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PREFACE

In the midst of the turbulent decade of the 1930%s, Japan by her words
and deeds attempted to eliminate all féreign influence from China, Japanese
finfluence alone excepted., Since thé Manchurian Incident of 18 September
1931, Japan had by degrees moved to forece all other nations out of Nerth
China. On 17 April 1934, the gradual approach apparenﬁly gave way to a
hasty one as Japan issued a challenge to the world to keep "hands off"
China.; Amau Eiji, the Japanese Foreign Office spokesman, asserted that
Japan opposed fcreign.undeftakings in China tending to disturb the peace
of Asia or to take aanntage of China, By the Amau statement Japan ap-
parently asserted for itself the right to pass judgment on the desirability
of 211 foreign aid, fdreign loans, or sales of military equipment to China,
Japan apparéntly claimed the right to preserve the peace in East Asia,
this right deriving from her intimate knowledge of the needs of China,
Finally, Japan warned‘thaf the'pélitical situation in China concerned only
Japan and China, Ambigupusly Japan, at the same time, reaffirmed her de- |
sire to observe the Open ﬁoar policy and to uphold her obligations,under
the Nins-Power Treaty that called for the Signatories (Japan, China, Grest
Britain, the United States, France, the Netherlands, Italy, Belgimm, and .
Portugal) to respect the territorial integrity and sovereignty of China.

One of the major obstacles to a study of this nature is the general

unavailability of many of thevoriginal documents, Many, naturally, are

1For the complete text see Appendix A, Other versions of the state=
ment are found in Appendices B through D. The difference in wording
though not in meaning is due to different translators, The text in Ap-
pendix A was considered "officisl® since it was issued by the Japanese
Govermment,

iii



s5til]l classified by the govermments involved. Furthermore, the limited
mumber of Chinese and Jépanese language documents readily avallable, and
with my even more limited knowledge of the languages has prevénfed this
study to be probed as deeply as I would prefer. There was, however, enough
material at hand to dispel some of the uncertalnty surrounding thé
question,

Deep inaebtedness is acknowledged to Professor Sidney D. Brown of
Oklahoma State University, who first propounded the question of the Aman
Statement, and who gulded me in my reséarch and writing, Also, I would
like to acknowledge my indebtedness to Professors Homer L. Knight, O, A,
Hilton, and Alfred Levin, all of Oklahoma State University. Also my
deepest thanks and appreclation of the Oklahoma State University Library
who tolerated my idiosyncrasies and forgetfulness. Lastly, I acknowledge
my debt to Charles Stanislaw of the Animal Husbandry Department of Oklahoma
State University and my roommate, who tolerated my long disquisitions on

the theory and practice of History.
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CHAPTER T
INTRODUCTION

The Amau statement "fell among the Diplomatic Corps like a'mebshell"

1 The arbitfary

and set off a flurry of reactions throughout the world,
assumption by Japan as the moderator of peace in the Pacifiec area was not
welcomed by.the world, though the world seeﬁed to have no intention of
disputing this claim by force.
| Amau Eiji, the Foreign Office spokesman, who released the statement
was a relatively unknown figure when he first caught world notice. To
this point his career was routine. Born in 1887 in Naruto City, Tokushima
Prefecture on the small rustic island of Shikolku, he began his rise in the
world upon graduation from the Tokyo Higher Commercial School in 1912,
Promptly entering the Fofeign Serviee, he had labored in miner positions
for two decades before winning promation to the post 6f Chief of the In-
telligence Bureau. Frcm this position he released his famous statements
and, whether, because of it or not, became Ambassador to Switzerland and
Ttaly. Did smbitlon prompt his statement? WNathaniel Peffer thought so,
calling Amav %a blustering young diplomat..., who had concluded that
success in Japan was to the egregious and he had affiliated himself with

the extreme miliatrits and their plans, hoping to rise with thelr success.t

lgugh Byas, The New York Times, 19 April 1934, 103 The (London)
Times, 19 April 1034, 14,

zNathaniel Peffer, The Far East: A Modern History (Ann Arbor: The
University of Michigan Press, 19335, 37,  Ironically Amau who defied the
League of Nations in'1934, became in 1948 the Vice Chalmman of the Unesco
Committee of the United Nations,



Others believed that Amau won fame-=or notoriety--by accident. Wilfrid
Fleischer, the journalist who released the statement to the world, a
journalist who knew Amau personally, observed that the Japanese spokesman
was "devoid of igy’sense of news valué, ceo and little realized the im-
portance his words might haveo"3

Amsu, whether he spoke umritiingly or for ambition’s sake; spoke
against a backdrop of militarism- and expansion., By 1934 the Military
Establishment had begun to shape foreign policy for China. This despite
the Constitutional provision that specifically placed foreign affairs in
the hands of the Foreign O0ffice, The Miliﬁary Establishment, or gundai,
could do this by reason of its virtual independence 6f the eivil govern-
ment. No eivilian could cormand the Imperial Armed Forces, not even the
Premier, Nor could a civilian block direct access to the Emperor on the
part of militar& leaders. Chinas under partial control of the Japanese
Army was a Chiﬁa beyond the control of Japanese eivil govermment. Of-
ficially in 1934 the.eivil authorities who still controlled the goverrment

sought reconciliation and good will with foreign nations. The moderates

3wilfrid Fleischer, Volcanic Isle (Garden Citys Doubleday, Doran and
Co., 1941), 259, Amau’s immediate superior was Vice-Foreign Minlister
Shigemitsu Mamoru (1887-1957)., Born in Oita prefecture in Kyushu,
Shigemitsu graduated from the German Law Section of Tokyo University. He
entered the Foreign Service and served at various posts in several
countries. He lost a leg to a bomb thrown by a Korean fanatic in Shanghai.
Convicted as a Class A War Criminal in 1946, he received a seven ysar
sentence, had it commuted to five years and was paroled after serving four,
He served as Foreign Minister again from 1954 to 1956 when he helped to
negotiate normalization of Soviet Japanese relatioms.

“. Hirota Koki (1878-1948) Foresign Minister and Amau's ultimate superior
was born in Fukuoka Prefecture., He attended the Genyosha school, a
fascistic ultra-nationalistic organization that had advecated overseas
expansion ever since 1881, After this he graduated from Tokyo University
Law School. He joined the Foreign Service and held posts in various
countries, becoming Premier after the February 26, 1936 Incident. He was
considered one of the promoters of fasecism in Japan. He was hung as a
Class A War Criminal in 1948,



attemotad, in the years after the Manchurian Incident of 1931, to regain
for Japan the respect of the worid. Their efforts wers beginning to bear

fruit when Amau destroyed their program by issuance of his famous state-
L

mente

“The (London) Times, 20 April 1934, 13.



CHAPTER II
THE JAPANESE REACTION TO THE AMAU STATEMENT

The Japanese reaction to the Amau statement was slow in comings at
first few persons grasped its significance. Perhaps Japanese commentators
ignored it Because they belisved that the Amau releasé espoused no new
prineiples since it simply described the path in foreign relations
followed by Japan for the past twenty years.l When adverse foreigh re«
actions began pouring in; the unqualified approval initially given by the
Japanese to the statement changed to a tone of moderate eriticisms In;
fluential persons and nearly all large newspapers now regarded the
language of the declaration as awkward; an unfortunate choiée of words.
The Japanese atté.cks on the statement were directed at its phrasing and

tdming, however, not at its substahc_eaz

The Amau statement was never
publicly repudiated, though modified in tone by various goverment of-
ficials, Even Fbreign Minister Hirota was "repoﬁted to be angry and dis-
tressed at Aman's action. w3 §:111, Hirota never did diseipline Amaﬁg and
many prominent Jépanese regarded the rambunctious Foreign Offi.ee‘ spokes-

tdan as a national h'ero,l'" In short the Japanese reactlon to Amau's

ch T. Pellard, ”Dynamics of Japanese Imporialism," Pacific Histori-
¢al Review, VIII (March, 1939), 5

2
Jo Co Grew, Ten Years in Japan (New Yorks Simon and Schuster, 194L)
1293 The New York Times, 25 April 1934, 1.. ? ’

Jarew to Hull, 20 April 1934, in Foreign Beletioms, 193%, III, 115,

“Internatmnal Military Tribunal for the Far Rast, ud ement. Part
B, Chapter VI, 628, | Judgement,



statenent was by ne means sharply defined, in faet it was ra@ﬂ@w uneertain

and diffuse.
The Reao aior of Govermment Offieials

Ons thing was certain - the Amau statament caught most, if not 811,
of the Japanese Govermment 6ffi@ials by surprise. This becane evident
when newsmen and forelgn diplomats sounded eut Japansse offleials as to
the meaning of the astounding deelaration by Amav, Ambassador Grew
ecabled to Washington a narrow interpretation of the statement by an une-
identified subordinate offielial of the Bureaun of Aslatie Affairs of the
Forelpgn 0ffi©e; Acc@rding +o this official, the substance of the Amsu
statament, that Japan merely wished to be consulied by all other nations
befors they invest in China§ constituted the hesrt of the statenent in
the opinion of those in charge of Japan’s relations with Chinaz, He said
the statement should be interpreted only in a negativs ways Japan wished
to check other powers in Chins, but did not itself contemplate any unl
lateral action in Chinaos A further amplification of this wes glven by

g

ntervier

‘,‘,;E«
3'

Mro Aviyoshl Akiva, the Japenese Ambassader %te Chins, in an

with The New z?rk Times corvsspondent in Shenghal. Mr. Aviyoshi said that

Japan expeeted to enf@rﬂe her poliecy only by pressurs on China, not by
pressure agalinst Western powers which might seek to conclude agreements
with Chinaoé

Other members of the Japenese Diplematie Corps thought the world

voiced interesting, almost random, comments., Consul General Yokovami ab

Geneva sald that Japsn was determined te assune the role of keeper of the

SGrewe to Hull, Forelgn Relatioms, 1934, ITI, 20 &pril 1934, 118,
@ggg,New York Times, 23 April 1934, L.




pesce in Asia in conjunction with other Eastern Asiatie mati@nsa7 Ina
subsequent interview Yokoyami claimed a more exclusive role for Japan,
saying that Japan envisaged the Powers as standing aveund the sisk bed of
China, but that Japzn slone was sble to diagnose the trouble @@rr@@tLYQS
The Japanese aﬁbassador to Washington, Saite Hiroshi, confirmed Yokoyaml'®s
contention that the Western Powers did not understand éhina nor know how
to deal with hers; only Japan had this knowledge, He further declared
that the present chaotie situation in China was a present danger to
Japana9 Saito did seem perplexed though, at the brusqueness of the
language in the Aman release,,but sald that essentially the principles

1laid down were quite accurate.lo

Poreign Minister Hirota, however,
cancelled cut these wild efforts to interpret the statement, saying that
Japan was not the only power capable of understanding China. He dis-
missed Yokoyami’s contention és unconsequentisl, and pointedly observed
that Yokoyami did not speak for the Japanese geverrment,

A vesponsible Foreign Office officisl, Mr. Shigemipsu Mamoru, the
Vice-lMinmister of Foreign Affairs, and Amau’s immediate superior, fully
endorsed the statement made by his suberdinate. He asserted that this
formed a part of Japan's fixed policies in Chins and "wdll be sarried ount
regardless of the opposition of other nations, ™2 The highest responsibls

offielal, Poreign Minister Hirota, did not endorse the statement as

strongly as Shigemitsu. At first he rather evaded the problem, In his

7rtid., 24 April 1934, 103 The (London) Times, 24 April 1934, 14,
ngg (London) Times, 26 April~1934; 14,

“Ibide , 23 April 1934, 14.

