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ABSTRACT

THE UNITED STATES DIPLOMATS' RESPONSE TO
RISING CHINESE NATIONALISM, 1900-1912

By

Linda Madson Papageorge

This study of the United States policy toward China was
inspired by several factors: the conclusions of recent scholarship
which pushed the birthdate of modern Chinese nationalism back to the
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries; a desire to understand
better the love/hate relationship between the United States and China;
the need to illuminate more clearly the diplomatic policy-making process.

Other studies have noted the effect of public opinion on the
United States foreign policy and have examined extensively the policy-
making roles played by individual American Presidents, Secretaries of
State, and members of the State Department and Congress. But no study
of the United States policy toward China during the decade that preceded
the national revolution of 1911 has concentrated on the influence the
diplomatic personnel in the field exerted on the development of policy.
An examination of the consuls' and diplomats' evaluations of and
response to the political situation in China provides answers to that
question and offers additional insights into the nature of Chinese
nationalism in this period as well as the nature and effect of the

United States response to that nationalism.
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After surveying the background of the revolutionary situation
in twentieth-century China and considering briefly the differences
between traditional and modern Chinese nationalism, the study focuses
on the diplomats' evaluations and response to the Boxer uprising, to
the rights recovery movement with emphasis on the anti-American boycott
of 1905-1906, and to the various attempts at a peaceful modernization
of China's ancient institutions. Extensive use was made of the United
States Consular and Legations reports, some of which are in the PAPERS
RELATING TO THE FOREIGN RELATIONS OF THE UNITED STATES volumes and
others in the Department of State Archives. In addition, an attempt
was made to determine the degree of correspondence between the diplo-
mats' reports on and recent studies of the political situation in
early twentieth-century China.

The diplomatic reports support the conclusions of recent
studies concerning the existence of modern nationalism in early
twentieth-century China. For the American consular personnel 1905,
the year of Japan's victory over Russia and of the anti-American boy-
cott, was the dividing line between traditional and modern China.
According to the Consular despatches, both the Manchu-Chinese dynasty
and the United States failed to respond adequately to the new reality
posited by emerging Chinese nationalism. The imperial government
refused to endorse any nationalist measures that seemed to threaten
its traditional prerogatives. Although the diplomatic reports noted
the implications of the Throne's inability to identify with modern
Chinese nationalism, the diplomats failed to affect appreciably the

attitude of the decision makers in the State Department who refused
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to adjust the United States policy to the new situation. The United
States' attitude toward modern Chinese nationalism was an ambiguous
one. Although it favored the nationalists' objective of a strong,
modern China, the United States opposed any nationalist activities that
challenged the privileged position the unequal treaties gave the foreign
powers. Both the imperial government's and the United States' response
to modern Chinese nationalism subverted their respective objectives.

By ignoring and resisting its demands, they forced Chinese nationalism
into revolutionary channels and precluded the possibility that China's
transition to a modern, industrial state would be a peaceful one, con-
ducted by the Manchu dynasty on terms more favorable to foreign

interests than those which ensued.
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CHAPTER I
THE ORIGIN AND NATURE OF CHINESE NATIONALISM

In 1911 China experienced a political upheaval quite unlike
anything that had occurred in its long history. For it destroyed not
only the Manchu dynasty but also the Dragon Throne which the Manchu
and a long succession of imperial dynasties had occupied. Imperial
China was now history; China was proclaimed a republic. It was a
revolution and nationalism was responsible.1

The nationalism that animated the revolution of 1911 and
distinguished twentieth-century China from its past originated in
China's traumatic defeat by Japan in 1895, in the impact on China of
the West and in the crisis these forces precipitated within the Chinese
civilization. The forces that produced Chinese nationalism also deter-

mined the shape it would assume. To understand and appreciate fully

lHistorians continue to debate whether the events of 1911 were
revolutionary or a part of the traditional dynastic cycle. Chuzdo
Ichiko has taken the latter position, "The Role of the Gentry: An
Hypothesis" in China In Revolution: The First Phase, 1900-1913, ed.
by Mary C. Wright (New Haven and London: Yale Unlversity Press, 1968),
p. 308. For an opposite point of view see Mary C. Wright "Introduction:
The Rising Tide of Change," pp. 50-51; Michael Gasster, "China's Poli-
tical Modernization," p. 93; Marie-Clarie Bergere, "The Role of the
Bourgeoisie," pp. 294-295, all contained in China In Revolution. The
best approach to understanding the revolution is, perhaps, that sug-
gested some time ago by Paul Linebarger who wrote: "China is in only
some respects comparable to the West, and . . . the ideas and methods
of the West loose the greater part of their relevance when applied to
the Chinese milieu," The Political Doctrines of Sun Yat-sen (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins Press, 1937), p. 52.




