston's
feelings is offered in a dispateh in whieh he stated that since
his appointment in .Japan he had not hesitated to argue in the
strqngest terms that there could be no peace in the far east
until Japan retroceded Shantung, and he ecompared the Japanese
occupation of the province with the German oeccupation of Alsace-
Lorraine.33 Possibly it was the intensity of sueh feelings
which caused Alston to ask the Japanese vice-foreign minister
whether he would like 'a frank eonversation with me on the sub-

Ject of China and our respective policies there' with a view to
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reducing suspicion of each other. The Japanese vice-minister
had welcomed the suggestion and Alston enquired of Curzon wihether
the time was not ripe to pursue the conversations further.
Alston's suggestion for Anglo-Japanese diseussions of
the situation in China caused sharp reactions from MaxMuller and
Curzon, in London, and Jordan in Peking, when some British far
eastern policles were econsidered in a series of exchanges which
dd not include Balfour and Maecleay who were still in Paris.
Jordan was hostile to Anglo-Japanese talks on the grounds that
they would cause the Chinese to mistrust the British. He des-
cribed the British position as being partiecularly delieate for
owing to China's deplorable internal chaos it was important that
3ritain should help China by trying to improve China's interna-
tional standing. But, Jordan argued, Britain ought to act in
harmony with Japan who was her ally although such a step would
incur unpopularity and the risk of a boycott of British goods
by the Chinese. Jordan argued that by tradition Britain sym-
pathised with people who were struggling to improve their con-
ditions, but to do so in the case of China would expose Britain
to Japanese charges of being disloyal to an ally. He conecluded:
'I hold that Chinese problem is now a world one,
solution of which can only be found in free and open
discussion between Powers cdncerned, and not by nego-

tiations with another sing}g Power, which can only add
to our difficulties here'.
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axMfuller shared Jordan's hostility to Anglo-Japanese talks
and wondered if Britain should not take the lead in initiating
international discussions which MaXMuller felt should be in
Peking., But Curzon ignored this suggested venue.

Curzon stated that he did not understand what Jordan
wanted the British government to do. It was all very well,
Curzon continued, to suggest a free and open discussion of a
world problem, but where was it to take place? Jordan had ruled
out Tokyo as improper, and it could n>t take place in lLondon as
the principals were all elsewhere. Paris, Curzon, concluded, was
the most sultable, but the powers were either 'too busy or too
indifferent' to consider China, Curzon then stated that the
only great power with similar interests to Bfitain in China was
America, and he asked whether any steps had been taken to as-
certain what America was thinking or doing about the situation.
This was an important question which might be seen as an indi-
cation of the subsequent attempts to improve Anglo=-American
co-operation in the far east that took place between the summer
of 1919 and the Washington conference.

Alston continued to argue in favour of Anglo-Japanese
discussions, not in order to be involved in a conspiracy, but:

'If it be admitted Japan's attitude towards China

is important factor in maintenance of tranquility of the
Far Tast friendly cooperation with Japan in a common poliey

is surely best means of attaining that object. In other
words our endeavour should be to convert Japan from a
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policy of which we do not approve to our own.

Nothing could be more desirable than willing

%gigciagégg.qgéthe United States in pursuance of
But in a very long statement MaxMuller emphasised that Anglo-
Japanese discussions in Tokyo could only do harm, and he agreed
with Jordan that the only question that mattered was that of
Shantung and that until a really satisfactory solution were
reached 'no amount of general assurances respecting China's
soverecign rights will be of any value'.

Curzon argued that although the Shantung deeision had,
in general terms, gone in favour of the Japanese, they had
accepted qualifiecations of the rights given to them and had made
undertakings concerning the future. Henee, Curzon maintained
that 'Before we settle when to discuss with either Japan or China
let us be clear what to discuss'. /Curzon's emphasig/. As a
result of these dellberations instructions were sent to Alston
stating that while Britain 4id not want to appear anti-Japanese
in outlook, no conversations regarding China were to be held in
Tokyo, but that future discussions should be held in London
between the forelgn seeretary and the Japanese ambassador.

From the exchanges prompted by Alston's suggestion for
Anglo~Japanese talks 1t was c¢lear that although Britain was an
active party in helping to secure the Shantung settlement,
reservations remained concerning Japan's policy to China. As the
peace conference drew to a close, Curzon began to replace Balfour

in determining British poliey even though there was not an
official change of office until October.
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China refuses to sign the Tregty of Versailles.
During May, it has been noted, the British government

had received clear intimations that owing to the proposed Shan-
tung clauses China would refuse to sign the peace treaty, but at
the end of May Jordan reported that the Chinese minéter for
foreign affairs had told him that the Chinese delegation had
been instructed to sign.37 Shortly after this interview Jordan
began preliminary negotiations with the Chinese government con-
cerning rights in Tibet, but progress was threatened by the
actlons of Japan, for Jordan stated that:
'Japanese papers are publishing the most sensational
accounts of our demands with view of diverting attention
from Shantung question. If negotiations about latter

question are allowed to take precedence of ours in regard

to Tibet it is moralgg certaln that we shall fail to
reach a settlement'.

In the summer and autumn of 1919, Tibet was to prove a conten-
tious issue 1ln Anglo-Chinese relations, and China placed much
blame upon the Shantung agreement for her refusal to negotiate a
Tibetan settlement with Britain.39

It may have been the intention of the Chinese govern-
ment to sign the peace treaty, but during the erucial month of
June the Chinese delegation in Paris became subjected to heavy
pressures both from home and voeiferous Chinese groups in the
French capital, which made the delegation undecided. Joian re-
ported that the Chinese delegation had received some 7,000

telegrams, many of them very hostile, and it was Jordan's opinion
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that sueh opposition caused the delegates to decide that it was
safer to comply with the expressed wishes of their countrymen
than heed a weak and vacillating gOVernment.hO
The known indecision of the Chinese delegation in
Paris prompted the Japanese minister in Peking to seek informa-
tion about the attitude of the Chinese government. At the same
time the minister promised that if China were to agree to sign
the treaty without reservations concerning the Shantung clauses
the following statement would be authorised;
'Japan in accordance with the repeated declarations
of the Japanese Government and with the agreements between
Japan and China is resolved to restore to China the lease-
hold of Kiaochow when that leasehold shall have been con-
ceded to Japan by Germany under the Peace Treaty.
Accordingly, i1f the Chinese Government has no objectlon,
negotiations between Japan and China as to the detalls of
the Kiaochow Leased Territory will be opened as soon as
the Peace Treaty, now presented by the Allied and Assoeil-
ated Powers to Germany, has been signed and has becomﬁ
operative in respect of Japan and China and Germany'. 'l
It was obvious that the treaties of 1915 and 1918 were involved
in Japan's reference to her agreements with China, and it was a
further indicatlion that, despite American disapproval, Japan was
umdr
not prepared to abandon completely her claims & these treaties.
The Japanese minister, however, elicited a promise from the
Chinese vice-minister for foreign affairs that if the Chinese
delegates in Paris were to refuse to sign the treaty, the Chinese

minister in London would do so. But it was not long before the
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Chinese government were also influenced by the pressure of
public opinion and began to waver in their instruetions to
thelr delegation.

Only a few days before the arranged date (28th June)
for the signing of the peace treaty, Clemenceau reported at a
mecting of the council of four that the Chinese delegation had
written to him stating that they would not sign unless reserva-
tions were allowed which specifically stated that China did not
accept the articles referring to Shaurn:ung.)+3 Wilson made a
half-hearted attempt to support the Chinese claims but, according
to Dr. Fifield, the president was hesitant about reservations
lest the United States senate should use the precedent to secure
American qualifications to the treaty.hh Lloyd George argued
that the Italian government had reservations upon certain issues,
but they were prepared to sign the treaty without any written
qualifications, although possibly the British prime minister's
praise of Italy was proupted by the dispute he was having with
M.Tittoni, the Itallan minister of foreign affairs, concerning
the latter's public criticisms of Britain's actions regarding
45

African colonies. The British prime minister also felt that
if reservations were allowed this would be a bad example to
Rumania and Germany. Hence, it would seem that, as with other
i1ssues, proper consideration of China's claims was precluded by

the global interests of the major powers.
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Undoubtedly Britain had loyally ecarried out her treaty
obligations to Japan. Indeed, it could be argued that the
3ritish government had been too conscientious in this direction,
but, while Britain was supporting Japan regarding Shantung, the
Japanese intensified their efforts to divert hostile Chinese
feelings from themselves to westerners in an extremely question-
able fashion. Alston reported that ten members of a Japanese
secret society were to have gone to Shanghal dressed as Chinese
where they were to have assassinated foreigners in an attempt to
show that Chinese sentiments were anti-foreign rather than anti-
Japanese, but the plot was discOVered.L"6 Jordan reported that
Japanese efforts to use the Tibetan negotiations to distract
attention from the Shantung issue had partially succeeded, and
the Japanese had issued pamphlets accusing Britain of wanting to
annexe large areas of western China. Sueh developments were
scarcely encouraging for hopes of sound Anglo-Japanese relations
in the post-war period and indicated that future British aetions
in China were susceptible to Japan's arousing the hostility of
the Chinese population,

Lansing, the American secretary of state, has described
his interview with Makino on the morning of the day when the
peace treaty was signed, and he referrdd to the fact that the
Japanese would not issue a statement expressing their liberal
intentions for the early retrocession of Shantung. 7 No mention

was made of the proposed Japanese declaration concerning an early
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retrocession which had earlier been offered to the Chinese
gOVernment,h’8 and one must question why Makino was so reticent,.
Possibly he was encouraged to believe that China would sign the
peace treaty unconditionally, which Lansing said was Makino's
opinion, by the support which Japan had received from the powers,
espeelally Britain. Indeed, on the whole question of Shantung
the Jaoanese delegates 'were satlisfied that ¥rance and Great
8ritain would stand by their engagements',h9 and with such
support Japan could afford to be somewhat indifferent to China's

wisghes.

China, however, did refuse to sign the treaty of

| Y22

her
Versailles, and ¥ss#w letter to Clemenceau giving bwe&® reasons
reflects the bitterness of Chinese feelings. It read:

'The Supreme Council of the Conference, having made
it a rule not to admit any reservations of any kind what-
ever either in the text of the Treaty or elsewhere, and
having refused to accept before the signature of the
Treaty any compromise compatible with their idea of right
and justice - even a declaration to the effect that the
slgnature of the Chinese Plenipotentiaries should not be
considered as preventing China from demanding at a suit-
able time a new examination of the Shantung question - the
Plenipotentiaries of the Chinese Republic have the honour
to inform you that they do not consider themselves quali-
fied to sign the Treaty of Versalilles today'.od

This refusal, it may be judged, was weakened by the inclusion
of the last word, 'today', for it indicated that a change of
mind was possible and refleected some of the uncertainties felt

by the Chinese delegation and government.
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The signing of the treaty of Versailles by the other
powers did not, of eourse, bring the Shantung controversy to an
end, but China had lost an important round in her struggle to
secure the retroeession of the rights granted to foreigners in
the province. However, as a result of the peace conference
China had gained world wide publicity for her case, and won at
least some sympathy for her elaims. In such a situation one
might have thought that Britain, having honoured her obligations
to Japan, would have become more friendly disposed towards
China, but little progress, if any, was made in this direction,

despite some early promises that such developments would occur.
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CHAPTER VI

A SUMMER OF MISSED QPPORTUNITIES,
JULY-SEPTEMBER , 1919,

During the three months whiech followed the signing of
the treaty of Versailles it was natural that affairs in the far
east, as elsewhere, should be unsettled. In China the main aim
of Britain's policy was the safeguarding of her economic inter-
ests, and in the immediate post=-war period consideration had to
be given to the proposals for a new international financial con-
sortium. Shantung continued to be an important issue, while
other questions such as the Anglo-Chinese negotiations regarding
Tibet, the changed international position of Russia, Japan's
activities in Siberia and the South Paeific, the possibilities
of a recurrence of German militarism, and the continuing rise
of Chinese nationalism, also commanded attention and helped to
determine the pattern of far eastern politics.

China had declared that her reason for not signing the
treaty of Versallles was the refusal of the powers to allow her
to make reservations regarding the treaty's artiecles concerning
Shantung. ©Subsequently Jordan, the British minister in Peking,
feared that an estrangement of China from the rest of the allies
would lead to a Sino-German rapprochement. For reasons which

were not unselfish to British interests, Jordan had worked during
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the Paris peace negotiations for the elimination of German in-
fluence in the far east and this may have made him sensitive to
the possibility of a German revival which, he thought, might be
achieved by a Sino-German agreement whereby Germany would regain
her properties in China in exchange for a voluntary surrender

of her extraterritorial rights.l

Jordan believed that German
officers would begin to train the multitudinous Chinese troops,
and he argued that China should not be treated as a truant, for
the allies could not afford to see the establishment of a mili-
tary hegemony in the far east which was hostile to allied
interests. Jordan recognised the growth of Chinese nationaltém,
and claimed that it was the weight of hostile Chinese publie
opinion to the Shantung settlement, and not merely the diplomatie
manoeuvring of her statesmen, which had proved deeisive and
caused the Chinese delegation to refuse to sign the peace treaty.
Macleay, the British expert on far eastern affairs,
thought that Jordan's fears were exaggerated, and argued that as
a result of British pressure the Japanese had agreed to modify
the conditions by which they said they were prepared to restore
Kiaochow to China. There appeared to be reason, Macleay
claimed, to hope that the Chinese and Japanese governments would

reach an understanding which would enable China to sign the peace

treaty. But Macleay feared that such hopes were endangered by
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the resolution which had been adopted by the Foreign Relations
Committee of the United States Senate, proposed by Senator
Lodge, which aimed at amending the peace treaty to make China,
and not Japan, the recipient of former German rights in Shan-
tung.2 Such a resolution, Macleay concluded, 'will encourage
the Chinese to maintain their present attitude'.

British policy towards Japan and China was examined in
a Foreign Office memorandum which described Japan's actioné in
China as 'largely opportunist', but claimed that Britain could
draw comfort from the faet that a more moderate party was in
power in Japzam.3 The Japanese government had given certain
assurances to China which were thought satisfactory 'as they
provide for the surrender to China of the sovereign rights over
every part of Shantung including Kiaochow, the Japanese retain-
ing only certain economie rights in that area'. But this state-
ment must be Judged ambiguous for it does not make clear whether
the retention of economic rights applied only to the concession
area in Kiaochow, or throughout Shantung, or to both, and the
politieal influence which the rights carried is minimised with
no reference being made to the Japanese-dominated railway police
force. The memorandum did, however, question the value of
Japanese promises, especially concerning Japan's end-of-war
actions in Manchuria. In view of the importance attached to

Japan's promises during the peace negotiations, the raising of
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such a question less than one month after the conclusion of the
treaty was undoubtedly a reflection upon British judgment at
Paris.

The memorandum then traced the steps which had led to
the peace settlement and in doing so the Chinese delegation were
blamed for starting anti-Japanese propaganda which 'threatened
to convert a simple question the Shantung 1ssug7 into a serious
problem of Far Eastern politics'. After further adverse com:uents
regarding the Chinese representatives, the memorandum concluded
by stating that it was too early to judge whether China's
'foollsh refusal' to sign the peace treaty would be seized upon
by the Japanese to defer opening negotiations for the surrender
of Kiaochow. The Shantung issue was, of course, a very complex
affair and to refer to it as a simple question was incredible,
and 1t must be noted that no attempt was made in the memorandum
either to understand or refer to the Chinese point of view.

Despite this memorandum, more sympathetic views to-
wards China were beginning to be expressed by a number of British
statesmen and officials of whom, Curzon, the acting*foreign
secretary, was undoubtedly the most important. But in the numer-
ous contacts which were made with Chinese representatives no
indications of greater friendship for China were expressed, nor

even hints dropped of Britain's growing susgeions of Japan,
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An example of the inept handling of an interview with
a Chinese representative which did not do Justiee to British
poliey is offered when Sir John Tilley, an assistant secretary,
met Alfred Sze, the Chinese minister, at the Forelgn Office.l+
The interview began by Sze informing Tilley of a number of pro-
posals which Lansing, the American secretary of state, had put
to the Japanese peace delegation. It was proposed that the
Japanese should put their verbal assurances regarding Tsingtao
into writing, agree to the concession in the port being inter-
national, not just Japanese, and that the concession should be
retroceded to China within two years. Tilley stated that he
would inform Curzon of these proposals, but he doubted whether
Curzon would accept them for it was unlikely that Japan would
agree to an international settlement, which was a far wider
proposal than merely fixing a time 1limit for retrocession.
Although he did not inform Sze, Tilley recorded after the inter-
view that he was of the opinion that two years was an unnecess-
arily long perlod for occupation,and the Japanese ambassador
should be asked only if his government would address a note to
the allies embodying the Japanese assurances regarding Shantung
and stating when they would be carried out. Obviously, Tilley
had reservations about Japan, but he did not give any indication
of them to Sze. Instead, he may have given the Chinese minister

the impression that Curzon was frightened of offending Japan and
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therefore would not support Lansing's proposals. As events
nroved Curzon did approve of many of Lansing's main suggestions
and he acted upon them with vigour, but there is no immediate
evidence that the Chinese government were ever informed. It may
be noted that early in August there was some concern in the
Foreign Office that nothing in writing had been received concern-
ing Lansing's proposals.

When 1t became known that Curzon was about to have an
interview with the Japanese ambassador to discuss affairs in
china, Max Muller, head of the far eastern department, suggested
that Curzon might be able to refer to the ‘wholly selfish' poliey
whieh Japan had pursued in China while her allies were pre-
occupied 1n Furope, 'a poliey aiming at securing her political
and commerclal supremacy to the exclusion of other powers and
at the cost of China'.6 MaxMuller continued by sharply
critieising the military party of Japan which he claimed had
devoted all its energies to the exploitation of China and very
little to helping the allied cause. He pinned his hopes, how-
ever, on the fact that the Japanese government had recognised
that the means which they had hitherto adopted to gain their
aims in China would bring them into the direct opposition of
Great Britain and the United States.

Yeanwhile Philip Kerr, who was still in Paris, was
considering what should be said publicly about 'the Shantung

affair'.7 Kerr referred to Japan's promises to China as con-
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talned in the Hankey memorandum of 5 June whiech had been handed
to the Chinese government and which stated that the terms of

the Shantung settlement reached by the peace council on 30

April would be implemented. It was Kerr's opinion that publi-
cation of this document 'would undoubtedly allay excitement in
China and satisfy misgivings in Great Britain and America’.

Kerr claimed that Britain had the right to publish the document
if Japan refused to do so, but he reported that it was the
spinion of Balfour, the British foreign secretary who was also
still in Paris, that the British government should not put
Chinda, the Japanese ambassador to London and a leading Japanese
delegate, 'in the position of vetoing any action we think it is
necessary to take'. Balfour, Kerr stated, was in favour of try-
ing to gain Japan's co-operation rather than invite a elash.
Jowever, one can easily question whether publication of the April
settlement would have achieved the placatory effeet which both
3alfour and Kerr antielpated, and it must be econsidered surpris-
ing for any British government action being subject to a veto

from Japan.

If Balfour and Kerr were advoeating a policy of an
appeasing character, Curzon's interview with Chinda was b1unt.8
The interview began by Curgon stressing the importance bf the
shantung issue for future far eastern relations, and he continued

by referring to Japan's poliey on the Chinese mainland. He
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clalmed that the object of Japan, especially during the war,
had been to establish a mastery over China, and she had pursued
her aims in a manner which had aroused widespread Chinese hos-
tility and a boycott of Japanese goods. America had been
antagonised, and this step had dangers for the Anglo~Japanese
alliance and could result, possibly, in Japan's isolation,
although China was temporarily helpless, Curzon foresaw a
difficult situation should China take her grievances to the
proposed League of Nations,

Curzon then deseribed the events at the turn of the
century when many powers had been keen to join in the dismember-
ment of China in an imperialist fashion, and argued that in the
different post-war situation it was essential for the powers to
co-operate in helping China rather than perpetuate dangerous
inter-power rivalries. These comments led Curzon to review the
steps leading to the peace settlement, and he described several
3ritish war-time treaties, including the Anglo-Itallan treaty of
1915, as 'stupid and short sighted'. He claimed that the post-
war situation had revealed the folly of treaties which could
scarcely be implemented and he claimed...

'...lt was unwise of Japan to insist upon the

technical rights secured to her by her agreements with
China in respect of Shantung....If Japan was actuated

by the friendly sentiments which she professed; if she
meant to adhere to her earlier pledges to give up
Tsingtau and Shantung; 1if she was prepared to withdraw
the whole of her troops, eivil administrators, and police;
if, in fact, she was prepared to make a “"bona-fide" res-
ti%ution of whatever she had acquired from Germany to

China, why should she not come out into the open and say

S0? Why allow the atmosphere to be further poisoned by
long concealment and delay?!
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These remarks provoked Chinda to defend his country in a fervent
fashion, and possibly caused the ambassador to be rather indis-
creet.

At first Chinda maintained that it was the intention to
evacuate Tsingtao for Japan had never failed to honour a pledge.
But Chinda then argued that China had willingly signed a treaty
consenting to Japan's elaims in Shantung, so why should Japan
who had thrown herself into the war not reap some of the profits
to whieh her sacrifices entitled her? What Japan was ‘proposing
to take or keep' was not a Chinese but a German poscsessiong
Britain was proposing to retain former German possessions, why
should Japan not do the same? Why should China be allowed to
tear up a treaty which she had voluntarily concluded with Japan
less than one year previously? Chinda claimed that Japan was
prepared to evacuate Shantung in her own time, 'But the economic
rights which she had inherited from Germany she proposed to re-
tain'. The ambassador concluded this part of his case by stress-
ing the importance of the Shantung issue to Japan's sense of
national honour.

Curzon countered these remarks by stating that the
situation demanded not only concern for national honour but
large-minded statesmanship. If Japan were to continue with her
policies in China she might succeed in the short-run but at the

long~-term cost of antagonising the Chinese and creating a most
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bitter situation. To these remarks Chinda replied, surprisingly,
by asking Curzon's advice as to what Japan should do. After
paying suitable compliments to such a request, Curzon stated that
if it were the intention of Japan to evacuate chantung she

should say so openly and announce the date. He asked why the
Japanese commissioner of customs at Tsingtao should not be with-
drawn and the Maritime ®ustoms Union be empowered to appoint a
successor, which would make Japan's intentions appear less sel-
fish.

In view of the economic privileges which were accorded
to Japan by the April settlement Curzon's comments on this issue
were signifiecant for he suggested that economic privileges...

'...seemed to be another way of perpetuating the

era of spheres of influence, which the Ambassador

concurred with me in deprecating. Every one pro-

tested against Germany when ghe insisted on selzing

this preferential position /in Shantung/. Why was

it any better in the case of Japan?!
Curzon argued that preferential positions were not in harmony
with the spirit of the times and this applied particularly to
rallway rights. But instead of Japan supporting moves to inter-
nationalise the railways she was elaiming exclusive rights for
her present lines and she envisaged an extension of them on the
grounds that they lay within Japanese spheres of influence. In
conclusion Curzon stated that he did not think it would be

humiliating for Japan to make a serles of coneessisns to China
public knowledge.



207.

It is clear that Curzon's remarks were a serious re-
flection on the wisdom of British policy during the peace ne-
gotiations when so much support had been accorded to Japan,while
Chinda's comments pointed to a Japan determined to hold on to her
war-time advances, so it seemed that some Anglo-Japanese friction
was inevitable. Diplomatic use of the interview was envisaged,
for Maxfuller gave instruetions for ceopies of the reports of
the exchanges to be sent to Peking, the peace delegation in
Paris, and to Washington ‘'for the confidential use of the

9

American government!'.

Alston, the British charge in Tokyo, Jordan, and Max
Muller who were all sympathetie to China were delighted with
Curzon's arguments and welcomed them.10 One must question,
however, whether Curzon was not being sanctimonious for it was
easy to condemn the imperialist division of China, but Britain
had not announced any intention of surrendering the gains which
she had made at the beginning of the century, and she was holding
tightly to her interests in the Yangtse Valley, Shanghai, Hong
Kong, and Tientsin. Britain had not retroceded even places of
marginal value such as Wel-hai Wei, nor agreed to a revision of
China's international treaties whereby at least minimal changes
could have been made in China's favour. Even if all the criti-

cisms of Japan's policies were valid, Curzon would have been in

a stronger position to admonish Japan if Britain's standing in
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China had been on a more equitable basis. This point was not
lost upon the Japanese, for from Tokyo Alston reported that they
really believed that none of their deeds was as gullty as the
earlier British acts of aggression in China.11 In presenting
some deliberately biased arguments in favour of Japan, Alston
queried whether the Japanese occupation of Shantung was worse
than that of Germany, and he referred to the difficulties in
which Britain would have been placed had Japan joined the side
of the central powers during the war. It was Alston's sincere
opinion that both Britain and Japan should honour their obli-
gations to respect China's integrity. Alston, however, soon
ceased to play the role of a Japanese advocat#for almost
imnedliately he submitted a further dispatch in which he stated
that Japan was placing more importance upon her armed strength
in order to secure a solution of her problems than relying upon
the future deeisions of the proposed League of Nations.l2 It
was all very well, Alston concluded, for Japan to talk about
resuming her natural role, but he questioned whether this im-
plied further steps against China.

British poliey towards China was in some difficulty
for Britain was trying to restrain a forward~;:§;§ng Japan,
while at the same time she was sgéggﬁg to retain benefits from

actions similar toLyhich she was admonishing Japan for taking.
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The position was made worse by the fact that Britain still had
two major spokesmen, Balfour and Curzon, who had different
attitudes to the far eastern situation which are not explained

by the taectical variations of emphasis which mediators must make
in order to draw opposing parties closer together. While Curzon
was speaking very sharply indeed to the Japanese ambassador in
London, in Paris Balfour had an interview with Wellington Ko> in
which the British foreign secretary was sympathetiec towards Japan
in a manner whieh c¢learly went beyond seeking to induce the
Chinese delegate to appreciate the Japanese point of view. Koo
argued that his delegation had not signed the peace treaty owing
to China being debarred from making any reservations concerning
the Shantung clauses.13 Balfour replied that he understood the
reasons for Chinese agitation over Shantung, but the Chinese
government had not informed their people that 'the Treaty clauses
as published were not all that had been agreed to in regard to
Shantung, but that there was a supplementary understanding between
the Allied and Associated Powers and the Japanese...' which was
clearly a reference to the April settlement. It was Balfour's
claim that this agreement modified the situation, and he queried
why China had not published its terms. He then asked what China
objected to in the peace treaty.

Koo replied that the agreement was objeectionable for

not recognising China as a prineipal and not going far enough to

protect China's rights. A time limit had not been fixed beyond
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whieh Japan could not maintain troops in Shantung, and Koo com-
plained that by the treaty Japan was to have an exclusive settle-
ment at Kiaochow instead of there being an international settle-
ment. But Balfour was seornful of these objections and he stated
that there could be little doubt thﬁt Japan would evacuate Shan-
tung at an early date. He confessed that he was not sure of the
significance of'the difference between an international resi-
dentlal concession and a series of national concessions, but he
could not believe that the difference could be so great as to
justify China's refusal to sign the treaty.

The lnterview proceeded by Koo contending that Japan
was extending her influence in Shantung by means of extensive
railway building and that she aimed at a permanent domination of
the provinece. But once again Balfour made light of China's
fears, claiming that 'British policy had always aimed at the
maintenance of the independence of China'. If, Balfour argued,
China really did fear Japan, 1t was clear that her refusal to
sign the peace treaty would not ecounter Japan's aetions and he
continued by stating that China had in fact recovered much of
her sovereignty in Shantung. At the conclusion of the interview
Koo asked Balfour whether he had seen a proposal of Lansing for
Japan to make a public declaration that Japan would give effect
to the undertakings which she had given to the peace council.
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Balfour replied that he had discussed the matter with Lansing
and he, Balfour, was anxious that Japan should make such a
public statement, thus showing he had some regard for China's
wishes,

It was obvious from Balfour's remarks that he believed
that the April settlement was a serious modifieation in China's
favour of the Shantung clauses in the peace treaty. Also, it
was clear that if Balfour had read the report of the three ex-
perts in late Apr:l.ll)+ he had forgotten much of its findings for
the report made the distinet point that the proposed Japanese
concession at Tsingtao would occupy the most advantageous position
in the centre of the port.

Simultaneously with Curzon's interview with Chinda,
Alston in Tokyo queried whether the time was not ripe to argue
with Japan that the concession at Tsingtao should be of an
intern~tional character. But after referring to Curzon's inter-
view, MaxMuller argued that Britain had done enough for the
present and he would deprecate the raising of the question. He
added, 'We might leave that to the others to do'.1? But of 'the
others' the United States was undoubtedly the most important,
and the American delegation were anxious that the British
government should press Japan to declare publicly her intentions

regarding Shantung. As a result C.H.Tufton, counsellor of
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embassy at Paris, argued that it would be relevant to show
lenry White, a member of the American delegation, the substance
of the account of the Curzon-Chinda interview. But Balfour
opposed this step. He claimed that White had aiready seen an
account of his own interview with the Chinese plenipotentiary,
'Wellington Koo (if that is his name), and Balfour added 'This
gives a fair amount /account?/ of our poliey. I am a 1little
afraid of communicating this admirable but rather violent dis-
pateh to Japan's most formidable criticé§7'.16
Balfour was beecoming an extremely tired man and no doubt
allowances must be made for his labours at Paris. Nevertheless,
his arguments reveal another unusual situation. Of course, it
was possible that Balfour was being merely off-handed in profes-
sing to be uncertain of Koo's name, but if he were being serious
Balfour's memory was slipping badly for Koo, which is a simple
name to the English tongue, had played a leading role throughout
the peace conference and should have been well known to Balfour.
Jne rmust also question Balfour's judgment in believing that an
account of his own interview with Koo was an exposition of Brit-
ish poiicy, for Curzon had adopted a markedly different attitude
in his interview with Chinda. It is interesting to note that
while Balfour was against the Americans being informed of the

Curzon-Chinda interview instructions had already been issued for
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a confidential report to be placed at the American government's
17

Aisposal. It would seem that some confusion was resulting

from the different attitudes of Curzon and Balfour and the
difficulties of one being in London and the other in Paris.

