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ABSTRACT

THE UNITED STATES IN KOREA: A RELUCTANT
PARTICIPANT, 1945-1948

By
Manduk Chung

Toward the end of World War 11, the United
States decided to occupy a part of Korea which was to be
liberated from Japanese occupation. Within four weeks
following the Japanese capitulation, the United States
found its army in occupation of Korea south of the 38th
parallel line. During the subseguent three years
South Korea was governed by the American Military Govern-
ment.

This dissertation aims to clarify some aspects
of the nature of America's Korean policy during the
postwar era of 1945 to 1948. The first is as to whether
or not the United States policy toward Korea was based
upon her national interests--political, economic, mili-
tary. Was the American policy aimed at protecting one
or all of these national interests in Korea? The second
is whether or not the United States had a long-term
policy in Korea, with definite goals. Was America's

drift and fumbling in south Korea caused by its lack of
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long-term policy or was it the result of America's mis-
conception of the revolutionary aspiration of the Korean
people in the postwar period? The third is regarding the
basic objective of the American policy in Korea. Why

did the United States remain in Korea for three years and
what did she attempt to achieve there?

Some major points of this study are:

1. The United States had no positive national
interests in Korea throughout the postwar period of 1945
to 1948. 1Its policy, accordingly, was not associated
with either promoting or protecting its national inter-
ests in Korea.

2. The United States did not feel it necessary
to have a long-term policy in Korea until after the first
Joint Commission in May, 1946. Lack of a long-term
policy was the main cause of drift.

3. The American policy during this period was
almost exclusively geared to curbing Russian advance in
and around Korea, with a view to achieving a balance of
power.

4. The basic objectives of the American policy
were to achieve Korea's independence and disentangle the
United States from Korea while not leaving it under the
Soviet influence or domination. Achieving these objec-
tives suffered limitations due to the cold war showdown

between the two occupying powers.
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5. Mutual distrust between the United States
and the Soviet Union was the decisive cause of per-
petuation of the disastrous situation of Korea. Korea

was from the beginning a cold war victim.
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CHAPTER I

A STRANGE LAND IN FAR-OFF ASIA: U.S.-
KOREAN RELATIONS BEFORE 1945

Due to its close cultural ties with China and its
geographical isolation from the major powers of the world,
Korea had neither the opportunity nor the will to maintain
relations with nations other than China before 1876.
China's bitter experiences of encroachment by Western
powers had long been known to the Koreans, and the fre-
quent appearance of Western armed ships along the Korean
coast in the late 1860s made them uneasy at the approach
of Westerners. But the first real threat to the
secluded life of Korea came not from the Western powers
as had been anticipated by many Koreans but from Japan,

a nation which was both fascinated and overwhelmed by the
glittering Western technology. The treaty of 1876 estab-
lishing diplomatic relations with Japan was a shocking
experience for Korea after having shut itself off from
the world for centuries.

The Korean Kingdom had never been free from the
impact of political changes in China. The two nations

had been officially linked through the peculiar channel



of the 'tribﬁtary system.'1 The system was essentially
an outgrowth of Confucian ethics, in which brotherly
understanding and relation between the stronger and the
weaker served as a means to keep a society or nations
from falling into struggle and disorder. The conceptual
peculiarities of this system, however, caused confusion
and misunderstanding among the Westerners who were
basically oriented to a domination-subservience type of
international power relations, and who wanted to have
their own way practiced in this part of the world.
Japanese expansionism challenged the Korea-China
relations based upon the tributary system. Korea was
least experienced in the dynamics of modern international
power relations. China, on the other hand, found it to
its own interest to employ elements of both the tributary
system and the modern Western system of international
relations in her dealings with Korea. Korea's adherence
to the old system while at the same time soliciting sym-
pathy from big powers to recognize her as an independent

nation affected the situation adversely and only enhanced

1For the tributary system as practiced between
Korea and China, see Hae-Jong Chdn, ''China and Korea--An
Introduction to the Sino-Korean Relations,' Bulletin of
the Korean Research Center, No. 29 (December, 19638), p.
1-15.




the Japanese determination to get rid of any voice by
the Chinese government in matters concerning Korea.