the content and thrust of twentieth-century Chinese nationalism, one
must consider the nature of and the relationship between the external
threat and the internal crisis from which nationalism emerged.

Given China's hostility to foreigners, the western approach
to China in the nineteenth century had assumed the character of
imperialism. The treaty system forced on China was the prime example;

it became the sine qua non of relations between the Chinese Empire

and other nations. These treaties gave foreign nations special rights
and privileges in China. The right of extra-territoriality recognized
foreign rather than Chinese jurisdiction over the activities of their
respective nationals. The most-favored-nation clause gave all nations
the rights and privileges acquired by one of them. Foreign governments
obtained the right to limit China's tariff on imports to five per cent
ad valorem. The treaties limited foreign residence to certain dis-
tricts within the treaty ports but gave foreigners virtual autonomy
within those districts. China had to tolerate Christianity and permit
missionaries to settle at will. In 1858 China extended treaty pro-
tection to American missionaries and their Chinese converts.? These
were concessions that no sovereign nation would have given. Yet,
considering the state of the Chinese Empire in the nineteenth century,
relations were impossible without them.3

A serious enough threat to Chinese territorial and administrative

2Paul A. Varg, The Making of the Myth (East Lansing: Michigan
State University Press, 1968), pp. 9-11.

3Ibid.



integrity in the nineteenth century, imperialism had greatly accelerated
after 1895. The Sino-Japanese War of 1894-1895 occupies a pivotal
position in the challenge of and in China's response to imperialism.
China's defeat by Japan set in motion a chain of events with far-
reaching effects on Chinese and world history. It inspired an
unsuccessful popular uprising in Canton in 1895. It led the foreign
powers to demand much greater concessions from China than they already
possessed. This scramble for concessions initiated an intense policy
debate and struggle for power within China that precipitated the
unsuccessful radical reform movement of 1898 and the Boxer uprising

of 1900. The imperialism that followed the Boxer uprising further
undermined the strength and prestige of the already failing Manchu
dynasty and, perhaps, hastened its collapse. Finally, it contributed
to the development of the revolutionary nationalism that has charac-
terized twentieth-century China.

China's defeat in 1895 occurred at a time when western nations
had reached an advanced stage of industrialization and had begun to
worry about the depressive effects on their economies of over-production.
With its 380 million people, China loomed as a vast market for the
absorption of America's surplus manufactures and capital.4 Japan's
victory completely dispelled what had remained of the myth of China's
military strength and stimulated the foreign powers' desires for
additional special privileges and territorial cessions.

The Treaty of Shimonoseki, 17 April 1895, forced China to pay

4Tbid., pp. 14-15, 36-37.



Japan an indemnity of 200 million taels; China had to recognize
Korean independence and cede outright to Japan the Pescadores, Taiwan,
and the Liaotung Peninsula. Japan also forced China to open new ports
and gained the right to establish industries throughout China. These
last two concessions automatically went to those powers whose treaties
with China contained the most-favored-nation clause. The terms of
the treaty reconfirmed Japan's imperialistic objectives on the Asian
mainland and aroused Russian fears. With France and Germany cooperating,
Russia threatened Japan with war if it occupied the Liaotung Peninsula.
This Triple Intervention of 23 April 1895 launched the scramble
for concessions among the various nations. The prospect of war with
Russia, France, and Germany led Japan to sell the Liaotung Peninsula
back to China. Russia forced Japan to reduce the price from fifty to
thirty million taels and then offered the impoverished Manchu govern-
ment loans to meet its expenses. Because of its actions, Russian
stock in Peking greatly increased in value, paving the way for the
secret Sino-Russian Alliance of 1896 wherein Russia and China agreed
to defend each other and Korea against future Japanese attack. In
addition, Russia received the right to build and control a railroad
across Northern Mongolia and Northern Manchuria from Chita to Vladi-
vostok. Determined not to be left out, Germany demanded a naval base
and when refused used the 1897 murder of two German missionaries in
Shantung Province to compel China to lease it Kiaochow Bay for ninety-
nine years and to grant Germany two railway concessions in Shantung.
Russia countered by seizing Dairen and Port Arthur on the Liaotung