When Chinda met Curzon for the second time the
Japanese ambassador stated almost immediately that as a result
>f Curzon's remarks at the first interview Chinda had econcluded
that Curzon was not in agreement with the policy of the British
governuent, and he asked if such a conclusion were correct.l8
Curzon replied that he had no desire to dissociate himself from
nis own government's policy, but public opinion in England,
America, and China was eritical of Japan's actions, and that he
felt a personal sympathy for such sentiments. He had offered
his advice in an attempt to help Japan to extricate herself from
a diffieult position. Chinda then challenged Curzon to state
whether he believed that Japanshould withdraw her military
forces from Shantung, to which he replied that he had no doubts
as to Jupan's intentions but it would be better for Japan to make
a public statement and to give dates. The ambassador then asked
if Curzon's criticisms applied to Japan's commerclial and economic
concessions in China, to which Curzon replied that, broadly
speaking, he felt 1% was undesirable for Japan to have such
preferences for they carried with them 'a command of the

country's /China's/ poliey and resources quite as effective in



21k,

its way as that which resulted from the presence of troops',
Curzon continued by making an appeal for the principles of
internationalisation of economie rights to be implemented and
for Japan not to be worried about considerations of 'losing
face'.

Curzon reported that in his two interviews with Chinda
ne had spoken very sharply to the ambassador about Japanese
brutalities and atrocities in Korea. A further point was that
Japan, by means of a wireless agreement, was extending her in-
fluence towards Tibet, and the British government looked un-
favourably upon such a development as a possible threat to her
own interests in that country and in India. Curzon was obviously
concerned at Japan's activities, and the negotiations regarding
the proposed international consortium which were taking place at

the same time inecreased doubts regarding Japan's motives in

Chinae.

The Fipancial Consortium.

A financial consortium had existed in China before the
war in order to control foreign lending to China and ensure that
loans would be so placed that interest and capital repayments
would be reasonably secured.19 The pre-war consortium had been
weakened by the withdrawal of the United States in 1913 when
President Wilson objected to the political interference which it
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iamplied in China's affairs, / Obviously any consortium would have
political implications for the very purpose of such organisations
necessitate a measure of political eontrol. The proposals for
the post-war consortium were complicated and they can be studied
for their economic importance, but the political implications
are reasonably clear and they centre upon Japan's self-interested
attempts to secure areas of exclusion from the proposed agrecments.

Plans for a new consortium had been drawn up in July,
1918, and a meeting of delegates from Britain, France, Japan, and
the United States had been held in May, 1919.20 However, in
nid-June, .0dagirt, a Japanese financilal representative, wrote
to F.T.Lamont, the prinecipal Ameriecan financlal representative,
asking that in the regions of Manehuria and Mongolia where Japan
nad special interests these areas should be excluded from the
proplsed arrangements.21 This request was made as a result of
tne direct intervention of the Japanese government, and the
Javanese financlal representatives informed Lamont that they were
not in favour of such a suggestion.22 Consequently consultations
among the finanelal representatives of Britain, ¥rance, and
America ensued and 1t was agreed that such excluslons were con-
trary to the principles of the consortium. Maxifuller believed
that the request was a 'try-on' by Japan, and if the other

countries were firm she would give way. Curzon stated explicitly,
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'I would not yield for one moment'23 and sueh opposition was
made official in an exehange of letters between the Foreign
Jffice and the American embassy. France was informed of
Britain's hostility towards the exclusions and of her opinion
that Japan was releasing a 'ballon d'essai'.2

Curzon's eriticisms of Japan's consortium plans were
mounting at the same time as his interviews with Chinda over
Shantung. But at a eruclal moment Britain weakened her case
against Japan by proposing to lg:g £500,000 to the Chinese
government in the form of special bonds and an arrangement with
the Fnglish firm of Viekers to supply China with aerOplanataso
These proposals also concerned the arms embargo on China, and
arguments continued into the winter eausing Britain to be
criticised in exeess of the supply of planes and the sums of
money involved,

Jordan had been a eonsistent supporter of the prineci-
ples underlying a consortium and the internationalising of the
Chinese railways. With plans for a consortium developing Jordan
became anxious lest the weak Peking government should conclude an
agreenent whereby Japan would gain econtrol of a number of key
Chinese railway lines before a plan for international management
was reached.26 As the summer progressed his comments about
Japanese policy became sharper, and eoncern was expressed in
western cireles that Japan would use the pretext of intervention

against Russia to gain control of the Chinese Manehurian Railway.
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Alston in Tokyo shared the misgivings about Japan's
aubitions, but he came to different conclusions from Curzon and
Jordan. He reported that there was strong opposition in Japan
against weakening her control in Manchuria, and Alston was con-
vinced that in order to defend her interests in the area Japan

27

was prepared to face isolation. Therefore, Alston argued,

a compromise was necessary, and he suggested that Japan should
be given the undisputed economic hegemony in iManchuria and Mon-
golia, but that Japan should be asked for the surrender of every
right and privilege whieh she had in Shantung. This proposal
brought a sharp reaction from Jordan who deplored the suggestion.
He argued that if the consortium were to succeed it would
require the active co-operation of the Chinese, but the deal
envisaged by Alston would antagonise them and render co-operation
impossible. Jordan claimed that a struggle was taking place in
China between the military and eivil parties, and it was vital
not to encourage the military which would result from such an
agreement with Japan. The Chinese people would win in the long
run, Jordan maintained, and therefore short-sighted policies
should be avoided. Already some success was being achieved con-
cerning the internationalising of the rallways, and it was
Jordan's opinion that if Japan did not want to co-operate she
should remain 1solated.28 Curzon agreed with Jordan and ex-

pressed his opposition to Alston's suggestion.
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Despite China's aeute economic plight the consortium
negotiations of the summer achieved nothing, although consider-
able friction arose when any of the powers were suspected of

2
entering unilateral arrangements for a loan. ?

#urther influence of the Shantung problem.

The question of Shantung continued to dominate the
Chinese sltuation and quite heated exchanges occurred between
the Japanese and Ameriecan governments concerning the finalising
of the peace treaty arrangements.3O Jordan had been extremely
critical of the peace treaty and when he learned >f Curzon's
renarks to Chinda regarding Japan's economic rights he noted:

1y
W

e are asked by Paris Conference to believe a
rallway running for two hundred and forty five miles
from principal port in China to ecapital of one of most
important provinces,owned, financed, policed and con-
trolled by Japanese Government, is a mere economic
privilege which does not involve interference with
China's sovereign rights or impagi principles of "open
door" or equality of treatment!'.

In Jordan's opinion Japan was anxious to secure an empire and
was prepared to use the railways to do so. MaxMuller agreed
with the importance which Jordan was placing upon the influence
of the Shantung railway, while Davidson, a member of the far
eastern department, somewhat optimistically believed that con-
sideration of economie rights would lead to an agreement between

China and Japan, and result eventually in China signing the peace

treaty.
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At the beginning of August, Alston reported that Japan
had issued the awalted public statement concerning her policies
in Shgntung, but that the statement contained 1little that was
new. The province was to be retroceded to China, although no
date was specified, and it was stated that the concession at
rsingtao would be of an international character, not merely
Japanese, but the 'Area of foreign settlement is not to be
limited to present area of Tsingtao'!. Japan was to have prefer-
ence within the province conecerning capital, materials and work,
and the proposed arrangements convinced Alston that Japan would
be given a domlnating influence in Tsingtao as the Japanese were
expected to insist upon their own commissioner for customs.
slston's dispatch prompted . MaxMuller and Davidson to reflect
upon the value of Japan's railway and mining rights in Shantung.
As 1f in answer to the importance they attached to such rights
Curzon briefly noted 'See my third and latest talk with Japanese
ambassador’.

It is of purpose to recall that during the peace negoti-
ations, Balfour had been mainly instrumental in securing the re-
Jection of the report of the three experts which had specifically
warned of the political importance attached to Japan's proposed
economic rights in Shantung.33 The resulting April settlement
had incorporated Japan's main desiderata, and Balfour and Kerr

argued subsequently that implementation of the settlement would
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be to China's benefit. In the immediate post-war period,
nowever, Curzon Jjoined Jordan and Alston in complaining at the
strength of Japan's economic rights and that the privileges were
impeding an equitable solution of many of China's problens,
Hence, when Curzon had a further interview with Chinda he volced
such complaints far more strongly, although with less heat, than
in previous interviews,

The interview began by Curzon noting the friendly tone
of the Japanese public statement of early August, but Curzon
continued by voicing some of the opinions expressed by Alston,
namely that the proposal for an international settlement at
Isingtao was welecome but no time limit had been fixed for the
Japanese military occupation.3h He then asked Chinda whether
the Japanese would agree to the ¥aritime QustomsUnion appointing
a commissioner for the post or would they claim such a right.
Britain was vitally interested in the maritime customs, and
future arrangements on this point concerned her trade with
China, and it gay be noted that the arrangements which had exis-
ted when Germany held control of Tsingtao were based on:

'e.s.two agreements, signed by Sir Robert Hart and

the German envoy /whereb the Chinese customs administra-
tion, instead of being pushed outside into Chinese terri-
tory, was invited inside the Schutzgebiet and established
at Tsingtau. Under these arrangements the port, docks

and mamufacturing distriet were made a bonded area....in
return for this Tsingtau was given the privileges of a
Chinese treaty port, and one fifth of the net revenue from
imports by sea was paid to the German administration. The
free depot, aided by the railway, prospered, but it was a

prosperity based on an English free-trade poliey, and_not
on the policy adopted elsewhere in German territory‘.3
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Jbviously Britain was concerned lest her interests in Tsingtao
should suffer, but to Curzon's question concerning the important
issue of the appointment of a commissioner, Chninda could only
reply that he had forgotten an earlier request to submit the
matter to his government and that he would rectify his omission.

Discussion continued by dealing with the economic
rights which Japan proposed to retain in Shantung, but Chinda
was uncertain of his country's precise claims. Curzon then
repeated his objJections to Japan's railway policies which, des=-
pite various paper guarantees to the contrary, were, he claimed,
'establishing a stranglehold upon the Province which would place
it eventually and for all time under her control'. At the con-
clusion of the interview Curzon again raised the question of
Japan's policies in Korea, and stated that he was at a loss to
understand why reports of the atrocities had not appeared in the
British press. Curzon warned Chinda that such reports would
lose Japan many friends should they be publi shed.

Japan's economic claims in Shantung continued to give
cause for concern and Miles Lampson, a first secretary at the
Peking legatlon, reported that the Japanese were endeavouring
to in-erpret the rights as determined by the Sino-German treaty
of 1898, the essentials of which had been transferred to Japan
by the peace settlement, in an excessive fashion.36 Lampson

enclosed a resolution which had been passed by the British
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chamber of commerce at Tientsin that expressed fears at Japan's
threatened domination of Tsingtao. In terms similar to the
findings of the three experts in April the resolution stated

that the development of the port of Tsingtao and the Shantung
railways would be considerable, and it continued by claiming that
such a development could out-match the facilities of Tientsin and
changhal which were areas of vital impartance to 3ritish interests,
Lampson's conclusions were that Japan's activities strained still
further the attempts which were being made to belittle her
economic as opposed to her political rights, and promoted R.H.
Clive, a member of the far eastern department, to note that Japan
had abandoned all pretence about the 'open-door!.

Within China the public statement of Japan of early
iugust created a generally unfavourable impression, and Jordan
reported that many Chinese felt that the Paris peace settlement
was no better than the Sino-Japanese treaty of 1915 as far as
Shantung was coxerned. There was marked confusion in Peking
and vacillation between trusting the allles to make an acceptable
agreement for the Chinese and, at the other extreme, contempla-
ting direct Sino-Japanese negotiations.37 Macleay's reactions

to Jordan's report were unfriendly towards the Chinese and he

stated:
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'T gather.....that the U.S. Minister at Peking must
have advoecated in regard to Kiaochow and Shantung questions
the same policy as that which the Far Eastern experts on
the American Peace Delegation urged upon President Wilson,
viz: that the Agreements and Treaties of 1915 and 1918
should be declared invalid and that the Peace Treaty should
restore the leased territory of Kiaochow and the German
rights in Shantung to China disregarding any claims which
Japan might base either on the treaties and agreements or
on her conquest and ocecupation of Tsingtao, unaided by

China, long before China entered the war on the side of the
Fntente!'.

Thias statement resembles Balfour's oft used parase regarding
shina not having spent a shilling nor lost a man in the clearing
of the Germans from Shantung, which overlooks completely the
ailitary helplessness not only of China but also the western
allies in 191% and 1915.

With doubts growing concerning Japan's motives, as
uade clear Dy the Curzon-Chinda interviews, it would have been
wiser for Britain to have begun to adopt a more friendly approach
towards China, but instead a very cold attitude was maintained.
an example of this coldness can be seen when Lou Tseng-tsiang
called at the Foreign Office and saw Sir Ronald Graham, who was
substituting for Lord Hardinge, permanent under-secretary of
state, in order to discuss China's refusal to sign the peace
treaty and volce a number of grievances against Japanese actioné?
Lou's presence in the Foreign 0ffice occurred in the period when
Curzon was having hls heated interviews with Chinda, and two

such exchanges had already taken place. One would think that for
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obvious reasons Curzon would have been pleased to receive Lou,
but when the chief Chinese delegate expressed a wish to see
Curzon, Graham 'did not hold out much hope to him', but gave no
reason for Curzon not being available. In fact, Curzon was
willing to see him, and in his famous blue pencil he scribbled
on Graham's account of the interview 'I could see him tomorrow
Gaturday at 1 p.m. at F.0.', but there is no evidence that the
meeting took place. Thus, the opportunity for even the most
informal discussion was lost, before Lou left Turope and returned
to Peking.

An indication of China's standing in the list of
priorities of Balfour and Curzon is revealed in an exchange of
letters between the *wo principals. Balfour stated that he
wished to leave Paris for a six weck holiday and listed a number
of outstanding issues which were delaying his departure, but he
made no reference to China.39 when Curzon replied he made a
detalled political review of the situation which, however, con-
centrated upon the middle-east and ignored far eastern develop-

EN

ments. Jbviously too much should not be inferred from such
an exchange, but one might have thought that Curzon would at

least have mentioned Shantung which in the suumer of 1919 was
mainly responsible for bringing the Anglo-Chinese negotiations

concerning Tibet to an abrupt ending.
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anglo-Chinese negotiations concerning Tibet.

Britain's interests in Tibet were mainly strategic
and almed at preventing other countries, espeeially Russia and
Japan, from gaining a Tibetan entry point into the sub-continent
of India. Tibet was a eountry over which China claimed suzer-
ainty, and in 1914 an Anglo-Chinese-Tibetan dispute had occurred
regarding boundaries. This dispute continued intermittently
until 1918 when Erie Teichman, a British consular officer, was
able to arrange a cease-fire, after which an uneasy truce en-

41

sued.

Barly in July, 1919, Jordan reported that much to his
pleasure China had submitted proposals for bringing the Tibetan
dispute to an end, and he argued that no time should be lost be-
fore negotiations were staxrted.)+2 After studying the Chinese
proposals Curzon agreed that such negotiations should begin, and
he informed Jordan that as the Tibetan government had asked
Britain to medlate with China in the dispute, it was not necess-
ary to refer to Lhasa before a decision on boundaries could be
43

reached, He stated that the boundaries proposed by China

were generally acceptable, and argued that China's suzerainty
regarding Tibet should be recognised. Curzon did object, however.
to a Chinese proposal for their commissioners to be stationed at

trade marts as he thought that they would interfere unjustly

with British commerce.
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In mid-August Jordan reported that detailed Anglo-
Chinese negotlations regarding Tibet had begun and the attitude
of the Chinese was reasonable. Among other items discussed, he
stated, was a possible division of Tibet into separate zones over
which different powers would exercise influence.hh The impli-
cations of Jordan's report were studied in detail at the Forelgn
office, and Curzon wssmrewdely-miied indicated some of his ime

by s it

patience on the issue\ 'T thought the Chinese were supposed to
be yearning for settlement'. But if the Chinese government did
want a settlement, the Japanese press (and no doubt government )
did not, and a propaganda campaign was waged with the objeet of
depicting Japan's acquisition of Shantung as being a mild affair,
for all Chinese who were willing to negotiate with Britain over
Tibet were described as arch-traitors about to betray their
country's basic interests. An example of such propaganda
arrived at the Foreign (fice and :MaxMuller noted the venom of
the pamphlet received, and stated that its tone corresponded
closely with the anti-British propaganda in the Japanese press
about which Alston, the British charge, had informed them.'
To this Curzon briefly noted 'It is the hand of Esau in both

cases'.

Owing to the fundamental weakness of the Chinese
government there was an attempt to assess the potential dangers

of the Japanese propaganda campaign. R.H.Clive, a member of the
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far eastern department, believed that the campaign ecould be
ignored, and his opinion was baeked by Macleay, who argued

'I do not believe that elumsy propaganda of this description
will affect the negotiations whiech Sir John Jordan has Just
commenced with the Chinese C‘rovt.'l"6 But Macleay was some
forty-elght hours behind events for the Chinese government had
already informed Jordan that they wished to postpone the Tibetan
negotiations.

Jordan, of course, asked for an explanation of China's
actions and was informed that the Chinese cabinet feared popular
agitation over Tibet similar to that concerning the Shantung
issue. In an interview with Ch'en Lu, the vice-minister for
foreign affairs, Jordan protested strongly at China's aetion and
pointed out that it was the Chinese government which had formally
asked for the Tibetan negotiations to begin.u7 Whe ther Jordan
actually lost his temper is not certain, but it is clear that he
gave every appearance of so doing for he not only informed
Ch'en how badly the British government would react to the news,
but added that he hoped he would soon be recalled from Peking
which would relieve him of the task of dealing with such a
government. Jordan insisted upon asking Ch'en that he should be
allowed to see the Chinese president and any other officials

responsible for the severance of the negotiations. Ch'en Lu,
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however, prevarlcated and confessed that another power: was
anxious to divert agitation from the Tsingtao issue to Tibet,

At this point Jordan asked if the Chinese government were so
weak that it had to conform to the slightast hint from another
power, to which Ch'en replied that his government was not strong
enough to stand up to popular agitation in addition to that re-
lating to Shantung. Jordan then claimed that 'Great Britain had
been China's friend in the past far more than the Chinese realised,
It was an insult to the British government to break off these
negotiations at the hint of another Power...' The other power
was, of course, Japan, and Jordan concluded his report by
arguing that Japan not only sought domination in China, but
aspired to a deciding voiece in central Asia.

There can be no question that China's action in asking
for the Tibetan negotiations and then breaking them off as she
did wasﬁsubject for justified criticism by Britain. But 1t may
be argued that Japan's role in the Tibetan negotiations was more
reprehensible, for if, as Jordan claimed, Britain had been a good
friend to China, she had undoubtedly been a much better friend to
Japan, especially regarding the Shantung issue. Not surprisingly
there was some doubt as to the extent of Japan's interference,

but early in September Macleay was of the opinion that:
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'The Chinese Govt. will no doubt renew the

negotiations, but unless we can induce the Japanese Govt.

to give peremptory instruction to their Minister in Peking

to cease putﬁing obspacles in our wayué fear that there is

little hope of a satisfactory issue'.
A few days later Jordan reported that Wang Tahsieh, a member of
the Diplomatic Council, had confirmed the British minister's
conclusions that Japanese interference was the cause of the
interruption of the Tibetan negotiations.hg Indeed, the break-
down of the negotiations was in keeping with the Japanese press
campaigns against 'British diplomatic cunning' which had
allegedly won so many diplomatic victories as a result of the
peace conference. It seems that in return for her support con-
cerning Shantung, Britain received calculated abuseb¥g§m Japanese press
which succeeded in its aim of causing harm to the Tibetan
negotliations.

China's action caused a flurry of diplomatic activity.

Jordan saw both the Chinese premier and president, but although
promises were made to examine the possibilities of resuming
negotiations nothing materialised. Curzon's anger out-
matched that of Jordan's, and when he saw the Japanese ambassador
in the Foreign 0ffice he bluntly reforred to the anti-British
propaganda campalgn which Japan had been waging. Curzon then
asked Chinda directly if it were true that Japan had interfered
in the Anglo<Chinese negotiations, to which the ambassador
replied that he could not believe such a step were possible but

he would seek confirmation from his government that Japan was
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not implicated. Curzon stated that he hoped that this was so,
but if the accusations were Justified it would be a sorry reflec-
tion upon Anglo-Japanese relations.50
Following this interview Curzon saw Sze, the Chinese
minister in London, when the exchanges were decldedly one—sided?l
After making a strong protest at the breakdown of the negotia-
tions, Curzon told Sze that he had been espousing China's cause
in relation to Shantung, but he had little expected while
fighting such a battle to receive 'a slap in the face of this
uncalled for description', and that he would find it difficult
to support China's causes in the future. Curzon had undoubtedly
championed China's cause in his series of interviews with Chinda,
and from his own viewpoint Curzon's anger was Jucstified. But
there is no evidence to suggest that Curzon's support was known
to the Chinese; on the contrary, it has been noted that Chinese
diplomatie representatives had probably been given the impres-
sion that British poliey was more pro-Japanese than it was.
Thus, although China's action in severing the Tibetan negotia-
tions may have appeared as personal insults to Jordan and
Curzon, it was taken by an ill-informed China. As China felt
let down by the western allies over Shantung, why should she
feel that Britain would stand by her should Japan start to

exert pressure regarding Tibet?
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Less than a fortnight after his interview with the
Japanese ambassador, Curion complained that he had heard nothing
from Japan and instructed Alston in Tokyo to make enquiries con-
cerning Japan's role in the breakdown of the Tlbetan negotiations.
Meanwhlle Macleay agreed with the strong tone which Jordan had
adopted with the Chinese premier.52 In Peking Jordan saw T.
Obata, the Japanese minister to China, who flatly denied Japan's
implication in the negotiations' breakdown, and refused to
agree, despite the evidence, that Japan was responsible for an
anti-British propaganda campalgn. Jordan had afterwards called
upon the Chinese acting*ninister for foreign affairs, Ch'en Lu,
and was told by Ch'en that the Japanese had exerted pressure
upon the Chinese government, and Colonel Banzal, a Japanese
adviser on Chinese affairs, was implicated.53

When Jordan taxed Obata in Peking with the information
he had recelved from Ch'en Lu, the Japanese minister denied all
knowledge of the allegations and stated that he would make en-
quirles. Macleay was of the opinion that the Japanese govern-
ment were involved in exerting pressure upon China.sq Jdbata's
enquiries, however, were limited to a call upon the Chinese
minister for foreign affairs who, on the same day, semt for
Jordan and told him that Obata had reproached him in very strong
terms for the Chinese accusations brought against Banzal, and
Obata had stated that even if the accusations were true it

would have been an unfriendly aet to divulge such information to
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another power. Ch'en was reported to be in a dilemma, and that
1nLcircumstances, Jordan stated, Ch'en felt he had no alterna-
tive but to 'cancel'!' the charges against Japan.s5 Documentary
evidence had come into British hands and Macleay learned of the
Chinese withdrawal of charges with regret as...'...it will pre-
clude us from making use of Banzai's letter as evidence of
official Japanese interference with Tibetan negotiations'.
Attempts were made later to induee the Japanese
government to inform China that they had no desire to see a
cegssation of the Anglo-Chinese negotiations regarding Tibet,
56

and the Japanese finally made such a statement. Jbviously,
too much blame should not be placed upon Japan for the breakdown
in the Tibetan negotiations, for a strong China could have re=-
sisted all interference. But the evidence, supplemented by an
impressive %emorandum on Japanese anti-British press cuttings
compiled byAsrow, formerly employed on United States war
propaganda in China,?’ indicates that the breakdown was to
Japan's liking. Anglo-Chinese negotiations were not resumed,
and the Tibetan issue remained an obstacle to a better under-
standing between the two countries at least until the Washington

conference.

Some conclusions concerning the developments of the summer.

In the months which immediately followed the signing
of the peace treaty it is obvious that Curzon had doubts about
the Shantung artlcles and the treatment of China, but Balfour



233.

maintained hils earlier views which might be judged to be based
upon doubtful premises. An example of Balfour's unchanging atti-
tude 1s offered when he wrote to Curzon regarding the promotion
prospects of Macleay thEéalfour described as a person of only
moderate abllity: 'I found him in every respect both loyal and
zealous. I did not, however, see any special signs of diploma-
tic dexterity'.58 In giving his views on Macleay, Balfour
referred to the treaty of Versailles and stated that during the
peace negotiations a difficult situation had existed owing to
the war-time pledges which the Japanese had obtained from the
British government regarding Shantung in exchange for naval
assistance in the Mediterranean. Balfour believed that the
Japanese had behaved very badly towards China over the 1915
treaties, and continued by stating 'Macleay hates the Japanese,
while I, on the other hand, am more moved by the contempt for
the Chinese over the way they left Japan to fight Germany for
Shantung...,' and Balfour then repeated his phrase about China
not having spent a shilling nor lost a man in securing Shan-
tung's recapture, but had subsequently demanded its retrocession.
This letter indicates that since his dispateh to
Curzon in May when he used the same phraseology, Balfour had not

read any of the details of the military and naval situation in
191%-15 when Japan was so powerful in the far east, and Balfour
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the
used the same expressions in a later memorandum concerning/war-

time treaties.59 It is necessary to challenge Balfour's

opinion that Macleay hated the Japanese for although on several
occasions Macleay had spoken harshly regarding the Japanese
military party, his actions during the Paris negotiations,
especially in April, contradicts Balfour's judgment that Macleay
was basically hostile towards Japan. One might conclude that
had Balfour treated China with less contempt and shared Curzon's
growing doubts about Japan, especially in relation to Balfour's
dealings with Koo and the American delegation at Bris, Anglo-
Chinese relations would have been placed on a much better
footing.

Jordan had been a consistent supporter of a liberal

approach to China, yet despite his sympathetiec attitude a
letter which he wrote to Tilley of the far eastern department
revealed some aspects of poliey which could have appeared ob-
jectionable from the Chinese point of view. He stated:

'We feel that the worst is now over and that we have
passed through four weary years of War and kept our
interests practically intaect in spite of all the risks..
Not only that, but the British communities in China have
been taught their lesson and have profited by it. The
0ld Treaty Port prejudices have been broken down and at
all the larger ports the study of Chinese is now regardgg
as an essential qualifieation for a mercantile career!.

Jordan continued by referring to China's internal chaos which, he
argued, could be relieved by lending her first-class administra-

tors from India.
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No doubt Jordan was still upset by the rupture of the
Tibetan negotiations, but it must be noted that he was rather
self-satisfied concerning the preservation of British possessilons
and less concerned that none of the reforms which he had advocated
at the end of 1918 had been implemented. One must question
whether the old treaty port attitude towards the Chinese had
broken down to the extent that Jordan sugcested for there was
marked hostility to suggestions that the Chinese should be
represented upon the municipal councils, and not a single step
was taken in China's favour regarding the system of extra-
territoriality.