When the Korean Kingdom was opened by the treaty
of 1876, many Koreans hoped that there would be no more
such treaties with other nations. But the implication
of the treaty for the future of Korea began to reveal
itself within six years; beginning from 1882, several
nations imposed treaties of inequality upon Korea follow-
ing the Japanese pattern. Some of them justified their
action as a means to head off conflict between China and
Japan. More of them simply looked forward to commercial
relations. For Korea, however, the establishment of
diplomatic relations brought neither an opportunity for
economic improvement nor the maintenance of territorial
integrity and political stability in a new setting of
international relations. Korea was just flung open to
the world before appropriate measures were taken to pro-
tect itseif from imperialistic encroachment by the big
powers.

Many Korean intellectuals who saw no alternatives

but to open their country had been deeply impressed by

2An example of Korean interpretation of the sys-
tem is shown in King Ko-jong's letter to President Arthur
on the occasion of negotiating for a treaty. Yur-Bok Lee,
Diplomatic Relations Between the United States and Korea,
1866-188/ (New York, 1970), p. 4l. Also, see the
dialogue between Hugh A. Dinsmore, Minister Resident to
Seoul, and Yun-Shik Kim, the Foreign Minister of Korean
Kingdom, ibid., p. 171.




the wonders of Western technology, especially as applied
to military weapons. They, however, were little
impressed by the Western thought embodied in Christian
teachings. Rather, they found it totally subversive of
traditional Confucian values. They faced the dilemma
of benefiting from Western technology and yet not falling
victim to the Western ideas.3

The excitement, aspirations, and frustration
after the 1870s were rather short-lived as the Koreans
sensed the dynamics of the newly developing situation
around Korea. By the turn of the century China had been
suffering from 'loss of face' caused by Western intru-
sion, coupled with internal turbulence that was peculiar
to a dying dynasty. Japan, since the Meiji Restoration,
had steadily and elatedly advanced toward westernization.
The splendor of the industrial expansion it achieved was
sufficient to impress the rest of the Asiatic nations.
With this background, Japan moved swiftly toward having
its particular interests in the Far East recognized by
the Western powers.

Great Britain chose not to dissuade Japan from
assuming a predominant position around Korea because

she hoped to have Japan check Russia's southward advance.

3For the responses by the Korean intellectual
literati, see Kwang-Rin Lee, Hankuk Kaehwa-Sa Ydnku
(Studies of the History of Korean Enlightenment) (Seoul,
1969) .




Japan would not stand in the way of British interests in
China and in the Southwest Pacific. United States
policy toward Korea until the time of the Russo-Japanese
War revolved around the principle of upholding the sov-
ereignty of Korea by refraining from taking sides with
any power.4 Other European powers sided either with
Russia or Japan but played very negligible roles in
Korean affairs.

Given this situation, the chance for confronta-
tion between the two most ambitious empires for the
predominance in Korea, Japan and Russia, grew almost
unchecked. And unfortunately for Korea, neither of them
was to prove friendly in the years to come. The Koreans
were extremely sensitive and bitter toward the infringe-
ment by the two equally expansionistic powers.

Despite previous intermittent contacts with Korea,
it was not until the 1880s that Russia had made its deep
concern for Korea clear and posedvitself as a main com-
petitor in this area. Having set up Port Vladivostok in
1860 and having increased her influence in Manchuria,
Russia now sought to lease a Korean island off the
southern coast in 1882. The request was rejected by the

Korean government, but the Russian move stimulated Great

4See Yur-Bok Lee, Diplomatic Relations, Chaps. V
and VI. Also, see Department of State, A Historical Sum-
mary of United States-Korean Relations, 1854-1962
(Washington, 1962), p. 50f.




Britain to brace up against Russia. Great Britain
occupied the island in 1885 by surprise without even
notifying the Korean government. The incident was not
resolved until Russia was compelled to give assurance
to the British government that she would not make any
further demands for Korean territory.