Peninsula, in violation of the Sino-Russian Alliance; it also received



the right to build the South Manchuria Railway.

Great Britain, France, and Japan followed suit: Great Britain
leased Weihaiwei for twenty-five years, Kowloon for ninety-nine years,
and claimed the Yangtze Valley as its sphere of influence; France leased
Kwangchow Bay for ninety-nine years and marked the provinces of Kwang-
tung, Kwangsi, and Yunnan as its sphere of influence; Japan selected
Fukien Province for penetration from its Taiwan base.

The United States would have liked to join in the
concessionairing and had its eye on Samsah Bay in Fukien. Amoy Consul
Anson Burlingame Johnson desired to reserve the "magnificant harbor"
for future American use. Consul John Fowler urged that the United
States secure a base in North China. Minister Edwin Conger wanted the
United States to take a base and Secretary of State John Hay confessed
that he favored a China port for America. Although Hay recognized
that adverse American public opinion presented a problem, he carefully
preserved his options.5 In the end the United States settled for the
Open Door Notes which it hoped would secure American interests in
China. The scramble for concessions halted in 1900 just short of
partitioning China. At this point the foreign nations confronted the
anti-foreign Boxer uprising.

The Boxer uprising is significant in the context of Chinese

history because it awakened Chinese to the nature of the imperialist

Marilyn Blatt Young, The Rhetoric Of Empire (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 19687), pp. 98-106.



threat and stimulated the development of nationalism.6 Imperialism
at the turn of the century threatened not only China's territorial
and administrative integrity but also its economic autonomy. The
objective of the powers in opening China had expanded in the course
of the nineteenth century from promoting trade to developing industry.7
Under the western impact the Chinese economy had begun to develop a
modern sector beside its traditional agrarian and handicraft economy.
Foreign nations completely dominated the modern sector.8 Foreign
banks monopolized the financing of imports and exports in China and
even assumed such extraordinary roles as issuing their own bank notes
and acting as treasury agents for their respective governments.
Shipping on Chinese coastal and inland waters had become an extremely
competitive international industry, one which discriminated against
native shipping; for the unequal treaties allowed foreign firms to
monopolize shipping. Between 1880 and 1900 China's share in shipping
activities had declined from 30.4 per cent to 19.3 per cent.9

The foreign influence extended into other vital areas of
China's emerging modern economy. Foreign nations had rushed to take

advantage of the Shimonoseki Treaty provision that had opened China

6John E. Schrecker, Imperialism and Nationalism (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1971), pp. 55-58, 250, 252-253; Wright,
pPpP. 3-4.

7Bergere, Pp. 232-235.

8Albert Feuerworker, China's Early Industrialization (Cambridge:

Harvard University Press, 1958), pp. 6, 245.

9Immanuel C. Y. Hsu, The Rise of Modern China (New York and
London: Oxford University Press, 1970), pp. 519-521.




to foreign industry and had acquired extensive mining and railroad
rights from the Manchu government. Foreign firms built, owned, and
operated a total of 2,356 miles of railroad in China in the early
twentieth century, which amounted to 41 per cent of the total railroad
mileage. Foreign capital had financed the remaining Chinese-built-
and-operated lines and therefore controlled them to a certain degree.
The imperial government derived no revenues from foreign railroad
properties and incomes since as concessions they were protected by
the treaty system and exempted from taxation.lo Imperialism greatly
handicapped China's economic growth. Yet, China's survival in the
modern world depended on its ability to make the transition to an
industrial society.11
Chinese nationalists realized the implications of China's
loss of control over its economic affairs and natural resources. They
characterized China as a sub-colony, a position they considered
inferior to that of a colony such as Annam or Korea. As Sun Yat-sen
explained, Annam and Korea had but one master, while China with many
had no one to look to for protection and was plundered by all of
them.12

Chinese responded to the imperialism that came in the wake of

the Boxer Rebellion in a completely unexpected manner. They met it

101p14., pp. 521-522.