In September China ensured her future membership of
the League of Nations by signing the treaty of Saint Germain with
Austria, but thils event scarcely influenced her relations with
Britain.él While China had advanced her position by ensuring
such membershlp she had, however, made no progress concerning
Shantung, improving her financial situation, or reducing her
internal chaos. Moreover, the Tibetan affair had caused a set-
back to Anglo-Chinese relations and left Curzon, who was about
to become foreign secretary, an embittered man on this question.
Although Britain had begun to move away from Japan this was not
offset by an increase in .friendship with China, and it was to
the United States that Britain turned in order to attempt to

avoid isolation in far eastern affairs.
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CHAPTER VII
A PERIOD FOR CONSIDERATION, SEPTLMBER

Lo outstending chenges in Anglo-Chinese relstions
occurced between the sutumn of 1919 ond the end of 1920,
but Uhe sctivities of the powers with interests in the
for esst subjected British policy in Chins to @ thorough
exsuinetion, The problems snd pol;cies of‘the tresﬁy
settlement}continued to exert their iniluences, while
the question of whether.Britain should continue to be 8
perty to the Anglo-Japeneae slliesnce reised a post-wér
problem of whether the British governuent should lose
dapen 8s & committed elly Qn oxrder to improve the |
prospects of closér friendsghip with tuc Unifed sStetes
snd Chins, The sllionce exertedicbnsiderable influence
upon}naval stretegy énd numerous agpects of inter-
notionel effairs, buk in this work ettention is concen-
troted upon its besring on Anglo-Chinese reletions.1

In common wi;h other inter-world-wer periods, British
policy in the fer esst wes effected by Chins's chsotic
internal situstion, slthough it is questionsble whether
British statesmen ﬁeée ewsre of the divisive influence
which foxreign intervention hsd upon Chine's internal

developments, The Syanghai conference which hed sought

sgreeuent smong the rivel Chinese fasctions hsed broken
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down in %he summer,2

and this wes followed by sttempts
of libersl-minded Chinese to dissolve the porliement
st Peking end replsce it with snother sssembly besed
upo: populer frenchise. These moves were opposed by
Chinese militsrists who were snxlious to divide the
spoils of ® rsveged Chinse smong thenmselves, Sir John
Jordsn, the British minister in Peking, described the
situetion es no longer 8 contest between the Chinese
governments of the north snd south, but between civil
end militery contrel with Jepen becking the militerists.”
Hewever, rivelry between the two edministretions con-
tinued, If the Peking government were regsrded ss
being more vulnereble to Jepernese influecnces the Kuo-
ninteng edministretion st Centon wes regsrded es too
unstsble, #nd it wes not until 1928 b:gﬂ;e Lritoin
recognised the Kuominteng regime s the officisl
government of Chine,*  One night ergue thet despite
the uncertsinties of the Ruominteng government it wes
more representative of Chinese netionelism and freer
from the in#luoncea of Jepen thsn wss thet of the
government 8t Feking, snd thst Briteln wes slow to
recognise these festures, DBut the schisms in the
south were serious end st one time the Kuomintong's

lesder, Sun Yet Sen, wes forced to flee by the Kwengsi
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inveders. This geve the Peking governnment on cxcuse
to terminste tie sgreement whereby customs' revenues
were divided between the two administrations.5

During the sutumn of 1919 Chin Yun-p'ceng, the newly
gppointed Chinese premier st Peking, felt obliged to
tender his resignetion on & number of occasions
owing to the pressures pleced upon him by isu shu-Cheng,
thie lesder of the Jepenese-supported ‘vsr Participation

' and former premier during the presidency of Yun

AR
Shih—kai.6 But Hsu over-receched himsell ond provoked
counter-meesures from provincisl leaders Chang Lso~lin
in lonchurie, end Wu P'ei-fu in Wucheng, with the
result thet civil wer in the north begen in July, 1520.
Vithin some five dsys snother Japsnese-bscked force,
the 'Netionel Pecificetion' ermy, wes crushed, end in
sugust Chin Yun-p'leng wes asked to reorgenise his
government. In these circumstences of intrigues and
countermegsures negotistions with the Peking government
were ¢clmost impossible, but Chins is @ huge country
ond in the north, 8s elsewhere, there werc regions which
hed obteined @ merked degree of independence.

In e report on the situstion in Chino, Jordsn, the
Dritish minister in FPeking, stated thet there wos
comperetive stebility in Wucheng snd Nenking which hed

been schieved lergely owing to the strong cherecter of
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the locel militery governors who comuonded respect

fron the different werring fections to obscrve neutrelity
in theilr respective 8reas.7 British influence had
declined in ilsnkow, which Jorden ettributed to @& serious
weckness in consuler representsition ond the fierce
politicel end economic rivalry of Jepen, ond of Americe
to ¢ lesser degree. In shentung, Jorden reported thet
he hod been given g werm welcome and he rcferred to

the ontipsthy of the Chinese populetion throughout the
province to the Joapenese, Ch'u Ying-kueng, the civil
sovernor of Shentung, had criticised the terms of the
peocc tresty and in e discussion with Jorden had relised
tiie problems relsting to extreterritorielity waich,

Ch'u cleimed, were becoming morec ctcute with the pene-
trotion by foreigners into the countryside of the
nrovince, which were ceusing incidents to multiply ond

8 Jorden continued

roiging verious metters of principle,
his report by srgulng thet the Jepanesec rights in
Shontung were forcing the extresterritorielity issue end
thercby rescting unfevourebly upon British interests

in the interior of Chins, The question of extro-
territoriality wes to prove of greot importance to
Anglo-Chinese relstions in the lote 1920s,

At Tsingtso the Jepenese were in complete occupation

and were enforcing mertisl lew. vordoen recferred to
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soliour's dispeteh of the Sth wey” ond coabrosted it
witi the menner in which the Jepenesc lLied extended their
iuflucnce in the province vertly ot Lritcin's expense.
Insteacd of the promised ‘'open-door', Jdepen's grip hed
Ui htened upon the port's reilweys, wherves ond lond
nol1dingce Jorden thourht thet »ressure upon ~ritich
ond smericen firms wes soon to be expected, Lut Jorden
¢loo criticised British mercontile intercects for not
cetting on with the tesk of extendin:: tiieir octivities
in Wsingteo snd for depending toc much upon o politicel
scttlement with Japen,
A conference of chembers of comucrce usd ueen held
ot “Mliongheil et the beginning of lovenber ond dorden
nsd ottended, Some eighteen items hed becn discussed
including the development of the Chinese ruilwey system,
tl:.e suppression of pirecy, snd tue cduccvion of Chinese
on British lines. A secret resolution wss pessed which
xpressed,
'... the unsnimous opinion that the
restoretion to Chine of the port of
Tsingteo end of the Tsinstio-Psinen
Reilwey ... wes essentisl to Dritish
trede interests, snd Jconfercncg
gledged itself to urge His liojesty's
overnuent to secure equal trode
opportunities for ®ll in Shentung.'
Jorden preised the Shenghei sdministretion for its

sengse of responsibility, but he rsised the question of
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Chinese representstion. Iie felt thot souc preliminery

tens should be teken immedletely, such os including

6]

Chinesce members upon some of the sub-comnittees of the
rnunicipel council. Chenges werc toking plece in Chins,
ond Jdorden thought thet there wec promise for economic
advuncCCa in conclusion Jordsn stoted thet the reso-
lutions of the Shenghei conference had been widely
circuleted in the Chinese press, ond they hed geined
videcpread Chinese recognition thst the Dritish ner-
coutile community wes pledged to 2 nolicy to the mutual
benefit of the welfere of Chine ond the interests of
Loreirn trede.

Undoubtedly weny of the Shenghei chouvers of
comicrce conference decisions were in the intercsts
of the Chinese people os well s those of the DLritish
nerccntile clesses, but Chinese notionelists no doubt
objected to meny of the subjects which werc discussed
on the grounds thet they infringed upon Chinesc sovereignty.
Objections could @1lso heve been rcised concerning
Jorden's contentions regerding the nced for inter-
denendence, for in contrsdistinction Chins was pressing
for independence gnd the ending of sll forcirm tresties
which controlled her intermsl sctivities, Experienced

as Jorden wes concerning Chinese sffoirs, he wes
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wiquestionably optimistic regerdin; thie willingness
of Lxitish officisls end settlers o e.rec Yo greater
ropresentstion upon municipsl councils. An exsmple
of the opposition to such & chan;c is offered in tue
grgwicnts of 8€ir E, Freser, the consul jeacrsl ot
Shor?ai.

Proscr thought thet toe 2llow o limited nuunber of
Chiliiesc councillors, even if tlelr yovcrs were res-
tricted, wes merely postponing s denond for cbsolute
equolity which such 8 concession would mcke il herder

10

to resist. ide concluded,

'Chins is wide end thosec Chinese who

feel it derogetory to live under our

reguls tions cen go elsewierc, if

they ere snything like as numerous

es they ere noisy they should uave

no difficulty in outdoin§ this settle-

ment in size and weelth.
In his reply Jorden emphasised thit lic hed no wish to
disturb the smooth running of Shonghei, but Chine,
lile sgypt end Indis, wes demending ¢ lerger shore in
self—sovernment.ll He could not see how soue 700,000
Chinesec could be ruled pcrmenently by e municipal
council of nine foreigners, 811 of whon were busy men
with little time to give to Chinese offvirs. Freser's
vicws might be regarded ss somewhet Blimpish, but they
ond not those of Jorden prcveiled, for Chinese repre-

sentetion upon the Shanghsi municipel council did not
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co.:c until 1928 after the herrowing turuoil of the
mid—twenties.lz
Decpite 211 the internsl rivelries within tue
country, Chinese nstionelism wes @ force strong enough
to influence China's foreizn relestions es illuctroted

. a - 1
by the effectiveness of the boycott of Jepsncse goods., 5

e powers were 2were of the potenticl velue of vhe
Cliinese merkets, end for economic ©s wcll esc politicel
rcosons they were willing to sdvence Chius nmoney.

As 0 result there were further proposuls for sn inter-

natvionsl consortium,

The Internstionel Fimencisl Yoncortium

Differences of interest regerding She scope of the

consortium hed elreedy ceused deley to its forwelion

duriug the summer of 1919.14 At the begianing of
Ceptewber, Curzon, the scting forciin secretery, informed
Chinda, the Jopsnese gubssssdor in London, tuct he was
concerned st Jepen's continued stter:ts to secure the
exclusions of eestern inner longolis cud soutbern lonchuris
frou 8 finsncisl 95reement.l5 Curzon Lod olrecody voiced
similer objections to such proposclsc in August, end the
Anericen snd French govérnments wverc cwore of Curzon's

16

opposition to Jspen's sims, While the pouers were

debating their differences, Reinsch, thc Anericen minister
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in Yeking, reported thet the Chinese ermed forces were
thrce wonths in erreers of psy end the Chinese govern-
mnent hed been teking short term loens i exorbitent
interest charges to meet their im .edicte expenses.l7
Owing to Chine's pressing needs, li. de ¥Fleuriau, the
Fronch embessador in London, in en interview wihich
illustretes some of the rivelry sssocisted with the
consortium, ssw Mecleay 8t the foreign Uffice sand
informed the british far eestern expert thet in order
Yo forestell e unilstersl Jspenese loen to Chine, the
incricens were proposing sn exclusive snericon-British-—

French edvsnce.l8

The French sovernment were worried,
however, st the possible consequences of excluding
Jepen end they thought thet the situetion would be
eased if the British government were to use their
influence derived from the Anglo-Jdapeonese zllisnce to
induce Jopsn to drop her cleims for exemption. The
azericen government slso wented Britein to use the
influence of the sllience for the ssue purpose.
Mesnwhile Jepen fsced difficulties regording the -
proposed exclusions es Baron Hoyeshi, whose future
sppointment es embessedor to Britein hod Leen recently

gnnounced, mede clear in @ press conference.l9 Hsyaghi

questioned the wisdom of Jepen's seeking oress of
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crzclucion from the proposed conscrtium ooreencnt 1f she

locized the cepitel resources necesscry to develop the

v

A

opulons which she held, This »romptod filley of the

L.

fer custern department to note thet if Jopon were so

I-le

short of cepitel 'the positlion will be o curlouc one

os the noney will have to come from Ancrico, he
Jooonese cen hardly expect the U,3,G. to ogrce to thet...!
Zenging, the Americon secretery of gtece, considered

thes it wes Jepan's lack of copitol vilch weor probably
twe reel resson why she was unwilling to Joln the con=-
sorisiun,

The British government egreed thot every effort
chould be mede to induce the Jeponese to drop thelr
demonds for exclusions, but they oz-med thet if thelr
outenpts et persugsion were to foil the Jepunese should
be ollowed reservetlons in southern Menchuris, but not
in castern inner Mongolis, Simaltoneonsly the Dritish
~overnment urged the United Stetes thot no uniletersl
lcons should be mede to Chine, for if the Aﬁericans
mode such @ losn this would encouvrs;e Jopen to do like-
wice. The Britlsh government fovoured ¢ smsll innme-
diote loen of &5 million to Chins which chould be méde,
ond the spending of 1t controlled, b, the four mein

21

consortium powers, British objections to & unileterosl

locn hod stemmed from the proposcls of a Chicogo benk



250.

to lend #3%0 million %o Chine, and in spite of verious
Anericen essurences Curzon opposed the sctiocn beczuse
of 1ts possible influence upon Japan.22
llowever, the Japeznese werc not without comploints
concerning British finenciel tronsccetions ond they
queried whether en edvence of £50,000 by the British
firn of Vickers, whereby China could nurchesc sircraft,
did not constitute & unilstersl loan.23 Maxiluller,
head of the fer esstern depertment of the Loreipn Uffice,
denicd eny violstion of the consortium snd cloimed that
the money would be retsined in Englend end spyent under
the supervision of Vickers, He ¢lco cloimed thet the
seroplones to be supplied were unsuitcble for militery
purpoces and therefore they did not constitute ¢ breech
of the orms embergo, These srgunmcnts werec very dublous
for even if & sum of monej were retained in 2 forecign
country end debitted sgeinst goods suprplied such @
nroctice is very little different from @ dircct loan of
cagh. Also, one must query whether ony 2eropléne can
hove no militery velue, end in foct the Chinese prime
ninister leter confirmed thst the plenecs recuired were

for militery purposes.24

The Jeponese also compleined
obout the British conditions for the mroposed £5 million
Joint losn on the grounds that they constituted on

interference into Chine's intermel offoirs.>?  There
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werc vgponese objections to the Lritisihi ettecupt o
stipulete tuet the logn should depend upon the disbond-
et of Chinese troops esnd the recunption of veace tolks
between the north and south factions. liowever, in view
ol Jopan's sctions concerning ohentung Lier professed
concern at the interference in Chine's inbternel affeirs
nust be dismissed 8s hypocrisy, end in the Foreign Uffice
both Clive snd MexMuller noted the unsebisivctory
benoviour of the Jepsnese.

While Japsn wes posing some swkword questions ¥o
sritein concerning the loen proposuls it wes leorul
thot negotietions for the proposed Chicago benk loan
nad collepsed es the Chinese coull not offcr sufficient
security.26 This news wes welconed by Ourzoﬁ who
instructed Lord Grey in weshingbton Lo convey his setis-
foction to Lensing rcgerding the ebvondonment of the
project, aslthough it mey be noted tuot llsximller wos
opposed to @ Tentetive suggestion thet the loen nego-
tisiions should be trensferred from Peking to New York.27
Lonsing hed elresdy informed the Dritish governnent
thet he did not regerd the exchenge of the Lensing-Ishii
notes in 1917 es grenting Jepen the right to press for
ciie type of consortium exclusion which she wos seeking,
and snericen opposition to the exclusion proposals‘had

been made clesr to the Jepenese, Grey reported thet
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the Anericen government ‘cennot even in tihe lesst resort
concede reservetion clsimed by Jopen in regerd to
Southern Menchuris'®® which indictted Lrat the United
Stotes was more stronzly opposed Lo ony consorbtium
concession then Britain.

At the end of October, Curzon wes oppcinted foreign
secretery, &8s distinct from scting foreiin secrutory,
in succession to Balfour. In the sutumn of 1919
Carzon wes undoubtedly more criticel of Jepan then
Bolfour had been, and st lesst until the rupture of the
Tibeten negotistions Curzon's attitude towerds Chine
hod teen more sympathetic. But it hes bLecn noted
thet little, if eny, informetion had been passed to
the Chinese concerning Curzon's grester sympethy, end
as Curzon's ettitude towsrds Chins begen to hsrden
during 1920 end the approsch of the Washington con-
ference, it may be srgued that the chonge of office did
not serioucly influence Britein's policy concerning
China.

When Curzon met Chinds egoin in the second hslf
of Hovember he continued to be criticel of Jopesn, end
iie informed the smbassador thst regerding the exclusions
Britoin essocisted herself with Americs.29 Curzon
gtoted thet the British government did not went any

consortium sgreement to undermine Jopon's estoblished
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roilwey rights end other recognised interests. But
thcy were egeinst Jepan geining further spheres of
influence, or srees of special prefcrence, by wesns of
exclusions from consortium sgrecment:c, Curzon once
8.,01n criticised the sphere of influcncc which Jepsn was
building up in Shentung 2nd ergued thol if Jupon were
ot included in the consortium ‘her isolaced pesition
would ve singulerly unfevoursble Lo her future relstion-
suips both with Chins end with the Powers in genersl',
This remerk hed obvious implicetions for the Anglo-

Tapamede

$wmese c¢lliance,

The consortium discussions had been wotched with
onxiety by the Chinese, &nd Jorden steted tLst he wes
relieved thet Curzon wes opposing Jopen's cleimgs for

xclusions.30

Jorden then gave ¢ detolled account of
Jupen's dependence upon Chine for new meteriels from
whicihh he concluded thet even if Jupen wer: not & porty
Yo tue consortium the remeining ercos of China's
cconomy uninfluenced by Jepen would leave plenty of scope
for the DBritish, Americen end Frcunch interests to
develop concessions,

In mid-December, Viscount Uchide, the Cepenese
ninister for foreign sffeirs, repesitcd his country's

fcars thet the terms of the consurtiua would 8llow

-t

foreign intrusion into economic sphercs 2ad aress of

b
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Chino which were regerded ss of Hsrsmount importence
to Jepan's security. Uchide wss surprised when Alston
sui;zested thet Jdspen could prepare e formule, which
could be written into the consortium asreement, safc-
guording Jepen's strstegic resilweys and vitsl economic
interests from consortium‘interference. This idce
hed been proposed by Curzon to Chinde in their November
interview and wes in keeping with Curzon's contention
thot while it wes undesireble to use the consortium to
sttack Jepan's established interests, it wes elco
undesireble for Japsn to use exclusions from & con-
sortiun sgreement to secure & further economic ond
political exvension in Chins, Alston noted Uchide's
unswareness of the proposed formula ond commented Chat
it wos not the first time thet the Jepencse gmbegsedor
in London had fsiled to comuunicote sdequately with
fokyo.al On & lower level in London, llexMuller of
the foer esstern depertment sew Nagei, the Jepenese chiargé,
ond erpued thet the Japenese proposels for exclusions
cleshed with those of Fresnce concerning the mein structure
of the consortium,

Owing to the attempts to rclete the »nroposed £5
million loen to Chins with the consortium egreencnt
negotistions for the loen's spprovel drapged on throughout

the winter. At times it seemed thot the powers would
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reoch epreement, but on each occesion frech objections
were roised, These included Americen oppocition to
the Vickers' loen, @nd to repesved Sritvich obtempts to
stinulete logn conditions releting to the disbonduent

Chinese troops. and the convening of a confecrence
32

|

of

of rivcel Chinese fsctions. Controversy over the

loen cere to & climex in Februery, 1920, wvhen Jupen
tiurcotened to meke s unileterel advonce of ¥7 million,

ond in order not to be out-msnoecuvred Curzon outhoriced
o giniler loen e few days 18ter.59

i surprising defence of Jdepsn'c actions come from
Dr liorrison, edviser to the Chinesc governuent, who
wos in London. ¥, Ashton-Gwatkin of thec for cestern
depertment noted thet Morrison had written to Ulhe
Toreign editor of 'The Times' suggesting sn interview
wvitih & Mr K, Odegiri of the Yokohous w~pecle venk, who
wes 9lso in London, end the object of the wmeeting

'vould be the enlightenment of the British public on
gt Oh

she subject of the Consortium nezotistions',

ashton=-Gwatkin continued:

'Dr Norrison told me thot, according
to Nr Odsgiri, the industriesl inter-
ests of Jepen were in fevour of Jspsn
joining the Consortium even if she
hes to pool those of her concessions
in South Menchuris end Lost Inner
Mongolia, upon which work hos not
comnenced oo
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Lorrison believed that the Jepencsc jovernuent would
not pool rzilway concessions essentiel to the defence
of Lores, but:

'Other concessions, however, Japen
might be prepsred to pool provided

thet Britigh, French and American
nterests were equally SCLI-denying.
éﬁshton-ﬁwstkin's emphasi§7. Ar
dagiri, however, protested that
British snd French interests were
not pleying the gene,’

and detells were given of the lines which the western
countries were seeking to exclude from the consortium.
Morrison, it wss ststed, hsd indencndent corroborstion
of these cherges.

Ashton-Gwatkin continued by noting thet liorrison
was perticulerly criticsl of the French ond British
bonking groups in China who were secking to play indi-
viduel roles which hed drewn soume perticulerly shoerp
conmments:

'Dr Morrison spoke to me of the policy
of the Hong Kong snd Shenghei DBenk ss
being "selfish and grasping". It
must be remembered in this connection,
thet Dr Morrison's ettitude is soid to
hsve been in the pest, rightly or
wrongly, entsgonistic to the Hong
Kong snd Shenghei Benk ...°
r.orrison mey have been criticel of the Hong Long Benk,
WL
but he could scercely have been Mems criticel of e
Jopenese policy, end his comments clecrly indicote

thot 1f the principle of exclusion werc wrong, the
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western powers were not sbove reproacih on the issuo.55

In April, Lord iHerdinge, permcnent undcr-secretary
of state, reported thot Jopsan was nmeking & lest ettempt
to secure exclusions from the consortium.56 By May »®
compromise hed been resched with the Joponese whereby
assurences were given to them for the safeguarding
of their rsilwey interests.37 Curzon then instructed
ilston, who hed repleced Jorden 8s the British minister
in Peking in Morch 1920, to begin negotistions with
the Chinese government, but it wes not until September
that the Chinese government received e joint note from
the consortium powers, As lete ss liovember, 1920,
Curzon hsd to edmit thet owing to Chinese opposition it
wes necessdry thet no public stotement should be made
regording the consortium.38

The consortium schieved very little for it con
be seen thet

'ee. the politicel condition of Chins
wes too chsotic, the attitude of the
Chinese Government or Governments snd

of Chinese public opinion too hostile,
end the policy of the Consortium

itself too ceutious, for eny osprecicble
progress to be mede in the work which
the Consortium had been creeted %o
rerforn,’ 39

The consortium negotistions ere, however, importont
for reveeling the rivelries :f the powers in the fer

east, They 21so had numerous politicol romificetions,
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end of relevence to British policy the consortium
ne~otiations revesal the opposition of the Iritich govern-
ment to tThe meking of any economic surrender:. One

cd

T

con orcue that the consortium nepjotie ions milite
asoinst British poliey in Shentun~s for olthough Curzon
had cmphesised the need to internstlonolisc the Chinese
roilways, and in perticulsr those of thc shenbung
nrovinee which hed considersble politicol zi-nificence,
the consortium esgreement of ey, 13920, recognised the
xisting reilwey rights of Jepen., Although in his
Jovember interview with Chinda, Curgzon hed sroken cbout
the powers ‘seeking to set Chine upon her legs ogein
one must question whether s successful consortiuvm would
not hove seen & reduction in Chinesce soverci_nty rether

thon en increese,

sorly Considerstions of the Anslo-Jepsnege Allisnce

A generel oim of British policy in the post-wer

period wes to improve reletions with the United Stotes,
but the merked entipsthy between Americs and Jepen wes
neking it lncressingly difficult for Britein to be on

cgood terms with both countries simultcneously. Hence,

s the sutumn of 1219 progressed the question of whether
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Britoin should give notice of terminetion of the
cllience beczme more pressing. Ansrt from the relevant
Ancricon snd dominion considerstions there wes the
question of whether the terms of the sllisnce were
compatible with the proposed Lespue of Nations covenent,
linlzed with the question of the covenent wss the
undecided issue of Americen Leaguve membership snd
obviously this metter hed e direct besring upon Britein's
willingness to rely upon the effectiveness of the
Learue, By the sutumn of 1919 the Dritish government
had become criticsl of Jepen concerning Shentung, but
if Britein were to terminete the sllience she had to
consider how such & step would influence her own
position in Chins,

When Alston wes still the British cherge d'esffoires
in Tokyo he reviewed the situstion and recognised that
the ollience could be seen &8s being simed st the
Unitcd Stetes snd incompstible with the Lessue covenant.41
But 4lston continued by srguing thet Britein's mein eims
in the fer esst were pesce, Chins's rchobilitstion,
cooperstion with the United Stetes, end 'to preserve,
if possible, friendly reletions with Jepen ,..' Algton
favoured some type of ellience with Jepen even e verbsl
one and even ot the risk of ocecasionsl nisunderstondings

with Americe, for he felt thet such sn sllisnce would
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help Britein to restrein Jopsn. It wos obvious to
algton thot e tripsrtite Anglo-Americon-Jepsnese agree-
ment would be the ideel sefeguerd for peace in the feor
east, but he felt thet the mutusl Americen-Joponese
entipethy would prevent this.

Enclosed with Alston's letter wes 8 memorsndum
froan C, Wingfield, first secretery to the British

&2 Wingfield wss more in favour of

enbassy in Tokyo.
discontinuing the sllience, but in his finsl recom-
nendetions he hedged end srgued thet if sdequate safe-
guords could be found for the considerstion of Lesgue
requirements, relstions with the United Stastes, ond
tire rchabilitetion of Chins, then the allisnce should
continue, Such hedging csn e2sily be criticised as
bordering upon indecision, but between the sutumn of
1919 and the Weshington conference the complexity of
the situstion end the wide ronge of vorisbles rendered
clear-cut opinlons upon the future of the glliance
Tarec.

If Britein were undecided over the ellisnce it
wes cleer that the Japsnese srmy wanted it to continue
for Lieutensnt-Genersl Fukudas Masetaro, vice-chief
of the Jepenese genersl steff, stoted in his officiel
copeclity that he strongly favoured the agreement.45

This prompted lierdinge to express sotisfsetion over the



Joponese ermy's decires. But while tle British govern-
ment were delibersting upon the elligice 2 nunver of
¢isturbing reports resclied the Foreipgn Uffice from the
Dritish legetion et Peking concernin;: Jopon's sctions in
Shantunge. The reports were very similer in tonec gnd
cont .nt to John Pratt's dispstch of Jdeauery, 1uly,

snd coused Curzon to stete that he wes very conccrned

st the stete of effeirs revesled whicly wes not only
scendslous, 'but in open violstion of 8ll tho Jezpenese
assurences 8s one of the I‘owers'.44 Curzon went on

to suggest thet 2 note summerising the position should
be drewn up ‘in strong but courteous terms', and its
contents discussed with the Joponese ombassedor.

In mid-December & note wes hended to Viscount
Chinds which wes a demning indictment of Jeponese policy.45
It cleimed thet undue preference wos being shown to the
Japenese regarding shipping, herbour rights, warehouse
sccommodation, end lsnd tenure. Customs procedure
hed been divorced from the meritime union end there wes
widespresd smuggling of drugs. The 'opcn door' poliey
ond the withdrewsl of Japenese troors from bhentung were,
it wes elleged, broken promises. Lhe note continued by
couplaining et the menner in which the Jopenese tad
expsnded their hold upon the rsilwoys in Shentung.