10The New York Times, 25 April 1934, 1.

Arhid,, 26 April 1934, 1.
126rew to Hail, 20 April 1934, in Foreign Relations, 1934, ITT, 116.




diseussions with Ambassador Grew, Foreign Minister Hirota went to great
lengths to assure .Grew thai'_. Japan would take no act:ion that would eveste
friction or that would run counter to the letter and spirit ef the Nine-
Power Treaty., Japan was maintaining the Open Door in China while, by
contrast, China was trying to close it with her boy@ctt’ of Japanese
goods,13 In another interview with Grew on 29 April 1934, Hirota said
that the Amau statement had caused a "great inisunderstanding" and that he,

Hirota, would give a reply to the American aide-memoirs which directed

Grew to ascertain the official status of the Amau statement, if any.lu
Despite Grew's attempts, he did not suceceed in pinning down Hirota as to
whether he approved of the statement, or not. The Foreign Minister always
vacillated or evaded forthright endorsement of the Amav declaration. Many
of Grew®s diplomatic colleagues scoffed at Hirota’s pateﬁt insinecerdty
phough Grew felt that Hirota made the best of a bad situatien.15 Hirota
could not repudiate the principles of the statement since they summed up
basic trends of Japanese foreign poliey for the past twenty years,
Further, the ultra-nationalists® pressure would allow no publie repudie-
tion of these principlés.16 Wny did the Foreign Minister equivosate? The
Tokyo correspondent of The (London) Iiggg,r;ported that Hirota apparvently
. believed that the Amau statement itself was innocuocus but that Amau mise

handled the release, The subsequent erisis he expected soon to blow @;veml?

~

135, ¢. Grew, Turbulent Era (Boston: HoughtonMifflin, 1952), TT,
9603 The New York Times, 26 April 1934, 13 The (London) Times, 26 April
1934, 12, ' '

lu’Grew, JTen Years in Japan, 133.

156rew, Turbulent Era, II, 958-961,

iélég__hg New York Times, IV, . 29 April 1934, 13 Grew, Turbulent Era,
II’ 9 00 ’

172!1“3 (London) Times, 25 April 1934, 14,
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If this was indeed Hirota's hope, it was dashed to pleces almost immedi-
ately. The affair was still raging when Hirota called in T@ky@ a éon=
ference of the Japanese Ambassadors from the United States, Great Britailn,
France, ITtaly, the Soviet Union, and China to meet late in April, 1934,
The purpose was to discuss Japan’s China policy vis-a-vis the other

18 The results of this conference were never relé&&&d

interested Powers,
but the results led the Foreign Minister to adopt a stiffer tone in this
matter when he addressed a Conference of Provinecial Governors on May 4,
1934° Before the Conference he stressed a mors positive policy toward .
China., He declared that Japan must guard against any action detrimental

to the independence of Manchukuo, the Japanese puppet state that had been
carved out of China, Also, he reiterated the idea that Japan had a sine
cere desire to preserve Chinese territorial iptegrity and unification but
this must come from China's own efforts, no outside help would be toler-
ated except Japanese. He concluded with the standard ForeignVOffice state=
ment that he expected a termination of hostilities in China very shortly.ld
This last was more in the nature of wishful thinking for home consumption.
The Japanese Army had been fighting in China sinece 1931 and had won all of
the battles, but she was still é long way fr0m eongquering China., Mean-
while, the expected windfall frem Japanese aggression in China had not

materialized and the Japanese economy was subjected to a constant styain.
The Newspaper Reaction

Whereas Hirota moved to firm support of the statement only after

several days of vacillation the Japanese newspapers at once greeted the Amau

18rhe New York Times, VIII, 30 April 1934, 11

19The (London) Times, 5 May 1934, 12.



release with general acclaim. Five of the major dailies; all national.
istic in tone, agreed with the substance of the statement, The Tokyo
Asshi, the Jiji, the Chugai Shogye, the Hoehi, and the Yomiurl firmly

supported the Statéméntozo

The Asahi described the statement as an "epoche
making” departure, whereby Japan had abandoned her former policy of z0=
operation with the other Powers in China., From nowiong Fast Aslians would
settle Eést Asian problems. In short, the affairs in China eoncerned only
China and Japan, The Asahi further stated that Chinese cooperation was
questionable,21 but agreed that the declaration well defined the cause of
Jépan oﬁ'thé mainland. The Hochi approved of thé statement in principle
but feltlthat the wording ﬁas too abstract., This in turn led to mis~
understanding abroad. Also, it was issued at the wrong time<=before an
updersianding had been reached'through diplomatic chamnels with other
naﬁions.zz
,‘ The more sensational newspapers reviewed the "American Bogey" with an
exaggerated report that the United States was going to give a $100,000,000
Chinese loan to Chiang Kai-shek; while the Yomiuri gave ﬁrominen@@ to a
dispateh'saying that the Soviets were secretly building milita;y gly bases
in Kamchatka with the intention of leasing these bases to the United States
in event of war with Jaiaanoz3

The strongest voice in opposition to the Amau statement was that of

the English language Japan Advertiser, a paper edited for foreigners resi-

dent in Japan, In the Advertiser“s editorial column, Wilfrid Flelisher

2Grew to Hull, 20 April 1934, in Forelgn Relations, III, 12,

21Thid,, 121.
22The (london) Times, 24 April 1934, 10.
23The New York Times, 24 April 1934, 10.
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expressed doubt that other nations would accept the Japanese thesis coune
éerning 2id to China.2¥ A majof Japanese language newspaper that did not
join the patriotic bandwagon was the Kokumin. It predicted the strain
that the Amau stateﬁent would create in United States-=Japanese relations.
The Kokumin urged reconciliation saying, "If America is on our side we
need not fear any coﬁbination of other.waers.“25 This urging was based
less on love for America than on a realization that if Japan and the
United States Joined together, they would be absolute masters in the
Pacific, This alliance, howevef, belonged to the realm of fantasy given
the realities of the Japanese~fAmerican rivalry in 1934, The semi-official
Japanese news agency, Rengo, clouded the issue by its alternating press
releases. On 22 April 1934, it issued a bulletin that announced that the
Japanese Cabinet had formally approved of the claim to exelusive rights in
China put forward by Mr. Amau on April 17. This was immediately denied by
Anau himself.26 Then on the might of 23 April 1934, the Rengo Agency
announced that the Amau statement enunciated clearly Japan’s poliey toward
China, Again on the following day, Rengo announced that the Japanese
policy did not conflict in any way with the Nine-Power Trsaty or the Open
Doors it was merely aimed at stopping the supply of war planes %o China,
The Forwign Office immediately declared that this statement was ccmpletgly
unauthorized.2’ |

The papers that had wholeapeartedly agreed with the Amau statement
at the time of its release found ocecaslon to denocunce the Forelign Office

as first news of the hostile foreign reception trickled in, The Asahi

'ZL"Grew to Hull, 20 April 1934, in Foreign Relations, 1934, III, 121.
25The New York Times, 21 April 193%, 8.

26g§g (London) Times, 27 April 1934, 12,

27Tvid., 25 April 1934, 14,
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called it "a shocking blunder” while still endorsing its eontents; The
nationalistic papers now roundly condemned the Foreign Office‘for its ifie
ept handling of the matter. The Asahi went on to say that Jépan had been
following the same course since 1931 and should have caused no misunder-
standing among the other Powers but the Foreign Office fumbled the ball
and must take the blame for the bad situation that existed,28 Within a
week after this the Tokyo correspondent of The (London) Times cabled that
the consensus of opinion of Japanese newspapers held that the Amau state-
ment was a clear announcement té the world of Japan’s attitude toward

China but that the other Powers clearly disagreed with Japan,??
The Military Reaction

The Japanese military, according to Joseph Grew and others, was
caught by surprise when the Amau statement was g;ven outs Five of the
vernacular newspapers, The Tokyo Nichi-Nichi, the Tokyo Asahi, the Jiji,
the Chugai Shogyo, and the ggégi, besides endorsing it, said that the Army
authorities unqualifiedly suéported the stand envisaged in the Amau statew
ment,30 and Hugh Byas, a noted Asian expert and the New gbrk‘gimeé Corre=

spondent in Tokyo, agreed with this thesis in a dispatech to his paper.
Byas did not give the origin for this statement ekcept to say that it canme
from highly aceurate and credible sourcesagl If the military with its
important and pretigious role in Japanese poelitics was caught by surprise
as Grew and Byas contend, then the Amau statement could hardly have been

28ppe (London) Times, 30 April 1934, 14,
2911;:1&,, 3 May 1934, 1k.

30Grew to Hull, 20 April 1934, in Foreign Relations, 1934, III, 120-
121,

31The New York Times, 29 April 193k, 32,
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issued as an official releass., The statement reflected the military view
of %ﬁe situation in Chinz and army léaders undoubtedly approved of it,Bz
although we have no evidence thet they were consulled in advance, This
could be a parallel to the Twenty-One Demands in 1915, when army leaders
such as Yamagata were furious at the mammer in which it was issued.
Perhaps as a coincidence, possibly by army plan, the Rengo News Agency on
24 April 1934, only seven days after the Amau statement was released,
announced thet Japan planned to double her aircraft strength within the
next three years. By 1§3é;$q§pan expected to add eighteen squadrons

(500 planes).>>
The Intellectual Reaction

The recognized leaders of public opinien cutside the Govermment
evinced varied reactions ranging from approval to di?approval. The
warmest‘défender of the Amau statement was Matsuoka Yosuke, an American-
educated Japanese, who had served in the Japanese Goverrment but was
currently out of office, Matsuoka was incensed at ﬁhe Western Powers for
supplying China with amms, finance, and internal improvements. Hé GONw
tended that these strengthened China sufficiently to enable that land to
resist the Japanese forces encroachment. To Western interference he

attributed the lack of peace and the unsettled conditions in China.Bn

32Grew to Hull, 20 April 1934, in Foreigm Relations, 1934, III, 120,
33‘I‘he (London) Dimes, 25 April 1934, 14, |

4The New York Times, 29 April 1934, 1. Matsuoka Yosuks (1880-1946),
Born in Y Yémaguehi Prefecture ¢n the scuthern tip of Henshu island, he at-
tended school in the United States where he graduated from Oregon Univer-
sity. He served briefly in the Japanese Foreign Service and then resigned
to join the South Manchurlan Railroad in 1921. By 1927 he was Vice-
President of the road; and in 1939 he became President of the SMR. In
1930 he was elected to the Diet on ths Selyukai ticket. In 1933 he an-
nounced Japan's withdrawal from the League of Nations and in 1934 he
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The New York Times said that perhaps the ultranationalistic Matsuoka more
eléarly’refieﬁted the spirit of the Japanese pecple than did Hirota, whose
modification of the Amau statement pleased neither the Japanese nor the
foreignerse35

At the other end of the political spectrum, the more liberal-minded
politicians, led by Baron Shidehara, strongly disapproved of the Amau
demarchéo They regretted the issuance of such a statement at the time
when Japanese foreign relations were begimming to calm down afteé the
Manchurian Incident. None of these liberals, however, criticlzed the
principles laid down in the release, only-the timing.36

If Amau received a censure from the Foreign Office, he at the same
time, won praise and congratulations from many non-Foreign Office people
who concurred in the views he had publiely announced,37 Vice=Foreign
Minister Shigemitsu said that Japan should have used more tact and
patience and eventually the world would have accepted the situation in
Manchuria and Chinao38 Prince Konoye Fumimaro, a wpathermcock politician,
was distressed at the timing of the statement, not at the principles.39

resigned from the Diet and began calling for a dissolution of s11 politi.
cal parties., He was appointed Foreign Minister in 1940 in the Konce Cabi-
not, He toured Burope in 1941 and concluded the Soviet-Japanese Non-
Aggression Pact. This pact freed Japan for her coming war in the Pacific
Ocean. He died while on trial as a war ecriminal,

35Tbid,, IV, James, Bdwin L., 29 April 1934, 1.