Russian pursuit of overland commercial rights
with Korea had continued with some results but she was
always handicapped diplomatically until 1884 when she
finally succeeded in concluding a treaty with Korea.
As soon as the treaty was effective, Russia attempted
to infiltrate the faction-stricken Korean Court. The
Russian Minister to Korea, Karl Waeber, proved himself
extremely competent in this type of business and
increased his personal influence with the Korean Court
to such an extent that the King even conducted secret
negotiations with him. Though the negotiations were
abandoned because of the mounting opposition within the
Korean government, the doubt and distrust entertained
by the King as late as in 1880 when he read the book,

Chao-hsien ts'e-liieh (Korea Strategy), seemed to have

melted away.5

5Huang Tsun-hsien, Chao-hsien ts'e-liieh (Korea
Strategy). He advised being on guard against Russia
by means of adopting a pro-Chinese policy, maintaining
glose ties with Japan, and allying with the United
tates.




Waeber maneuvered successfully between fac-
tional groups in the Korean government, the Korean
Court, and the foreign representatives. For one thing,
he impressed the German adviser to the Korean govern-
ment, Van Moellendorf, so much that the latter advised
the Korean government to undergo military reform under
Russian assistance. The plan, however, met with oppo-
sition from the Korean government and cost Moellendorf
his position. Russian attempts to enhance their influ-
ence in Korea were never forestalled, and on one occasion
when Queen Min was murdered by the Japanese, the King
took refuge in the Russian Legation and remained there
until the following spring.

This seeming rapprochement, among other things,
emboldened Russia to seek a predominant place in Korea
to the exclusion of Japan. Japan, in her effort to
curb the ever-growing Russian influence in Korea, even
proposed in 1896 to divide Korea into two spheres of
influence along the 38th parallel, but it was cate-
gorically rejected by Russia.6 The Russians desired to
see Korea independent for the time being and objected to
a premature division of Korea, for they thought that
they would eventually be able to lay their hands on the

whole country. Korea seemed within her grasp. As one

6William L. Langer, S. E. Gleason, The Diplomacy
of Imperialism (New York, 1934), I., p. 406.




Russian put it: '"The fate of Korea, as a future integral
part of the Russian empire by force of geographical and
political conditions, had been determined upon by us."7

The rapprochement between Russia and Korea, how-
ever, was soon to be outdone by Japanese ascendancy in
Korea, and the Russian efforts to retain even the north-
ern half of Korea under its direct influence met with a
fatal blow by the Japanese when the latter repaid Russia
by rejecting her proposal of dividing Korea along the
39th parallel. A renewal of the proposal met with the
same response in 1904, by which time Japan had entrenched
itself firmly in Korea with British acquiescence and the
sympathetic silence of the United States. The Russo-
Japanese War was the final blow to the already tottering
cause of Russia in Korea. One of the two foreign powers
that had persistently pursued territorial gain in Korea
thus disappeared from the scene, only to return four
decades later.

As many Koreans feared at the time, the treaty
of 1876 facilitated Japan's economic exploitation of
Korea to satisfy her needs for Korean rice and for a mar-
ket for the Japanese goods. But Japan's new leadership
that was molded through the Meiji Restoration and the

prevalent ethos of Fukoku KyShei, coupled with the

7Coucnt Lamsdorf's memorandum, as quoted in

ibid.



fanatic sense of mission, all worked together to bring
the historically isolated Japan a step closer to the
Asian continent. The frenzied aspiration for a new
Japan as envisaged in the process of speedy westerniza-
tion drove the leadership to seek an alteration of
relations in the Far East. Japan was ready to dispose
of its 'splendid isolation' in Asia for a proud counter-
export of westernization to other Asiatic nations.8

The corrupt and incompetent Korean government fell an
easy prey to Japanese expansion.