11Feuerwerker, p. 8.

12Linebarger, p. 127.



with an outburst of nationalism.13 "China for the Chinese" was the
demand and it increased in volume as the decade progressed. Whether
reform-oriented or revolutionary-minded, Chinese nationalists blamed
China's troubles,--the degrading unequal treaties, the humiliating
military defeats, and the omnipresent threat of dismemberment and
receivership, on China's weakness. That weakness they attributed to
two sources: 1) China's decentralized political order and agrarian
economy which rendered it incapable of resisting the dynamic, more
efficiently organized, industrial nation-states of the West; 2) the
Manchu dynasty whose decadence and ineptitude had permitted the
imperialist victories. The radical reformers of 1898 wrote from exile
to impress upon the Court and the country the importance of thorough-
going reform if either were to survive the foreign threat. Other
even more radical Chinese began to organize a revolution to rid the
country of a government which in their opinion was corrupt beyond
redemption and to replace it with one capable of meeting the chal-
lenges of imperialism and the modern world.

The new spirit of nationalism appeared to have infected even

13Wright, PP. 4-5.



the imperial government.14 The Empress Dowager Tzu Hsi assumed

responsibility for the Boxer disaster, and when it returned to Peking
in 1902 the Manchu Court under her leadership seemed willing to under-
write a program of wholesale reform. In modernizing China the imperial
government faced formidable obstacles, chief among which were a well-
nigh impossible revenue problem, the opposition of the provincial
leaders to the centralization of power in Peking, and the scarcity

of honest, capable leaders.

The economic crisis China faced was the product of a serious
trade imbalance, the additional expenses brought on by the internal
rebellions and foreign invasions of the nineteenth century, and its
antiquated revenue system. The introduction of opium had altered
China's previously favorable balance of trade and had produced a
silver drain serious enough to upset China's fiscal system.15 The
Taiping, Nien and Moslem rebellions, and the mushrooming revolutionary
uprisings of the decade preceding the revolution had forced the

imperial government to undertake expensive military campaigns.

l4Because of the relation of the imperial government's reform
program and performance to the revolution of 1911 this is a hotly de-
bated issue. Feuerwerker concluded that the Manchus did not desire
reform, p. 246; so did Hsu, pp. 530-533; Disagreeing are Meribeth
Cameron in The Reform Movement in China, 1898-1912 (Stanford University
Press, ©193T), Dpp.56-64, 201 and Wright, pp. 24-30. Richard C. Howard,
ed., "Chinese Reform Movement: Introduction”" in Journal of Asian
Studies, November, 1969, vol. XXIX, No. 1, p. 8, suggests that the
Tssue was not whether to reform or not to reform but, rather, what
kind of reform to pursue: a program reflecting the traditional Chinese
perception of world order or the new perception of the Chinese
nationalists.

15Franz Michael, The Taigigg Rebellion, Vol. 1 (Seattle and
London: University of WaEHThgton ress, 1966), pp. l4-16.
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Imperialism further drained the imperial treasury. The Sino-Japanese
War left a military bill of $58,389,000 plus the $168,130,000
indemity to Japan. The Boxer Protocol saddled China with a huge
indemnity of 450 million taels ($330 million) to be paid in foreign
rather than Chinese currency over a thirty-nine year period at an
annual 4 per cent interest rate.16 The traditional sources of revenue,--
the tribute rice, land taxes, the likin, the salt gabelle, the customs
and import duties, and provincial contributions became inadequate for
meeting government expenses. The last time the imperial government
balanced its budget was in 1887. In 1894 the imperial government's
total revenues were estimated at approximately $65,043,649, hardly
enough to cover the interest on the foreign loans it had negotiated
to pay the expenses of the war with Japan.17 China's economic pro-
blems worsened steadily after the Boxer uprising under the pressure
to modernize China and develop its resources.