35The New York Times, 25 A ril 1934, 103 Grew to Hull, 20 April
1934, Foreig Relations, 1934, III 115-119.

37Wilfrid Fleischer, Vblcanic Isle (Garden Citys: Doubleday, Doram and
Co.y 1GH1), L,

g _J- & - —_:“ ﬂ:

39Fleischer, Voleanic Isle, 44,



The eonsensus of oplnion among the intellectuals as well as the common wan

was that the Government used very poor timing., Japan was on the verge of

the confidence of the world when the releass %turned all the past

4G

=2
o2

gainin

raing into ashes.

“?

Many pecvle inquired of Amau himself as to the meaning of his well
publiclized statement., He expressed surprise that his statement saused
sueh g stir throughout the world., It was merely a relteration of the
prineiples laid down by the Foreign Mirister in his 23 Jamiary 1934,
Diet speech., Amau constantly repeated that his statement did not con-

ki
fliet in any way with any existing international agreements with china.*l

Summary

In gevieral the Japanese reaction against the statement was almost as
strong as that of other countries but with this difference: the other
gountries expressed alarm and concern at the prineciples laid down, while
the Japanese expressed concern over the timing, language and methed of
release, On the whole, the Japanese were receptive to the ideas in this
decldration and Aman certainly gained in domestic pvopularity. Tt may
well have been an zceident that Amau issued the statement, bub it éertaiu«

1y ereated a worldewide disturbance,

rhoggg (London) Times, 25 April 1934, 14.

T
e Hew York Times, 19 April 1934, 103 Grew to Hull, 20 April 1934,
in Forelien Reiatigngj'IQBQ, III, 112-1133 The Manchester Juardian Weekly,
IXY 720 April 19387, 3075 The (london) Times, 21 April 1934, 303
Chamberlin, yapan Qver Asia (Boston: Iitfle, Brown and vo., 1939), 6, J.
Roseoe Dyummond, "Open Door Off Hinges in Manchulmuo,” The Chrlstian
Seiencs Monitor, 21 December 1934, 1,




CHAPTER III
THE UNITED STATES REACTION TO THE AMAU STATEMENT

The Uhitedrstates Government was aiarmed over the Japanese declaraw
tion but took no.immediate action,I The State Department was not willing
to express interest in what it felt to be an unoffielal statement. Any
| such action would tend to give the statement official standing, something
it did not enjoy at the time of its 1ssue;2 Still, the statement emanated
from an important enough source that it could not be disregarded.3 State
Department lawyers temporarily divided into two groups over its possible

legal effects. One group maintainéd‘that silence was the best policy
since "consent by implication" was impossible under any circumstances,
‘while the other held that the United States should get itself on record

as soon as possible to avoid any future misunderstanding of its attit@de.u
This impasse was resolvéd when it became obvious that the statement could
not be ignored, ‘It had already stirred up much world-wide attention.
Although the Unitea Sfates was not willing to go to war over the Amsu

statement, the State Department was quick to reaffirm the American

1. .
C. A, Bussy, The Far East: A History of Regent and Contemporary
International Relations in East Asia '(“ENe:w Yorks The Macmillan Co., 1955),
3§Q; Grow. to Hull, 20 April 1934, in Foreign Relations, ITI, 117 The New
York Times, 18 April 1934, 12, ,

2Grew to Hull, 20 April 1934, Foreien Relations, ITI, 1173 The New
York Times, 26 April 1934, 13; The (London) Times, 2 May 1934, 1h,

3starley K. Hormbeck, The United States and the Far East: Certain
Fundamentals of Policy (Boston: World Peace Foundation, 1942), 33.

¥The New bek Times, 27 April 1934, 9,

15
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position in Chinaj and that we would not recognize the Amau statement as
valid,? This move was unambiguous and specific in dsnying the Japanese
claim.,6 The State Department was aware of thg pessible adverse effects
on the Amerdcan aid program to China that the Amau statemernt portended,
and it was, at the same time, equally clear that the Stimson Doctrine of
noral pressure and nonarecogniﬁion of territorial gains by force had
failed in China., The American answer was not as firm as both Cordell
Hull, the Secrstary of State, and President Roosevelt wished, but the
political climate was such that the American people would not have tocler-
ated a war with Japan at this times’ |

The Amefican and British rsactions parallsled each other, although
they were arrived at independently and without any prior consultation.
The Unitsd States hoped that Britain would back her up in the event of 2
showdownvwith Japan.8 The American Govermment was soon disabused of this
hope. London had less inclination than did Weshington for a quarrel with
Japan in the Pacifiec, The Amau statement and its effects, however, did
nof pass unnoticed by the American news media. The American publie, hy
and large, was aware of the Japanese declaration, but it was preoccupled

with its own internal problems created by the Depréssioneg

5 ;
“Meribeth Cameron et al, China, Ja%an and the Powerss 4 Histery of

ﬁgg.Modern Far Bast (New York: The Ronald Press CO., 1952), 471,

6Ho S. Quigley, and G. H. Blakeslee, The Far Easts An International
Survey (Bostons World Peace Foundation, 1938Y, 190, ‘

Marian Fry, War in Chinas America's Role in the Far Bast (New Yorks
Foreign Policy Ass™n., 1938), 63, |

.. She New York Times, 20 April 1934, 103 The Menchester Guardian
Weekly, XXX (27 April 1934), 3243 The (London) Times, 2 May 199K, i%e

gﬂhight Biggerstaff, The Far East and the United States (Tthaea,
New York: Cornell University Press, 1944), 32.
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The Presidential Reastlon

President Roosevelt, like his countrymen, was pre@@@upied with the
nation“s internal problems. He had little time to spend on forsign af-
fairs, This led to a foreign poli@y less vigorous in some respects than
was Hoover®s, It showed in the long run, however; no compromising of
principles and iittle if any change in the Stimson Do@trine of Nonhe

" Recognition of territorial acquisition by force, This position, which
did not involve the use of force or the threat of force, was necessary in
view of the American people’s reluctance to go to war.1? That Roosevelt
took a serious view of the Pacifie prdblem was common knowledge. Ac-
cprding to The (London) Egggg, President Roosevelt would like to do mors
but was hindered by a COngfesé that had a morbid fear of becoming en-
tangled in any foreign alliances or altercations.;l Further proof of
Roosevelt's alarm at the Amau statement came when he announced that he in.
tended to ask Congress to start building the Navy up to its full strength
as authorized by the Washington Naval Conference of 1922,12 Though the
possibility existed that Roosevelt would have asked Congress to bulld up
tﬁe Navy anyway since it was well-known that he had a fondness for_the
Navy;l3 It is unlikely, however, that he would have asked so soon unless
he felt alarmed, since the finances of the country were not adequate for
emba?king on a Naval expension program.

* Perhaps the President’s Japanophebia shaped his big Navy views., He

O1ms4., 32,

Lithe (ondon) Times, 30 April 1934, 14,
12me New York Times, 26 April 1934, 13.
131he (London) Times, 26 April 1934, 14,
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once told Henry L. Stimson, while a dimner gusst at the White House, an
ancedots which revealed a perscnal uneasiness sbout Ja-pan; Wnile he was
a student at Harvard in 1902, the President told Stimson, a Japanese
classmate confided that Japan had a one hundred year plan for cenguest of
the Pacific Ocean area. The Japanese student then outlined the plan, one
remarkably similar to the subsequent course of the nation's expansion;
This tale, told in 1934, remained clear in St.imson"s mind for the next

seven years .1""

The State Department Reaction

The Amau statement came as a shock to Secretary of State Hull,
though it was no surprise., It meant that after a brief conciliatory inter-
lude, Japan had reembarked on her old course of armaments, treaty breaking,
and aggression, Hull could not let this pass unchallenged,ls' In May,
Hull observed in a formal statement, that American opinion would not per-
mit Japan unilaterally to break the Nine-Power Tr'ea“l'.y.:l'6 Prior to the Moy
statement, the American Govermment had dispatched a reply to the Japanese
demarche. This reply was delayed for over a week while the American

Govermment decided on a course of action., "The situation was so compli-

cated with cross currents and cross wires," said The New York Times, "that

the time was not ripe for a reply. nl? Requests to the Japanese Ampassador

- lh’Ho L. Stimson, and McGeorge Bundy, On Active Service in Peace and
War (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1947), 301-302. :

+ 15cordell mull, Memoirs, I (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1948),
279, ' —_—

16p, H, Michael, and George E. Taylor, The For East in the Modern
World (New Yorks Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 19569, 3?‘%

L7arthur Krock, The New York Times, 27 April 1934, 20,
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for an official copy of the Amau statement were unavailing for several
days, consequently no answer could be formulated. Alsc, aceording to ggg
(London) Times, the State Department waited for the British reply before
committing itself since the British were the largest foreign investor
nation in Ghina.ls

The United States reply, reported by The (London) Times, revealed
that this nation questioned the Japanese assertion of several "realities"
that existed in China, sucﬁ as the existence of Manchukuo and Japanese
primacy in north China and the insistence that all nations recognize them.
These were "selected realities™ at best and could not be accepted by the
Powers. Many of these Powersvhad interests and connections witﬁ China
long antedating Japan's opening to the Wbst, the State Depariment
contimied. The Japanése pretense that only.she understood China becauss
both were Oriental was naive and unacceptakble to the W’estol9

The American stand on the Amau statement was greeted favorably in
Great Britain and lukewarmly in China, Britain hailed it as the first
s#and that the Roosevelt administration hgd taken on Asian affairs,20 The
Nénkingﬁovernment of Chiang Kai-shek called the American reply "rather
weak but generally satisfactory ... At any rate we are now sure where
America stands in this mattar,"zl The American reply referred to above,
wastdispatched on 30 April 1934, This dispatch, unequivocally informed
Japén that the United States insisted on complete obserwvance of all

treaties and that she would not recognize any peculiar interests and

' 18The (London) Times, 26 April'1934, 14,

19124,

21p1d., 2 May 1934, 14,
Zlthe New York Times, 3 May 1934, 6.
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rights of Japan.22 This reply was interpreted by both the United States
and Japan as including a1l of Asia, not only China alone. 2o

The American officiel most intimately concerned with the Amau state-
ment was Joseph Ceo Grew, the United States Ambassader to Japan, who was
"at his post when the Amau statemenﬁ was issued. Grew was a career diple-
mat with many years service in Burope and Turkey before his assignment té
Japan, Both Grew and Roosevelt had attended Groton and Harzvard, .RQSQV@lt
went on to Columbia Law School whilé Grew attended George Washington Unie-
versity. This similarity of background may explain the mutual esteem that
both men held for each other. Grew, like Roosevelt, never fully trusted
Japan though he did a creditable job while Ambassador and gained many
Japanese friends, He held the opinion that the statement was a true re-
flection of Japanese feélingé regarding China, but the Foreign Office,
for diplomatic reasons, maintained an alcof position enébling it to deny
the official standing of the by now famous statement. Grew alsc believed
that:it was open to broad interpretation, and for the present it would
not be enforced by Japan. FPFurther, at first Grew did not feel that any
answer was warranted until a more definitive translatlion was obtained than

the one printsd in The New York Herald-Tribune. The only way to obtain

this was to ask the Japanese Forsign Minister, Hirota RKoki for an official

H
copy but this Grew refused to do until erdered by Hull.2

Grew, alse, was
of the opinion that the British had scceded too hastily to ﬁhe Japanese
assertion of speecial rights and realities in China, At the same time,
Grew felt that the American reply was "wholly admirable, absolutely called

for by the eircumstances, drafted in a masterly fashipn, perfectly clear

22Mhe Nation, CXXXVIII (9 May 1934), 520.
23The New York Times, 2 May 1934, 11, |
Grew to Hull, 20 April 1934, in Foreign Relatioms, 193%4, ITT, 115.
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in substance, [;h§7'm@deraﬁe and friendly in tone,""? Anbassador Grew
was in perfect accord with the policy foll@wed by Roosevelt and Hull.