The military superiority of Japan over the two
rivals, China and Russia, proved overwhelming, and her
undisturbed exercise of coercive pressure upon the shaky
Korean Kingdom culminated in the treaty of 1905 which
proclaimed a de facto protectorate over Korea. Japan
took charge of Korea's external as well as internal
affairs. Finance and police had already been under
Japanese control since 1904. Japan had finally estab-
lished herself unrivaled in Korea by 1905.

What is more, Japan had enjoyed the encouragement

of two great powers of the time, Great Britain and the

8One of the undercurrents of Japan's continental
policy was its psychological reaction against the outward
dazzle of Western civilization. See Zdmura Yasunobu,
"Dairiku Seisaku-ni Okeru Imeji-no Tenkan' (Changes of
Image in Japan's Continental Policy) in Shinohara Hajime,
Mitani Taichiro, ed., Kindai Nihon-no Seiji Shidd&
(Political Guidance in Modern Japan) (Tokyo, 1965),
PP. 253-54.
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United States, in substantiating her plan for predomi-
nance in Korea in the face of the furious opposition of
the Korean people. Great Britain was in the course of
negotiations with Japan for the second Anglo-Japanese
Alliance in 1905, and in August an agreement on a visibly

quid pro quo basis was reached. According to the agree-

ment, the British government accepted Japan's right to
establish a protectorate in Korea in return for a
Japanese pledge of cooperation in terms of British
interests in India. One striking feature of the second
Alliance agreement was the omission of any mention of
Korea's independence and territorial integrity. This
had been explicitly recognized in the first Alliance of
1902.9 Japan gained recognition of its right '"to take
such measures of guidance, control, and protection in
Corea as she may deem proper and necessary' to safeguard
and advance her ''paramount political, military, and
economic interests."

American interest in Korea before the turn of
the century had been largely to uphold Korea's sover-

eignty as a matter of principle by avoiding direct

9For the First Anglo-Japanese Agreement of Janu-
ary 30, 1902, see Great Britain, Foreign Office, British
Documents on the Origins of the War: 1898-1914, ed. by
G. P. Gooch, Harold Temperley, IT (London, 1927), pp.
115-120; for the Second Agreement of August 12, 1905,
see ibid., IV (London, 1929), pp. 165-169.
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involvement. American representatives in Korea, John B.
Sill (1894-1897) and Horace N. Allen (1897-1905), were
repeatedly warned by the Department of State to refrain

10 But

from participating directly in Korean politics.
the diplomatic situation changed especially after 1898
when the United States obtained territory in the South-
west Pacific. The acquisition of the Philippines made
America a new Asiatic power, and her relations with
Japan and Russia never allowed her to remain aloof from
the impact of the diplomatic wars that were going on in
and around Korea at that time.

Furthermore, Theodore Roosevelt's aspiration for
a balance of power in the Far East played a weighty role
in American foreign policy. Fearful of Russia's threats
to a balanced power relationship, he hoped Japan would
serve as a bulwark against Russia. Korea was torn by a
gigantic struggle between Japan and Russia for supremacy
in Korea, and the Korean people were in no position to

nll

"strike one blow in their own defense. Roosevelt

10For the attitude of the State Department and
its effect upon the Americans in Korea, see Henry S.
Marks, The Failure of the United States to Maintain the
Independence of Korea and the Effect of This Failure
Upon Americans in Korea: From the Sino-Japanese War of
1894 to the Russo-Japanese War of 1904-1905 (Florence
State College, 1962), Chap. II.

11Howard K. Beale, Theodore Roosevelt and the
Rise of America to World Power (Collier Books ed.: New
York, 1962), p. 280.
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thought that it would offset Russian influence in the

Far East if Japan would control Korea and have major

influence in Manchuria while the Yangtze valley was

left under the dominant influence of the Anglo-Americans.