1t steted thet, 'A reilwey virtuslly owned, policed, end



controlled by Jspsn csnnot be regerded uerely os oa
econonic concession, but rether asg on iustruzcnt of
tervitoriel expension', In its conclusion the note
expressed the hope thet the promises which Jdopen hed
nade concerning Shentung would scon be expedited.
Almost 8t the seme time s Curzon weg presenting
the British government's note in London, Alston in
Lokyo wes protesting esgeinst Jepenese discriminetion

46 Curzon

regording British interests in Shentung.
followed up his note with an interview with Chinds, the
Jopenese smbessador, when blunt questions werc put to
Chinde regerding Japsn's sctions st Tsingteo end her
follure to resch sgreement with Chine rogerding the
cvacuetion of Jepenese troops.47 Chindo blomed the
United Stsates for withdrewing from the peacc conference
ond the Chinese for waging e trade boycott which made
nes;otietions impoasible, but Curzon wes not impressed

by these erguments, Curzon meintsined that Britein

nod no desire to bresk her word regerding the Shentung
reilweys end thet Jspen should enjoy the rights formerly
possessed by Germeny, However, for & lasting equitsble
solution Curzon thought thst emphssis should be pleced
upon the internstionslisetion of foreign rsilwsys in
Chine rether then indulging in nstionsl squsebbling,

It is, perheps, #ll too essy to agree with Curzon's
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rcbuices to Chinde, but there wes 2 onc-sidedness to
Curzon's criticisms of Jepen, Curzon mede li;ht of
ceoon's difficulties over the trede boycott end her
professed inebility to negotiste with Chine, but
writein's own relstions with Chine were extreumely
stroined over Tibet. Obviously therc were differences
between the two issues but there were slso similerities
in Chine's sttitude to both countries., Also the
cheotic internel situstion in Chine militeved egeinst
Jupenese es well 8s British ebilitiec to ncgotiete with
he Chinese government, OUne must stress thet nowhere
in Chins were the British meking eny concegsions in
their economic end politiecel rishts gsimilor to whot
Curzon wss expecting Jepen to do,

Jepen's cese wes ergued by Genersl Fukude who
ststed thet Jspsn wes willing to give up her settlements
in Chins, but thet no country could find ¢ny neons of
protecting thelr nstionsls except by the existence of
settlements snd extreterritorisl jurisdiction, ©  unilst
evcery power in Chine enjoyed such rights, Jdepen, it wos
cloimed, he#d every right to 2 settlement st Tsingteo.
When the right time ceme, Fukuds concluded, Cepen would
essist Chinea to end the system oi extrsterritorislitye.
Fukuds's cleims for sn exclusive settlcucnt at Tsingtao

were disputeble, but the criticisms which he mede of
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Chine's inebility to preserve law ond order were
strilkingly similer to those made by Britsin,

The dilemms which faced the Britich govermment wés
exnressed when J,A,C, Tilley, e sunerintending under-
secretory et the Foreign Office, compleined thet owing
to the irreconcilable sims of Jepen and Americe it wes
difficult to pursue 8 policy conjointly with both
countries, Tilley, who was 8lso officially voicing
the views of Curzon end Herdinge, steted thet if Britein
dropred the sllience Jspen would fell into the arms of
Russis ond Germany.49 At the soume time it wes recog-
nised that there were extreme difficulties pnrevenbting
on Anzlo-~Americen esgreement,

As Britsin begsn to deliberstie upon the desiro-
bility of continuing with the Anglo-Jepencse sllisnce,
the contentious Tibvetsn issue exerted s relevont besring

upon policy considerations,

Tne Continued Influence of Tibet upon the Shantung
nepobistions

Desplte hopes rsised by eorlier optimistic reports,

no progress wes made concerning s resunption of the
Tiveten negotistions when Jordin met Chen lu, the Chinese
ecting minister for foreign affcirs.BO It woes Jdorden's

opinion thet the Shentung settlement hed nsde Chins
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reluctont to sizn en egreement with 2 further power
wnich recognised foreign control over Chinese territory.
Curzon, who hed heen infuristed ot the Chinese dis-
ruption of the Tibeten negotistions, noted that ¢t the
end of August he hsd seen the Chinece minister in

London #nd 'told him thet if his Government still
shollied - still more if they sourht to shelve the
question - my ettitude towsrds Chine might undergo @
ﬁgg;zée and unpleasent change'.5l Towords the end of
llovember, MsxMuller wrote g memorsndum on the Tibetsn
situstion in which he drew Curgon's ottenticn to the
foilure of the Chinese government to resume negobictions
and suggested, !;;e Alston hed done, thet Curzon should
scc the Chinese minister, to which Curzon scribbled,
'Please send for him immedistely'. As & result Curzon
sow Sze, the Chinese minister, snd told hin thet the
British government were deliberstely deloying Jorden's
doporture from Feking, os he wes the most suiteble person
to hondle & resumption of the Tibetsn nerotistions, but
Chins's enswer to this friendly gesture, Curzon cone-
ploined, wes to prevericste. Curzon worned fze thet
owing to the Libetsn issue the Chinesc govermment ‘might
find et @ criticel moment thet they hod lost 8 very good
friond u..'2%

British pressure for the resumption of the Tibeten
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nerotietions wes meinteined when <ordon esoein wet Chen
Lu in Peking, but the Chinese wminis.cr toolz the line
thot the 2ritish government, in coopersabion with Indis,
were preventing Chinese forces from cabering vibet ond
settling their dispute directly., dordsu replied that
Britoin hsd no wish to question Chine's suzerecinty ovor
Tibet, but proximity to Indie msde it impossible for the
British government to be indifferent to the disorders
which would arise from s Sino-Tibeton clach, There=
fore, Jorden ergued thet there wes o need for &nglo-
Tibetan negotietions bvefore eitler Chinesc or ~“ibeten
forces ected unilaterelly.53
A note refusing to negotiste wes delivered by
Chiue to Britein which, in politc lonjuege, stuted that
tiie opening of the Tibeten question would exacerbate cnti-
foreign sentliments in Chins 2nd leed to @n enti-British
trede boycott, Unlike eerlier verbel stetements, the
Chinese concluded their note by scying thet the re—opening
of the Tibeten negotietions would not heve to sweit the
scttlement of the Shentung question, but the British
rcoctions were extremely s’narp.54 Yilley uecinteined
thot the note implied s mild threet which would
snger Curzon, while Herdinge srgued thet tuc comsuni-
cotion wes ungccepteble end thet unless @ more satis-

factory ettitude were edopted Jorden shculd be repleced
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in Peking by @ chargg d'affeires iastesd of & ninister,
Curzon wos furious indeed and clainmed that the Sritish
rcovernnent were being trifled with, i supuorted
llordinge's suggestion thet Jordsn should e reploced
with s chargé,

Chine hed given Britein csuse for complaint by
osking for negotiastions concerning Yibet to begin and
tiien bresking them off ss soon os they had sterted, but
orne nust question the justificetion for Iritoin's strong
reocbions, for, slthough the situestion in Tibet wes
potentislly dengerous, it seemed rcasonebly colm, The
Tibetsn government were meinly seitisfied to lesve
matters to the British,55 snd in the immediate post-war
period there wes en sbsence of reports of Sino-Tibeten
clashes. It wes not until the sumuer of 1921 thet
Britein begen to urge restreint upon the Tibeten govern-
ment.56

The Chinese government were, of course, still
vitelly concerned with the Shentung settlement, end Sze,
the Chinese minister, ssked Tilley in on interview at
the Foreign Office whether Chins should commence nego=
tietions with the Jepsnese on this cquestion., But in
view of the Tibeten situstion Curzon doubted whether
the Uritish should be 'hobnobbding' with the Chinese,

'Surely it is time for the colad shoulder'.57 Tilley's
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roply wos more ferwsishted for e crpued thet 'the
vroblen is how to cold shoulder the Chinesc without
desriaent to our interests, In thig noxiiculor cose
- Shentung = it is detrimentezl to our interests thet
soc Joponese should remein in possession ees e
continued by steting thet the Indie COffice would no?d
agrce to the non-sppointment of ¢ rLritish minister to
rcking, ond Sir Cherles Eliot, who wes cbout Lo take
up Jdubies 8s British embesssedor in Tokyo, hed urged that
Alotbon should immedistely revlsce Jorden vhen he left
Chiino. Tilley expleined that:

'ie have compromised by soying lir Alston

will not go till Lir C, Bliot rescues

Jepen end will come home on lcave soon

efterwards., In some swell metters the

Chinese both here and at Peking haeve been

told that Lord Curzon would not be

zeelous to meet their wisues,'
.5 the evidence wes mounting to support Tilley's con-
tention @bout the hsrmful influence of the Joponese
occupation of Shentung, it mey be judged thet the
sugsested compromise wes extremely petty.

In the spring of 1920 Chins ochieved conc success
in exerting 2uthority in Mongolis ond other outlying
provinces, snd Curzon reslised thet the upsurge of
netionelism mede it useless to try to push the Chinese

governuent into negotiztions regording ﬂibet.58 But

the Tibeten issue continued to exert its influence until
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Liie cve of the veshington counfcrence, eud iuveriably
the results were harmful to snglo-Cuinese relssions.
It con be srgued thet Britsin's interests in Indie
justified her concern for ¥ibet, but ouc aust guestion
whevher such concern wes not wognified by indigneition
at Chine's sttempts to edopt independent liunes of
action, Possibly the estrenscuent in v lo-Chiincse
rcletions ceused by the Tibetsn iscue wes © rcflection
of Jritein's sttitude to Chine, und if she Leod Lecen
more sympethetic to Chins on this wstver she would hove

been more sympethetic over & wider ronge of issues.

Before he left m§$$$< for Q;gggh;ﬁliot sow Chinds,
the /Jepenese smbessedor, end told him thet the policy
of the British government wes to smend the Anglo-Jdapanese
ollicnce to conform with the League covenont, but thet

Lhe sllience should be continued., 'This wes obviously
pleesing to the Japanese.'59 Almost et the sowme time
os Eliot's deperture, C.H, Bentinck of the far esstern
depertment prepsred s dreft memorsndun exploining how
Dritein's fundemental interests in Chine would be
influenced by tue termination of the vllience, but
before he would sgree to its acceptencc os & foreign

Office memorsndum Curzon insisted upou its revision es
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he felt thet the originsl draft wes too criticel of
Jdopon. The sccepted memorsndum recorniscd the old
dilemme thet while the ellisnce i.8d adventeres for
sritoin they were 8t the expense of e better under-
stonding with Americe end Chins, but its conclusions
were that, on bslance, Britsin should rcmein & perty
to the agreement.GO
The hsrmful influence of the 2llisnce upon Anglo-
anericen relatlons wss mede clesr when Sir aucklend
Geddes, the British smbesssdor in Weshington, reported
that news of 1ts renewsl would be o contentious iscue
in the pending Americen presidentisl elections. Geddes
felt thst both ths'British and Japenese governients
should issue 8 Joint declaretion thet renewsl of the
allisnce was deferred in order to ellow the creation
of @ Lesgue of Nations mechinery which would rcnder.
such sgreement superfluous. But this recommendstion
avoided the question of whether Jepen would be sotis=
fied with @ genersl sgreement in exchenge for losing
Britein ss & firm slly, Although this wos en important
issue, Curazon steted thet he wes egeinst referring it
to the cebinet, &nd it mey be noted thet Curzon's stti-
tude of fevouring the continustion of the ellionce
nerdened egoinst verious Foreign Office officisls who

were sympathetic to its terminstion.Gl However, e
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nogbonement of the renewsl questicn we: ochieved when
boti tie British end Jzpenese governucnts errced thot
os tie gllience wes not strictly in coniormity with the
proposed Lesgue covenent they were giving tie League
novice thet their egreement would Le continued after
July, 12921, 'in s form not inconsistent with thet
Covcnant'.62
It hed been the intention of the British rovern-
neirt to refer the question of the gllisnce o the
Inperiel conference proposed for tihe eutumn of 1920,
but this event wes postponed until July, 1921.65 In
the breething space thus efforded, Victor ‘ellesley, en
ossistant secretery, prepsred & memorendun in which he
srrced with Jordsn's well-known dictum thet the fer
eostern problem wes Jepsn's position in Chine.64
Vlellesley wes criticel of Japen's policies end he
questioned whet would heppen if the Chinese rose in
revolt 8geinst the Jepenese end eppecled to Britein for
help. VYhet would then become of Britvin's vrofessed
rcopect for Chine's integrity? Wellesley sew the
difficulties for Britein which werc resulting from the
mutuel Americen~Jdepenese ontipsthy end he cmphesised
vere naving
the merked influence which Americens in Chine / upon

Chinesc effeirs, In such e situotion ellecley fevoured

e rother vegue tripertite Americen-Britisan-Jepcnese
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'waderstending', and it wes significent thet Wellesley
ploced @ grest deel of importsnce upon 2 hiant from
Forris, the Americen embesssdor in Tokyo, thot such en

ut in casver to a

=

understending might be possible,

sugestion that he should heve prelimincry discuscoions
with Butler Wright, counsellor of the Anericon cmbessy,
Hordinge, who wes consclous of Curzon's attitude, replied
thet Wellesley 'Better wait for the present! 0o

Eerly in June the Chinese Foreirn Cffice issued s

prcos communique which conteined 2 histeoricol review of
he inglo-Jepenese sllience ond its conscguences for
Cunine., The communique voiced the cleim thet os Chine
wos @ member of the Lesgue, for she waes o signatory to

he Austrien treesty, srticle 10 of the roposcd League
covenont would preclude & renewsl of the sllisnce on
the grounds thet Chins's territorisl integrity hed to
be respected.66 Algton believed thot much of Chins's
apitotion egeinst the sllisnce embodied ¢ penuine feeling
thot itc renewal would condone Jepen's post poliey o
Chins. Hc meinteined thet Americon residents in Chins
were inciting enti-Jspsonese sentiments ond their motives
werc partly expleined by Americon commercisl interests
being in opposition to the sllience,

In Tokyo Eliot's enthusissm for the continustion

of the gllience hsd not diminished, ond he referred to
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tlie osgistonce which Jepen hed renderced 5o vllies

67

1

Quring the war, Eliot renged cver the iox costern
sivaation end ergued thet Sritein wooll LUe iu 8 wetk
porliion in the eesst if in @ future conflict Jopen were
o Lhe opposite side, He concluded by erguing tret

even 1f Japen were discrimineting speinst Dritisi treding
interests there wes something to be ssid from thne
dJupcnece point of view, Sir Lyre Crowe, permcacnt
assistont under-secretery of state, wee of the opinion
thot Eliot's dispeteh cerried conviction, but Curzon

[N

i

orpued thet it wes 'e good stateucns of e cus
guys little or nothing sbout Chinz or indis'. This

wos undoubtedly sn sccurste reflection, for bliot

seened oblivious of Chine's existcnce.

As the summer progressed Alston, the aewly sppointed
Dritish minister et Peking, emerged ss onc of tie nost
octive opponents of the Anglo-Jepencsc ellisncc, and
greeter concern for Chine beceme one of hiig principel
~uide lines. It is interesting tc note thst uvhen
.lston wes serving in the Forcign Office in 1915 snd
the first four groups of Japsn's fomous twenty-one
denends beceme known, his resctions were tiet the
Joponese 'were moving to sssert exclusive control over

hine but the opportunity wes vrovided for discussing

matters in & friendly feshion and perhops reeching
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gce vosis for future co-orcration'. < ortly ofterwerds

;on prepered 8 memorendum wnich iecorniced:

v
*_.)
4]
-
Q

'thet Jepen wes bound bo recelive gome
compensetion /for her wor efiortg/ but
Britsin must sct coutiously, "..11 thot
we cen do is to hedge wer LT iuato
chennels where Lritish intcrests or
lesst affected, snd cndcevour to preveng
her closing those chonnels oltogcther',.
Alston warned that Americcn opinion
could be eliensted by Jepzn's cction

—~

ond this might recoil on Lrit:in.' 68
ilston's attitude towerds Jepen berwn to herden shortly
ofterwerds, but he hed remsined in fovour of T.e con-
vinvotion of the sllisnce,

Within o few wmonths of Lis crrivel in icking,
however, Alston's ettacks upon Jopenr beceue Lisrsher,
oad he srgued thet 'The only wey Lo ruogein the confidence
of the Chinese ond the rest of the world is Yo lsy the
sxe ot the root of the present policy of Jepon in Chine
whlch is deep rooted in the grest injustice of the 21
Deuonds of 1915.'69 Alston mave cousidersble detsils
of Jopon's edvences into Chine snd tue unfoir trsctices
in which Jepen hed indulged, end steled thot v bLasic
question wos whether Uritsin wes To rccognisc these
advences or imsist upon e return to souethiag like the
pre-1914 situetion, The sllisnce, olston cloimed, hed
foiled to protect Chine from the oggression of one of

tue perties to it, end one-sided comuercisl agreeuents
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i fovour of Jepsn hed been concluded ot Chine's expense.,
; was true thet it wee difficult to accord councessions
co Uhine owing to ner internel cheos, but «lston qgueried
Lhow for China's disorders could vo sttributed o the
i.ovrisues of Jepen,

Juring the summer of 1920 Algbon visited the
Unived ~tebes, ond while in Weshingbton hc dined with
Qewe biorris, the Americen embesscdor vo Jopen, end B.
Colby, whe bed replsced Lensing sec the dumericen secretery
oi stote, snd Alston emphasised the neced {or a cloce
Anglo-dSexon policy for the fer eost.7o lorris sgreed
ond. ste.ed thet he would do 8ll within his power to work
for such @ policy. Alston elso sew J. lecliurrsy, hesd
oif the smericen fer esstern burceu, end voth uwen egreed
Yhicu the policlies of their respective countries hed
Lecone discredited in recent yecrs.  Americon discredit
Lud resulted from the unfulfilled hopes which her states—
uen ned groused regording sid for Chins, while 8ritein's
dlscredit hed erisen from her war tiue counituents
uvnich ned bound her to gupport Jepsn. Alston con=-
cludcd his report by steting thet the United Stotes
woo incensed st ¢ Japsnese propossl to occupy the
nortvhern pert of oekhelin, & RKussion~zeld islond off
tlic east coest of Asis, s8s Japen eventuolly did in the

outum of 1920 efter & messacre of Jopsnese soldiers snd



civilisns 8t Nikolaievsk.7l

While Alston was in Auerice o porlisnentory
miesvion ssked whether Jspeon was not teking odvoenvee
of the militery situstion in Chino 5o discrimingte
oroingt foreign commercisl interests ond tlhereby under-
rnine the 'open door' nolicye. In considering: whet reply

of the for eastern denzrtuent

should be delivered Bentinck/sgreed ti.ct Jepen had
violsted the princivle of equsl opportunities for trede
in ohine which wes specified in the rcemble of the
»1y;lo~Jopenese sllisnce, In such circuustonces,
Denbinek ergued, & non-committal reply 'would Le 8 good
thing', @nd lellesley agreed.72 The roply vhich wes
delivered steted thet if snd vhen nesotisticas for tho
rencwel of the sllisnce begsn the points which the
.vestioner had reised would be Egiéigtgn mind, This
reply must heve been considered es at leost ¢ minor
gffront to the Jepenese government, vut it is question=-
eble whether 1t wss sufficiently sbion; to be on cncoursge-
nent to tkhe Chinese.

when Alston returned to Chins from Americs he
denied thet he wes snti-Jepenese, but he continued his
comzents by meking some sharp remerks sbout Jopen's
policies in Chinse.’? He eriticised the United Stetes
for having been flebby snd uncertsin, but aAlston placed

all bopes for the future peace of the for esst upon
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Armlo-Ancricen cooperstion, Vithin the Jomaism Office,
Lowcvaer, there were doubts concerni-~ o zutcoted

2 lo=Linericen policy, end Crous, -ermonent under—
secrctory of stete, bersely comosented Lthot o wizhied he
coull shere anlston's 'robust foith in SAucricon co-

ion in Chine or elsevhere!. Aohbon=Tretlidin

cuonca thob Jepen would never coazent So sive up her o
coivlon in south Menchurie ead the Ldivotwy; seninculs
¢l o do so wes like esking 20itodin S sive un liong
L e Denvinck mednteined thet oivoin conll nob seb
concnn to revert to the pre-1915 sicuovion cad Uhis hed
veen steted publicly, but bLentinci: fclt thel to egse
tho cituetion the restorstion of Lei-hei .c¢i to Chine
sthould be considered, if on internoviorol cogreencnt
concerning Chine were thousht poscible, “entinck believed
tlhiet Chine should be comsulbed bul shie 'oiould not be
i.wited to become v rarty unless ond uvabll Loerics has
Locowe one'a
slston's visit to the United Steotes erouscd onecu—-
levien concerning whet the smericon ond Lritiih sovern—

;ents were plenning in reference to Jouain, An grticle

o~y A SR | s K 5 :
cpreored in'The Times', end e cqucction wes nubt down in

St s ~m 6 T . ’ - r AL .
the house of commons.7 Bentinci: crsued thet aothing
shculd be seid to erouse Jepen': tuspicions bthict ony

chenge of policy wes contemplsted, end thc porlicmentoery
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rculy merely confirmed thst Alston hed uet members of
the dumericen government, Jepsnese gsuspicions were,
howevcr, eroused, end Negui, the Joponese chorgd,
Questioned tentinck in on interview at the Foreign
Uffice. In reply to enquiries concerning policy,
Dentinek replied thet the British government 'hed not
lost sight of the fsct thet we were 8llies of Jepen',
oud tuat both countries were vitslly interested in all
wotters effecting the fer east.77 tic continued by
proising the Anglo~Japsnese consulbtotions which hed teken
place regerding Jepen's sctions in Siberis ond 'l told
him the Americen press hed issued greetly exeggersted
reports sbout Sir Belilby alston's visit to Weshington
+s. Uir Negai eppeered to be saticfied e.s'

slmost s week esrlier Lordinge, the permsnent under-

0

secretary of stete, hed informed Chindas, tue Jupenese
onbassodor in London, that the United Stetes had invited
Lritein to meke Jjoint representaiions in protest sgsinst
vpen's sctions in Sekhelin, but that Dritein hed dec-
lined to do so. Not unnsturslly, Chinde thenked iHordinge

warmly.78

But Alston hed slrcady inforuwed tue foreign
secrctory of the Americen dislike of tue Joponese
proposals concerning Sekhslin,79 and therefore Hordinge's
rcusrks to Chinds were scercely helpful to Anglo-Amcricen

rclotions, With Jepen's sctions in Chine becoming more
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menacing to Britein's interests one wy argue thet
..lston's efforts to improve cooperstion with the United
States should heve received better support. If Alston's
sctions were contrary to the eims of the British govern-
ment it is difficult to see why he wes nol rebuked,
ond one must conclude thet the situstion whereby Alston
could pursue one line of policy while llerdinge pursued
cnother reflects some of the uncerteinties in British
thinking concerning how Japen could e retsined as sn
ally, but her sctions be restricted, This dilemma is
oppsrent in the reesoning of Bentinck, who wes 8
supporter of the Anglo-Jspenese ellience but believed
thot 'We must be cereful thet the wording of tle new
[raglo-Jepenesg/ Treety does not in any wey oppesr to
senction Jepen's temporery position in Tsingteo end
Shentung'.ao
In mid-August the Jspenese governuent finelly
replied to Curzon's note of December, 1919, which hsd
compleined of discrimination sgeinst British commercisl
interests, but the Jepsnese reply wes considered unsetis-
factory. H. Fox of the Depsrtment of Oversess ‘‘rede
arcued thet becsuse the Jepsnese had no asnswer to
Curzon's cherges they were compelled to resort to
generclities sbout their policies which were divorced

8l

from presctice. In e further report J, Prett, the
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cousul generesl at Tsinsn, referred to his dispetch of

Junuery, 1919, end then describved the continued expension

o~

of Jspenese interests in Shentung, tur wide deg

drug; peddling, end the increese of econonmic di

rree of

SCI il

instion egeinst Britsin. Pratt cnclosed 8 report from

{lea, Archer, vice=consul et Tsingteco, whicl geve

-

As the summer drew to its close Jorden, U

o most

detolled sccount of Jepen's discriminetor; ectious.

e former

ninister et Peking, snd Wellesley of the for cestern

depoitnent, wrote seperste memorsnde urglan tue drestic

nodificotion of the Anglo-Jdepenese slllonce,
arsued tuet:

'The independence znd integrity of
Chine end the principle of equel
opporsunity ... 8re in e for nmore
unsteble ond unsstisfactory stote
today then they wer. so:ic twonty
yeers 8go ... @2nd it would not be
difficult to show that the sllisnce
hes been largely responsible for
this result, 83

While Jorden egreed with the need for greoter

with the United Stetes he doubbed ihether the

Jorden

cooperation

Americons

would egree, In the circumstences Jdordon felt thet

the Zritish government should send identicol notes to

the United Ltates end Jepen steting the proble

ns srising

from Americen-Jspenese mutusl antipethy and ursing the

need for on Anglo-Americen-Jepsnese a;rcencnt,
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ellesley edvoceted thet oritoin's mein line of

actlon should be direct negotiations with Jopea when

[0

thic British government should seelr the drestic revision
¢ orticle 156 of the pewsce tresty which trunsferred
vomiuer Germen rights in Shentung To J&pon.84 Even if
suci o policy were unsuccessful, Wellesley argued, it
wculd be evidence of Britein's desire to redresc the
wrongs resulting from the sactions in which Sritein nad
Leen Bsund end would help to restorc Britein's reputetion
Lfor Justice.

ln such @ complex situstion it wes herdly sur-
»rising thet Curzon, the foreign secrotery, should
onnounce the setting=-up of 2 specicl comuittee to con-
sider the Anglo-Jepenese slliance, ond it wos goucwhat
gicnificent thet he should follow such ¢n snnounceuent

by esking for exemples of Jepsnesc pe*fidity.as

Brityin, Chins snd the Leegue of liniions

the continued unsetisfsctory ottitude of Japen
towords British commercisl interests ond Chins neces-
siteted the meking of stetements which reflected publicly
upon Sritish policy in the fer esst. Jor exumple, 8
petition eddressed to Lord Curzon from the Lssocistion
of British Chembers of Commerce in Chine ond ilong Long

nrotesting 8t Jspsnese discriminetion, received ¢ reply
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vaot boe mettere reised would receive ‘due consi-

<r

Y amy T el
LEYovae

- s 86 . e s . i
deresion’. Hence, it ic feirl; cleer

-

~elolzn governwent wes hesitent, “ubv o further pro-

it ob vepeness sctions echieved & more serisns

co.silerstica of dritish policy, clthouzi no oublic
scoseuent resultved,

iils edditicnel rsrotest wax mede ny Ll.o. Uittle,
¢ .idissiocnery in Chine, who sent Lloyd Georr c 2 zemorzndunm
walch centeined herrowinz deteils of Jansuesc octions
cuci: 85 the unnecessary occupation of Chinese berritory,
ill-trcotuent of Chinese peesentz, the use of Chinese
sud Jepenese criminels to intimide ¢ lew cbiding citi-
nClisy forced losns, heovy texation, gad weny other
irzc;ularities.87 Miles Lempson cf the for cestern
Geportnent consldered thet slthough the memorsadum con=-
Geieed exeggerstlons it hed confirned whet Led elresdy
been lnown ebout Japen's ections. Ile reconuended that
i Yorelgn Uffice should publisi: tl.e wenmorindum ss o
coniidentiel print and this wee dounc, Wellesley, en
assistant*secretary, telieved thet the report wes
vagically eccurete and he comperel the Jopenese behsviour
with the Congo and Putmeyo etrocities. However, o
morc cautious opproech wes urged by ILyre Crowe, who
crpued thet britein should not e eld rcgronsible for

ony Jepenese sbuses becsuse of the sllisence, He
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meintoined thet the pre-wer agreemcnios which Frence and
Geruony hed with Russis in no wey involved dlese
countries in eny responsibiliities for tiuc oibericn
co::vict systen. Curzon, the forci n cecrctory, gsked
to be supplied with copies of ell tuc rclevent pepers,
ond comnewhet sicnificently he wede the point thet
Solfour, 'who is very much concerned ot our &p.erent
portielity to the Chinese cese in ~uontung', ui ht
liite to see the memorendum sent by Little.

Belfour wes in Geneve leadin:s the sSritich dele-
gotion to the first sssembly of tihe Lespuc of iHotious
which convcned in December, 1752C, As the sgscobly
epproached, it wes necesssry to give congideretion to
whot support should be eccorded to Chine should che
roice her complsints‘against Jopan concerning whantung.
The Chinese minister for foreign effeirs wes reported
og soying thet ss Inglsnd, Frence ond 1T9ly were
olrcedy pledged to support Japsn ot Gcneve, China's
cose wos hopeless, but most of the officicls ot the
Forcign Cffice denied the existencc of eny such pledge.
licvertheless the situstion wes deliccte for, as C,J.5.
llurst, @ legel sdviser, srgued, Iritein could herdly
support Japen on the issue of Shentun; ¢t the pesce
conference 2nd then oppose her on bhe genme wmotter so

shortly sfterwards.88 Hurst thouzht thet it would be
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wiser to oppose Japsn on the grounds thet Jupeon had
continued to meke difficulties for the Sritish dominions
to obloin possession of foruer Gernon islonds end thus
nad feiled to honour her obligetions Ho the =neece
trcoty. Bentinck, 2 member of the for ecast depsrt-
aent, was of the opinion thet no pledre hed been ziven
to sunnort Jspen before the Lesgue, ond wvhile he thoupht
thict 1t wes not conclusive thoet Dritein could only
onnogse Jepen becsuse she hed not Lienpt her nort of the
nceoce tresty bergein, he felt thet the pointc roised by
Timrot chould be kept in mind., F. Achton-Gwatkin, e
first secretery, nrgued thet article 20 of the Lcague
covenont precluded the possibility of such 2 pledse to
Juepcnn ond he thought thet the Chinese minister was
fighing for en indicetion of Britein'c sititude., As @
result @ reply wes sent to Clive steting thot olthough
the Dritish government were pledred to supnort Jepean's
cleims regerding Shentung et the Peace conference they
were under no such obligetions before tie Learue.

Chins continued to press for on indicotion of the
Britich sttitude end interviews took plece in both
Peling end London,  When Clive, the counsellor of
the cnbessy 8% tciking, reported thot he Lol been
questioned further, Miles Lempson srgued thst the metter

woes complicated end owing to her »ast wpolicies Dritein



£
et
\n
»

woos net ¢ free ajent. Lenmgoa cbosod oo vil.cee
woosionsg were eroused b e whibte lice? over Lludwl
Gaw a1t would be unwise to SRR rioi My ¢ Loycout
ol witvish juods el incurummg furcocr waliesc Glg-
oporovel 1f Chine roised the ~hontung Locue ¢o Geoaevae
'Uven admitting thuet our ection of 1917 weo dictoted Ly
milicery necessity, «.. it hes certoinly redounded bto
ouxr navionel discredit.'89 Wellegley nede ¢ curong
ccoe opelinst Jepen end in unequivocol terms lic coudemned
the Lhontung settlement ss 'o grave injustice to Chins',
lic oruew bhat the restitution of soverci n riguts
without economic rights wes ¢ were cuphemism, ond
concluded by saying thet while Britoin hah cndcavoured
to cradicete irredentism from Europe she had sown its
sccds in Agis on en slmost unprecedonted sceles A
rother cryntic comment from Curzon ststed thet he Led
net thie problems before, end 'I weg the only percon in
Cebinct whe oppoced the decision of Eeb. 191, which wss
stroicly urged by Mr Bslfour'.

~ze, the Chinese minister in London, cclled upon
wjr¢c Crowe 8nd steted thot the Chianesc governucnt
rccoynised thet Britein hed been coumpellied to support

copen's clelus et the pesce conlereuncc, iHowever, Chine

v

thougsht tiet such obligetions should not impede sritein's



choicc of ection at Genevs, but Crowc peve sn cvesive

90

rcplye. Ls e result of the reprecsentetions end

deliberstions instructions were sent to the British
delegotion in Geneve thet are such & rcflection upon
British policy thet they deserve & full quotetion,

'After reviewing 811 the circum=-
stences snd heving regerd to scunt
considerstion given to Chine's case
8t Verseilles in 191S¢, it will be
Justifieble to cleim iibertx of
sction should the question coue up
for discussion before the Leogue.
You should be coareful thercfore to
svoid eny sction which might be
construed es committing us to
support of eny srguments Jopen msy
now adduce.,

'Our pledge to Jepon in 1817

end sction et Verseilles in 1219 es

they were dictsted by necessity

heve undoubtedly affected British

prestige in Chine very odversely.

We must &void any sction colculated

to prevent Chins frou et lecest ob-

telning the feir hesrins telore

the League to which she is in equity

entitled,"
The instructions were initislled by both Curzon snd
Crowe end were therefore mesde with hizgh Britis: suthority.