It would almost seem that such perfect accord was the result of coswdinate
planning, As to how much advice Grew gave in arriving at this course of

action, one can only speculate,
The Congressional Reaction

Congress was to show little interest in the Amau statement. Congress
was aware of the statement and there was comment upon it from the fleor
of both Houses of Congress, but little came of it. Congress reframned
from any discussion of the matter until the Administration had had a chance
to act, On 2 May 1934, Senator James Hamilton Lewis, (Democrat, Tlinois),
rose and in a lengthy speech called for unanimous Senatorial approval of
the State Department's reply to the Japanese statement. He alsc called
for unanimous consent on the part of the Senmate in endorsing the foreign
pblicy of President Roosevelt and Secretary Hull‘ﬁoward Asia. rIn this
same speech, Senator lewls decried the weak_English acquiescence tb
Japan’s "special position" in Chinaa26
Mr. An#hony Joseph Dimond, Territorial Delegate from Alaska, on 7
May, called the attention of the HGﬁSe of Representatives t@ban article
written by Senator Arthur R. Robinson of Ohio., Senator Robinsen saw
Alaska as being in danger from an attack by Japan which wasbon a military
aggreséion spree., He pointed out that Alaska, or parts of it; were cleser
to Japan than“they were to the United States, Japan's past actlons in

China were a prelude to eXpansion throughout the Pacifie area, The United

25Josebh Ce Grew, Ten Years in Japan {New York: Simon and Schuster,
1544), 133,

26U S, cgngress1ona1 Reccrd, 73d Congress, 2d Session, 1934, LXYVTTIQ
Part 7, 7899°
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States must take a determined sténd and build up Alazka te be zs well de-
fended as Pearl Harbor, He e@n@lﬂdeﬂ by saying that the ﬁnﬁﬁed States
coulﬁ only be secure in the Qriént when it was militarily strong., The
problem of defense eould be 301§ed by action, "not . » o by vollte though
fir notes from the State Depaé%mentn"z? This last sentencé was the only
diseordant note in Congress and it was a mild one, It ssemed to be aimed
at the State Department’s reply to the Amau statement but the article
read on the floor of the Hbusé was wriften before the statment was issued.
It was unintentional but prophetic.

This was the extent of the part Congress played in the Aman stale
ment except to give the President his requested increased naval approfria»

28 That Congress did not take a more positive course in the matter

tions,
of the Amau statement was not surprising in view of the economic condition
of the nation atithe time, The foremost problem facing the nation was the
bringing back of prosperitj‘and the President and Congress were immersed
in this question., The traditional isolationism in Congress and thé
President-Congress “honeymoon" period, which was still in effect, pre-
c¢luded any runaway action by the legislature in the field of forsign af-

fairs, Congress, at this time, was content to follow the President in

his foreign policy as long as it did not lead to foreign entanglements.
The Press Reaction

Though Congress took little notice of the Amau statement, the same

cannot be said for the news media, and the press in particular, It was

-~

27Ibid., Part 8, 8257-8259, Mr, Dimond quoted the artieles of Sena-
tornﬁcbinson from "Will Japan Seize Alaska?", Libsriy Magaszine, 24 Maweh
193 @ ' . :
2817,3,, Senate, Establi it ritod States Nas

¢Sa9 te, Bstablish Composition of Unlted States Navy o o «»
734 Conga., 2d Sess., 1933, Senate Doc, ng}mfﬁidag Construction of Naval
Vessels, 73d Cong., 2d Sess., 1934, Senate Doc, 157, :
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i
1

the press which actually called world attention to the Japanese release.
Of all the segments of American life, the press was the most veelferous

in its reaction to the Japanese declaration. The story was first re-

leased in the United States by the New York Herald-Tribune on 18 April
1934, the day after it was issued by Amau. The §§§§l§gTrﬂbﬁne corres
spendent in Tokyo, Mr. Wilfrid Fleischer, who was alsc the editor of the
Japan Advertiser, cabled the Amau statement to the United States from the
translated edition that had(apﬁeared in the Adveftiser“s morning edition

of 18 April.?’ The Baltimore Sun as quoted by The (Loron) Timesy-dew—
clared that China would fall to Japan by default if £he Western Powers
did not take immediate action. The Nine-Power Treaty provided the means
for this and the signatories should invoke the treaty without delay. "
The New York Times, in an editorial, theorized that if Japan was serious
about wanting peace in China, she should be happy to see China armed.

As long as China was fragmented into small territories.held by different
war-lords, she would never know peace. If Chiang Kai-shek received arms
and secured unification he would suppress and pacify Chiné. Thers would
thén be the opportunity for Japanese trade on a large soales T The New
York ggggg.printed a guest editorial from the Philadelphia Ingulrer en-

titled "Menace to China." It was one of the most ocutspoken of all Ameri-
can newspaper editorials on the Amau statement, 2
It'is difficult to imagine Japan acting as headmaster in a

school of social welfare, That is not her way. She ab-
sorbed Korea. She advanced on Manchuria in the name of peace,

R

1/‘
29Feischer, Voleanic Isle, 260,
3Ome (London) Times, 26 April 1934, 1h.

{
31"Topics of th% Times," The New York Times, 27 April 1934, 20,
BZEQQEEQE York Times, IV, 29 April 1934, 4.

j
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slaughtering right and left and driving China out of her
possession, When Japan had set up her own goverrment she
calmly anncunced that the thing had been dons-~that 1t
was un fait sccompli--and what are you going to do about
it? “Her invasion of China proper, hurling death and dise
aster at Shanghail, had no object other than tec impress
the unfortunate Chinese and the world with the ruthless=
ness of her power, It is impossible to believe that her
present course is not directed toward the virtual domi-
nation of China,

Despite such fiery articles, the American people did not get arcused over
the Japanese declaration. Perhaps this type of writing sold a few more
papers, it did not accomplish mmch more.

The New Republic adopted a cynical point of view. As long as Japan

talked about the activities of the foreign Powers iﬁ China, said the New
Reggblié, she would not take any action. Furthermors, should Japan cease
talking and attempt to do something about enforcing the Amau doectrine,
the Uﬁited States would have to either back down or go to war, Showld
the latter course be followed, the United States would be in trouble since
it is doubtful if Japan could be beaten in the Pacific, even with British
help. There was also the possibility that Japan would offer spheres of
influence to other Europa#n nations if they would back her in her war
with America. The editor concluded with a pessimlistic note that no matter
the course followed by the United States, we would lose out in Chinacgg
T 1o, Nation took a brighter view of the situatlon crsated by the
Japansse statement. It was not sure that Japan was ready to back up her
threat since Japan's record over the past twenty years indicated her he-
lief that China would fall to her influence an&way° The time would come
when the Nine-Power Treaty members will have to fact Japan, by forge if

necessary, to pressure Japan out of China., Surely the Chinese eould hang

on until that happened.Bu

33#Japan®s Challenge to the West," New Republic, LXXVIT (2 May 1934),
323. '

BH"Editorial Paragraphs,” The Nation, CXXXVIII ($ May 1934), 520.
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As was to be expected, the public expressed its views on the Amau
statement in letters to the editors. One such wissivs was particularly
interesting sinsce it adopted a cold-blooded, pro-Japanese view, This
writer advocated the complete abstention of the United States from any
act that might affect Sino-Japanese relations. It was none of Americal’s
business what Japan did in China so long as she did not interfere with
‘American interests there. Also, Japan had brought pesce and order to
those parts of China that she had ocecupled. Japan had also respected our
Open Door poliey since she was motivated only by the highest ideals in
her China policy. As for her military attitude, she had only done what
the Western nations did earlier when they took over less developed
countries as colonies and spheres on interest.35 This letter was not
unique, it was merely more erudite than most of the otherso‘

Such attitudes were all too prevalent in the United States, The tra-
ditional American isolationism c&upled with a severe cconomic depression
at home were almost a guarantee thatAany positive forsign policy would be
unacceptable to the American people. The leading American newspapers and
periodicals did a ereditable joblof keeping the public informed éf world
affairs, but the intense preoccupatiocn with inﬁernallﬁatters offset much

of this effort,
The Economic Reaction

The economic response to the Amau statement was almost negligible.
There was no widespread American business reaction, The American Govern=
ment, howevery, had always displayed a deep linterest in Ameriecan investe
ments in China due to its established "Dollar Diplomacy® policy. The

35Henry A. Wisewood, "Letters to the Editor,® The New z§rk Times, IV,
29 April 1934, 5, '
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govermment had long sought to force dollars into areas whers they would
not go of their own accord. The firm siand of the Stéte*D@partmen% PEe
garding the Amau statement was a reflection of this interest. Professor
Charles Frederick'Reher, Professqr of Economics at the University of
Michigan; explained this by the fact that the United States entered the
contest for the exploitation of China at a late date and could not succeed
without Government backing. Also, American investors have been either un-
successful or unfortunate, or both.36 Of more than the $41,000,000 ine
vested by Americans in Chinese Govermment obligations, only $8,000,000
were secured by any collateral,3? This was too risky a margin for most
American businessmen to operate on with their own capital. Since few
Americans cared to invest in a country as unsettled as China, the Govern-
ment has had tq offer backing to get businessmen to invest. The ﬁhited
States, in contrast to the European Powers, was hesitant to usé its troops
to protect its interests. Under such conditions it was expecfed that
private investments would be light, In faet, the only significanﬁ private
American investments in China were in public utilities in.shanghai and
railroads in Manchuria,

| The railroad loans were secured by the rolling stock and the carrying

38 The investménts in the Shanghal

profits which were substantial.
utilities were in stocks and bonds, not in direct physieal plant fa-
cilities.39 kmerican companies engaged in business in China were sube

sidized by the Government after 1922 with the China Trade Act of thalt year.

3. . Remer, Foreign Investments in China (New York: The Macmillan
Coey 1933), 334,

37Trid, , Table 11, 301.
381bid., 88,

39Tbide, 335.
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It was amended in 1925 to liberalize the aid even more., This act proe
vided for certain federal tax exemptions and allowed federal iucorpora-
tion of these firms. Only national banks had enjoyed these rights prior
to the passage of this b&Il.uo Another significant facet of American
goverrmental interest in Asian investmernt has been America's traditional
concern for events in Manchuria where American inveétments, once large,
were now small. This interest now derived more on political grounds then
on economic grounds. "Manchuria has been the chief infernational politi-
cal problem in the Far East since the end of the Sino;Japanese War. The
United States has shown a keen interest in Manchurian railways because
the solution of the railway problem promised a solution of the politiesal
problem."ul Since Manchuria was sparsely settled and underdeveloped with
vast distances to span, a sﬁeady reliable transport system was the key to
development and control of the area., There were no paved roads and even
fgwer vehicle&. Without railroads no supplies could ?e brought in or
produce shipped out. Our American Trans-Mississippl West during the poste
Civil Var era was an excellent example of this, Hence, the control of
the rallroad was equivalent to control of the qountry.