As early as in 1900, Roosevelt wrote to Speck von Stern-

burg, then on the staff of the German Embassy in Washing-

ton, that he would "like to see Japan have Korea,'" in

the expectation that Japan "wiil be a check upon

Russia."12
By 1905, Roosevelt was firmly convinced that the

United States must not undertake responsibility for Korea

and that the United States should '"let Japan play our

."13 He greatly admired Japan's speedy imitation of

game
Western culture and had little doubt that Japan would
govern Korea efficiently and maintain an open door

t:here.14

Naturally, he strongly favored Japan's taking

charge of Korea's external affairs as stipulated in the

treaty of 1905. The United States thus became the

first nation to recognize the destruction of Korean sov-
ereignty which she was obligated to respect by solemm

treaty of 1882. As Roosevelt elaborated later, it was

12

13Roosevelt's letter to Theodore Roosevelt, Jr.,
dated February 10, 1904, as quoted in H. F. Pringle,
Theodore Roosevelt--A Biography (New York, 1931),
p. 3/5.

Ibid., p. 273.

14Beale, Theodore Roosevelt, p. 279.
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out of the question to suppose that '"any other nation,
with no interest of its own at stake, would do for the
Koreans what they were utterly unable to do for them-
selves."1?
The Taft Katsura memorandum of 1905 was not only
the product of the prevalent trends of the American
diplomatic concern in the Far East but also eloquently
reflected the trends of secret diplomacy of the time.
In the long and confidential discussion, Taft and
Katsura branded Korea as the direct cause of the Russo-
Japanese War and agreed that a complete solution of the
peninsula question was ''the logical consequence of the
war." Taft remarked that in his personal opinion, ''the
establishment by the Japanese troops of a suzerainty
over Korea . . . was the logical result of the present
war and would directly contribute to permanent peace in
the East." Good understanding between the three govern-
ments of Japan, the United States, and Great Britain was
affirmed as the ''only means for accomplishing . . . the

general peace in the Far East."16

L31bi4., pp. 280-281.

16For the full text, see Miscellaneous Letters
of the Department of State, July art
for some background of the memorandum, see John G. Reid,
ed., "Taft's Telegram to Root, July 29, 1905," Pacific
Historical Review, IX, No. 1 (March, 1940), P-
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Maintenance of a balance of power by carving out
spheres of influence was the essence of this memorandum,
and that was in a complete accord with what Roosevelt had
been advocating. There was also a common factor in the
attitudes of the United States and Great Britain in
recognizing Japan's special interests in Korea. Japan,
according to the Anglo-Japanese agreement, would abide
by the principle of equal opportunity for the commerce
and industry of all nations.17

But this expectation was to prove unfounded
before long. In fact, one of the reasons Japan wanted
Korea was to get a firm base for a bolder advance into
continental Asia, especially in Manchuria and the China
mainland. Taking Korea was but an incipient step in the
implementation of her design of continental policy. For
Japan, Korea was virtually nothing if it was to be sepa-
rated economically from Manchuria and China.

Russia was forced to recognize in the peace
treaty of 1905 the '"outstanding political, military, and
economic interests of Japanese empire in Korea' and had
to assure that she would on no occasion whatever inter-
fere with Japanese implementation of guidance, protection,
and supervision as Japan deemed necessary in Korea. 1In

addition, the treaty placed a severe limitation on

17British Documents, IV, p. 165; also, see Beale,
Theodore Roosevelt, p. 2/9.
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Russian interests in Manchuria.18

The humiliating
retreat of Russia from Korea and Manchuria, coupled

with Anglo-American recognition of Japan's special inter-
ests in the areas, gave Japan an entirely free hand in
the northern Far East.

Eclipse of United States' interest in Korea was
furthered when she concluded a treaty with Japan in 1908
that abandoned extraterritorial jurisdiction over American
citizens in Korea and agreed that such citizens were '"to
be under the exclusive jurisdiction of the Japanese court

nl9

in Korea. Japan annexed Korea in 1910, which had been

a fait accompli for the United States. Upon receiving

the note of the annexation treaty, Assistant Secretary
of State Huntington Wilson was only grateful for the
Japanese assurance of retaining the existing tariff
schedule in Korea for the next ten years in view of the
great importance of the interests of the American citi-

20 In

zens (not of the American government) in Korea.
August, 1912, the Japanese government took up the ques-
tion of the abolition of the foreign settlements in the

treaty ports of Korea. In conjunction with other treaty

18Gaimush6; Nihon Gaiko Nenpyo Narabi Juyo
Bunsho (Chronology of Japanese Diplomacy and Important
Documents), 1840-1945, I (Tokyo, 1955), p. 245.