However, if British sctions in 1917 ond 1919 were

dicteted by the necessity of honouring treety obli-
gotions to Jaspen it is difficult to understand why
Britoin had trested Chine so coldly during the pesce
scttlement negotistions. On & number of occasions

Britoin hed refused Chins's requests for interviews,
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concultetions with Chinese rercrecentotives hod Leen
con oretively rere, end Britein hed foiled to nclke ony
oicescions to Chine regerding ber comzercicl, terri-
toricl, ond extreaterritoricel ri~htr, Such actions were
‘not dictated by Jepan but hed resuliz=d fron as escments
thot in the existing situstion in Chine it wos in
Szritein's mein interests to edont cuch tectlceco. Cne
mey oudme thet Curzon wes trying to bleme Jepon too
auch for the shortcomings of British policy, ond it
nust be stressed thet slthoush Curzon wos edvoccting o
oir hevring for Chine, he waes not grgulng for o
reversel of the Shentung settlement which hed been
demended by China,
Hordly surprisingly Curzon'c instructions broucht o
noried reoction from Henkey end Dolfour who were both
in Geneve.  Henkey, who head ployed ¢ leading role in
the “hentung settlement of April, 1€19, stronmly denied
thot nt consideretlon wes given to the Chinesc cose
ot Verseilles. On the contrary, he strcssed the point
thet therc were seversl meetinss ot which Chirece snd
Jooinese delegetes werc hesrd 8t ;root lengtu.gl
Delfour wes very indipment, end he or-ued thet Curzon's
instructions supgested thet any modificotion in the
whontung settlement must teke the form of throwine over

the Jeponese end withdrswing Pfrom the position Britein
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hod odopted in 1917 when Jepen's assistsnce wus cone

92 Bslfour steted thoit nc wos ot e

sidered vitsl,
lose 8s to how such @ reverssl of policy could ve
jusivified for even if Britsin's prestige had declined
in Chine since 1917, such 2 reversel of policy could
only be followed by @ decline in prestige in Jepen,
ite did not sgree thst only scent considerction wes
siven to the Chinese cese at Verscilles end he then
wenlt on to sk for ‘eny srrengements uede in Foris in
1$1S which sre not conteined in the printed treaty o..'
lie slso esked for sny informetion witli regord to tne
nisuse whicn Japen hed mede of her treety riphtse

The fect thet these questions were put must be
judged extrsordinsry for on the first query Selfour
hed been 8 lesding perty to the supplementery April
agrecnent concerning Shentung which wes often referred
to os the 'Belfour settlement' thst wes purposely not
written into the tresty of Verssilles, in e conver-
sation with the Chinese delegote Wellington Koo, Baliour
himcelf hed specificelly referred to the exclusion of
{he supplementsry settlement from the »Hrinted treaty.93
fhroughout the peece tresty negotivtions Lelfour hed
been in Feris os e lesding British delegoie while ue

rcteined the office of foreign secrectsyy, Therefore,

if there hsd been eny errengenent os suggested by Belfour
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o most peculisr constitutionel developucnt would heve
been revesled. It is true thet wbeliour hed cezced to
be foreign secretery in October, 19014, but he beceme
lord president of the council shortly sfterwords, end
for him to go to Genevs to lead the Dritish delegetion
unawere of the growing evidence of Jdepan's sctivitics
in Chine must @¢lso be considered strangec.
Lompson mede 8 detesiled case s-einst Bolfour's

o4

srcunents. He steted thet it wes escentiel thet
dritein's sctions et Geneve should not be prejudiced
by ony pest sgreement with Jepon, and if the Shentung
issue were reised the British delegetion should be
syupathetic to sny propossls which the Chinese delegites
night moke which could leed to & settlcment rether then
teke sides in &n srgument, It wes possible thet Jepen
would strive to prevent Chine from geining © heéring,
but there should be no sction on the nert of tho British
delegotion to support such sn exclusion, Upon the
point concerning Jepen's pest record in Chins, Ismpson
wos somewhet scething end he etteched & number of
wenorsnde end reports with the comwent thet, 'If Mr
Buolfour could efford the time to reed thcse documents,
they mey perheps afford him the matericl hLe desires.'

it wes sdmitted by Lempson thet Belfour wes in o -

very strong position to Jjudge whether Chino's cuse had
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weceived scent considerstion in Porig, liecvertheless,
Lemmeon ergued thet, 'there is ¢ strons opinion in meny
well-informed circles thet Chinc's crruments did not
[fampson's'emphasi§7 receive the ceongiderction they
degscrved gt the hends of the Council of rour; n the
focts, Chine's arguments certsinly secn strong.'
‘ellesley ergued thet whetever the lemel strength’
of Chine's case wesg it could not be goinscid thet
Sritoin liquideted her debt to Jopon in Chinese currency.
ile coatinued by steting thet Britein wes feced with The
evils of either bresking fsith with Jepen, or Chine,
snd thet each alternetive wes undesirgble,  iever-
theless, ss the basrgein with Jespoen should never hove
been mede, Wellesley fevoured resching wsgreement with
C’;zina.g5 Eyre Crowe egreed in substonce with Lompson

thwt fresh ettempts should be mode to stert Sino-

Jopeonese negotietions, snd Crowe mede the point that

ey

oponr should be encoureged to see thebd she had more to
goin from reaching an agreement with Chins wiEREN® then from
incisting upon her treety rights. owvever, if there
vyerce o clash between the two countries Crowe thought

thet Sritein hed to redeem her pledse to cepon, but
Britoin might use the renewsl of the anslo-

allionce 8s & wespon to induce Jopen to modify her

demicndsSa
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do these lengthy deliberstions Curzon mede one of
ic well known blue pencilled comucnbo, 'I ew still
niov culbe clear what pepers it is proposed to scad Go

-

iir e 1lfour. I em afreid thet 1t it uscless to unload
¢ lhcovy bateh upon him.'96
When the Lesgue Assembly finelly met, VWellington
Koo, on behalf of the Chinese delegction, steted thet
c1lthoush he was not going to roise issues concerning
Chine immediestely he would do so @t o morc vppropriete
timc.97 llence, it mey be Jjudged thet 21l the ergu-
roabs concerning the sssembly were bub o storm in @
Clincse tes-cup. But the exchanges nust be Judsed
iupcortent for revesling the division of opiniouns
anon; both Forelgn Office officisls ond betwecen Curzon
oud elfour. Obviousiy, by the sutmmn of 1920 most
hed ed second thoughts upon the Jjustice of the
Shontung scttlement of 1919 snd thet Chinoe hod been
treeted rether shebblly, However, with the close of
1920 there wes no clear wey forwerd envisaged whereby
Dritein could modify her policy to Chine vwhile remsining

fricnds with Jepsn snd the United Stetces.
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ror deveils of the Anglo-dipunese allisnce of
1011 see Lowe, pp. 40=50,. IT tl.e sllionce were
to be terminsted by 1921, eiticr country hed to
serve notice by 1% July, 1920, Otherwise the
agreement would remain {n force subject to 12
months' notice of terminetion. But if either
country were involved in 2 wer the ellience would
rema2in binding until the ernd of gcuch hostilities,
See article VI, lbid,, p. 50.

See pe 168-75 above.

Jordsn to Curzon, 14-10-191S D.b.¥.k.I (VI),
pPp. 777=%.

Por @ review of Anglo-Chinese rclotions in the
1920s see Foreign Office memorsndum, &=1-193C,
D.B.F.P.II (VIII) pp. 1“26.

These events took plsce in the spring of 1220,
Survey of Internetionel Affgirg, 1025, Ii, p. 312,

Ii Chien-nung, ppr. 323-7.

Jorden's report of e tour which he uede to the

mein Yengtse ports snd the three politicel centres
north of the river, 22-11-1919, D.B.F.P.I (VI)

pp. 847-56. Only R,H, Clive, of the for esstern
department commented upon Jordeon's report, when

he egreed with Jordsn's gssescsment of the influence
of Shentung, 16-1-1020 F.C. 371/3G96 /I70011)/.
Ibid,s Pp. 848-9,

Ibid., pPp. 849-50,

Freser to Jorden, 19-1-1920 F,0., 405/208 /[p. ZIAIX/.
Jorden to Freser, 23-1-1020 F,0. 405/202 /p. x1i/.
For & deacription of the problems of Shenhei see

Lompson to Foreign Office, 7-6-1020, D.B.i',P.II
pp. 6841.

Jorden to Curzon, 29-10-1929, F.0, 371/3696 /I64864/.
See pe. 214-18 above.
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Curzon to Alston, 1-9-1919, F.U, %71/3691 /I2%9257.

Devis (U.S5, embassedor in London, to Sccrohory of

Reinsch to Secretary of Stote, 7-9-1919, Ibid,,
PD. 4834,

secord by lleclesy of s convers:.ion with de Flcurieu,
29«-9-1919, D,B,F,P,I(VI) p. 7%7. Lencing to Dovis,
11-10-1919, F,R.U,8.1, 1912, p. 495,

alston to Curzon, 8-10-191¢, Tilley's minube
13-10-1919, F.O. 371/3691 /140187/.

Ionsing to Morris (U.S, smbassador iu Toliyo)
6=-11-1919, ¥.R.U.S.1I, 1919, p. 500,

British embessy to Depertuent of Stete, 29-10-191°,
Ibid,, p. 499,

Curzon to Grey, who wes H.i., sulassoedor Lxtro-
Ordinery' 25"10"1919’ DQBQFQL'QI(VD, PhLe 801=-2,

Record of conversstion between LeoxMuller ond liagsi,
Jopsnese counsellor, 1-11-1917, D.5.r.P.I (VI)
P 815.

Jorden to Curzon, 24-1-1920, J.5.¥.i.1 (VI)
p. 966,

Alston to Curzon, 31-10-1919, Einutes_by Clive aand
MoxMuller, 4-11-1919, F,O. 371/3G91 /Tus222/.

JaJs Abbott, vice-president of tune Continentel ond
Comiiercisl Trust snd Sevings Bonk of Chicomo, to
J« MgcMurrey, chief of the Americen for eastern

Curzon to Grey, 6-11-1919, lexluller's minute,

3-11-1919, F.0. 371/3691 [I47970/.

Lonsing to Devis, 11-10-1919 g FoR.U.Sepp. 493-7.
UsS. memorendum to Jepen, 28-10-1919) I, 191G pp.497-9.
Grey to Curzon, 13-11-1919, F,0, 57175581 ﬁ5168§.

Curzon to Alston, 20-11-1919, I
PPe 830-43,
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Jorden to Curzon, 4-12-1919, r,0, 571/3092
(1773327 .

ialston to Curzon, 18-12-191S, ioxluller's
ninute, 20-12-1919, F,0. 371/30C2 [I63521/.

Jorden to Curzon, 9-1-1920, D.:Z.¥.1.I (VI)

Pp. 025-6.,
Jorden to Curzon, 12-2-1920, F,0. 371/7092 /17879674
Curzon to Jorden, 1l6-2-1520, .0, 571/5082,

/1799807 .

lidnute by I's Ashton-Gwatkin, 19-2-1520,

F.0. 371/3692 [179830/.

Por liorrison's views on Jepen see Peorl, pne 331-2,

Herdinge to Alston, 21-4-1920, ,B,7,7,I (XIV)
De 12,

Memorendum from Jepenese eubessy (Jashington)
to Depsrtment of Stete, 8-~-5-1920, LY.ui.U.8.1,

Clive (counsellor st embessy, feling) to Curzom,
D,B,F, P, I(XVI), pp., 143-4; Curzon to Clive,
19-11-1520, ibid,, p. 179.

Surve f Internstionel Affoirs, 1020-3, p. 451,

~ee footnote 29 sbove,

Alston to Tilley, 7-10-1919, D.3.F.2.I (VI),
pp. 761-9.

Ibid,, DDe 765-9.

Report of Brigedier-Generel 'Joodroffe, militory
attuche 8t British embessy, Tokyo, 5-10-1¢1%,
' 2adl s PP 772"'50

'‘Japenese Policy ot Tsingtso' Freeis of certein
Reports', 25-11-1919, Curzon's ninutc, 27-11-151%.
llemorsndum wes drswn up by loxluller, ©-12-1913,
F.0. 371/3696 /160794/.

British memorendum, 13%-12-1C19, Ibid,
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. lston to Curzon, 14-12-1717, cumealicer eporoved
.-lston's lengusge snd szid Curzon could teke up
the 1ssues with_the Jgpeonese orbesgedor, 17-12-1919,
F.0. 371/3696 /161981/.

47, Cyurzon Lo Alston, 30-12-1U10, eu. 37L/50696
1%65597 . -

%%, Jorden to Ourzon, 13-1-102%, A.0.0.0.T. (VI),
PP 935’50

&9, Letter from Tilley to Alston, 11-12-15130,
D.B.F.P.I. (VI), n, 880.

£

50, Jgrden to Curzon, 23-10-1010, F,0, %71/3539
J1us345/,

$le Curzon's minute (N.D,), Ibid,

52, GCurzon to Jorden, 26-11-1919, #,0, 371/3689
56077/ .

5%, Jorden to Curzon, 4-12-1910, 7,0, 371/3700

[159391/ .

54, Note from Chinese minister to Curzon, 56-12-1919,
I'Hnutes by Tilley, Herdinge ond Curmon, 5=12-1919,
F.0, 371/3689 [/160537/.

55 Curzon to Jorden, 1l=8-1919, DeB.i'slel (VI),
np, 654-6, See footnote i, ~ GO,

“%. See ph, 307-9 below,

57. Record of conversetion between Tilley and Sse,
3=2=1920, Curzon's minute, 5-2-1920, Tilley's
ninute, 6-2-1920, D,B,F.P.I (VI), ~-, 97G~7,

5. FYoreipnm Office letter to Indis Officec, O-4-1920,

Hu,  LeHe NishA'Japan end the ending ol the anglo-
Jepenese Allisnce!, conteined in Studies in Inter-

na%ignal Histo§z, eds. K, Bourne snc 0,0, Vett
ndon), 1967), p. 372.

(0. Foreign Office Memorsndum, 28-2-1020, Curzon's
minute insisting on emendnent ., L-5>=1920, butb
dete of memorendum remsined unchonged, Fa0O.

371/5358 (1997 .
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Geddes to Curzon, 30-4-12020, v xroun's uinute,

20-5-1920, F.0. 371/535° [£297.
Cliot to Curzon, 8-6-1¢20, #,0., -71/5350 [IuCz/.

Curzon to Eliot, 25-7=1000, Wew.i.i.I (.iV),
DPe 74=5.

lemorendum by Wellesley, 1-0-1070, Peoesesed

Herdinge's minute (L.D.) ibid,, ». 3C.

ilston to Curzon, 8-6-1020, I',C. %71/5:60 /18347,
see also orticle in Chinese neusne cew 'wel I dih
TPoo', 12-6=1920, Dedsierel (uIV), pne 54%=0.

uliot to Curzon, 17-6-1220, siinubes by crowe,
Blrfé}ﬁzo end Curzon 1-8-132C, F.C. 571/5%G0
[1559/

Lowe, pp. 229-30.

?gmors dum by Alston, July, 1920, F.0, 371/530)
1

783/
alston to Curson, 1-8-1920, F.C. 371/5%12 /I7407.

survey of Internstionsl sffeirs, 1920-23, p. 441,

Bentinck's minute, 24-7-1020; orlienentory reply,
29-7-1920, F,0. 371/5360 4i€6;7?

Memorendum by Alston, 1=-8-102C, UsBeielsl (a1V)
l)p [ 81-6 .

Crowe's minute, 9-8-1920, ibid., ©. 3G,

ishton-Gwe tkin's minute, 20-8-1920;  Beptinck's
minute, 17-56-1920, F.0. 371/53°0 Li?aﬁ?.

'Timés‘, 30-7-102C3 Bentinck's nminute G=8«1770%

pgrligmentery reply 10-3-107C, F.C. 271/5712

479/ .

ngorﬂndum by Bentinck, 24-0-1 70, f,u. 371/5312
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Recggd by Herdinge, 18-8-1S20, D.5.0.-61 (LIV)
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Bontinck's comments on @ psmphlet, The rroblem
f the hsnglo-Jdsponese Allisnece, 751-C-1020,

rett to Cllve, couns ellor of cnbescy, +oking,
—9-—1G archer's report, »0-5-1820, f.C.
371/53%21 426457

Hemorgndum by Jordenm, 24-8-1320, F,G, 371/5360
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L.emorendumn by Wellesley, 1-0-1020, seie¥o.il.l
S,LIVZ, Pg,. l "'llo

Curzon to Eliot, 21-10-1920, D.l.f.. oI (.IV),
DDe 158-9; Curzon to Cllve, 25=10-1720, ibid,,
p. 162,

Z% uﬁ by Bentinck, 7-9-1920, F.0. 371/5370
88

Little to Lloyd George, 22-10-~ 1“?0; ulnuLC“ by
Lsmpson, 4-11-1920, Wellesley, 20-11-1.20, Crowe
end Curzon, 20-11-1620, F.O. t1/5301 [2o1g].

liinute by Hurst, 1l4- 9-1,(u' Yeatincez'c ninute,
15-9-19¢O Ashton-Gwatkin's rminute, 14-9-1020,
F.C, 371/=521 /20877 .

Clive to Curzon, 2-11-1920; Linutcs by Lempcon,

wellegley and Curzon, 10— 11- -1.20, F,0. 371/5321
[7297] .

linute by Crowe, 12-11-1920; Curzon cnd Crowg's
instructions, 24-11-1%20, ¥ O. 371/55¢
G

5
Eﬁgﬁe to Crowe, 27-11-12920, ¥.0. 271/5321
Bolfour to lienkey, 26-11-1020, ibid,

See p. 209 above,
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Minute by Lempson, 1-12-1520, ¥,0. Z71/5321,
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Iinute by Wellesley, 3-12-1520, ibid.
linutes by Crowe end Curzon, 3-12-1970, ibid,

Stetement by Koo, 18-12-102C, F.0. 405/230,
P 4‘5.
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CHAPTER VIII
'ROACH_OF THE WASHINGTON COWFERENCE, JANUARY o

OCTOBER, 1921

The Shentung question hed lein dorment for nesrly
the whole of 1920, but in 1921 it sgein becsme on
importent issue, especielly when proposels were 8ccepted
by nipe powers for en internstionsl conference on far
eastern 8ffsirs snd nevel dissrmsment to be held et
Washington 8t the end of the yesr. Undoubtedly
Britein's fer esstern policlies were concerned meinly
with the Anglo-Jepenese sllisnce snd nevel stretegy,
but es the Weshington conference drew nesr the question
of Shentung hed e msrked influence upon Britszin's fer
easiuern relstions snd lergely determined her policy to
Chine.

It hes been noted thet st the first session of
the Lesgue of Netions in December, 1920, Dr Wellington
Koo, the Chinese delegete; steted thet he would not
prese his country's cleims regerding Shentung on thet
occasion but added; 'We do not weive eny right to which

we mey be entitled.'1

Pogsibly Koo's stetement et
Geneve hed sn influence upon the Jspenese government,
for eerly in 1921 Besron Heyeshi, the Jspsnese smbessador

to Britein, gsve en interview to the London ‘Evening
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Stonderd' in which he denied tuct Jepen was seewdns to
rebolin the province. He stated thot:
'‘The Chinese Govbrnmenb wes requested
neerly 8 yeer sio to meke srrinie-—
ments to commence the neccssery for-
melities for receiving vack the
shentung territory, but unfortunctely
nothing hes been done; so thot,
although tue Japsnese Governuent
meinteins its firm intention to

restore this territory, it is not its
feult thet no progress hos Leen made.'

a . .

oshi continued by sbteting thet it wos Jopen's

policy to support the ‘open-door' in Chine end the
nternetionsl finenciel consortlum,2 and noturelly such

on interview wss noted by the Foreipn Cfficce.

Throughout 1921, Jepen wes dete.mined Vo negoticte
directly with Chine regerding Shantung free from inter-
ference from third pesrties, ond this influenced tie
orpenisetion of the Weshington conference, but ¢t the
besinning of the yesr there were still expecuvtions thet
the League would provide the setting for resolving
Chine's cleims, and this wes cleerly in the nind of
Alsbton, the British minister in Peking, when he reported
upon the current ettitudes in Chinoc.” Alston stoted
thet 1t was clesr thet Chine wes nol »r pered to ebolish
her esteblished policy of pleyiny one foreipm power off

spolnst anotucr, snd thet this wos _orticulerly rcsented
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by the British government '... in view of the loug
record of precticsl work done by British subjects snd
copltsl in Chins to the mutusl benefit of both
countries's. The minister then referred to verious
menifestetions of Chinese mistrust of Britein, snd to
Chine's bresking off negotistions regexrding Tibet.
But Whitehsll replied thet Britein 'hed no intention
of restricting the iiborty of sction of the British
delegetes to the Lesgue of Netions in the event of
the Shentung issue being reised by the Chinese Govern-
ment, in order to ensure Chins's obtsining et leest o
feir hearing ess' Chins, however, wes determined to
obtain fer more then e feir hesring to her clesims for
the restorot;on of Shentung.

Jepen's occupstion of Shsntung fsised two issues
for Britein, nsmely, the influence whieh such occu-
petion had‘npon British interests, especislly in
Tgingtso, and 6f Buch greotér importence, its influence
upon 1nternatibnal ielationl. Complsints sgeinst
Jopenese discriminetion regerding British shipping
prompted Ashton-Gwotkin,-a second secretsry st the
Foreign Ofrice, to ergue thet the Jopsnese were 'orgsni-
celly unfitted to sdminister sny country under en "Open
Door" system, owing to the "very different conceptions

of the functions of Government" entertsined by them'.%
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In the summer of 1921, Lempson, & member of the fsr
eastern depertment, criticised the Jspenese, seying,
'they heve shown both inefficiency and discriminetion

in their sdministrstion of Teingteo, but thet wes only
v 5

whet we knew from éxperience would hsppen’.
Consider@tion of Jepen's edministretion of Shentung

ied to considérstions of her intentions concerning the

future ownership of the proQince. In Februsry,

George S, Moss, ® vice-consul in Tsingtso home on lesve,

submitted e memorendum which Lempson summsrised es

follows:

"The Jspsnese do not mesn to clesr
out of Shentung where they have so
consolideted their position thet

they sre to 8ll intents snd purposes
plented therefor good. He is clesr,
however, thet the only true solution
of the problem is the evscustion of
the Jepsnese gerrison, snd the sbo-
lition of both their military snd
civil sdministrstions. In thelr
plece, he sdvocetes the estsblish-
ment of one single intermationsl
concession under proper internetionsl
municipel Government,.® |

Lsmpson did not egree with Moss'that Britein would do well
to negotiste for » settlemsnt between Chine end Jspen,
ond thought:

'Wo should ges 511 the kicks end none
of the half-gonce from both sides.

The right policy fer us to follow is
to wait upon events, which is possibly
unoriginel, but is certsinly sound in

® metter where nstionsl sentiment on
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both sides is involved snd where our
previous record is sgeinst us.,' 6

Lompson continued by referring to Moss's idee thet
Wei-h@iWei should be surrendered by Britein es en
inducement to Jepen to do likewise to Tsingteo.
But 's.. it 18 not evident why Grest Britein should
buy Chine & setisfectory settlement of the Shentung
guestion st the price of the return of Wei-hai Wei.'
Jorden, the British ex-minister to reking, 8lso
opposed the idess of Moss snd thought thet sny ettempt
on the psrt of Britein to re—open the Shentung question
would only erouse Chinese resentment. Jordan noted
thet Jepen wes enjoying ex-Germsn rights in Shantung,
much to Chins's ennoyence:
'We shered the responéib lity for
the Shentung settleme with the
nited Stetes snd other Powers end
1 see no resson why we should go out
of our wey to court further odium by
. entexring upon independent negotistions.
If the Forls decision needs revision, ss
it certsinly seems to do, the revigion
should be undertsken either by sll the

Powers who were psrties to it, or by
Jspen snd Chins negotisting directly.'

Jordsn concluded by saying thet it wes poséible thet
Jellin¢%on Koo's transfer es Chinese minister to
Britein wes tovfecili£ate srrengenents for direct
negotistions with Beron.Hayashi, but it was‘doubtful

if Chinese public opinion would sllow such developments
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Wellesley, on @ssistent secretery st the Foreign
Office, ogreed with Jorden's conclusions.

A further report upon Jespenese sdministretion,
vritten by 4, Archer, the vice-consul in Isingtaeo,
wves not received in the Foreign Office until Moy,7
andiﬁéwton, o member of the fer esstern depertment
ceme to the conclusion thet Archer's report indiceted
thet sn esrly settlement of the Tsingteo question
wes not snticipsted by the Jspenese. Wellesley
expressed the hore 'thet the Americsns will take up
the Shantung question shortly', !/ishes thet Americe
would exert diplometic pressure concerning sShentung
wereto be repested by Wellesley snd other officiels
severel times during 1921, end it stemmed from s
belief thet becsuse Britsin hed becked Jepsn et Peris
this limited her own renge of sction, for British
policy could not be reversed so quickly.8

Thus, in the first psrt of 1921 both Britsin snd
Jopen were considering the Shentung question egein, end
there cen be no doubt thet if Chins hed heen united
she could heve exerted e msrked influence upon the
situsetion. But extreme disorders in Chins's internel
sffslrs continued, snd ss & result the contemptuous
sttitude of the powers towsrds her persisted. Yet
behind ¢ most complex situstion crested by the
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innumereble wers of the provincisl lesders there

were politicel movements, such ss feders.ism, which

indiceted the potentisl strength of Chinese nationslism

ond possible independence from foreign loans.9
All efforts to estsblish unity within Chins broke

down, end in July wsrfere recomnenced belween the

Anhwei snd Chihli fsetions over the right to control

10 There were slso msrked

the province of Hupeh.
divisions in south Chins, snd eerly in the yesr &
Contonese request for s shere of the revenues of the
Msritime Customs Unlon wss curtly refused.ll Briteln
wss hostlle to Centon, end Alston srgued that there

was no justificetion fer e sepsrste government in the
south,. He reported thst he wes using his influence
with the representetives of the powers to induce then

to work for the re~unificstion of China by supporting
the perliementery reforms proposed bty the Peking govern~-

12 Leter in the yesr southern thrests Lo obtein

ment.
a shere of the customs revenues by force were met with
British proposels for the intermstionel use of gun~boet
tactiqs.13

In the winter of 1920-1921 Chine's internsl dis-
orders led to 8 clesh with Jepen when Chinese bandits

on the borders of Koree leunched s series of sttecks



upon Japenese property, snd oburnt down the Jepsnese

consulete ot Hunchun.l4

This brought sherp reteli-
stion from Jepenese troops, end the subsequent Sino-
Jepenese negotistions to settle the dispute lasted
for six months. E, Teichmen, second secretsry st
the British legation in Peking, recognised thet the
Japonese troops hodfbehaved very bedly, but meintained
thet the Jepsnese hed to protest their netionsls, end
he nleced most of the bleme for the dlspute upon the
Cainese, 'Were & British Consulste to be burned by
bendlts, with Chinese troops stsnding idly by, we should
land bluejsckets, etc, ' 12

Teichmen's srguments were no doubt justified from
the viewpoint of British interests but, es with Alston's
failure to see the need for e southern Chinese govern-
ment, they did not tske eccount of the growing strength
of Chinese netionelism,snd no doubt Britein entegonised
Chinese netionelism when she sought to influence Chine's
internsl effeirs by insisting upon certein conditions
before egreeing to finencisl loons, At the beginning
of 1921, consideretion wes given to :;2 & losn sgreement
o8 & mesns to secure the disbsndment of s number of
Chinese troops, but the propossls were opposed by
Lempson on the grounds thet they were imprecticsble
snd the suggestion wss drepped.l6
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i{ib 8ation

In the post-wsr period, Anglo-Chinese relstions
hed suffered perticulerly from the differences srising
fron the Tibetsn question. For most of the period
che Tibetsn suthorities were precpered to ellow Britein
Yo teke the initistive in relations with Chins, but
in the lste spring of 1921 there were signs thet the
Tibetens were sbout to set indepsndently snd stteck
the Chinese troops on Tibetsn soil. The position
waes delicate for slthough Britsin recognised China's
sugereinty over Tibet, Britsin did not want to see @
lerge scele movement of Chinese troopsa into thst
country., Hence, when the Tibetens threstened unilstersl
militery ection, Wellesley esked the India Office %o
counsel moderegtion upon the Tibeten governuent, urging
them to Xemein on the defensive.)’ Iibetsn militery
gotion could eesily heve inflesmed the situvetion snd
thereby worbened;Anglo-Ohiqese reletions.

Owing to the feilure to obtein en Anglo~Chinese
osgrecment concerning Tibvet, for which Britein blsmed
Chine, Teichmen ergued for e more ective British policy,
especislly since Tibetsn impetience wes growing.
Teichmsn declered thet ',.. we should mske friends
openly snd definitely with the Tibetens ... if necesserily

independently of the Chinese ...'l8  Sportly sfterwsrds
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“eichuman elso ergued thet the exportiug of erms to
Tibet should be sllowed end une cleimed thet libet wes
dc facto en independent country aud thereforc outside
tiic scope of the arms embergo ageinst China. He wes
sware of the dengers of Chinese reactions, but he
thousht thet 8 boycott of British goods could be
gvoided if Britein proceeded tectiully. Of course,
Teichuen's influence ss s second cecretery wes limited,
but his views essumed much greeter importence when
Curzon, the foreign secretsry, steted, 'I heve all
along held this view end heve nevcr sympethised with
F,0, objections which I em gled to see sre et last
beginning to thaw.'l9 However, Curgzon's ettitude
towerds Chine in reletion to Tibet wes slmost certeinly
too touchy.