Business Wesk magazine pointed out another economic facet of the
Amau statement as it affected American trade in the Orient when itbsaid
in effect, that China is a great potential market for American goods but
until the disorganization within the country ends, and‘AMeriéan MmaYitie
facturers adapt their products to a low-income market this potential will
not be realized. Japan today offers a more ready market fof American

raw materials such as cotton., This a&pect was true for the long run

Mread., 317,

M1eia,, 335,



picture, but the immediate American investments in China were the ehilef
and immediate 1:)1'o7ofl.em.b(2 The.United States was only the fourth largest ine
vestor in China, being suipassed by Great Britain, Japan, and Russia, in
that @:r'ci@:r“.b'3 The American investments were valued at approximately
$200,000,000., |

An excellent indicator of the business world's lack of any real
interest in the Amau statement is evident from the lack of any sharp
trading on the New York Stock Exchange., There was no flurry of‘» selling
or buying of.Chinese or Japanese stocks., No American company doing'
business in China showed any indication or fluctuation of stock from the
normal. An examination of the stock quotations in _’!‘29_ New 1‘932&_ _’I"_i_m__gg for
the month of April gave no hint of any undue activity on the Exchange.
The State Department displayed more of an interest in the Japsmese declara-
tion than did any segment of the business world, This could only be true
if the United States Govermment was more vinterested than any other seg-
ment of American life, There was no major American corporation with
heavy investments in China. The largest individual Axgerican companies
déing business were the shipping and trading concerns, and even these had
the majority of their funds invested in the American end of the business,
and though a few American firms owned their physical facilities in China,

these amounted to very little in the total sum of American investments.
American Foreign Policy Before the Statement

The American foreign policy before the Amau statement can best be

described as one of non-intervention and non-recognition. Besldes the

L"Z"Business Abroad," Business Week, (28 April 1934), 30.

43Remer, oreigg Investments, Chart 2, 75.

Lmlbid. s 239.



29

traditional distaste for entangling foreign alliances, the United States
was too pre-occupied with its own internal troubles to consider any
positive action in China over the Amau statement, Further, the American
people were disillusioned over the results of the attempt to remake
Europe into a peaceful community of nations. The United States had pulled
Europe's chestmuts out of the fire and Europe was ungrateful. The
Japanese in the Far East were involved in an "incident® with China that
had no end in sight. It would only bring grief to the United States to
get involved in the situation in China, This pessimistic attitude,
coupled with the domestic problems at home, made it all but impossible
for the Govermment to follow any positive course abroad.

The non-recognition policy, followed by Henry L. Stimson, dated back
to William Jennings Bryan, according to Cordell Hull. Bryan employed
this device after Japan had presented her infamous Twenty-one Demands in

1915.%5 George E. Sokolsky, Tokyo correspondent of The New York Times

and a recognized authority on the Far East, traced the non-recogmition
policy back to John Hay's Open Door of 1900.46 Cordell Hull, in his
Memoirs, gave full credit to Stimson for taking the non-recegnition
principle of Bryan, expanding it, and attempting to gain world recognition
for it,a7 Stimson, while Sécretary of State under Hoover, had tried to
work with the League of Nations in dealing with Japan over the Manchurian
Incident in 1931, He believed that world opinion eould be marshalled
against Japan through this organization, thus forcing the militaristic

group to back down in their demands. This then would lead to the

45Cordell Bull, Memoirs of Cordell Hull, Vol. I (New Ybrk: The
Macmillan Company, 19585, 270,

46George E. Sokolsky, The New York Times, VIII, 29 April 1934, 11.

47Hh11, Memoirs, 270,
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strengthening of the eivilian elements of the Japanese Govermment , o

Stimson soon grew disillusioned with £his idea when it became cbvious
that the disparéte interests of the varicus members of the League were
too strong fbr any concerted action against Japan,

As Cordell Hull entered the State Department in 1933, he had two
points on the Far Bast fimmly in mind., The first was the definite internA
est of the United States in maintaining the independence of China and in
preventing Japan from gaining overlordship of the enfire Far East. The
second conviction was that Japan had no intention whatever of abiding by
treaties but would regulate her conduct by the opportunities of the
moment,*¥ Though Hull was determined to follow these two objectives while
he was Secretary of State, neither he nor President Rooéevelt were prew

"pared to use forece to halt Japan, The pacifism and isolationism that had
existed under Hoover and Stimson were still deeply entrenched in the
nation,5o Roosevelt and Hﬁll, despite their intentions, were hampered by

the traditional American attitude toward foreign entanglements.
Anmerican Foreign Policy After the Statement

The Unlted States did not modify its poliey in China as a result of
the Amau statement, Neither did the Japanese Govermment modify the
polieiss that foreshadowed this statementosl Prior to its issuance,

Japanese-American relations had been steadily improving, After the

uBFranz He. Michasl, and George ¥, Taylor, The Far BEast in the Mbde%n
World (New Yorks Henry Holt and Co., 1956), 6 '

YMemoirs of Cordell Hull, 270.

SoMeribeth E. Cameron, Thomas H. Mahoney, and George E. McReynolds,
China, Japan and the Powers (New York: Ronald Press, 1952), 471,

51pichael and Taylor, The Far East in the Modern World, 627,
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statement, the relations steadily declined.

The chill put upon Japanese-American relations by the Amau state-
ment was never removed. The affair soon passed over, but the realization
that the problem of Bast Asian affairs would someday be settled by resort
to arms, lurked in the minds of people on both sldes of the Paeifig. The
two differing policies of Japan and the United States were bound to clash
unless one slde gave way. BEmotional factoré, arising from the strong
moral positions attached to their respective policies, made such agree-
ment impossible. The United States policy of a frqe China, with free
trade and access to all nations with no single natién geining absolute
power over all or part of China, was destined to clash with Japan's ex.
pansionist, imperialist plan to subordinate China to a satellite position

within the yen bloc.



CHAPTER IV
THE EUROPEAN REACTION TO THE AMAU STATEMENT

As much as it surprised the United States, the Amau statement caught
the rest of the world off guard and, in Burope, caused a mild furor, The
first official reaction came from Great Britaln which sidestepped“the
issue by sending a "friendly inquiry" on 25 April, as to the meaning of the
statement. The Government accompanied this with a reminder that Japan
had recourse to the Mine-Power Treaty, ﬁhieh was still in force and of
which Japan was a member, to voice any dissatisfaction that she might have
with the other Signatories as to their conduct‘in China. Furthermore,
Great Bfitain had pursued in China no activity that might give cause for
alarm to Japan.l France and Italy, whose interests in Asia were much less
important than Britain's followed its lead., Russia, £illing her usual
role of profiting by other nation's problems, stood on tﬁe sidelines and
denounced both sides as greedy capitalists fighting over the spoils of
colonialism, The other nations of Europe noted the situation but since
they had little or no interest in Asia, they remained mere spectators. }
Europe was plagued with her own problems and had no inplination to become

involved in an Asian squabble,
The British Reaction

The Amau statement was issued on 17 April 1934, printed in The (London)

1g, E, Hubbard, Survey of International Affairs, 1934 (Oxford, 1935),
656, The Signatories of the NinewPower Treaty were Great Britain, France,
Italy, the United States, Japan, China, the Netherlands, and Portugal.
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gégég on 18‘April§ bat not answered by the British govermment until

25 Apiilg The reasons for the week’s delay in answerdng this challsnge
are varied., As mentioned above, the statement took the world by surprise.
Still, in her history Britain had responded more rapidly to other
challenges, The Briﬁish.reacted in several stages., The first was a
Wfriendly inquiry™ on 25 April 7934 as to the meaning of the Amau statew
ﬁent, The next stage was on 30 April 1934 with the Goverrment's willing.
ness to accept the Japanese reply to its inquiry wherein the Japanese
agreed in the British assumption that it in no way transgressed any
treaties or common rights in China that Japan shéred with the other Powers.
With this answer, the British Government was prepared to "leave the
question where it was." The Parliamentary Opposition, on 30 April 1934;
formed the third stage of the reaction when it refused to "leavg the
question where it was," The Govermment remained adamant, and since the
Opposition could not muster enough votes in Commons to overturn the
Government, the question was suspended. British attention soon was fowm
cused on the European situation. The reactions from the other segments

of British life were not influentizl in affecting the Govermment’s stand;
though they are of much interest, Along with Britain’s attention te
Hitler's sabre-rattling in Burope, the effects of the world-wide depression
were making themselves felt, There was much unemployment throughout the
world and Britain was no exeeption, The Japanese declaratlion may have
been startling té Britain, but Japan had not previously beothered Britain's
large investments in Ghina, Besides, Japan and Britain had long been

allies in the Pacific, even before the Russo-Japanese War in 1905. Britain

u)zGrzat Britain, 5 Parliamentary Debates (Commons), CCLXXXIX (30 April
193 910 ' ’
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had only a short time before ended any formal arrangement but the friend-
1y feeling was still suppesed to exist, Perhaps another rezson for the
delay was the well-known pacifist principles of the Britlsh Prime Minise
ter, Ramsey MacDonald, who would not rush into a policy that conld easily
lead to war without first giving it deep consideration.,3 Viewed in this

perspective, the delay was understandable.
British Economic Interest in China

Great Britain, of a2ll the forelgn investors in China, was the
largest. Over 36% of all foreign investments belonged to Britain. 1In
temms of United States dollars, this amounted to $1,189,200,000.% Pro-
fessor C. F. Remer summed up the importance of these investments by ob-
serving "that the history of British investments in China is the history
of Chinese capital imports. The study of China's international economic
relations meant . « ¢« the study of British trade, British shipping, the
British business community, and British investments in China."5 That
Britaih should be concerned over the Amau statement was to be expected,
and the Members of Parliament from the English industrial areas that had
dealings with China were prompt to question the validity of the statenmernt,
Although they did not mention their investments as such, it is significant
that these Members took the lead in Parliament in demanding action from
the Govermment. It would almost seem as if economic determinism were ths

overriding factor in the British foreign policy.

 3Walter P, Hall, Robert G. Albion, and Jennie B, Pope, A History of
‘ gland and tﬁe Empire-Commonweal th (Beston: Ginn and Co., 19615, %030

- b, p, Remer, Forelgn Investments in China (New Yorks Macmillan and
C@og 1933)9 Table 1 ® 7

5Tbide s 406,



35
The Debate in Commons

Whatever the Govermment's reasons for delaying a week before answer-
ing the statement, they did not extend to Parliament., Two days after the
Japanese éémar@heg and one day after it appeared in The Times; the Op-
position from the Iiberal and Unionist Parties attagked thDcnald“s
Nationél Government. This spirited and prolonged offéhsive lasted for a
month. It did not ceass until 18 Mey 1934, which was adjourmment time.
The Opposition centered on economic reasons with moral justifications a
poor secand; Outside of the usual wish of the Opposition to embarrass
the Govermment, the concern for British invesiments in Asia was the
driving force for the attack, |

The opening shot was fired by the Liberal Member from the Midlands
port of South Shields, Mr, Harcourt Johhsfoné, whose constituency was
deeply inval#ed in the Aslatic {rads, He wanted to know what Japan meant
by the Amau statement,6 Since the Goverrment had not yet declded upon a
course of actién, Sir John Simon, the Foreign Ministér, ever the slippery
politieian97 put off the question by replying that there were several
versions of the statement and until he received the definitive one he
would offer no @ommenﬁas This was only the start of a deluée that would
not cease until the May adjourmment. Every day brought a series of questions
: éésigned9 it seemed, more for embarrassing the Govermment than for elicit-
ing information, . In all fairness to the Opposition, however, one must say
that these questions were legitimate even though the questioners may not -

have expected to receive answers. These queries for the most part

6Parliamentarz Dobates (Commons), CCLXXXVIIT (19 April 1934), 1124,

 7Helen P, Kirkpatrick, Under the British Umbrella: What the English
Are and How They Go To War (New Yorks Charles Seribner's Sons, 1939§, 128.