Regionalism compounded China's economic problems.18 This
phenomenon consisted in the transfer of power from the center to
the periphery. It occurred when the central government became
corrupt, inefficient, and too weak to look after its own interests,
creating thereby a power vacuum into which the provincial authorities

moved. The Taiping Rebellion provoked the regionalism of the Ch'ing

lévarg, P. 94; Hsu, pp. 485-486.
17Varg, Pp. 93-94.

18Franz Michael, "Regionalism in Nineteenth-Century China,"
introduction to Stanley Spector's Li Hung-ch and the Huai %;gz
(Seattle: University of Washington Press, ); pp. xx1-x1i11, for
the material on which the following discussion is based.
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period; politically and economically it was the turning point for the
Manchu dynasty. Unable to defend itself against the Tailpings, the
imperial government empowered the Chinese viceroys to raise armies
which they, not the imperial government, controlled. It even allowed
the viceroys to levy taxes for the support of their armies and cam-
paigns. The provincial governors and governors-general superceded
the provincial treasurer who was responsible to Peking for the taxes
collected by the local magistrates. These governors remitted to
Peking only about twenty per cent of the new revenues and effectively
resisted all demands to increase their annual remittances. Its loss
of control over the military and revenues seriously reduced the power
of the imperial government.

Regionalism in nineteenth-century China was therefore a
centrifugal force of great potency that constituted a real threat to
the continued existence of the Manchu dynasty. Coupled with imperial-
ism, it could prove fatal to China as well. There is ample evidence
supporting such conclusions. Regionalism intensified the antagonism
between the Manchus and Chinese, as Chinese eclipsed Manchus in
positions of power and authority in the provinces. When Li Hung-chang
became governor-general of Chihli and Superintendant of Trade in 1870,
the handling of foreign relations shifted from the Tsungli Yamen in
Peking to ILi's Yamen in Tientsin where it remained for the next
quarter century. Li's attempts to preserve traditional China often
found the provincial authorities siding with the powers rather than
the imperial government, particularly at the end of the century. On

the admonition of the powers who had favored the radical reforms of
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1898, both Liu Kun-yi and Chang Chih-tung refused to support the
Empress Dowager in her attempt to dispose of Emperor Kuang Hsu after
the EEEE.QLEIEEJ a fact which greatly embarrassed and angered her.19
Then in 1900 these provincial authorities refused to support the
imperial government when it inaugurated its pro-Boxer policy.20
This state of affairs severely handicapped the imperial government's
post-Boxer reform efforts. It could venture nothing on its own but

had to obtain the concurrence of the provincial authorities and the
permission of the powers, both more interested in securing their

own interests. But, most important, without a strong central authority
no effective reform, however strongly urged, was possible. Centri-
fugal forces by their very nature were incapable of formulating and
implementing national policies.

The spectacle of local forces assuming responsibilities
belonging properly to the central government undermined popular
confidence in the dynasty and contributed to its fall. The imperial
government's seeming inability to rise to the exigencies of the

situation led the revolutionaries to conclude that they had to sweep

the Manchus from power and assume the reins of government.

19Chester Tan, The Boxer Catastrophe (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1955), pp. 56-57.

20See the author's unpublished master's thesis, "The Making
of the Circular Note: the United States in the Boxer Rebellion"
(East Lansing: Michigan State University, 1966), pp. 18-20, 24-28.
The Chinese viceroys in Central and South China formed an extra-
governmental organization, The Southeast Mutual Defense Alliance,
and negotiated directly with the powers to prevent the partition of
China and preserve their own interests.
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The United States diplomatic personnel in China in the early
twentieth century formed a similarly low opinion of the leadership
within the imperial government. With the notable exceptions of Yuan
Shih-k'ai and Tuan-fang, they considered most of China's leaders to
be corrupt, poorly trained, inexperienced, incompetent, and unimagi-
native. But they found this condition to be as true of the revolu-
tionaries as of the imperial authorities. Students of China have
offered several explanations for China's failure to produce an adequate
leadership. The reasons given range from supposed inherent defects
in the prevailing philosophy of Confucius and/or the traditional
Confucian institutions, to the sheer magnitude of the problems China
faced and the compelling need to respond immediately, given the nature
of the imperialist threat.21