During the summer the Tibeten question pleyed
little pert in Anglo-Chinese relsiions, but et the
end of August the British government decided to esk
Cuins to resume negotistions for e Tibeten aettlement.ao
The British government's spproech wes nct concilistory
for they threstened thet if negotistions were not
resumed they would negotiete directly with the Tibeten
povernment, As the Washington conference wses so nesr

one must question whether the time wes opportune to

reise such s difficult issue in gsuch s msnner.
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Chine essily svoided the npressure :thich Dritoin wes
seekins to exert by steting thet the extre worlr which
the lWeshington conference entsiled nrevented her from

considering the Tibetsn question, znd che esked thet

the matter be deferred until efter t e confer nce.el

~ut it wes not until the latter half of Getober, ond
Chat

with ill-grsce, Welmme the British jovernment egreed

to ¢© postponement?2

Cagbinet Deliberstions upon the Far Fest

The events releting to the report of the Lritish

government's ed-hec committee to recoriuend upon the
Anglo-Jepenese ellisnce, end the sttempts of the
Conedien government to secure the sllicnce's terminetion
have been described in detsil elsewhere.25 it is,
perheps, sufficient to recell thet Curzon wes not in
fevour of the ed-hoc committee's proposslg to meke the
aAnglo-Jdepsnese ellience & tripertite egrecment which
included the United Stetes, snd thst Lloyd Georse, the
nrine minister, persusded the Cenodien government to
defer sny sction until sfter the imperisl conference
ned et in the sumner of 1921,

The imperiel conference wes due to neet in June
ond et & cobinet meeting st the end of iy the Anglo-

Japenese sllisnce snd the fer eest were exsmined in
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orest detsll snd wmeny points were mede which were of
fundsmental importesnce to Briticsh policy in Ghina.24
Curzon begsn s review of the situstion by prsising the
pest influence of the Anglo-Jepsnesec -8llisnce, stating
thot 1t

‘provided for the preservetion of

the common interests of ell Powers

in Chine by ensuring the independence

end integrity of the Chinese Lmpire

end the prineiple of equzl oppor-

tunities for the commerce snd industry

of #ll nstions in Chins,'
But in view of the inrosds which hed been mede upon
Chine's sovereignty following the formetion of the
sllisnce, such ss the fighting of two foreign wers
upon Chinese territory, Jepen's twenty-one densnds,
and the growth of spheres of interest this cleim wes
specious. One mey slso Jjudge that the criticel com-
ments‘whigh Curzon mede the following October concerning
the 'opgn-door' must cest serious doubts'upon the
sinceritj of his csbinet stetement.25

Curzon continued his review by outlining the

orgunents asgeinst renewsl of the elllience, end he wes
pwere thet the sllience wes sliensting Eritein from
the sympethies of Chine end rendering British tesks in
thet country more difficult. He repegted thet British
policy in Chine hsd slweys been thet of the 'open-door'

ond drew sttention to the developments whereby Chine hed
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tecome on unwieldy end helpless country. Curzon
stressed thet it wes the desire of the British govern-
ment to see Chins built up egein, ‘snd some sort of
cohesion srrived st in thet country'.

At the door of Chins, Curzon srgued, there wes |
Jepen who hed imbibed the Germen spirit of disciplined
ecoression, As Jspsn could not support her growing
populstion it wes neturel that she should look to Chine
for expension, snd Curzon steted that:

‘... he would like to remind his

collesgues of the degree to which,

by her sction in Koree, Formoss,

the Pescedores, Menchurie end

Shentung, Jepsn wes slresdy forming

e ring round Chins.'
But Curgen then srgued for s renewsl of the sllisnce
on the grounds thet it hed been successful, it hed
essiste@ Britein during the wer, there were dsngers of
Jopen becoming involved in s new Russien-Jopenese-Germen
sgreement if she were sbendoned by Britsin, Jepen would
feel slighted, end both Austrelis end New Zeslsnd
fevoured renewel,

Obviously Curzon hed exvmined the situstion very
carefully, but eny sympethy for Chine wes outweighed by
greeter considerstions for Britein's stretegic position

and interests, It must be noted thst Curzon hed

recomnended nothing to sssist his professed desires to
see grester cohesion in Chins,



312.

Winston Churehill, the coloniel secretery snd
nmember of the cabinet, srgued the: the differences of
opinion between Americe and Jspen hsd erisen from the
situstion in Chine snd the different embitions of the
two powers in thet country. He ststed thet 'It would,
indeed, be sn enormous edventege if enything could be
done to get the United Stetes end Jopen to come to some
sgreement,' Churchill then sdvoceted thet en inter-
nstionsl conferenece be held which, it must be noted,
did not contradict Curzon's srguments for the renewsl
of the sllisnce,

The wisdom of Churchill's ergument for Britsin to
support sn internetionsl conference wes questioneble,
for if & mein esuse of the for eastern problems were
Americen-Jepenese rivalry in Chine, Britein yould be
forced to teke sides when the issues were debeted, snd
this wes exsctly whet Britsin did not went to do.
Britein wented to remein friends with Japan, while st
the seme time it wes héped thet the United Stetes would
help to curb some of the.Japanese excesses ir. Chins,
especially in regerds to Shentung, Obviously the
considerstions which hed prompted Curgen to fevour the
Anglo-Jépaneqe 8llisnce did not epply to the United Stetes,
end if & clesh were to have occurred between the United

Stetes and Jepen it wes doubtful if Anglo~Americsn



reletions could hsve borne @ repetition of the situstion
which existed gt Peris without serious repecrcussions
cither to Anglo-Jespenese or Anglo-Americen affasirs

No voices, however, were rsised in the cablnet in
opposition to the suggestion for & conferencc of the
, interested powers. Austen Chomberlein, lord privy
secl, supported the ides thet the conference should be
convened by the president of the United Stetes, while
Solfour, lord president of the council, wsented to see
a combinetion of the Curgon-Churchill propossls:

'He /Belfour/ wes in fsvour of the
renewel of the Allience, tut it should
only be for # short term, and at the
seme time His Mo jesty's 8overnment
ghould sesy thet they wlished to hsve 8
Conference sbout the Pecific, At
different times he hed telked & grest
deel to Lord Grey sbout the guestion,
and the letter hsd slways tsken the
view thet His lMeJesty's CGovernrent nust
be very cereful es to how fsr they tried
to keep Jspsn out of China, It had to
be remembered thst the Japsnese were not
allowed to go to ... 8ny plsce where
there wes » white populstion. It was,
therefore, somewhst unreesonsdle to say
she was not to expsend in & country where
there wes & yellow roece.'

Despite Curszom's clsims regerding his respect for the
integrity of Chine there is no indicetion in the eccount

of the csbinet meeting to suggest thet Belfcur's comments

were unsccepteble. Indeed, such idess were lster

expressed by Curgzon to the Chinese minister.26



In summing wp the discussion of the csbinet, Lloyad
George did so without meking eny reference to China,
and his mein concern wee that by droppiig Jupsn she
nisht turn to e resusciteted Gerusny, The mein con-
clusions of the cebinet were that et the forthcoming
imperisl conference, the British govermmeut should
support e propossl for the president of the United Stetes
Yo convene & Pscific conference, but only efter it hed

been mede cleer to Jepen thet it wes not proposed to

drop the Anglo-Jepsnese ellisnce.

Opposition to the Anglo-Jspsnese slliencec both
widened end deepened in the summer of 1921, Alston
reported from Peking thst the Chinese govermment end
the British legetion hsd received protests from
provinelsl orgenisetions egeinst excluding Chins from
ccnsultetiona should e renewsl of the sllisnce be decided
upon, end there wea telk of ®» boycott of British goods
if Chine's cleims to be hesrd were ignorcd. Alston
elso reported thet it wes cleer thst the United States
legetion wes helping to srouse hostility to the ellience,
end thet & leeding British newspeper in Chins wes
advoceting 8 conference of @ number of powers to reslise

the integrity of Chine end the 'open-door' policy.27?
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Within Britein e perliementary question esked whset

~ina's objections were to the renewsl of The Aunglo-

Q

Japenese sllisnce in its existinc form, end o dreft
reply stated thet Chine objected to sny reference to
herself in & tresty unless she were first consulted.28
But thie dreft which ot lesst indicsted thet Chins
niriht heve 8 velid point for consideretion wes discerded
in favour of 8 formsel reply which stated thet es the
gllisnce wes under review no comment could be mede.

A more sympesthetic sttitude wes sdopted by the
British government in reply to & letter it had recelved
from the Chine Aggocistion in Grest Britein, e body
representing trede end commercisl interests, In o
letter to Curson, the Associetion protested thet the
Anglo~Jeponese ellisnce hed not witnessed the honouring
of the integrity of Chins, snd thet Japesn's sctions hed
been contrer& to the principles of the 'open-door'.

It concluded by seying thet ‘e development of the Jspsnese
Allience into en egreement vetween the four Greet Powers
would do much to consolidete end meintein the genersl
peace of the Fer Eest for meny yesrs to came."?9 The
Associetion's letter wes published in 'The Times' snd

on the following dey the ssme newspsper published o

letter from Wellealey in which the Foreign Office quite



316.

exceptionslly rose to its own defence. ifter referring
tc the importence of the issues which hed been reoised,
licllesley steted thet the British government lied publicly
announced thet the representstions of the Chinese govern-
ment concerning the renewsl question would receive ‘due
cousiderstion et the hends of the Imperisl Csbinet, s
will those of the verious Governments &nd perties cone
cerned' 7 Wellesley then preised the finsncisl
consortium s being & good exesmple of internstional
cooperation, snd he concluded by stesting thet Uhe Chins
Agsocistlon could rest sssured thet its desire fox
greeter internstionel cooperstion in Chins was & metter
Yo which the 3ritish government were fully slive,
Wellesley wes generslly sympethetic towerds Chine,

snd his letter tYo'The Times' wmight be seen ss 8 sequel
to @ memorsndum which he hed written s few weeks esrlier
in which he hed reviewed the far ecsstern situation.al
He steted thet Britein's relstions with Chine were not
satisfsctory, for Britein, like other Luropeen powers
with interests in the fer eest, usd lost prestige es @
result of the wer, end

'eee the sttitude of His Naojesty's

Government over the Shantung question

end the impending renewel of the

Anglo-Jepenese Allisnce sre the two

fsctors moet responsible for the
#lienstion of Chine's treditionsl

sympsthies for this country which is
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finding vrecticel expression in her

truculence snd intractebility over

the Tibeten frontier negotistions.

In gddition she is resentful of the

Consortium policy which in effect

eamounts to & finencial blockade, buc

this is quite unjustifisble.'
Wellesley's memorsndum concluded by referring to the
very reel dengers which existed regarding & boycott
¢f oritish trede.

One may Judge thet Wellesley's letter to 'The Times'
hed two msin objectives. The first wes to cefend the
consortium in which Wellesley believed, but which he
recognised wes not populer in Chine, while the second
was to teke some of the sting out of Chine's criticlsms
of Britein by promieing to consider cerefully Chine's
objections regerding the 2llisnce &nd Shentung. In
the seme dispetch in reference to Jepen, Wellesley mede
the surprising stestement thet spsrt from the renewsl
issue there wes no question which colled for specisl
couuent, 'Anglo-Jepsnese relstions for the psst two
yeers ney be seid to hsve been normel ond to heve under-
gone no meteriel chenge', But in view of the Curzon=-
Chinde exchenges of 1919, end the growing suspicions of
Jopen's motives in Chine, such e remerk must be
questioned,

Towerds the end of June, Sir iucklend Geddes, the



B-itish smbassador in Wsshingbon, reported thelt storlies
concerning the 2lleged attitude of the imperizal con-
ference to the Anglo~Jspsnese alliunce were ccusing
congsiderable Americsn asntipsthy towerds Britain.52
Ceddes elso reported thet it wss common to hesr such @
»eniork 88, 'England hes to meke her cfloice ss to
viiether americe is to be her friend or eneny depending
on wvhether she mekes Jgpen her enciy or friend.'33
»1lmost et the ssme time Lempson reported that the Forelgn
Office wes receiving showers of telegruphic comaunie-
cations from orgenisetions and individuels ian Chins
protesting 8t the prospects of 2 renewsl of the sllience,
and thet some of the protests werc perticulerly bitter
agoinst Jepan.34

Hence, it wes sgsinst quite formideble foreign

opinion that the imperiel conference hed to decide its

policies.

The loin Conclusions of the Imperisl Conference

The imperiel conference begsn on 2C%h June, end ten
doys leter the British csbinet ssein discussed its fer
eastern policy. After recognising thst Jopan would

resent being rejected ss sn slly the prime ninister
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suniied up the situetion meinteining 'there were certsin
fundementsal points which hed to be edhered to, viz.:

*(1) Grest Britain could not querrel

with the United Stetes ol aAwverice.

(1i) It wes essentisl not to insult

Jepen by doing enytuing which would

be tentemount to cssting her sside

efter the loyel wey in which she hed

observed the Tresty in the psst.

(iii) Chins must be cerried with us %5

and be & perty to eny couversation.'®
‘he first twe points of the csbinet's desiderete were
periueps obteinasble, but, especislly in view of vhe Shéntung
issue, it is difficult to see how the third point could
b achieved without excluding the second. Lloyd George,
liowever, emphegised the importence of the second point
by referring to the remerks mede et the imperisl con-
ference of 1911 when Sir Ldwsrd Urey, tue foreign
secretery at thet time, hsd pointed out tue nsrmful
effect which the terminstioﬂ of the sllisnce would hsve
upon Anglo-Jepesnese relstions. Lloyd George then
proiscd Jopen's wer time efforts snd wes generslly compli-
mentory to Jepen, But it wes clevr thss the third
point of the desiderete wss not & mere platitude for
Lloyé George referred to the enormous potentisl of

hina's economic growth snd ergued, 'lt wses essentisel,

therefore, thet we should not lesve Chiuns to be welked
over by Americe end for the lstter country to get the

whole benefit of Chine's trade'. Thus, the British



cebinet hed sdopted ® policy which simed et sccommodesting
the United Stetes, Jepsn, end Chins thet was slmost
inpossible to schieve,

Despite Censds's desires for immediste sction
the imperisl conference sccepted the generesl line of
the British coebinet to seek & compromise solution of
the contentious issues, end Dr Lowe hes described
the main developments within the conference.56 Dr
Lowve concluded thet ss 8 result of the conference,
'the future of the Anglo-Jepenese zllisnce wes left to
the Weshington Conference to determine'. Consideretion
for Chine's desiderete, however, as distinct from the
Chins situstion does not sppeer to heve comiended much
sttention, but while the conference wes still in (S
session the Shentung question wes reised in e number of
wWey8e

In mid-July, & psrliementsry cuestion ssked the
prime minister if he could steste 'whether the Wsshington
Conference will be sble to discuss sll the cuestions
which hsve 8 vitel besring on the pesce end trenquility
of the Fer Eest, such s the question of Bhantung'.37
But the reply wes evesive, merely stoeting thst it would
be inopportune to mske sny comment., Eliot, the British

smbesssdor in Jepsn, reported thet there were good

reesons to believe thet the Jspsnese government were



onxious to settle the Shentung cuestion before the
Washington conference, and the Chinese minister in
Yoiyoc welcomed this procedure beceuce he folt thet
Juopan would offer very fesvoursble terms to secure @

38 Vice-Consul Archer reported

speedy settlement,
fron Tsingteo thet 211 sections of Japunese opinion

in the port expected Britein to surrender .Jei-hail Wel
as en inducement for them to lesve Shentung, 'If they
give uy Teingtso they expect us to give up Wei~hel Wei,
ond they seem to expect us to meke the first move!‘39
As the summer ripened it becsme clesr thet if the Anglo-
Jopsnese ellisnce were to prove & mgjor item for British
policy st Weshington, the Shentung question wes 8lso

;oing to pley en importent role.,

oumgrer D n

Eerly in July, Curzon inforned Colonel Harvey, the
United Ststes embssssdor in Britein, thst the ides of @
for esstern conference hed found fsvour with the imperisel
conferﬁé%e, end thet he (Curzon) had been cherged with
the tesk of inviting the Americen government to convene
such e gethering, end the obvious stetes to e invited
were Americe, Britein end the Dominions, Jaenen, end Chins.

Curzon then expleined his views upon the sgende which

were thet first, the pesce of the far esst should be
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soutled, and second 2n agreement on the future develop=-
»ont of Chine should be resched. Congideretion for

*

Uringe, Curzon meintoined, hed o foremost ploce in the
Anplo-Jdepanese sllience, snd it would be in the interests
of Sritein end the United States 1f the integrity,
independence, snd 'open-=door' volicy regserding Chine
vere respected.ao
In the summer of 1921, however, differences
develoned between Britsin esnd Americs concerning whether
there should be one conference tc dlscuss nevel wmstters
ond cnother to discuss Chine, or whether one conference
should consider the full renge of for esstern sffeirs,
Ancrice favoured one conference, while Britsin felt
that two conferences should be held, Dr Nish hes
described Curzon's displessure over the motter end the
minor diplometic row which ensued, snd it is only necessery
o emphesise those sspects of the sffeir vhich ere
relevent to British poliey in Chins.¥l
When Curzon received the.Americen propossls for
the Weshington conference's sgends he wes horrified to
note thet it wes enviseged to devote four out of five
ne jor items to Chins, snd he msde some scething remsrks

about the 'open-door':

'The Open Door in Chins by which is
mesnt the crestion of Equsl Oppor-

tunity will at once rsise the question



of 81l tue encroach .cuts ugon cr
ebstements of thet principle which
heve tsken place durin~ the last 50
yeers, The "integrity of Chins"
involves &n exemingtion <f l.or
territoriel frontiers, ead rsiscs
the guestion ... of levsed terri-
tories snd herbours. ‘Lhe quesiion
of the ... independence ol Chine
csnnot be pursued for sn hour
without entailing en excminatlon ol
the present internel position ol
Chine, which is one of ¢duinis=-
tretive chaos snd governing inepti-
tude ... When we coume to Shentung,
we emberk upon s whole field of
enbittered contrOVersy?involving
questions of ports, reilweys, Custons,
gendsrmerie, econoaic righvs ¢nd
privileges 8nd 80 on ...' 42

Curzon continued by ettecking the idee of umsking surrenders
of lessed territories or of meking sny concessions to
Chine whstsoever, end this stetement of the foreign
secretery must cest greve doubts upon orivein's declered
policy of respect for the 'open—door' sud Chine's
integrity.

Curzon ®sked Wellington Koo, tlhe Chinesc winister
in wondon, to sound his country's rcosctions to the
invitetions which were pending to stitcnd the weshington
conference. A8 wes expected, Loo replied theu he
thought his government would ve delighted to be repre-
sented, 8nd he took edventege of tue occasion Lo stete
thet @ reel improvement in Sino-Jepenese relstions
would be posaible only if Britein ended her sllisnce
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43

and used her new found freedom to restrein Jepen.
Curzon dissgreed with Koo's essessment of the situstion
snd countered by meking some sherp remorks concerning
Chine's internel situstion,

vhortly efterwsrds Curzon slso sew Beron Heyeshi,
the Jepenese smbessedor, snd explsined that olthough
Lritein wes well disposed to Jepen there wes o need,
owing to Chinese snd Americen opposition, to review the
{sr esstern situstion. Curgon therefore ssked Haysshi
if Jopsn would egree to be reprecsented ot Washington.44
In diseussion Hoyeshi steted quite frsnkly thot he thought
taet his government hsd been fundementelly wrong cone
cerning Shentung, end thet e fairly drostic modifie
cstion of Jepsnese policy would be wede shortly, but his
conments were ﬁot officisel.

In mid-July widespresd publicity wes given to the
invitetions which President Herding hed igsued for the
wWesiingion conference, which helped to focus 2ttention
upoil the mein objectives of‘British policy. For exemple,
"Phe ‘Times' conteined aﬁ enthusisstic report of events
in perlisment when lLloyd George, 'as the spokesmen of
the Lritish bkmpire ... welcomed the wise sand courteous
initietive of the United Stetes' for convening the cone
45

ference., Lloyd George emphesised thet the imperisl

conference hed been guided by three mein consideretions



which were loyelty to Jdeven, 'sn 0ld snd proved slly',
agreement with whom hed been of grcot benefit 'not only
to ourselves, but the peece of the Fer Lest', consi-
derstion of Chine, 2nd friendship for the United Stetes
with whom there wes 's deeply rooted instinct to con-
sult 8nd cooperste', Thus, the british government hed
mode clesr their desire to sdvence on @ brosd fronte.
Shortly after Lloyd George's perliswentsry state-
ment the dispute between Curzon snd the americun
gsovernment shesrpened, snd Curzon having feiled to get
his own wey over the conference orgenization, decided
to 'leeve the exclusive responsibility for the Conference
to the Government who initisted it'.46 But it wos
just not true thet the United Ststes had initiated the
confecrence, even if it hsd issued the invitetions end
the venue were Wsshington, end one must conclude thet
Cur=mon wes trying to cover the fect thet the british
sovernment were committed to ettend on internetionsel
couference which wes teking @ shepe thet Curzon disspproved.
A public hint of this lost control was :uede in answer
o @ perlismentery yuestion which asked whether there
would be sny ber to the Weshington conference considering
tiue revision of the Shentung clauces of the Verseilles

47

treaty. The reply steted thet, 'The initietive @s

regords the subjects to be discussed ot the Weshington
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Uonference must be with the American Government, by
whon the conference hes been summoned.®
Hopes for the success of the Washingoon conference

uust heve been depressed when Alston reported from Peking
upon the bitterness of Americens in Chino, ss well es .
the Chinese, to the possibilities of the rencwsl of
the Anglo-Jspsnese alliance.48 Americean newspenpers in
Chine were slleging thet Britein would welcome sn
Ancricen-Jdapenese conflict, end enti-British remerks
were not confined to unofficisl sourccs for e prominent
memnber of the Americen legestion hed written:

'It is therefore decidedly to fnglond's

sdventage to renew the Anglo-Jspsnese

Allisnce provided thet it cezn be »rac-

tised e¢s in the peet, nemely, Enzlend

will condone snd wink 8t any Jepanese

sggression in Chine snd Siberis provided

of course thet Japen will keep her rands

off Indie ond Austrelis,'
:¢ seme Americen slso slleged thet es Ernilond reslised
Asericon trede in Chine wes incressing why should not
the knglish sit beck end weit for the inevitcble Americen-
Jupenese clesh, which would heve otviocus cdventeges for
Lnglende These e2llegetions mey hove been expressed
crudely, end there wes no truth regording sritelin
desiring &n Americen~Jepenese confiict, but in view of
Britein's wertime egreements with Jepsn, end Lritein's

support of Jepen 8t Peris, some of the other allegetions
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were not without foundetion. Irrespective of the
substence of tue cherges, however, wes the fact thet
thelr being mede st 211l wes 2 blow to British hopes for
o brogd asgreement.

Curzon thought thst the Americsn governnent hed two
main objectives in reletion to the Washington con-
ference, The first was the securing of zn internstionsl
stetement of genersl principles which wouwld ensable
Leitein to terminete her allisnce with Japen, snd the
second was thet Chine had to be soved from whet Americe
regerded s the dengerous clubtches of Jspsn not only
for Chine's sske but slso in the interesis of Americen
trade. He continued:

'Both these subjects of discussion

involved greet difficulty,beccuse

the first brought up indireccly

the énglo-Jepesnese Agreerent.

The second, on the other hend, opened

the door to 8lmost intcrmiunetle

controversy, complicsted gt the

stert by Jepen's decision not to

#llow Shentung to be discussed.' 49
Despive Jepen's desires for direct negotiations with
Chine regerding Shentung, the issue involved the

British government in some importont diplomstic scti-

vities in the lete summer snd sutumn of 1921.

In mid-August there were reasons to believe thet
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Jupen wes not going to press Chine to begin scperste
ncroticticas on the Shentung issue. The Jepinese
piagister in Peking informed Alstoan Ul.ol e Ldd no
speciel instructions regsrding Isingtso, except thst he
wos prepered to discuss the metter whenever tie Chinese
czred to do so.so e had been euvhorised to offer
twe withdrewsl of militsry guerds on the roilwey es
soon 28 Chinese gusrds could be substituted, but the
cuthority of the Chinese government wes so csheky thet
it wes scercely worth negotisting with themn. Put
within & month of this interview with Alston, the
oponese government sdvenced detoiled ~roposels for e
settlement of the Shentung question.
he Jepsnese propossls offered concessions to
Chins on @ number of issues, but tiey involved the
coutinustion of 8 considersble smount of Jsncnese
influence in the province.51 They stated thet the
loasehold of Kisochow snd ell the rights regs:dinz the
5C kilometre zone should be restored to Chine, The
Jspesnesge government would sbandon sny celeim for sn
exclusive settlement st Tsingtso if the Chinese would
oven the lessed territory of Kisochow ss & port, sand .
permit netionsls of sll foreign countries freely to

reside end to cerry on commerce, industry, sgriculture

or sny other lswful pursuite '.,. Chins shell likewise

o
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corry oul ... the opening of suiteble cities snd towns
within the province of Shentuns for rosidence and trade
of %he nestionels of ell countries.' Jepen's proposels
continued by steting that the Kisochow-Tsinopiu reilwey
amd the eppurtenant mines should be worked es o Joint
Sino=Jupesnese enterprise, end thet Jepen would renounce
211 nreferential rights concerning economic developnments
as stipuleted in the Bino-Germen treaty of 1398, while
extensiona of the Klaochow-Tsinspfu reilway should be
cffered to the finsnciel consortium, Seperete nego-
tietions shﬁuld begin ‘to promote the efficiency of

the Chinese police force guerding the roilwey'. Jepan
2lso »roposed thet the customs house ot Tgingteo should
bocome pert of the customs system of Chine, ond thet
public property formerly possessed by Germony should be
tweonsferred to Chinea, Both Jepen and Chine shculd
eppoint their respective commissioners s soon 8s possible
to errenge the necesszry detsiled planning.

A number of Foreign Office experts on the for eset
studied the Jepesnese proposels end their implicetions,
C.". Cempbell begen his consideration of the Jepenese
cesc by referring to the rights sccorded to Jepem by
the Poris pesce settlement end to the 'Bolfour Settle-
ment of 1919' which he quoted in fu].l.52 He argued

thet the Jepenese proposels seemed to offer more then e
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fulfilment of the Belfour settlemeni, especizlly con-
cerning the dropping of the cleim to o scttlement st
Tlo0Cnow. But Czmpbell warned thet it hod Lo be
remenbered thet the Jepsnese hed been scouiring property
in shentung for the previous seven yeers end the
inclusion of sgriculture in the »nroposed zctivities
which were to be open to foreisners would benefit the
Jopenese slmost exclusively, Cempbell cleimed thet
the proposals would give Jspen & nosition in Sasntung
snalogous to her nosition in South Menchuriz end the
Chinese would not welcome this, He concluded, 'On the
whole the zide-memoire strikes e as 2 studiously
noderate document',

Wellesley sgreed with Cempbell thet the capsnese
terns were moderete, but he emphecised thet the crux
of the Shentung problem wes control of the reilwey send
upon this poilnt there hed been no shetement of Jevmsn's
demonds. Wellesley ergued thet tie reilwey ‘'is the
only thing thet metters becsuse it is the mein instrument
of peeceful penetretion', snd he pondered upon whet ceuld
bo done to induce Jspsn to relex her grip. ne thought
thet Uritein should not try to intervene bui 'e little

pressure from Ameries would, I think, do the trick',
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Lyrrell thought thet Chins would Le unwilling %o
scbble the Shentung issue by direct negotistions with
copen for she wes expecting to do Letter by ruvising the
ugtter et VWaeshington where she would gt s~uericsn
sup.ort. le concluded, ‘'We should I think wetch for
o Jevoureble opportunity to sdvise tihe Jepsnese to do
tuelr utmost to prevent this',

Just before the Jepsunese prescated thelr propossls,
Alsion wes questioned by the Chisecse minister for
foreign affeirs on the sttitude of the Britisu govern-
went towsrds Sino-Jepenese negoticiions regerding
SLEALULE Alston hsd replied btuel while TGhie metter
had not veen dlscussed specificell; it wos fcli thet
it wsa unwise for Chine not to heve lissened to the
cuposnese overvures snd oscertsined wiat taeir offers

53

UOTCe A few days efter this interview, E£liot in

2okyo reported thet the Japsnese governoent would be

voey plessed 1f the British would use thelr influence

%o induce the Chinese government to consider uhe

Jeninese propossls for Shentung in o ressonsble spirit.54
Britein's edvice to Chins must, howcver, be con-

cidered 8s belng very unfortunote, for wien Cuu, the

Cuinese cherge d'effeires, celled of tuc Foveim Office,

Wellesley ropliod té_Chu's request for gﬁidance with

the reply thet ‘... we regorded the Shentung question
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as o netter which concerned the Governuents of Chine

ond Jepsn end them alone.'55 These remcolia were in

di.ect conflict with numerous memorends which sellesley
hod written in 1920, end they prompted Curzon to note,

'T would not heve seid thet' and, 'l cjrce Gty we

siould encouresge them to telk, /advice which Wellesley
ad offered Chu,/ But when I recsll my hected Ciscussions

vith Viscount Chinde sbout Britisihi interests in Shontung

o]

I connot subseribe to the propesition thet it is e

-

metter which concerns Chine end Jepen slone,'  Dut
“lere is no evidence thet the Chinese were ever inforned
»f tle repudistion of Wellesley's coumcenti.