SParliamentagg Debates (Comm@ns)9 COLYXXVIII (19 April 1934), 1125,
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concernsd themselves with Britain®s Asian markets, These covered such
matters as the status‘of forelgn loans to China, the employment of forelgn
advisors by China, and cooperation between the Goverrment and the United
States. Sir John attempted to-answsr these as best he could but his re-
plies did not satisfy the Opposition. He finally promised to answer these
questions as éa@n as the Government received more informationa9

~ During the Oral Answer period on 25 April 1934, Sir John attempted
to fend off the Opposition. He told the House tpat the British Ambassado:
to Japan, Sir francis Lindley had an appointment with the Japanese Foreign
Minister that very day. It should ﬂake a few days to receive an answér
thoughalo This attempt did little good, however, for the Opposition coN=
tinued to hammer at the Government for the rest of the week and into the
next. On 30 April, Sir John could report to the.ﬁbuse that the Japansse
Govermment had agreed with the British contention that Great Britain had
not followed any policy in China that conflicted with Japanese interests.ll

Meanwhile, the Japanese diplomats in Geneva, Washington, and Shanghai

had been Wexplainming away" the Amau statement to newspaper reporters with
differing interpretations than thgt issued by Hireta to‘the British Govern-
ment.t2 Mr, Johnstone a;ked the‘éovernment to clarify this situation. Sir
John immediately veplied that one must not believe everything that one

reads in the papers or that svery press release is authorized;l3

9Tbid., 1366-1367.
Omd., (25 April 1934), 1692.
v, , COLXRXIX (30 April 1934), 13-4,

12mh¢ (London) Times, 23 April 1934, 1l; 24 April 1934, 143 The New
York Times, 25 april 1934, 1; ‘this sxplaining away™ refers to the state-
ment made by Ambassador Saito in Washington and Consul Yokoyama in Geneva
ef. supra, 5-6. :

‘ 135 Parlismentary Debates (Commons), CCLXXXIX (30 April 1934), 14,
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Hitherie, the concern by CSmmons had been with British commercial
Anterests, Now, Mr, Alan E. L. Chorlton, Unionist Menber from the
Platting Division of Manchester, and who had spent many years in Russia
ang Gérmahy as a eivil and automotive engineer, was anxious to know if.
there had been any measures taken to increase the defense of Singapore
in the llght of the Japanese statement? The First Lord of the Admiralty,
Sir Bdlton Eyres Monsell, informed him that there had been none and none
were contemplated. The measures for Singapore’s defense as embcdied in
the Maval Estimates for 193ul were considered adequate and would not be
increased at this time.l5 For the remainder of the week, Parliament de-
voted the rest of its time to a more important matter, the Unemployment
BA11. |

_ On Monday, 7 May 1934, the Far Eastern qwéstion appéared again;

D@ring this discussion, the matter of Japan's "special rights" in China
that were recognized by other nations but not shared by them was brought
férth, Si? John replied in the negative, but hé did say that insofar as
the'Japanese are running a peculiar enterprise such as the Japanese Con-
éessi@n at Hankow, they do have special rights, the same as Britain in
her entities and entefprises,16 |

The protracted debats on Tuesday, 18 April, cleared the atmosphere
that had become beclouded and befogged in rhetdric. Sir Stéfford Cripps,
Labor Member for Bast Bristol, mentioned what was to become, in the eyes
of many, the true cause for the issuance of the startling 3apanese decla-
ration, He said that Japan had gotten by with her aggressions-on the

1%Thid, , CCLYXXVIII (12 March 1934), b1 f£f.
L70ad., COLXXXIX (30 April 1934), 24,
oT03d,, (7 May 1934), 712,
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Asian continent, not because of her strength, but more becaizse cf the
West?s vacilliation; that Japan, "when the moment seeméa opportune, .;.
flew 2 kite to ascertain the attitude that other _Govérmients were likely
to take as regards her claim for a sphere of influen¢é dn China," ahd
being pleased with the little disturbance it caused, had proceeded to
make this her new official poliey.l? A four hour debate followed over
disarmament, and the League of Nations; and Admiral of the Fleet Sir
Roger Keyes even spoke in virtual praise of Japan for her attitﬁde‘ and

18 he session ended by adjourmment for

actions on the Aslan continent.
the Whitsuntide holidays with the doubts and questions still unsettled.
The, wide variety of opinions and the lack of clarity of purpose in -'the
debates, demonstrated clearly that there was to be no firm course of
agtion prescribed for the present, neither by the Govermment nor by the '
Oppbsition. The bulk of the Opposition were motivated by their concern
fér the nation's commercial interests, and by their desire to embarrass

the MacDonald Govervment rather than fear of Japanese aggressiori. The
a_ttempt to disconcert the MacDonald Govermment was led by the labor and
Conservative Opposition. Lab;)r had a deep distrust of MacDonald after he
had made what they felt to be a turncoat break with them, His pacifist
principles during' the Great War were still lurking in the background and
his mildly socialistic program, although acceptable to Labor, was thorough-
ly distasteful to the Conservatives,

The Debate in lords

The reaction in the House of lLords was as varied as that in the House

17101d., (18 May 1934), 2054-2055,
18144,, 20822085,
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of Commons, Here, too, no solution was found. The Oppo'sitioh attacked
the Goverrmment more for its lack of a program than for the 'mildnes's of
the note dispatched to the Japanese Government,19 Stili; the Oppositibn
did not have a p’ian of its owm to put forth.zo 'The ﬁouée o_f Lérds is not
empowered to make or alter policy, though it can and quite often does,
‘debate the issues and bring them into the open for the §ub1ic to study;
Though the Iords fulfilled this role admirably, they did not succeed in
erystallizing public opinion, This in itéelf is noﬁ_surprising since the
British people were not united as to what course to follow,

The Lords did not begin discussion of the Amau sfatgméhﬁ until 7 May
1934, and then as part of the general disarmament. discussibn;' ‘The gener-
al level of the debate, as debates always are in the Lprds; was intelli-
gent-and quick to remove the excess verblage that had grown up #réund the
subject. Viscount Cecil of Chelwood, chenc‘ellor‘ of Bimingham University,
gnd.a noted jurist, daw the Japanese declaration-asv; foreruﬁnar to the
complete take-over of‘china by Japan. He approved of the Goverhment's
action in response to the Japanese statement though he had his doubts as
to the motivation behind it; he hoped that it was not motivated b& eco-
nomic interests but rather motivated by the fact that a Treaty signed by
His Majesty®s Govermment pad been violated.21 The Lords who participated
in this debate were mén who had had extensive public service and were un-
usually well versed on foreign affairs. Even here, among these well in-
formed Members, there was no unanimity of opinion as to the proper course

to follow. Viscount Cecil's discussion was the apogee of the discussion

19Tvid, (Lords), XCIT (7 May 1934), 22-25.
20Thid,, 45-06.
2l1pid,, 34-39.



in lLords and those who followed him in speaking added nothing towards
clarifying the issue. His interpretation, that this was the first step
towards Japan®s domination of China was to prove true in less than a |
decade, This was one more step on the road to ﬁzlﬁliment of the

Japanese destiny of Hakko Ichiu, or the world under one roof,
The Press Reaction

The British press met the Amau statement with the samé. varied re-
actions that were found in Parliament, The various papers ‘and Journals
reflected their biases and prejudices when they connﬂentéd on £he' state-
ment. The daily papers were the fairest in their 'trea;tment of the issue,
though the degree of fairness varied from publication to pabli,catidh;

._Tlfx_g_ (London) Times, as befits its preeminent position, presented the most
thorough and impartial account of the matter, The Timas w;.s large enough
to have a full-time correspondent stationéd‘ in Tokyo and he was at. his
post when the statement was issued. The Manchester Guardian y_e_g_l_c_l_x, while
giving the issue an excellent coverage, was far more outspoken. _Tg_e_
Guardian used the Reuters News Service dispatches which did a vers; good
job of covering the event.

The monthly and semi-monthly magazines such as the Mineteenth Century
and After, the Fortnightly Review, and the Contemporary Review offered a
sounding board for a wide range of opinion,' though each of these had its
~own pet biases and prejudices that were reﬂected in their editorial |
- ‘columns and in the type of reader's communications that_ were printed. The
most opinionated and pro-Japanese magazine was the arch-conserv'rativ‘e
Nationai Review, i .

The Times editoﬁall_. of 20 April 1934, made a significant statement
to which few seemed to f:ay much notice. It said that despiﬁé the "modest
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appearance, the statement is the most important declaration of Japanese
policy in regard to China which has been made for many years." The
Washington correspondent of Tho Times saw the statement as an analogy to
the infamous Twenty-One Demands of 1915 and a changing concept of the
Open Door policy and the integrity of China,2? The Times' summation of
the affalr in their editorial column on 26 April 1934 said thﬁtiﬁthe
latest developments at Tokyo suggest that to condemn Japanese policy
toward China unheard is just as premature as to applaud it. The releases
have been unofficial and were not declarations of the Japanese Government, ¥
This dispassionate summation was in sharp contrast to the blunt but ac-
curate surmation of The Manchester Guardian Weekly that:?3

There is a shorter way of saying the same thing; Japan having

failed to cow China, a strong China will be anti-Japanese, and

therefors Japan will prevent China at all costs from becoming

too strong., Japan seized Manchuria through China's weakness

and will hold it so long as China remains weak and no longers;

‘therefore Japan would resist the idea that China should . . .

recelve assistance from the League that will make her stronger

o o o o Unless China is prepared to be the respectful satel-

lite of Japan, she will become strong at her peril.

. The National Review was at the extreme end of the spectrum in ite
oétspoken views. It was anti-Goverrment, anti-American, anti-lLeague of
Nations, anti-Chinese, but it strongly backed Japanese activity on the
Asiar mainiand. It saw all the trouble in China as a result of the
meddling of all the Powers, except Japan, in the internal affairs of
China, Japan was merely trying to bring enlighterment to the hopeless
Chinese and all nations should leave China to Japan®s tender mercies. It

also called for a new Anglo-Japanese AIlianceazu The printed word in

2?2&3 (London) Times, 20 April 1934, 14,

23The Manchester Guardian Weekly, 27 April 1934, 323.

2MNational Review, CIT (May 1934), 575-576.




b2

Britain then was no more in agreement than was Parllament. From the man.
in-the-street came the same wide range of opinions found in the British

governing bodies,
The PFranch Reaction

France followed Britain in replying to the Amau statement. This was
a praeti@ai necessity since France by herself was too weak 'bo.carry on a
war halfway around the world. She was more cohcerned with Hitler's
threat to peace and with her own internal problems. When Paris did get
around to replying, the note was lukewarm in tone and the Japanese reply
to it was readily accepted.25 The French Govermnment dropped the matter
when the other Signatories declined to move. Francefgfihiestments, while
extensive, were nowhere as large as those of the Biitish. The French in-
vestments totalled less than 6% of all foreign investments in China, or
appro:d.matély Us $Z|.92,000,000.26 Besides, France could do no'_bl'ﬂ-ng should
Japan decide ‘_l;o take overt action to enforce the principlés of the Amau

sj:.atement.
The Italian Reaction

Ttaly reacted much the same as France though Italy and France had
different interests, The total Italian investments in China formed a
fraction over 14 of the total foreign investment. In term‘sb of US dollars
they amounted to a mere $46,000,000,27 Mussolini, for sometime, had been

making obvious attempts to inerease Italy's influence in China ever since

_25“;;@9” (London) Times, 4 May 1934, 11,

26Remer, Foréig_r_l_ ;I“nvestments in Japan, Chart 2, 75.