The external threat confronting China in the nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries was unlike anything China had experienced in

its long history.22 Former invaders had admired the Chinese civiliza-

tion and often had adopted its Confucian philosophy and institutions

21Michael develops the theme that dynastic decline was the
fault of the Confucian imperial system. He found that the problem lay
in the system of controls a ruling house had to establish in order to
maintain the precarious balance of power between the state and society
which produced an inefficient administrative system and a stultifying
examination system, "Regionalism" pp. xxi-x1iii. Other historians have
agreed with Michael's opinion of the examination system but have included
other factors. Wright has noted the adverse effect on initiative pro-
duced by overcrowded living conditions as well as the lack of time in
which to develop leaders, pp. 53-54; Cameron emphasized the scope of
China's problems, pp. 74-85.

22Linebarger discusses the effect the western impact had on
the Chinese perception of world order, pp. 47-52.
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even before invading China, as was the case with the Manchus. Those
that had not were too weak to control all of China. The nations that
threatened China in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries were not
similarly weak. Science and technology had given them military strength
disproportionate to their numbers. More than fifty years of foreign
aggression and internal rebellion had greatly weakened China both
physically and psychologically and had produced at the turn of the
century a veritable national emergency.

Imperialism played the major role in creating a revolutionary
situation in China. It precipitated a crisis within the traditional
Confucian civilization and exacerbated that which the Manchu dynasty
was experiencing. Dynastic decay by itself was insufficient to pro-
duce nationalism. Historically it had invited internal rebellions
and external invasions, and it is possible that Manchu decadence would
have in time produced a successful anti-Manchu rebellion had it not
been for the unprecedented nature of the threat presented by the
external invasions which Manchu decadence had permitted. Some Chinese
nationalists believed that imperialism doomed their country, their
civilization, indeed, thelr race to extinction. They seriously ques-
tioned the ability of the ruling dynasty and the decentralized imperial
system to contain the threat. Survival in the face of western imperi-
alism demanded the reorganization of China on the principles of

nationalism.
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Chinese Nationalism: Ideology and Program

Twentieth-century Chinese nationalism is a complex subject
because many features of classical China met the requirements of
nationalism, as defined by those who have studied the phenom.enon.2
Yet, traditional China was not a modern nation-state; it was not
primarily a political unit. It was a civilization distinguished by its
ideographic system of writing, a dynamic system of thought known as
Confuclanism, and a set of social, economic, political, and diplomatic
institutions and procedures that projected a unique perception of world
order.24 Traditional China possessed a cosmic and universalist world
view. This was expressed in its hierarchical organization of Chinese
society and of the outside world, wherein the emperor and his place of
residence, China, occupied a unique position relative to that of other
princes and other societies,--at the center of the earth serving as

the link between heaven and earth.25

China's geographic position and
its historical experience reinforced Chinese assumptions of the
superiority and centrality of China's civilization.26 The term "bar-
barian," which designated all non-Chinese, and the tribute system,

developed to regulate relations with barbarians in accordance with the

23Boyd C. Shafer, Faces of Nationalism (New York: Harcourt,
Brace Jovanovich, Inc., 1972), pp. 20, 22, 267.

24Benjamin I. Schwartz, "The Chinese Perception of World Order,
Past and Present" in The Chinese World Order, ed. by John K. Fairbank
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1968), pp. 276-288.

29Wolfgang Franke, China and the West, trens. by R. A. Wilson
(Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1967), pp. 22-27.

261114,
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Chinese perception of world order, reflected Chinese ethnocentrism
and complicated China's foreign relations in the nineteenth century.27
Traditional China did not possess genuine nationalism; its outlook is
perhaps best rendered by the terms "culturalism" and "transnation-
alism."

Imperialism challenged the Chinese outlook and provoked the
appearance of nationalism in China. But imperialism alone did not
determine the content of Chinese nationalism. Early Chinese nationalism
took its shape from the interaction between the forces of imperialism
and the internal crisis. From the beginning Chinese nationalism was
complex, many-faceted. Not only was it anti-imperialist; it was also
anti-Manchu and anti-dynastic.