19
20

Dept. of State, Historical Summary, p. 55.

Ibid., pp. 55-56.
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powers, the United States had to consent to their aboli-
tion, and foreign settlements came to an end in 1914.21

The international rivalry had not protected
Korea's sovereignty and territorial integrity. Korea
with its own culture and way of life was forced out of
its long seclusion and was eventually placed under the
Japanese control with the approval of the world's major
powers because she was weak internally and unfamiliar
with the imperialistic maneuver of international power
politics. The feeble aspiration of Korean intellectuals
who dreamed of 'harmony between the Western technology
and Oriental minds' ended in bitter disappointment.
Strong popular resistance throughout Korea against Japa-
nese transgression was crushed mercilessly by the

Japanese.22 For the following three decades Korea suf-

fered under Japanese occupation.

Japan's militaristic control of Korea was
invigorated following the formal annexation in 1910, and
the Koreans were deprived of their most basic rights.

Tens of thousands of Koreans with education and social

21

22For the resistance between 1905 and 1910 by
the Korean Court, Press, foreign friends, and especially
by the Righteous Army, see C. I. Eugene Kim, Han-Kyo Kim,
Korea and Politics of Imperialism, 1876-1910 (Berkeley,
1967), pp. 175-206.

Ibid.
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reputation had been apprehended for alleged anti-
Japanese conspiracy. Economic and cultural strangulation
caused bitter grievances among the Korean people, and
many of them found their way to Manchuria and Siberia
where they could organize themselves into a resistance
force.

The first World War pushed Korea further back
into international oblivion. A general peace seemed to
prevail in Korea during the War under Japanese guidance
and hegemony. But when the War ended, popular feelings
that had hitherto been forced underground came to the
fore. In Korea the eruption of discontent and cries for
justice came two months earlier than the May Fourth Move-
ment in China.

Korean leaders were especially drawn to the Wil-
sonian principle of self-determination, hoping that
Korea's case might receive new international consideration
in the process of searching for a new postwar world order
by the big powers. For a start, the Koreans resolved to
send a delegation to Paris to present their case as soon
as the peace conference convened, but to no avail. Only
Dr. Kim,Kiusic barely managed to reach France but his
mission got nowhere due mainly to Japanese manipulation
and to a lesser degree the negative attitudes taken by
other major powers. The diplomatic chagrin along with

the already widespread dissatisfaction among the Koreans
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who never condoned Japanese annexation of their country
led to a mass demonstration on March 1, 1919.

The Koreans proclaimed independence but lacked
any effective means to compel Japan to abandon its claim
over Korea. The thirty-three signers of the Proclamation
of Independence were apprehended by the Japanese police
and they surrendered voluntarily. The movement was
carried out strictly on the basis of non-violence. But
the demonstration ended in a brutal suppression by Japan.
The Proclamation of Independence was ''written in a lofty
tone of the ancient prophet,"23 and the mass demonstra-
tion was aimed solely at making Korea's grievances known
more explicitly to the Japanese and, more emphatically,
to the world with the conviction that only international
support would bring redress to the Korean people.

The world, however, turned a deaf ear to the
Korean appeals except on the level of personal observers
and sympathetic presses,24 which were far from influ-

ential in arousing world opinion. The United States was

23For the English translation of the Proclama-
tion of Independence of Korea, see F. A. McKenzie,
Korea's Fight for Freedom (AMS ed.: New York, 1970),
PP. 257-258.