27 Tedd., 661,
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he had clashed with Japan in Abyssinia over trade rights in 1930. He
also had dreoams of restoring to Italy some of the ancient glory f.hat was
Rome's. The Japanese trade attempt in Abyssinia had brought with it
sympathy for the poor oppressed blacks whom Mussoloni was pei'secuting. That
‘these were ero_cod.::tl‘e “tears on Japan‘s part made them no less effective in
influencing the natives., Italy so_onv found a chance to embarrass Japan
and to aceomplish her aim of sélfnaggrandizanent; Mussolini sent General
Lordi to China to build up the Chinese air force and to build an air-
eraft factory in Kiangsi Province. Italy also helped China with the re-
vislion éf her psnal code and with currency reform, ?8 The Amau statexﬁent
was clearly directed toward Italjr. Italy, despite her policy of re-
taliation against Japan for eneiroaching on the Abyssinian market, did not

w_ant war in Asia as the price for this retaliation.
The Russian Reaction

The initial Russian reaction to the Amau statement was a deterxpined
29

silence. The Soviet press refrained from any mention of the statement
for over a wéek. The first newspaper to comment was the Za Industrial-
zatsii in an article that portrayed the _statexﬁent as a challenéé to all .
.'t;he capigﬁgalist nations by an Imperialism dizzy with military successes, 0
The general tenor of the Soviet press was that Japan had exploded a trial
bomb rather than a trial balloon., Moscow tried to give the impression

that she had no interest in this matter, but the truth was that Russia

281144,

29yi114am Bullitt to Secretary of Stats, 22 April 1934, in U, S.
Dept. of State, Foreign Relations, 1934, III, 125, .

3922 Industrislzatsil, quoted in The Manchester Guardien Weelly, XXX

(27 April 193 s 32
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was vitally'e@ncerned; If Japan intended to carry out the poliey enunciw
ated in the Amau statement, the Russian interests in Mongolia and Man-
churia were in danger; These interestsvegtended back two centuries, al-
tﬁoughvthey did not become extensive until the late Nineteenth and early
Twentieth Centuries. Russia's single largest economic investment was the
Chinese Eastern Railway which, built primarily for stratégic purposes,
nevertheless paid a handsome cash dividend, In terms of US dellars this
investment was $261,000,000. The total Russian investments in Manchuria,
Mongoliaz, and China proper totalled $273,000,000.31 Whatever course
Russia’s politiecal plamning would take, it would not stand by and see
these investments disappear. The Russian diatribe depicting the situa-
tion in China as a falling out among thieves over thelloot was in keeping
with the Soviet characters The Communist govermment could never pass up
an opporturity to ridicule the capitalistic investors even though Russia
was the third largest investor nation in China, The Russian press soon
droppéd the subject when it became apparent that Japan was not going to
push the matter to its logical conclusion, |

S Remer, Porsign Investments in China, 605-608.



CHAPTER V
THE CHINESE REACTION TO THE AMAU STATEMENT

The Chinese reaction to the Amau statement was bitter, as was ex-
Jpéctedo The statement was aimed at China, although if accepted, would
aﬁply to 2all of Asia almost automatically. Hu Shih-tseh, the Chinese

Minister at Berne, Switzerland, gave out the following statement at a

Geneva press conferencesl

In short, we have now arrived at the stage of Japanese policy

which, according to the famous Tanaka Memorandum, was to

follow the conquest of Manehuria. - ‘In that Memorandum it was

said that to conquer China Japan must first conquer Manchuria

and Mongolia, and to conquer the whole world the conquest of

China was a necessary preliminary, If, the Memorandum said,

the Japanese succeed in conquering China the other Asiatic

countries would be afraid of Japan and would submit. Then

the world would see that Asia belonged to Japan and would no

longer dare to violate Japanese rights,

This was perhaps the best expressed opinion of all the Chinese reactions
although it was not unique, All Asia was aware of the danger to its
freedom should Japan consummate her hegemony over China,

Despite these fears, there was an underlying respect for Japan by
the rest of Asia, especially China, Japan, a small Oriental country, had,
in less than fifty years, become a major world power on equal terms with
the Western Nations. The example set by Japan, with her victories over
China in 1895 and Rassia in 1905, had given an impetus to Asian inde-
pendence that would reach fulfillment shortly after 1945, It was mani-

fested against Japan herself during her period of hegemony in the Pacific

L Shih-tseh, quoted in "Chinese Diplomats and Treaty Violations,™
The Manchester OGuardian Weekly, XXX (27 Aprdl 1934), 324,
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during World War II, The Chinsse respect for Japan was inspired less for
her military achisvement, which was considerable, than for her sconomic
independence from foreign co;trol. Herein lay the true secret of inde-
pendence, financial control of one’s own nation. The growth of nation-
alism in China was closely linked with a desire for economic freedom,
"The elimination of foreign control [Sf her economﬁT became the goal of
China."2 This same nationalist‘impetus that Japan had spurred in China
was to react against her when she tried to follow the Western imperial.
istic course. The affront to Chinese sovereignty offered by the Amau
declaration was so obvious it need not be delineated here. The state=
ment did, however, pose a serlous threat to Chinese economic independence;

Militarily weak as she was, China had a good chance of staving off
complete Japanese occupation by réason of her immense size. A great
danger to China's sovereignty lay in the Amau Declaration's implied threat
to seize for Japan control over all foreign investments and aid for China.
This economic subjection is the hafdesf to resist or to over throw should
it be imposed., China had for many years been»thé target for foreign
speculation and economic exploitation, but she had staved off any one
Power gaining control by playing one against the other. Should Japan
make her claim good, China wouid be lost,

Japan, the second largest investor in China, was exceeded only by
Great Britain. Japan’s investments, in terms of United States dollars
wvas $1,136,900,000.7 Britain’s also in tems of US dollars was
$1,1895200,000.4 A comparison of these two countries’ investments in

- 2Harold M, Vinacke, A History of the Far East in Modern Ti.mes, 5th
ed. (New Yorks Appleton—CenturysCrofts, 1§'“7, T30

3C. F. Remer, Forelgn Investments in China, Table 39, 553.

Mroid,
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China revealed that Japan despite her slightly smaller investment was in
a much better position to achieve economic domination over China than
Britain or any other foreign country. The two cited tables above-(n; 3
and &), show that Britain had 36.7% of all foreign investments in China,
and Japan had 35.1%. Of the direct trade with China, Japan controlled
24,7% to Britain's 7.8%. In shipping, Britain had 36.8% while Japan had
29.3%. In the number of firms owned or controlled in China by foreigners,
Japan had a commanding lead of 55.9% to Britain's low 12.4%. Finally, in
percentage of foreign population resident in China, Japan outwelghed all
the other Powers combined with a total of 70.6%. Thus, one can readily
see that Japan was only slightly behind Britain in shipping and total in-
vestment, but she was far ahead of Britain in domination of the economic
factors that gave Japan a better opportunity to control Chinese economics
and ultimately to force the rest of the Poweré out, These factorsvwere
direct trade, number of firms actually operating in China and a large
Japanese population living in China. The bulk of this Japanese group was
resident in Manchuria, A further danger, and one that could back up the
Japanese threat was the 1#rge military force kept in Manehurdia by Japan,
the Kwantung Army. In addition, Japan kept the main army in readiness in
the homeland and had troops stationed in Korea and Fermosa., These mili-
tary foreces were much more prepared to fight than were any of the other
Powers, Thus, Japan was in a strong positien to enforce the Amau state-
ment should she wish to do so, Japan had risen from last place; as an
investor, in 1900 to the second largest by 1930. To continue her growth
and to become the first Power in China, both economically and militarily,
the other Powers must be forced out of China or at least reduced to a much
smaller role. The Amau statement, might well have been the first step to

Japan®s eventual take-over of all China.



CHAPTER VI
WHY WAS THE AMAU STATEMENT ISSUED?

Immediately upon its issuance, speculation was rife throughout the
world as to why Japan took this step., Two QEE Zggg'gggég.correspcndents,
Hugh Byas in Tokyo, and Hallett Abend in Shanghai, saw the Amau state-
ment as an erré? in timing on the part of the Japan;se Foreign Officel
but a true reflection of Japanese policy. An error because the Japanese
Government had been so assidiously cultivating good relations with the

Western Powers. Now, all these efforts were wasteds Wilfred Fleischer

of the Japan Advertiser and the New York gerald-TribunQ saw this as a
blunder on Amau's part, due to his lack of news sense and timing.2 The
principles of the statements were not new, they had beenvin practice for
many years, but they had not been proclaimed. Amau'’s immediate superior,
Vice~Foreign Minister Shigemitsu Mamoru, felt that Amau had done nothing
wrong since he merel& gave out an innocuous‘statement in reply to |
questions from the vernacular newspapers. The mistake, according to
Shigemitsu, was in the mishandling of the statement by the foreign press;B
The (London) !3£E§12§rreSpondent cabled his paper on 29 April 1934 that

 the statement was instigated by Foreign Minister Hirota, who was using

lHugh Byas, New York Times, 21 April 1934, 323 29 April 1934, 13
Hallett Abend, Ibid,, 20 April 1934, 10.

2Wilfrid Fleischer, Volcanic Isle, 260.

3Shigemitsu Mamoru, Japan and Her Desfin s 99.
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Amau as a front for his own maehinations.u Where he obtained this infomr-
mation wés never determined. ceeph Ce Grew, the American Ambassador to
Jaﬁan,‘writing in later years fel that Amau was merely carrying out
orders when he made his famous statement,5 Grew, however, believed that
Amau was not following the orders of his superiors in thé Foreign Office,
but had succumbed to pressure from the ultra-nationalists within the
Army.6 Professor Nathaniel Peffer of.Columbia University believed that
Amau was a: gross opportunist and a compliant stooge of the militarists,
and had'voluntarily sided with them in the hopé of future gain°7

less severe in his assessment attitude was G. E., Hubbard, the author

of the Far Eastern section of the Su x of International Affairs, 1934,

and a member of the editorial board of The New York Times. Hb saw this
“as a "trial balloon" on the part of the Japanese govermnment, a balloon
that failed to rise.8 The trial balloon was an ancient diplomatic de-
vice whereby a govermment could issue a statément and if it was not well
reéeived, could deny its anthenticity. Japan felt the foreign aid to f

o China was detrimental to her own program in China,9 hence, the trial

Ythe (London) Times, 30 April 1934, 1k,
53, C. Grew, Turbulent Era, II, 958.