By the end of September, Wellesley did not think
thet the Chinese would begin negotistdions with Jspen
before the Weshingion conference end he srgued thst:

... there is one edventege in it
coming up for discussion st Wssh-
ington end thet is 1t offers on
opportunity for the rasilwey question
to be settled on 8 more sctis-
fectory besis then is proposed in
the letest Jepenesoffer. It is
the crux of the whole matter end
we cennot speek of e settlement of

the Shentung preoblem 8o lonz es the..
control remeins in Jepencse hends,®

At the ssue tlme Tyrrell ststed thst he hed never hed
great hopes for Chine consenting to direct negotiztions
with Japen with the Waghington conferencec so necr.

This impression hed been confirmed when Le noted the



as ageal o the Chinese deleqolin
‘3pp01ntment40f Lonsine, the americen ex-secr hary of

1 the Shantung question are very pro-Chincse'. Curzon
nercly noted thet the Chinese exrected to =et tetter

termns at the conference.

some Lest Considerstions before Washinmbton

Although the British cebinet were mecting frequently,

the for eegt wes rerely dliscusced for such iteuns as

elend, SHgypt, Indie ernd unemployment domincied the
g.:011das.e Early in October, however, the cobinet metd
vihen it:

'ee. discussed the question st sone
length in 211 itz aspects: e.7

the success of the Conference 1tueli
the finsnclsl position | b etwesn Greot
Britein end the United Stetes (\-zhich,
thouzh not pert of the Azeade on the
Conference, hes en imporbent Losring);
the demends on Ministers, 2ad iore
especielly the Prime I nlste& 8t hone.’

‘The generel trend of the Cobiret's
opinion was very sbtronzly to the effecet
that, in view of the pa“”mount inpor=
tance of the Conferenc: ond the vitel
issues et stske - issues of besce and
wer -~ it wes indispensable that tho
Prime Minister should if POSulblC be
present st the outset, even thoush he
could not be absent from houe for more
then 8 few weeks.,'

'The question wss edjourned for further
considerstion.' 57

At 8 further meeting of the ccbinet Leld some ten

N
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Qoys laver it wes agreed that the nrime minister should
=0 to Jeshington, ‘es soon ss the Ferliznentory end

58 ‘“he cgdbinet

ieneral situetion renders this nossible',
tlien noned its full delegetion of which selfour was to
srove the most importent for te in fect led she Empire's
team.59 Apsrt from o discussion on for cesteim nevel
strategy held st the beginning of Hovenber it would seem
het no further considerstion of the Veshingison con-
ference wes made by the cebinet before Selfour left for
Lecrica,

Cutside the cabinet, however, discussicn concerning
shantung intensified when the Chinese governueut replied

5o the JapenesqprOposels.6o

The Chinese written reply
denounced Jepen's offer of the 7th Septeuwber &3 com-
nletely uneccepteble 8s it did not restore Chine's
gsovereignty end the reply listed Japsn'c envisaged
oconomic and politicsl controls in deteil, in psrti-
cular the Chinese reply denounced Jepen's continued
rishts over the Shentuhg ra2ilway.

Welleslyy's resctions were sherp end lLe told Chu,
the Chinese dhargésthat ‘oo it wos 8 deplorsble stti-
tude for the Ohincse Govt, to toke up end thet if they
thought they were going o get better terms st Washington
they would probsbly be sorely diseppointed. This memo

o+« ho8 no doubt been written with sn eye to Chinese



~poue ciide in the U.S8,° Yyrrell spreed thet there

ves ¢ propagends motive end he nede the rether signi-
Ticent remerk thet, 'Phe Chinese seen to be entirely
~blivious of the terms which they grentcd to the Germens
in .disochow end do not eppesr to think thet whet is
seuce for the Germsn mey be ssuce for the Jep.’

Surzon's resctions were different end he merely noted
thot 'rrom 8 Govt, on the verge of comvlete collapse

c.c reply is slmost humorous. ' °

ihe Jepsnese 4id not &vpreci:cte eny aumorous
asnoclts to the situstion end kliot reported thot the
depunest ¢sbine:c were upset by the Chinese rejly oad

they would be glad if Britsin or tine Uniiced Siates

would '“proprio motu® sdvise Chinese to negotiate'.Gl

Wellesley, however, opposed intervention 2ad ne argued
tiast if Britein did interfere she would resv Lae odium
of one, 1f not two, sides to the dispute. Iic steted
with considersble optimism thet:

'Now thet Jepen is showing ¢ reeciness

to meke concessions the Shsntung question
becotes # less dsngerous subject for dis-
cussion et Wsshington end I & incliaed to
think that, if hendled with tact sad
Judgment, the problem is cevsble of
settlement there mot only eaicubly;

but, with the spplication of 2 1little
gentle pressure from Americe couplad

with friendly sdvice from ourselves, on

@ more sestisfectory basis then is likely
to be schieved by direct negotisiions
especislly in the nmatter of the Tsinepfu-
Tsingteo reilwey.



'In 8ny cese our sttitude over tals

question et Verseilles unfits us

for tne role of mediator,'
Terrell agreed with Wellesley, bul with , rest scoureey
surzon forecast that there ',.. will be & seillement
of ¢he questlion gutgide the Confereace wiil vue Americsens
004 curselves acting ss friends of the tuo puriies'.
Curzon sgreed thst there should be no iateriecrence
¢nd instructlions to this effect were sent Lo ;lston.§2

Un the scme day that the Chinese replied To the

sonuacse nropossls, lempeon wrote s very loag uemnorendum
upon the Shentung question., Leapson wos & weaber of
the Eritish delegetion to Weghingbton whese lic sat 8s
on obvserver upon the gepsrste Sino~Jdeponese nejo-
tisﬁions, end therefore his views upon oianbtun; were

63

iuportunt. Much of Lempson's uemoronduu wes historic
cnd he begen by elsiming thet if Chine ever becsne ‘s
united self-conscious netion, the beginning of such e
development will date backfto the vhantung cucction',

In reviewlng the peace'confereﬁce developuwentc, Lempson
expressed decldedly pro-~Chinese sentiments ond he ergued
thet events had vindicated China's refusel to sign the
ncoce tresty. Lempson ettecked weny of the rethods
gaopted by the Jopenese to incresse rer influcace in

Shentung which were detrimentel to British es well ss
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Chinese intereats. Nevertheless, Lempson regretted
thet Chins should heve refused to negotiste with Japen
on the besis of her September offer, ‘'The incident
bodes ill for the trsnquility of the conference,‘

Lempson then outlined what he thought might hsppen
8t Weshington. He thought thet Chine would certeinly
seek o reverssl of the pesce trcety cleuses referring
to Shsntung, snd thst Britein, ‘Heving been & party to
thet decision, our sttitude must et lesst be neutrsl',
He recognised thet by the Shentung settlement et Foris,
Jepen 'agreed to restore the shesdow and retein the
subgtonce', end thet @ reverssl of the settlement wes
desired, Of grest importence were his points:

'It would be politicselly unwise for
His Mo jesty's Governmment to sttempt
o ect 88 medietor between Chins send
Jspen on this subject, but should the
discussions et the Conference wsex hot,
sn opportunity mey present itself for
pressing for e settlement on the bsesis
oft (1) Surrender by Jspsn of control
over the Isinspgfu-l'singteo Railwey}
(2) en internstionsl settlement 8t
Tsingtso itselr, These two points
Sonstitute the erux of the problem,’
The lines of sction suggested by Lsmpson are & good
indicetion of British policy st Weshington.

While Lempson wes srguing for & less sympethetic
poliey te Jepsn, Curson wes discoursging to Wellingten
Koo, the Chinese minister in London who wes to help
represent his country et Weshington. Curzon ssked Koo



'Would it not be sound stetesmenship to steer Jepsn
oway from the greet industrisl sress of Chine proper,
and push her - so to spesk -~ to the north? Men churie

164 Esrlier in the

wes not & pert of Chine proper ...
interview Curgon hed refused to give Koo sny kind of
endouragement or hope concerning Britein's ettitude to
Shentung 8t the Weghington conference, Somewhat
surprisingly Curzon toid Koo thet much would depend on
'how far Mr Belfour, who would be representing Greatr
Britein might be bound by decisions errived st st the
Paris Conference ... but thet he would enter into the
negotistions in the most friendly spirit, 1 felt sure,'
Koo undoubtedly d4id not shere Curzon's sssessment of
Belfour's ettitude,

The question of Britsin's obligestions under the
terms of the pesce treety wes 8 contentious issue end
notice of @ perlismentery question esked 'whether the
British Government is still bound by the secret sgree-
nment entered into with Jepen which declered its policy
st Peris in respect to Shentung; snd whether the
choanged circumstences heve modified the British sttitude
on the metter?' In considering the reply Ashton-
Gwotkin pointed out thet by the Verssilles tresty Jepen

promised to restore sll peliticel rights to Chins but



to retein the economic¢ privileges orisinselly sccorded
to Germeny. A 4ifficulty wes the Shentung reilwey
which wes & politicel fsetor, Ashton-Gwatkin wes con-
vinced thet Britein wes no longer bound by the secret
gssurences of 1917 but wes bound by the Peris tresty,
'... ond thet smounts to the seme thing, viz. thet in
getting eny further concessions for Chins with regerd
to Shentung, we cen only sppesl to Jepen's sense of
equity snd good policy'. ILsmpson egreed with Ashton-
Gwatkin arguiﬁg thet

*.es We Cclesrly conpot go beck on

those obligations.Eﬁersailles tresty/

by word or deed, save with the consent

of Jepen'.
The reply which wes given by Austen Chsmberlsin on behelf
of the government steted, 'So for ss His Msjesty's
Government sre concerned, the Shentung question wes
gsettled by the decision embodied in the Tresty of Ver-
seillas.'GS ,

Alston reported thet this reply head csused consi-

dersble bitterness in Peking., He steted thet the
Chinese government hed hoped the British government would
no longer heve felt bound to their commitments to Jepsn
which hed restricted British action at Poris, end ‘it
wss 8 grest dissppointment to them to resd so brusgue

an ennouncement' which the Chinese government felt wes
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rather herd upen thom.66 Algton sdded 8s a post-script
to his despstch ® stetement from/Tﬁrﬁer. vice~-consul

st Isingteo, which ssid that the Jspsnese were firmly
consolidsting their position snd insuring the conti-
nustion of their interests in Shentung. In these
circumstences the Chinese description of the September
offer of the Jepsnese es being similsr to the return of
s ciger box efter ell the cigers hed been tsken out

'mey not be so wide of the merk'.

If the Gﬁinoso were being discoursged by Britein,
Eliot reported thst the Jepsnese government were ‘pleesed
with the lenguege of Americen officisls both here snd
st Weshington on the subject of Shantung., They have
reeson to hope thet the Unlted Stetes will hendle this
question st Conference in & wsy egreesble to Japan'.67
Newton of the for esstern depsrtment observed that
obviously the metter could not be settled before
Weshington snd thet it wes sstisfactory to note that
the Jspsnese were plessed with the officilsl sttitude of
the Americehs:onrthe‘subjcct.

As Curson hed indiceted to Koo it wes Belfour who
wes to lesd the British delegstion to Wsshington, but
hopes persistedithat Lloyad Geofge would make sn sppeerence,
While on the ship to Americe, Bslfour scribbled some

idess for considerstion st the conference. He steted:
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'I am disposed to think thet our
Fer Eestern arrengements should be
embodied in two treeties rsther
then one. The first of these
would des! with the preservoetion
of pesce snd the meintensnce of the
territoriel ststus quo ,.. The
seeond would @el with Chine.' 68

The dreft which Belfour proposed concerning Chinse,
however, mey be Judged s & collection of pletitudes
which, while steting thet the powers sgreed to 'the
preservetion of the indepondence’and integrity of the
Chinese Republic', s8id nothing sbout the return of

Shentung or the restorstion of Chinese sovereignty.69

Conclugion resarding Pre-Conference deliberstions

It csn be seen thet in 1921, Britein wes fsced with
problems concerning Jepen, Americe, end Chins, meny of
which were similer to those which hsd existed in 1919,
As fer @s the first two countries were concerned
Britein's eims were fsirly simple, nemely, she wented
to pleaée both of them, but 88 fer ss Chine wes con-
cerned the British government wes often torn between
whot wes egquitsble end whet sulted Britsin's interests
best. Undoubtedly Britein's tesk wes compliceted by
Chine's incessent internsl étrife, but it cen be ergued
thet Ohine's tesks of governing were mede infinitely

more difficult by the presence of foreigners on her soil

cleiming 811 kinds of extreterritorisl rights end exemptions
from Chinese sovereignty,
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QHAPEER IX
CE . SHANTUNG QUESTIO: N THE WASHINGTON

QONFERENOE

The Weshington conference lssted from the 1l2th
November, 1921, until the 6th Februsry, 1922, snd i%
schieved limited nevel disermement, & re-slignment of
fer esstern sllisnces, end s restricted revision of
Chins's foreign tresty rights, Of the three msjor
tresties which were aigned, the Four snd Five power
agreements covered the mein nsvel decisions end brought
the Anglo-Jspsnese sllisnce to sn end, while the Nine
power tresty hed the declsred object, even if its mesns
of implementation wereunspecified, of securing wider
internstionsl respect for Chins's sovereignty. In
sddition to the tresties, twelve resolutions were pessed
whisch hed e beering upon the powers of the foreigner in
Ohins end ordered the esteblishment of two commissions,
one to exemine Chinp‘s toriff question, end the other to
report upok the problems releting to extraterritoriality.1
Independently of she mein conference, the Jepsnese snd
Chinese delegetions sgreed to negotiste upon the Shentung
question, #nd s » result ® Sino-Jspsnese sgreement

upon this issue ves resched.?

The powers which were represented at Weghington
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were the British Empire, the United Btstes, Frence,
Japen, 1tely, Belgium, Hollsnd, Portugsl, snd Chins.
The south Chins government wes not represented ss it
hed been 8t the Psris conference, but this omission
wes not en indicetion of Chins's unity es her internel
situstion remeined chsotic.’ Censde, Austrolis, New
Zeelend end Indls sent representetives who were included
in the British Empire delegetion, but it wos the British
government, &nd Belfour in perticuler, who decided
British policy regerding Shsntung.‘
Within its first week the Washington conference
divided into two mein committees, one to consider the
limitetion of srmements, snd the other to desl with
Chine end Pecific oftairs.5 The first independent
Sino~Jepenese meeting wes held on the lat December,
1921, when it wes océepted thet Britsin and Americe
should gttend es observers, Frence 2lso wented to
sttend, but en objection from Jepen proved strong enough
to prevent thia.6 Until the conclusion of the con-
fercnce SinonJoponeso‘meetings were slmost & delly
occurrence 8s sttempts continued to solve the Shentung

problem.

Early C nce C derstion

Before the Weshington conference begen, Belfour,
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lord president of the council end lesder of the
British delegetion, outlined whet he considered were
Britein's meinaims, He steted thet he would %ry to
retein some form of the Anglo~Jepsnese ollisnce
without offending either Americe or Jepen, With
reference to Chine he clesimed thet he would seek the
'preservetion of the independence &nd integrity of the
Chinese Republic', snd the principle of equel oppor-
tunities for the foreign trader.7 Shortly sfterwsrds
Belfour wes more specific end he esked in perticuler
to be slloved to sdopt & generous sttitude towerds

retroceding Wei~hsi Wei snd surrendering Britsin's

shore of the Boxer 1ndcln1ty.a

Lord Curson, the foreign secretery, did not sgree
vith Belfour, snd he thought thet Wei-héi Wei might
prove velusble in the future, He argued:

~ 'Neither is it ® concession on the
' g;rt of Jepan to offer to evacuste
sochow which she promiged to return
to Chins when she took it from the
Germens. Further, we must be cereful
not 'to meke any offar except for en
sdequete return, If mutuel surrendexs
sre to be mede let them be sggregsted
together o8 psrt of & definite con-
cession to 8 Chins thet deserves the
fevour snd is sble to teke sdventege of
it. To hsnd beck eny territory to o
government that is devoid of suthoxity
énd is 81l but bsnkrupt would eppesr to
~ be #n set of pointless generosity.,' 9
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Curzon spplied the ssme srguments to the Boxer indemnity.

The comments of Curgon were scarcely helpful to
Bolfour, for Curzon'waa erguing thet wherces Jepen
should surrender Kioochow, which was of msJor impor-
tence to her, Britein should not surrecnder Wei-hdi Wei
which wes of insignificent interest. Throughout the
Weshington deliberstions the question of Wei~-h@i Wei
recurred, but 1t'§as not until the very end of the
conferencelégﬁln Britein snnounced thset she would
retrocede it, snd it wes not until April, 1930, I‘£=;n
the surrender vss‘atteeted.lo

Jspen 8lso pleced much blame upon Chins's chaotic
internel situstion snd st the second neeting of the
Pacific eonnitgot Beron Keto, one of the Jepsnese dele-
gotes, srgued thet 'existing difficulties in China lie
no less in her d@nosticAnituétion then in her extermel

s'. 1 Ksto continued by peying tribute to

relstion
the principles of the 'open-door' snd esserting his
counéry'l respect for Chins's integrity. The British
end Belgien delegetes expressed similer sentiments, but
this pletitudinous discunsién wes brought to sn end
when Elihu Root, one of the Americen delegstes, steted
thet internstionsl sssursnces concerning respect for

Chine hed been frequent since 1902 snd he ssked why
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such repetitions were therefore necesssry.

It hes been srgued thet st both Peris end Weshington,
the United Ststes wes seeking to end 'psrticulsristic
errengements' snd to plece fer eestern diplomecy ‘en
the baéis of en oversll internstionsl bgreement perti-
cipsted in by ®ll the msjor countries, including
Ohins'.12 Possidbly es 8 step in this direction Root
meintoined thet, slthough 8 new sgreement on Chine
should witness no immedieste interference with the
exisgting tresty rights of the foreign countries, iV
left to the possessors of these rights 'the power of
masking chenges in theam for the benafit of Chins; but
these limitstions on Chins should be known%,}? Root
continued by stesting thst it wes desirsble to distinguish
between Chins proper end those countries over which
Chine exercised suzersinty, These remsrke brought e
swift resetion from Wellington Koo, one of the leeding
Chinese doiogatos, who fiereely contested the rights of
the powers to mske such 2 distinction end clsimed thet
Chins's territories were specified in her constitution,
But Root ststed thet Koo hed misunderstood him snd Koo
scoepted the explsnetion which the American offered.

Belfour, howsver, wes very dlspleesed with Koo
end he reported to Curson whet ® bed impression the

Chinese diplomst wes heving upon the conference, There
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were suspicions, Bslfour ergued, thet Koo might be
contempleting the reising of the Tibeten issue, ond
Balfour thought thst it would be desirsble thet hints
should be dropped 8t Peking to restrsin Koo.14 This
suggestion wes met with & rebuff from Alston, the
British minister in Peking, who reported thst slthough
the Chinese government were plessed with the promises
which were being msde to them, there wes telk of the
Chinese delegetion lesving Weshington if Britsin
persisted with whet wes slleged to be sn snti-Chinese
sttitude, Any sttempt, therefore, to put pressure
upon Koo would be bitterly resented.15

While the Chinese govermment were spesking firmly,
Koo sdopted o bold ipprooch in sn interview with Belfour
in mid-November, Koo sought to escertein whether
Britein hed sny intention of sdvoceting e plsn for the
finenciel control of Chine's internsl sffeirs end con-
firmetion thet it wes not the intention of the British
government to support eny ettempt by the Jepenese to

16 Bglfour

incresse their influence in Menchuris,
reedily geve ® negetive reply on the first point, but
on the second he steted thet 'mo suggestion hsd besched
me thet Jepenese intended to bring forwerd sny specific
proposels of this neture's But in view of Curgzon's

sdvice to Koo upon the eve of the conference, Belfour's



reply must be considered evesive.? Bslfour steted
thet Koo's egttitude throughout the interview hed been
reesoneble, snd st times concilietory, but Koo hed
werned him thst sn unsetisfectory British spprosch to
the Menchurisen question 'might be prejudicisl to our
comzercisl interests in Chine snd to forthcoming Tibeten
negotistions', _‘

Cherles Evsns Hughes, the Americsn secretery of
gtote, made & further sttsck upon perticularist erronge-
ments when he #rgued 8t & meeting of the Pacific com-
nlttee thets

'Chine wes 8 sovereign and indepen=-

dent Btste, snd hed her sdminis-

tretive sutonomy except ss limited

by restrictions which mey have been

. pleced upon it through valid engege-

ments; that it might be possible

for the committee to remove or modify

some of these restrictions, but thet ,q

these would be perticuler questions,'
These remsrks must hsve been encoureging to Chinese
hopes for tresty revision end s week later Alfred Sge,
o leeding Chinese delegste, msde @ lengthy sttsck upon
the infringements upon Chins's sovereignty.lg Sge |
complsined bitterly sgeinst verious ections of Jgpen,
the presence of foreign legetion guerds, foreign post-

offices, end extretsuritorielity., 4s o result the



553.

Pecific committee sgreed to set up e commission to
exzmine the lestter issue,

In London, however, Curzon obJected to the use :
of the word 'sovereignty' in relstion to Chine snd he
srgueds

'In the fece of this expression we

might find it difficult in the future

to meintein egeinst Chins's will the

arms emb8rgo or even legetion guerds

or troops on the Peking-Tientsin line,

Incidents mey moreover occur in which

it would be necessery to resort to

force in order to protect British

lives #nd property involving e tech- 20

nicel violstion of Chinese sovereignty.'
The mstter wes discussed in the Foreign Office, &and
Newton, & member of the fer eestern depertuent, srgued
thet elthough he wss ‘mot convinced thet the promise to
respect Chine's “"sovereignty" will not prove embsrressing,
its omission or formsl quelificetion now would probsbly
be even more emberreseing, ' Wellesley, ssaistent
secrctery, concluded thet there wes much esmbiguity con-
cerning such words gs Lusrentee', 'respect', end 'observe'
in reletion to Chine's sovereignty.21 But despite eny
pnisgivings on the pert of the British government, the
first erticle of the Nine-power tresty when it was
concluded in Februsry begsn by stating thet the contrecting
powers, other then Chine, sgreed 'To respect the sover-

eignﬁy, the independence, #nd the territorisl snd
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edninigtrative integrity of China'.22

Une mey clsim thet the srgument concerning
soverelgnty wes more thoen @ question of phreseology,
ond reflected the opposing sims of British snd Americen
policies over.perticuleristic errengements. It may
also be s8#ld that if the British government hed reedily
respected the 'open~door' her relestions with the
United Stetes end Chins wquld hove improved, slthough
possibly et the cost of Anglo-Jepenese reletlons,
But if there were Anglo-Americen differences over respect
for Chine's sovereignty it cen be seen thet there wes
o wmarked degree of cooperstion in the wey the two

dclegetions worked for s gettlement to the Shentung

question.

Towerds the end of November, Hughes snd Belfour
together sew the lesding Jspenese ond Chinese delegetes
snd told them thet 1t would be prefersble if nego-
tistions for ® Shentung settlement were to toke plece
outside the conrerence.‘ They sgreed thet the con=-
ference could endorse ény egreement which wes resched,
end Belfour esked thet Alston in'Peking be instructed

to try %o persusde the Chinese government to consent

to such @ procodurq.23 Similer ingtructions were sent
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by Hughes to J,G. Schurmen, the United States minister

in Peking.24

Alston replied thet the Chinese govern=-
ment were of the opinion thet es they had hed the lest
word in the recent correspondence with the Jspenese
government regerding Shentung it wes 'for the letter to
spproech Chinese Government with offer of some con-
cessions's The British minister slso reported thet
his Americen collesgue hed encountercd & very stiff
sttitude from the Chinese sovernmen‘c.25
At e meeting of the Pecific committee st the end

of November, the Jepenese delegete Ksto thenked Hughes
ond Balfour for Birdaging the two pesrties together for
negotistions, But the sttitude of the Chinese wes very
different: .

‘Chinese delegsation mede 2 reply to

the effect thst they hed not soli-

cited or ssked for such @ meeting,

85 the Government end people of Chins

bed slweys hoped to bring the matter

before the conference with & view to

obtelining & feir snd equitable

settlement, Whilst eccepting with

gretitude our good offices, they

did so without prejudice to their

ultimete sction in the unfortunste

event of no such settlement belng
stteined.,' 26

Balfour then commented upon the msrked differences between
the sttitudes of the two countries end the difficulties
which lay shesd,

Despite her misgivings, Chins sgreed to sttend the



negotistions which begen on the lst Decenber. Belfour
reported thet he end Hughes were to attend the first
aeeting end leeve Jorden snd Lempson ss British observers,
and MecMurrey snd Bell es Americen observars.gV
Newton of the fer esstern depertment stoted thet

this development wes promising, end thet the Americens
seened resdy to toke ® firm line with the Chinese in
order to obtein s settlement, snd Wellesley 8rgued thet:

'After the considersble concessions which

Jspen is now prepered to meke it ought

not to be beyond the gowers of the Con-

ference to reech s getisfsctory settle-

ment, The reilwsy remsins the crux of

the problem but Mr Belfour hes told us

thet there is some prospect of @2 solution,

A little tectful pressure on Jepen end

fece seving services for Chine ought to

do the trick,"
To this Tyrrell, under'secretery of stete, sdvoceting
pressure by Americe on Chine, sdded whimsicelly thet
'Senstor lodge is now covlled upon to undo the mischief
done in Chine by his violent onéd unressonsble opposition
to the Shentung settlement mede by Mr Wilson,' Tyrrell's
reference to the tresty of Verseilles wss sppropriste
for it wes clerr thet the Weshingten deliberstions were
to be snother round in the strugzle to settle the
Shentung issue.

Almost immedisteély some of the srguments heord st

Poris were fepested for st the second Sino-Japsnese

meoting:
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'Ching sdopted the sttitude thoat
ell existing tresties end srrange-
ments made ebrosd nust be completely
disregerded in epprosching the
subject owing to the highly charged
stete of public feeling in Chine.
Mr Hanihsre /[ @ Japsnese delegatg/
egreed to confine the question to its
precticel espects, but in fairness Vo
his own country he must point out thet
Chins had, in fsct, actuslly received
pecuniery sdventage from her sgreenent
with Japsn of 1918, not to mention the
fect thet she hed solemnly plighted
her word to Jespsn in 1915 to recognise
any trensfer to Jepen of ex-~Germsn
rights,? 28
A further similarity to the Psris situstion wes thet
Chinese students were sgsin putting pressure upon the
Chinese delegetion.

One week lster Lempson sent the Foreign Offlce
copies of the confidentisl correspondence with which he
hed Just been supplied, which had originslly been
exchenged between the Stete Depertment snd the Jepsnese
embgssy in the summer of 1919 concerning the understsnding
reached 8t Peris in relstion to Shsntung.ag In e
letter to the Jspanese cherge d'sffsires, Lansing, then
secretary of stete, srgued thst his government hed egreed
to srticlea 156, 157 snd 158 of the pesce treaty only
on the bhesis thet 'the Jepenese Government should sgree
thet the Sino-Jepsnese Agreements of 1915 snd 1918 ghould
not be relied upon or referred to in the negotistions

for the return to Chins of Kiso~chou and the Germsn
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rights's But the Jepsnese reply denied thet they hed

ever surrendered thelr rights under these tresties, sad
this deniel is supported by Vr Hifield's concluaions.Bo

Lompson's scquisition of the correspondence was on indi-
cetion thet such consideretions would sgain be exersing

en influence upon the deliberstions of the powers.

There were, however, festures of the Shantung
controversy 8t Washington which were different from
those et Psris, These differences included an vttitude
of grester willingness on %he pert of Japsn to mske c¢on-
cessions, even if the concessions were Judged by some
to be insuffieient snd more sppsrent than resl, snd s
less sympethetic spproseh to Chine by the United States,
Although the Weshington conference witnessed es its
storting point e repest of some of the mein srguments
heard at Pesris these were pushed into the bsckground by
the turn of developments,

Eerly in December reports from Weshington indiecated
thet progress wes being mede on some of the smsller
issues. Newton noted thet e compromise over foreign
property seemed possible, nsmely, that 8ll former Germen
property in Shentung sheuld revert to Chins without
compensetion, dut that Chins should psy Jepen for eny
property ecquired or constructed by Jspsn during her
ooccupstions3l The situstion wes reviewed by Wellesley
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who somewhet optimisticslly stzted thet onec of the
difficulties which the Japsnese government were facing
wos how to give wey grecefully over the Shantung rsilwey,
and he thought thet Jorden's originel proposels to
internstionoslise Chine's reilwsys wes the only satis-
foctory one.32
Despite 1ts importencc, the Washington conference
wes not discussed by the British csbinet st ony greet
length, end events in BEgypt end Irelsnd, ond the incidence
of unemployment continued to dominste cabinet agendass,
When the fer esst wos discussed in the second half of
November ettention wes concentrsted upon nevel diserme-
nent, end es & result of the csbinet meeting, instructions
vere telegrephed to Belfour not to 2llow Fronce to

becone oo strong.35

The question of far esstern
security wes deeply influenced by the couclusion of the
Four power egreement in December, snd undoubtedly this
waes & mejor feet of the conrerence.34 But the powers
hed to retify the sgreement snd while the conference wes
gtill proceeding it wes reslised thet its deliberstions
would be in vein unless e sstisfsctory solution were
found to the Shentung problem for feilure on this issue
could impede rstificetion of the Four power treoty,.