24For instances: ibid., Chaps. XV, XVIII; Los
Angeles Times which editorialized the Korean case on
April 6, 1919, under the title "The Dignity of Life'; a
response from a Japanese Christian leader Dr. Ishizaka,
a summary of which appeared in R. S. Spencer's article
in the Christian Advocate of New York, quoted by
McKenzie, op. cit., pp. 311-313.
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speechless in the face of Japanese charges that many
Americans, especially the Christian missionaries in
Korea, were affiliated with the mass demonstration.zs
The United States failed to take notice of Korean appeals
for sympathetic understanding. The Acting Secretary of
State Polk instructed the American Ambassador to Japan
on April 14 that the Consulate at Seoul '"should be
extremely careful not to encourage any belief that the
United States will assist the Korean nationalists in

carrying out their plans,'" and should not do anything
which '""may cause Japanese authorities to suspect Ameri-
can government sympathize with Korean nationalist
movement . "6

| The leaders of the movement published a daily

newspaper, the Independence News, regularly through

March, April, and May, and at intervals thereafter,
keeping the location of the press in secrecy. During
the week of April 16-23, representatives of Korean
people met secretly in Seoul and organized a Provisional

Government. They drew up a provisional constitution,27

2SDept:. of State, Historical Summary, p. 8; also,
Dept. of State, Foreign Relations of the United States
(to be abridged to F.R. hereafter), 1919, II, pp. 458-459.

26p R., 1919, II, p. 462.
27The constitution provides for representative

government. For the text translated into English, see
McKenzie, op. cit., pp. 304-305.
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and elected Syngman Rhee, who was in the United States
at that time, as the first President of the Republic.
The government was reorganized and expanded in Shanghai
to involve those who had been already engaged in resist-
ance movements outside Korea.

In the meantime, Kim, Kiusic was joined later
by other Koreans and began to act as the official repre-
sentative of the Korean Provisional Government. They

stayed in Paris until 1920 and published Public Informa-

tion (22 volumes in total) and Free Korea (10 volumes in
total), both in French, with a view to supplying the
foreign delegates to the Paris Conference with useful

28 The representa-

information on the Korean situation.
tive, aided by Mr. Homer B. Hulbert, a one-time English
teacher dispatched by the United States government in

the 1880s and since then a most persistent friend of
Korea's cause, made every effort to have their cause
favored by the United States delegation. For the Koreans
of the time, the United States was the only nation in the
world which could do something for the Korean people if
only she had a will to do so.

But the United States was simply not inclined to

give any serious consideration to such a trifling matter

28A part of their activities with respect to
public relations was disclosed recently. See Tong-A
Ilbo (Tong-A Daily News), March 1, 1975, p. 5.
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as Korea. The problems she encountered--postwar Euro-
pean questions, recognition of the new Soviet government
of Russia, tension between the President and the Senate
in regard to the Versailles treaty, etc.--were legion.
Korea had no place in the grand Wilsonian design of
postwar peace for the Far East, a design that eventually
accepted the fact of Japanese power. Thus, Korea's

case went totally unnoticed either at the Paris Confer-
ence or by any individual government, especially by the
United States.

The Korean Government-in-exile was engulfed
with a welter of problems to resolve by itself. Cold
response from the major powers, the endless postponement
of independence, and particularly the factional division
among the Koreans themselves--they exhibited an enor-
mously complicated spectrum of ideological inclinations--
eroded grounds for hope, and tempers flared easily in
frustration. The relations of the exiled government
with the various armed resistance groups that had been
in existence in Manchuria, China, and Siberia were for
the most part quite precarious. The factional struggle
and acute difference of opinion ensuing therefrom were
aggravated further by the impact of the Communist revo-
lution in Russia and the various factions within the

Chinese national government. Some favored close ties



22

23 Others wanted to work closely

with the Communists.
with particular factions in the Chinese government.
Geographical separation of the leaders of the exiled
government in China and the United States also contribu-
ted to inflaming emotional conflict out of misunder-
standing and jealousy.

The different circumstances in which these
leaders worked were a constant source of friction and
disagreement in policy decision. Those in China were
naturally under the Chinese influence which stressed
use of arms as of utmost importance for quick and pal-
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