SGrew to Hall, 20 April 1934, Foreign Relations, 1934, IIT, 1195
Turbulent Era, IT, 960, Ten Years in Javan, 1 oo

"Nathaniel Peffer, The Far East: A Modern Hi stogx (Ann Arbor, Uni-
versity of Michigan Press, 15?5), 3?10

8 _
. G. E. Hubbard, oy of International Affairs 1934, 6503 New York
Times, 19 April 1934, Sey of Ipternationsl Mfelre, 2220 0503 Hew Jork

9Yanaga Chitoshi, Japan Since Perry (New Yorks MeGraw-Hill, 1949),
5673 Hishida Seiji, Japan Among the Great Powers (New York: Longmans,
Green and Co., 1940), 3533 E, L. Presseisen, Germany and and Japan: A Study
in Totalitarian Diplomacy (The Hagues Maritinus Mijhoff, 1958), 723 .
Crisplan Corcoran, "Hands Off China," The Nation, CXXXVIIT (6 June 1934),
6l W, N, Medlicott, British Foreign Pol ngicv Since Versailles (Londons




balloon to ascertain the reaction of the other Powers which had interests
in Chiha. This was due to Japan'’s traditionally China orientated foreign
policy., A strong China meant a diminution. of Japsnese influence in
Asia, S8till, others saw this as Japan®s attempt to frighten.China into
line with Japanese poliecy by proving to China that the other.Powers could
not be relied upon for helpa10 This thesis‘was soon diseredited when the
Powers, while not wanting war over the Amau statement, would not back

down either. George E. Sokolsky, abcorrespondent for The New York Times,

believed that Japan feared the possible danger of one or more Powers
gaining a military base in China from which Japan might be attacked.ll
Soviet Russia was the chief suspect in this case.l2
While many Asian experts have propounded many reasons for the is-
suance of the Amau statement, few have aske@ Amau himself. Why this
state of affairs had existed, is hard to determine. Oﬁe of the few, how=
ever, who did ask, was Joseph C. Grew., Ambassador Grew, reported that
Amaﬁ in a private conversation, "asserted that the statement was issued
as sort of a preliminary to the forthecoming navai conference, which would

be a success if Japan's thesis regarding assistance to China is accepted

by the other Powers and which would fail if the thesis is not

Methuen and Co., 1940), 2033 A. Morgan Young, Imperial Japan, 19261938,
(New Yorks William Morrow and Co., 1938), 2053 John Ahlers, Japan Closing
the Open Door in China (Shanghai: Kelly and Walsh, 1940), 115 Meribeth
g;miron, et al,, China, Japan and the Powers, 4563 Business Week, 5 May

34, 30.

10F. C. Jones, Japan’s New Order in East Asiat Its Rise and Fall,
1937-1945 (London: Oxford. University Press, 1954), 213 C. K, Websters
Wiapan and China," Contemporary Review, CXXXXVI (6 June 1934), 655,

Uno New York Times, VIII, 29 April 1934, 1.

12y, G, Fitz-Gerald, "Japan's Monroe Doctrine," The Nineteenth
Century and After, CXV (June 1934), 6403 (C, C. Tansili, Back Door to Wer:
The Rocsevelt For: Foreign olicg 233»12 Chicagos Henry Regnery Coe,
19525, TBBO ’




aeeepi‘;ed."l3
Thus we see that the motivation for the statement, as expressed by

its guthor, was a statement of Japan's position in China, Should this
thesis be accepted by the woyld Japan would be a major Power with a
recognized need for a larger'Navy. Japan had felt, dver since the
Washington and London Naval Conferences, th#t she had need of a larger
Nﬁvy for national defense, Not only did she feel insecuré with what she
beliéved to be an inferior Navy but her overweening pridé was woundéd.
That the implications of the statements ranged farther than intended and
cieated a furor in the capitals of the world was unfortunate. Fortunate-
ly, the consequences were few, with this being one mors false alarm, but
it was apparent to the world, indeed if it was not already so, that a
\general war in Asia w;s not too far distant should the world political
movements continue on théir present courses. America was shaken a iittle
oﬁt of her lethargic state and the world was racked by one more politicél
tremor. The voicing of such a statement in a tension ridden wo;ld plagued
with insoluble problems, both at home"and abroad, was b;own up into gi-
gantic size with little effort. That war did not come derived from thg
reluctance of all parties to engage in one. Each had its own internal
broblems that weighgd heavily upon the nation; more problems were not

needed,

13grew to Hull, 20 April 1934, Foreign Relations, 1934, III, 119,
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APPENDIX A
UNOFFICIAL STATEMENT BY THE JAPANESE FOREIGN OFFICE, APRIL 17, 1934

Owing to the special position of Japan in her relations with China,
hsr views and attitude respecting matters that concern China, may not
vsgree in every point with those of foreign nations: but it must be real-
izsd that Japan is called upon to exert the utmost effort in carrying out
her mission and in fulfilling her special responsibilities in Bast Asla,

Japan has been compelled to withdraw from the League of Nations be-
cause of their failure to agree in thelr opinions on the fundemental n
principles of pressrving peace in East Asia., Although Japan®s attitude
toward China may at times differ from that of foféign countries, such
difference cannot be evaded, owing to Japan's position and mission.

It goes without saying that Japan at all timss is endeavoring to
maintain and promote her friendly relations with foreign nations, but at
the same time we consider it only natural that, to keep peace and order
in East Asia, we must even act alone on our own responsibility and it is
our.duty to perform it. At the same time, there is no country but China
which is in a position to share with Japan the responsibility for the
maintenance of peace in East Asia., Accordingly, unifisation'of China,
prsservstion of her territorial integrity, as well as restoration of
order in that country, are most ardently desired by Japan, History shows
‘that these can be attained through ﬁé other means than the awakening and
the voluntary efforts of China herself. We oppose therefore any attempt
on the part of China to avail herself of the influence of any other

country in order to resist Japan: We also oppose any action taken by China,
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caleculated to play one power against another. Any joint operations
undertaken by foreign powers even in the name of technical or finanelal
assistance at this particular.moment after the Manchurian and Shanghai
Incidents are bound to acquire political significance, Undertakings of
such £ature, if carried through to the end, must give rise to complica-
tions that might eventually necessitate discussion of problems like
fixing spheres of influence or even international control or division of
China, which would be the greatest possible misfortune for China and at
the same time would have fhe most serdous repercussion upon Japan and
East Asia, Japan therefore must object to such undertakings as a matter
of principle, alfﬂough she will not find it necessary to interfere with
any foreign country negotiating individually with China on questlons of
finance or trade, as long as such negotiations benefit Chiha and are not
detrimental to the maintenance of peace in East Asia,

However, supplying China with war planes, building serodromes in
China and detailing military instruétoré or military advisers to China
of contracting a loan to provide funds fo; political uses, would ob-
viously tend to alienate the friendly relations between Japan and China
and other countries and to disturb peace and order in East Asia. Japzn
will oppose such projedtso |

The foregoing attitude of Japan should be clear from the policies
she has pursued in the past. But, on account of the fact that positive
movements for joint action in China by foreign powers under one pretext
or anothér are reported to be on foot, it is deemed not inappropriate to

reiterate her policy at this time,
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PARLIAMENTARY DEBATES (Commons), CCLXXXVIII, 1368

Owing to special position of Japan in her relations with China her
vieﬁs and attitude respecting matters ihat concern China may not agree
in every point with those of foreign natiéns§ but it must be realised
that Japan is called upon towexer£ the utmost effoptvin carrying out her
mission and‘in‘fulfilling her special responsibilities in East Asia,
Japan has been compelled to withdraw from the League of Nations because
of thelr failure to agree in their opinions on fundamental principles of
preserving peace in East Asia, Although Japan's attitude towards China
may at times differ from that of foreign countries such difference cannot
be evaded owing to Japan's positibn and mission,

It goes without saying that»Japan at all times is endeavouring to
maintain and promote her friendly relations with foreign nations, but at
the same time we consider it only natural that to keep peace and order
in East Aslia we must even act alone_on our own responsibility and it is
our dutyvto perform its At the same time there is no country but China
which is in a position to share ﬁith Japan the résponsibility for mainte-
naneé'of peace in Bast Asia. k

Aecordingly, unification of China, preservation of her territorial
integrity as well as restoration of order in that country are most ar-
dently desi?ed by Japan,- History showé these can be attained through no
other means than awakening and voluntary efforts‘of China herself,

We cppose, therefore, any attempt on the part of China to avail her-

self of the influence of any other country in order to resist Japang we
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also oppose any aét;on taken by China caleulated to play one Power
againsﬁ another. Anybjoint opgrations undertaken by foreign Powers sven
in’the name of technieal or financial assistance at thisbparticular
moment after Manchurian and Shanghai incidents are bound to acquire
political significance. Undertakings of such nature if carried through
to the end must give rise to complications that might eventually necesSi-
tate discussion of problems like division of China which would be the
greatest possible misfortune fﬁr China and at the same time would have
most serious repercussion upon Japan.and Bast Asia: |

Japan therefore must object to such undertékings as a matter of
principle, although she will not find it neceséary to interfere with any
forelgn country negotiating individually with China on questions of fi-
nance or trade as long as such negotiations benefit Chiné ané are not
detrimental to peace in Bast Asia.

However, supplying China with war aeroplanes, building aerodromes in
China, and detailing military instructors or military advisers‘to China
- or contracting a loan to provide funds for political uses would obviously
tend to alienate friendly relations between Japan, China and other
countries and to disturb peace and order in Eaétern Aéia. Japan will op-
pose such projects. |

~ Poregoing attitude of Japan should be clear from pclicies she has

purstued in the past, but on account of the fact that positive movements
for joint action in China by foreign Powers under one pretext or another
are reported to be oh foot it was deemed not inappropriate to reiterate

her policy at this time.
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Accordingly: unification of phiné, preser%ation of her territorial
integrity, as weli‘as restoration of order ﬁn that country; are most ar-
dently desired by Japan., History shows that tﬁé%e can be attained
through no other means than the awakening and the voluntary efforts of
China herself. |

We oppose therefore any attempt on the part of China to avail her-
self of the influence of any other country in order to résist Japans we
also oppose any action taken by China, calculaté&glo play one Power
against another. Any joint operations updertaken by foreign fbwers, even
in the name of technical or finaneial assistance, at.this particular
moment after the Hanchurian and Shanghal Incidents, are bound to acquire
political significénce. Undertakings of such nature, if carried through
to the end, must give rise to complications that might eventually ne-
cessitate discussions of problems like fixing spheres of influence or
even international control or division for China, which would be the
gregtest possible misfortune for Chin# and at the same time would have
the most serious repercussiqnvupon Japan and East Asia,

Japan, therefore, mast 6bject to such undertakings as a matter of
prineiple, although she will not find it necessary to interfere with any
foreign country nééotiating individualiy'with China on quéstions of fi-
nance or trade, as long as such negoti#tions benefit China and are npt

detrimental to the maintenance of peace in the Far East,
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However, supplying China with war planes, building aerodromes in
China and detailing military instructo?s or military advisers to China,
or contracting a loan to provide funds for politiecal ﬁses, would ob-
viously tend to alignate the friendly relations betwsen Japan and China
and other countries and to disturb peace and order in East Asia, Jgpan
will oppose such projects. |

The foregoing attitude of Japan should be clear from the poliecles
she has pursued in the past, but on account of the fact that positive
movements ﬁbr Joint action in China by foreign Powers, under one pretext
or another, are reported to be on foot, it is deemed not inappropriate to

reiterate her policy.



APPENDIX D
THE NEW YORK TIMES

Japan has no‘wish to infringe on the independence, interests or
prosperity of China. As regards Manchukuo, we ask the other powers to
recognize the fair and free actions of that country. Neither in Man-
chukuo nor in China have we any territorial ambitions,

Japan is geographically in a position to share in the trade and
profits if China is united and developed, but the unification and pros-
perity of China must be attained by her own awakening and not by selfish
exploltation by other powers.

‘ We heve no intention to interfere with the interests of third
parties. If other powers engage in trade with China, for the benefit of
Chine, we welcome it. We have no desire to deviate from the policy of
tne open door and equal opportunity or to infringe treatles, but Japan
objects to any action whatsoever by other powers thaﬁ may lead to disw
turbance of peace and order in Eastern Asia,.

Japan bears the responsibiiity for maintenance of peace and order in
Eastern Asia with other Asiatic powers, particularly China. Thelfime has
passed when other powers, or the League, can exercise their policies only

for the exploitation of China,

*The last sentence is said to be omitted in the official translation,
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