By mid-December, Sino-Jspenese negotiotions were

concentreted upon the Shentung rellwsy, snd Beslfour
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reported thet the Jspanese had put forwsrd en 2lter-
netive scheme to the esrlier proposesls for & Joint
Sino-Jopanese enterprise.55 This apparent concilistory
move on the pert of the Jepenese was probebly the result
of Americen pressure, for Tyrrell hed sent & confi-
dentiesl telegrem to Lempson steting:

'‘We leern from e secret source thot
2lthough Toklo Government have in-
structed their Delegstes to uwsike
every endesvour to secure recog=
nition of their cleim vo work jointly
Shantung Reilwey ... they reslise
thet Mr Hughes 1is opposed o joint
vorking, end thet proposzl mey be

" 2lso exercising public opinion outside
the U,S,A, If therefore & settle-
nent of the Shsntung Question os @
whole would te hindered by insistence
on clsim, they would be prepered to
consider compromise.,' 36

But the informetion which the British zovernment hed wes
incomplete for in @ secret telegrem to Tokyo the Jespenese

delegotion ststed: -

'We therefore think it is advisoble

not %o persist in nominsl questions,

but rether to sdopt the policy of
throwing swsy the neme ond keeping

the fact, ond to fecilitete the

solution of the whole question by

not refusing, s circumstsnces nay
demsnd, to withdrsw with @ good grace
the Jolnt sdministration proposel,’ 37

Bolfour continued his report by giving further deteils
of the Jspsnese proposels end even without the knowledge

of the Jspenese delegstion's resl purpose it wes cleat



that Jepen wished to retein strung meesures of control
over the rsilwsy, for o Chinese offer to obtein & loen
to settle ownership by one immediate coash peyment wes
rcfused, In sddition to misgivings over the finencisl
espects of the question, Newton wes 'rether afreid thet
eppointment of @ Jepenese Chief Engincer, iiwnager end
Chief Accountent would leeve the Raiiway in the effective
control of Jspsn', snd he presumed that 'we should lesve
it to the Americens to teke the leed in objecting to
eny feetures of the settlement which sre unsstisfsctory
to Caine', Ieter in December Belfour sent Curzon the
full deteils of the Chinese, end Japsnesc propossls to
seitle the reilwey issue end while they were compli=-
coted they clesrly revesled the closh between Chins's
desire for & quick settlement end Japen's wish to retein
control.38
Hughes, the Americen sesretery of stste, wes owere
of the Sino-Jepeneseerguments snd he sdvised C.B. werren,
the americen embesssdor in;Tokyo. sccordingly. But
Werren reported thet Chine hed no securities To cffer
for eny lesn tq purchaée the Shentung rsilwoy, and thet
Chine wee #lpesdy overdue with wer-losn repoyments.39

Ching's internsl weeknesses were undoubtedly rcflected

in the desperste conditions of her finences, end &t the



beginning of the Weshingion conference Alston reported
fron Pcking thet & run bhed started uron the Chinese
benlzs end the Chinese government were st the end of
their resources.40 Almost simulteneously, rivelry
erupted within Chine smong the Ghihli, A@uwei, Fengtien
cnd vommunicstion cliques, end lergely owing to the
influence of Cheng Tso-lin, the rienchurisen lesder, the
premiership of the country pessed to Lieng 5hih~io4l
In the hope of geining some Japenese money, liseng
cebled the Chinesg delegetea in Weshington inetructing
thei to yleld ground in the Shentung negotietions,
But Wu P'ei~-fu, @ provincisl lesder who was meinly inde-
pendent of the rivel cliques, lesrnt of ILieng's actions
gnd csbled the Chinese delegstes criticising the premier
in the sherpest terms,'® Wu slso published his slle-
getions thet Lisng hed betrsyed Chine's rights in Shentung
by seeking Jspsnese loesns which enitsiled the perpetustion
of Jepsn's grip upon the reilway, ond Lisng Shih-i wes
compelled o quit offiece, despite the efforts of Cheng
Jgo~-lin to .s8ve him, Civil wor recommenced in nopth
Chins in Jenusry, 1922, ;:;Lh lasted for some five months.
Posgibly ss 8 consequence of uher internsl divislons,
Chine wes not hesitent to discriminete egeinst foreigners,
ond et the end of 1921 Alston wes compleining bitterly
ageinst the boycott of British goods ot smoy.*> In
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pddition to the trade boycott, 2 bridse connecting the
foreshore with the concession lot of iessrs Lutterfield
cnd Suire hed been demeged, snd Alston spoke to the
Cuilnese premier 1in very strong terus end refused to
ottend the President's new year's bsll,

While Alston wes endeevouring to sefegusrd British
interests in Chine, opposition wes volced in the Foreign
Office to the linking of Wei-hei Wei with the Shontung
problem, With obvious reluctence Cempbell of the far
eostern depertment ergued thet if e settlcument of the
shontung problem were resched Britein could herdly retein
the territory, but Newton cleimed tuet 'it seeus
unreesonzble thet we should be ceglled upcn to surrender
iici-hei Wei to Chins 8s tke price of ¢ seivilement, the
mein edventeges will sccrue to Chine end the mein credit
for which will sccrue to the United “tetes of Americe'.44
Wins%on Churchill, colonisl secretory, ergued for reten-
tion of the territory, end drew the Foreign Office's. |
ettention to 8 letter he hed received from e for eestern
businessmen which stregsed the importence of liei~-hdi Wel
es § port free from Chinese custonms dutics ond the meens
whereby considereble goods were smuggled in snd ocut of
China.45

Towerds the end of December the British delegstion
wes becoming incressingly concerned with the possible
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influence of the Shentung problem upon American retie
ficetion of the Four power egreement which had elresdy

beci: reached, end the ultimete success of tie con=
an

ference, / Henkey wrotalén these terms to loyd George,
so

the prime minister, -/ Lempson werned Tsune@ iietsudeire,
the secretarﬁogenoral of the Jspsnese delegstion, of

the consequences of Americsen feilure to retify, snd
reported thet he hed been informed that:

'Beron Shidehsrs wes well awere of this
#nd thet Delegetion were doing their
best to find some wsy out, then
hinted thet if unfortunztely there wos
e permsnent hitch over Shantung resul-
ting in complicetions over retificostion
of the Quedruple Tresty I wes personelly
very much efreid thet tuere would be @
repercussion upon public opinion which
would find utterence in Porlisment.

1 fsnoy this nede some impression upon
him for he geid he perfectly under-
stood the point ond reslised that this
wes s0,' 47

Tut one day leter Belfour encountered o difficult
Shidehers, the Japanesé ambassador to Washington and 2
leadiny Jgpenese delegste, ,

Shidehers informed Belfour thet Jepen hed rejected
the Chinese proposels for the Shentung reilway snd wes
insisting upon s Japanése traffic nensger ond consuiting
engineer.‘ew ‘Japan oppoéed immediste pesyment for the
reilwsy by Chins bbcauae.Japan felt ‘thet ony sttempt on
the pért of the Chinese to raise monéy would necessserily

be eccompsnied by en eppeel to enti-Jopsnese feeling
throughout Chinse', But Bslfour denied thet thisg wes



likely and sought to lower the tenpereture. He told
thidehsars thest it would be better if sn srrengement
were resched without the intervention of liughes end
himself, and he depreceted ony step likely to lesd to
the breeking of the negotiestions,

Hence the situstion &8s the yesr ended wss almost 8
stelemate over the question of the reilwsy which hed
been described repestedly ss constituting the crux of
the Shsntung problem, slthough progress had been mede

concerning other metters lnvolved in the province,

The Jopuery Negotietions

At the beginning of the new yeer, Tyrrell sdvanced
osnother possible motive for Jepen's hostility to China's
proposéls for en immediste pesyment for the rsilwey.
He argued thet in the existing stete of Chine's indebted-
ness the whole, or,port; of the cost of the reilwsy
would heve to be found by foreign countries who would
theredy scquire influence in Shentung insteed of Jepan.49
Jepen wes still insisting upon msking 8 loen to Chins
end there were signs thet Chins would eccept. Meenwhile,
it hsd been ‘impxessed upon Japenese ¢nd Chinese dele-
getions thet it will be most unfortunste if they foil to
resch @ settlement prior to Mr Bslfour's depsrture on

14th Jenuery'. To these developments Newton mede the
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point, 'fhere is still hope'.so
In the second week of Jenuary, Balfour reported

that the Shsntung question wes still in the melting
pot, but if sn sgreement were resched it waes slmost
essentisl thet Britsein should show her good foith by
evacuating Wei~hei Wei. Both Newton snd Tyrrcll
agreed that it wes entirely up to slfour to decide
upon retrocession or not.sl While Bzlfour wes srgulng
for 2 libersl sttitude to Chine, Alston in Peling con-
tinued to be on bed terms with the Chinese government,
He reported thet the Chinese flecet wes in srreuvrs with
pay snd thrests were being msde to the sslt sdminis=
tretion neer Chinkisngs Alston srgued!

‘My Jepsnese snd French collesgues end

I consider it desirsble to ask for

esrly suthority from our governments

to send 2 gunbost each Lo protect

interests of bondholders of reorgeni-

sation losn by upholding vae zuthority

of the censrel selt sdministrstion.' 52
Curzon sgreed to the use of gun-boot tectics,”” but
before anything wes done the Sino-Jspenese negotistions
over Shsntung influeneed the posi‘cion.54

Bslfour reported thet en impssse had been resched

in the Sino~Jspsnese negosistions, snd Tyrrell srgued
thet it wes only Americsn pressure vhich was likely to

bring the Chinese into line, But after s few deys
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clfour steted thet the negotiations had recommenced
with 211 considerations of the rsilwsy being excluded
ond Jspen hsd repested her promise to withdrsw her troops
from Shentung 8s soon 8s Chins wes capsble of providing
substitutes.55

While the situstion wes beginning to look & little
more hopeful st Weshington, Werren, the United States
snbassador, wes exerting considercble pressure upon the
Jepenese government to resch on epgreement concerning
Shentung. He pointed ogt thet the sttitude of the
Jepenese 8t the conference hed produced 8 most fevoursble
inpression in Americs, but this would be destroyed if
no decision were resched. In such en event '... the
cuestion of Shentung would not be allowed to rest quiet
but would be teken up ogain'.56 Eliot, the British
oubesssdor in Tokyo, sew the Jepsnese vice-minister for
forelgn sffeirs snd wes told thet Japen wes reedy to go
on trying to resch en sgreement with the Chinese in
order to fecilitete retificetion in the Americen senste,
but 'whetever egreement may be mede in Weshington some
powerful fection in Chine will refuse to sccept it'.57
The 3British embsssedor concluded by reporting how sctive
Warren wee in his efforts to find & busis for & settle-

ment,
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In the third week of Jsnuery, Belfour reported
thet precticslly ell the polnts enumersted in the
Jopsnese note of Heptember 7th, 1921, hal been disposed
of except the rellwey 2nd sslt issues, end some minor
deteils.58 Almost ot the seme time Huphes ergued thet
Chine stood to gein from sn sgreement for Japsn hed
noved ewey from her idees of Joint ownership of the reil-
vay.

'The study which Mr Bslfour esnd 1 hasve

given Yo this question gives us reeson

to believe thet there is within the

reech of Chine the possibility of @

settlement fer more fevoursble then 1

hed judged fessible when firsl situdying

this problem lest summer.' 59
HHegotietions on the reilwey issue hed, however, reeched
e very difficult stege.,

When Bslfour snd Hughes met on the 18th Jonuery
they were concerned ®#t the lsck of Sino-Jepsnese pro-

cress towerds @ finsl settlement.60

Hughes steted thet
Sopen wes reluctsnt to meke 8 finel offer, snd there wes
o possibility of Jepen wenting to benefit from Chine's
chasotic stste, but Hughes thought that the Chinese would
not tske the decision to bridge the gop between the two
psrties without some help from himself and Belfour.
‘'here wes, however, & denger that sny sction underteken

might lesd to Chinese sccusstions of Anglo-fAuericsen

interference, but Hughes thought thset this wes s risk
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which should be feced, The Americen secretory commented
upon the offers which Jspen had mede ond recognised

thes the whole problem centred ercund 2 finencisl
scttlement for the reilwey, end he resli:ced, as Belfour
did, thet there wes Jepesnese suspicion of Americe end
Chinese dislike of Britein. After further discussion
1t wos egreed thet 3Belfour ghould invite the Jcpenese
dclegotes for en informel exchsnge of views on Shentung
and thet he should let them kmow thet Hughes would be
present, It wes elso agreed thet Hughes should invite
the Chincse delegetes to s similer discussion end they
ve informed thet Balfour would be present. 'At the
interview with the Jspsnese, Mr Belfour shculd teke the
lecd end in the interview with the Chinese, this role
should f£sll upon Mr Hughes.'  Within two deys the first
neeting wes held with Shidehere of tihe Jepenese dele~
gotion,

Both Bslfour end Hughes msde numerous suggestions
to Shidehere in en effort to reech 8 compromise solution.61
Among the problems involved wes the question of the
notionelity of the treffic mensger, ond it wes proposed
thot Joint menegers be eppointed, It wes 2ls0 suggested
thet the relevent sppointments could be timed to cetisfy
both Chine end Jepesn,

When Hughes end Belfour met the Chinese delegstes
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shortly efterwards they exerted considerasble pressure
to induce the Chinese to modify their objections to

clie 2prointment of leeding reilwsy executives,  Hughes
ori;ued thet the Japenese were to ¢ certsin extent
cutrenched in Shentung by force end the Chinese were
not strong enough to drive them outl, Hughes 21lso
melntedned thet the Jopsnes,'were t¢lso to some extent
cnbrenched legelly', snd if the present ettenpt feiled
to nroduce sn agreement 'there could be no more Cone
ferences on thet question', 2nd the chence vhich wes
offered 'was ® greet one for Chine to obtein results'.62
Hughes' comments must be considered somewhot remarksble
for sn Ameriesn secretery of stetce to heve riade, but
Belfour's essocisting himself with the views expressed
wes in keeping with Brisish policy. Belfour begged
the Chinese not to risk so much over the eppointment of
s subordinete officisl, end Wellington Koo egreed on
behelf of Chine thet Jepenese sp.rechensions were under-
stendsble, But Koo asked whether such fears could not
be reduced by the sppointment of en associote treffic
meneger, 'After sll, the Chinese hed 37,000,000 people
in Shentung sgeinst Jepen's 20,000, and were entitled to

the nensgement of the rsilwey'®,

After the Chinese delegetes had left the meeting,

flughes continued to discuss the situstion with Bslfour



ond neittioned thet even prominernt Democcrets who hed
veory oreet cympathy for the Chinese people were cone

%

vinced thet they ought to eccept the proposed egree—
63

ent, On the seme dey, Huches sent ¢ telegrenm to
Schurmen, the Americen minister in Peking, instructing
hin to put pressure upon the Chinese government to
induce thenm to eccept the ropcced sebtlenent for
;iantung.G“

In London, Wellesley recoznised thet the Chinese
sovernnment were under considereghle pressuic, ond he
dobeted whether e nevel demonetretion would persusde
the Chinese to sct more reesonsbly or if ‘ot this criticel
Juncture /Ehe demonstretion/ mizht possibly lesd to o
ronetition of the truculent sttitude which China sdopted
over the Tibeten negotistions when the Versoilles
declision sbout Shantung beceme known.'65 In the circum=-
stonces advice was sent to Alston in Peking thot novsl
action wasvundesirable.

At his own request, Sze, the Chinese delegete, hed
en interview with President Herding on the 25th Jenuary,
It would seem thet the interview wes friendly but
ilerding reitereted the werning which Hughes hed given
the Chinese delegetion ® few deys esrlier, seying thet:

*it would be & colossel blunder in
stetecreft if Chine were not to toke
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sdventege of the opporturity nov

offered her for the settlement of

the Shentung question as the alter—

netive might involve e »risl: of

losing the Frovince.' 66
Uelfour wsas infoimed of the meeting end his report upon
developments made it clesr thst he wos well swore of
vine sherp tones which the United States governient were
using.67

Within s few dsys of this interview, DBelfour

roported thet, with the exception of the raiiway, 8
Sino-Jepeénese sgreement upon Shentung had Lecn resched,
ic forwsrded 2 text of the agreement which wos Quite'
dctoiled snd covered such metters as property trensfers,
mining rights, end wireless end telegrophic communi-
cations.68 But when Balfour begen to sddress the 73rd
conference of the British Empire delegetes on the lest
doy of Jenusry, 8lresdy more then 8 fortnight sfter
salfour's intentlon ¢o lesve for home, his tone wes
very pessimigtic, He ststed that both he and llughes
hod sent very strong telegrems to their respective
representatives in Chins snd Jspen,but thet the Chinese
covernment were still not sgreeing to terms rcgerding
the railway.sg However, while the British conference
wos s6till in session, Bolfour snnounced that sn sgree-
nent on the resilwsy problem hed been resched which

completed the terms for s Sino-Jepanese tresty con-
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cominlay Shentung.,

luzhes gnnounced fhe terms of the Sino-Jdononese
spcety to @ plenery session of the Veshingbon conference
o the lst Februsry snd from itc mein points it masy be
Judged thet elthough Jepesn retsined meesures of control,
the sgreement merked 2 considersble advence for Chins,
T.c woin points were:

'‘Jepen will, within six months frouw
the date of the Trecaty, rectore to
Chine the lessed territory of Kisochow,
end 11 public properties thercin,
without cherge except for such
8dditions end improvexeants 8s msey
have been made by Jepen during the
period of her occupetiong

'All Jepenese troo:s ere to be
wlithdrewn 8s soon gs possible -
from the line of the Railwoy within
slx months &t the lstest, znd from
the leased territory not later thon
30 dsys from the dete of its tronsfer
to Chiney

'The customhouse st Teingbco is
st once to be mede en integrcl port
of the Chinese Meritime Custorus;

'The Shentung Reilwey (YLcingtco-
Tsineufu) end eppurtecnsnt properties
ere to be trensferred to China, the
trensfer to be completed within ©
montha, et the letest, fronm the dote
of the coming into force of the
Treaty; the value fixed being peoid
by Chins to Jepen by Chincce Covern-
ment ¥reesury notes, securcd on the
properties snd revenues of ithe
Reilwey, end running for 2 period of
15 yesrs, but redeemcble cithepr in
whole or in pert ot eny tinme after
S yeors from the dste of poyment eee,
the Chinese Government to edploy &
Jepsnese subject es trsffic msneger,
end e Joponese subject og one of two



chief sccountonts, under the zushority
end control of the Chinece rene;dng
director of the reilway;' 70

.cre wese other erticles to the ticesty scoue ol walch
nended exclusive Jepenese rights Lo tue Lutecrnetionsl
cunscrtium, e messure which wes probeably vol very
wvelcone in Chins. When the teris of the thiontung treaty
vesc cnuounced to the conference, wullour sta.ed taet
Jrivein would retrocede Weli~h@i Vel ond ue mede it
clear thet this step wes closely linked to Jopen's
declisions concerning Shentung.7l

Neturelly Belfour reported the btertc of the Sino-
Juponese treety to the Foreign Office imuedist ly.72
Both Wellesley and Tyrrell were very pleaced snd orgued
tuet the sgreement wes the best jusrentee for Americen
rovificetion, but it is sgrenge thet Curzon's resctions
sre difficult to find. When the Britich cebiact nmet
eorly in Februsry they were informed by Curzon thet
the Weshington conference hsad procticelly complcted its
tock ond they agreed thet Curzon 'suould telegriph to
My Dolfour the congratuletions of the Cebinet to him
upon the successful conclusion of the Woshington Con-
ference's, This Curzon did in quite hendsome terms
elthough one must question whether such & messege wes

8 mere formality.73 Curzon seems to have bLeen upset

by the proposel to retrocede Wei-hei ‘el for immedistely
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after the terms of the Sino-Jepanese tressy were

ounced hie comuented tuet "Mr Belfour wss now given

8

4

.~ Jci-hel dei (os he evidently slways meent to do)

o

wicacut even stipulsting thset the French shoulu give
us Cwengtung!! lioreover, in reply to the suggestion

of hiis officisls thet it would Le 'es gruceful reference

Y. express H.M. Government's full couniidence thet Mr
~cllour hoes used his discretionsuiy pover to restore
wei-hel vel to Chins in the Lest spirit of truve stetes-
meinship', Curzon ssid thet he could not send enother
vclegrcm 'congretulsting him upon the one wesk spot‘.74

It might be judged thet st the Weghington conference,
2clfour and Curzon hed reversed Lheir stendpoints in
rcletion to Chine which they hsed token up in 1919,
In 1219 Belfour hsd been very criticsl of Chinas, wheress
Curzon hed been more sympsthetic, but at Washington the

reversc wes true,

Iud of the Conference on

On the dsy thet the Sino-Jesponese trce.y wes signed
Eolfour sent 2 very long dispstch to London reviewing
thce Shentung negotistions end the finel settlement.75
In Delfour's opinion there would be en end to & contro-
versy which hod embittered far-esstern reletions end

been e source of irritstion between Americs ond Britein,
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provided thet the terms of the agrecment vere feithfully
corried out,. He srgued thet:

*Although Shsntung hes heen dis-

cussed outside the conferecnce, it

is to the influence of the conu-

ference thet the settlement is due,

end the disposel of this urgent end

dengerous rroblem mey be credited to

the conference os one of its »rincipel

echievements,'
Brlfour then begen & historicel roview which in the
irkt of his own role in the events which he describes
ig porticularly interesting.

At the peace conference, Lslfour ctcbel, the
Chinese discovered thet 2ll tvhe powerc excert she United
Stotes 'were bound by understondings ziven in 1917 to
surport the Jepenese cleims to eVEIyth¢LJ in Zhentung
which Jepen had conquered froa the Germons's 1t is
conewvhet significent to note thst Zolfour 2id not refer
to the Sino-Jspenese tresties of 1519 ond 1515 by which

Chine wés slleged tc heve 'voluntorily' surrendered

[os]

Shentung to Jspen, Indeed, Lelfour weat cn to describe
Chine's wmerked reections sgainst Jopen in the cerly

pecce period snd how spert frow enti-luponece boycotts,
Cihine brushed eside offers in Jenuery, 1220 and September,
1721 to negotiate over Shentung, 'The first offer wes

barely scknowledged; the second offer wes refused in

terns which smounted to discourtesy'
Bslfour continued by steting:
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'Fortunetely, during the three

yeers which hsve followed the isris

Conference, the JepsneseGovern-~

ment end people hsve lesrned thet s

policy of militsry sggressiveness

1s of doubtful sdventege, snd thet

, it is ¢ misteke to sntegonise their

neerest neighbour snd one of their

best customers,'
Belfour's deseription of the wer-time &nd pesce con~
ference developments agc in glering contrest to his
eerlier oft repeested oriticisms of Chins not hesving
spent & shilling nor lost & life in her efforts to
regein Shentung,

Bslfiour then 4esoribed how the Sino-Jepenese
negotietions begen in December end bhis sccount mekes
it cleer thet very good Anglo-Americen cooperstion
preveiled. He ststed thst between the 1llth snd 26th
Jenuery initietive wes left to . Maclurrsy of the
Anericen delegetion, who did much to secure » setile~
ment of #ll the issues except the reilwsy, end on this
letter issue both Belfour snd Hughes hed exerted
pressure when the situstion wes in the bslences

When the terms of the Sino-~Jepsnese treaty were
egreed, Belfour continued, he #nd Hughes essured the
Chinese delegetes 'thst the sgreement r~eched would be
sprc#d on the records of the Conference, They were

thus essured of » powerful morel gusrentee, on which

they set grest store.' But Jspen objected, end it wes



left to the Jepsnese snd Chinese delegstes to report
geperetely to the Americsn end British representetives
who were entitled to use the informstion 8s they thought
fit. As 8lresdy stested, when Hughes received his
report he ennounced its terms to & plensry sesslon of
the conference.

It is clesr thet o8 81l the msjor trceties end
resolutions hed been completed, or their mein terms
sgreed to, the terminstion of the Weshington conference
wes gweiting the conclusion of the Sino-Jepsnese egree-—
ment regerding Shentung, 8nd two dsys sfter the sgree-
ment wes signed on the 4th Februery, 1922, the conference
closed. Belfour's sscount of the lest full session
indicetes how much wes echieved snd whet promise there
wes for better internstionsl reletions in the futunn.76

If the work of the Weshington conference were con-
gidersble it must be noted thet very little wes
surrendered by the powers es for ss Chins wes concerned,
with the exception of Shentung, slthough they mede
numerous proumises to modify their position. It hes been
srgued by Dr Iriye thet es @ result of post-conference
pessivity by the powers iﬁ implementing their promises,
Sun Yat-sen, the lesder of the Kuominteng trensferred

his hopes foxr help in Chins's reunificetion from the

western powers, which resulted in considersble trouble
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for British interests in Chine in the mid-1920s
including rioting end s trsde boycott.77 Though such
considerstions sre beyond the scope of this work, one
cen observe thet except in the immediste post-Weshington
period the Shentung question ceesed to exercise public
opinion, end the British becsme sn incressingly
importsnt terget for enti-foreign ectivities, especislly
at the time of the Shenghsl end Shemeen incidents of
1925,. The question therefore srises whether Britsin
by helping to solve the Bino-Jepsnese dispute regerding
Shantung did not succeed in meking & rod for her own
beck,

There were, however, immediete Chinese doubts
whether the Jepenese hed reslly surrendered thelr control
over Shentung for the sgreement still grented them st
lesst importent rights concerning the rsilwsy for e
minimum period of five yesrs. An srticle written by
sn Apmericen journslist, J,E, Bsker, which sought to
slley Chinese fesrs snd hed some obvious Americen high
powered becking, wes relessed to the Chinese press.

The reections of Aahton-Gwatkin‘ end other members of
the British delegetion were thet the srticle wes 'An
sble exposition of whet Jspen hes given up in Shentung
to regein the good~will of Chins snd the world. Mr

Boker shows thet in regerd to Shentung, Chine hes reslly
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gained everything she c¢ould went.'78 But 8t the end
of the yesr Sino-Jepenese negotistions were still in
progrees for the trensfer of the rsilwey under the
terms of the Februsry sgrecment when the hsndover date
wses finslly errsnged for Msrch, 1923.79

It does not eppeer thet the British cebinet dis-
cussed Chins when Bslfour returned to Britein sfter
the conference, slthough the fsr esst wes considered
in reletion to dissrmement, snd Bslfour mede the point
thet Britsin hed to choose 'between e nevel peril end
e finsnciel peril'.ao While it wes nstursl thet the
dissrmsment sspects of the conference should be upper-
most in the considerstions of the cobinet, the ﬁ:t;iton
é?«éiﬁﬁﬁ.e&ag Chine muat be Judged strenge.

Eerly in Mereh, 1922, Alston reported from Feking
thet there were fesrs thet the Sino-Jeponese sgreement
would prove détrimontéi to British interests in Tsingtso
and thet discriminetion sgeinst British shipping would
continue. Aghton-Gwetkin, who hsd returned to the
fer-esstern depertment, ergued!

'Two dengers seem to threeten a
sstigfactory outcome of the Shentung
Settlement. (1) Thet the Jepenese

B8y squere the Chinese snd remsin in
virtuel control,

- (2) Thet the Chinese, efter
essuming control, mey prove themselves
incepeble of meintsining e decent
sdministretion,’



To this exposition Wellesley steted thst he thought

the first possidbility to be more likely then the

second.81

A dispstch which wes revesling regerding Britsin's
attitude towerds Chins wes prepsred by C.,W, Cempbell
of the far esstern depsrtment when he considered the
implementstion of the Sino-Jspsnese egreement., He
stated:

‘The feilure of the Jopsnese to insist
on foreign representstion in the
future municipelity st Tsingteo is
inexplicsble, Until Chine is fit for
the 8sbolition of extraterritorislity
the municipel services of foreign
settlements should be controlled by
foreigners. It is sbsurd to sttech
importience to sny stetement such ss
wes mede by the Chinese Delegetion
ot Weshington thet Chine intends to
introduce & uniform system of regu-
letions for foreign settlecments,

Let the Chinese reform the adminis-
tretion of their own numberless
cities snd towns, snd show thet they
¢sn mensge public services of this
kind efficlently by thelr own efiforts
.ee» bDefore they ere sllowed to play
ebout with the few squere miles of
foreign settlements in their large
country, The mere fsct thst
foreign settlements #re still cone
sidered necessery hes to be over-
come before they cen retionslly
propose to underteke the municipal
affeirs of our people. 1 egree
entirely ... on the point of co-

operstion with the Americens on this
question.' 82

To these comments Archer, previously s vice-consul in



Tsingteo, mede the point thet et the esrlier Sino-
Japenese discussions held on Jenuery 12th snd 13th,
lscliurrey end Jorden, who were present ss observers,
insisted thet in the event of Chine gaining control

of Tsingteo, Americen end British gubjects would not be
lisble to Chinese texes,

Undoubtedly Cempbell's description of Chinse's
internel conditions wes correct, but the concluslons
which he drew were contrsry to the spirit of the Nine
power treety, to which Britein hed only recently become
p signstory, which'ﬁromised respect for China's
sovereignty.83 In sddition, Archer's comments meke
it clesr thet while the British snd imericen delegetes
were putting pressure upon the Jepenese representetives
to yield ground, the western delegetes were 8t the some
time seeking to ineresse their own country's rights in

the Shentung province.
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