Even though Chinese nationalism began as a defensive reaction
to the threat of imperialism, it was a positive ideology. China's
semi-colonial status determined the highest value in the nationalist
ideology: the "survival of the Chinese people with their own civili-

29

zation." Thus, the first premise of Chinese nationalism was the

27John K. Fairbank, "A Preliminary Framework" in The Chinese
World Order, pp. 1-19.

28These are terms advanced by Franke and Schwartz respectively
and accepted by students of China, for example, John E. Schrecker in
Imperialism and Nationalism, in comparing twentieth-century China with
traditIonal China.

29Linebarger, pp. 61, 85.
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30

regeneration of China the race-nation. It was primarily a commitment
to restoring China to its former position of hegemony in Eastern Asia
by revivifying through modernization, not destroying, the traditional
order.31 Political and economic modernization would create a united,
sovereign, wealthy, and strong Chinese race-nation which would take its
place in the world as an equal of the other nation-states and make its
own unique contribution to the advancement of civilization. All other
aspects of Chinese nationalism, its anti-imperialism, anti-Manchuism,
anti-dynasticism, flowed automatically from this first principle.

Only a relative few in early twentieth-century China possessed
the feeling of nationalism. The young students, usually children of
the gentry who in their daily living and education had come into con-
tact with western ideas, became the spearhead of nationalism. The
United States consular reports of the decade preceding the revolution
suggested that the gentry class itself as well as many Chinese mer-
chants were also becoming nationalistic. At times the American
diplomatic officers even suspected the provincial officials of harboring
32

patriotic sentiments. Yet, these groups constituted only a small

part of China's total population.

3OAccording to Linebarger China the race-nation always came
first with Sun Yat-sen. Hao Chang in Liang Ch'i-ch'ao and Intellectual
Transition in China, 1890-1907, 64 Harvard East Asian Series (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1971), presents the leader of the nationalist
reformers as concerned more with China the nation-state, with the em-
phasis on the state aspect, pp. 238-271.

31Linebarger added that this fact did not deny its revolutionary
character; for, despite his conservatism Sun Yat-sen did give Confu-
cianism some strange new twists, pp. 82-88.

32see below, pp. 132-135.
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The educated elite of China saw in nationalism an instrument
for saving China.33 They proposed an ambitious program which they
felt confident would resolve the crisis that had enveloped China. The
nationalist program entailed political and economic modernization. It
demanded a foreign policy reorientation. Military reforms were impor-
tant items on the agenda. The program also included reform of basic
social institutions such as the educational system and the family.

One has only to consider the nationalist programs to determine the
content of nationalism, In the end nationalism would reorient not
only the Chinese civilization but also the Chinese man.

Modernization of the political system was the major concern of
Chinese nationalists in this first phase of the revolution because
they viewed all other reforms as dependent on a modern political order.
Both reformers and revolutionaries concluded that political moderniza-
tion required the creation of a modern nation-state, the centralization
of power in a central government based on law or some kind of consti-
tutional arrangement. For Chinese nationalists had attributed the
strength of the western nations to their political system of represen-
tative government and the equality of the individual before the law.->*

In advocating a constitutional government for China, the nationalists

33According to Shafer nationalism in the twentieth-century is
first used, and consciously so, as a tool to achieve certain defined
objectives, such as political modernization, but especially industriali-
zation, pp. 11-12, 21, 273.

34Robert Scalapino, "Prelude to Marxism: The Chinese Student
Movement in Japan, 1900-1910" in Approaches to Modern Chinese History,
ed. by Albert Feuerworker, et. al. Berkeley, Los Kngeles, 19677,
pp. 196-198, 206.
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maintained that they were not introducing democracy into China, but,
rather, were attempting to make Chinese democracy act in the interests
of the race-nation instead of the individual by giving it a modern
form. Sun Yat-sen's major complaint against the old order was that
it suffered from an excess of democracy. He characterized the Chinese
as "loose grains of sand."35 The traditional decentralized order had
given the individual much freedom, but it no longer served China's
best interests in the modern world of industrialized nation-states.
Western societies had devised a legal system to protect individual
liberty and restrict the power of government. Although sharply cur-
tailed, western governments still exercised more power than Confudianism
had permitted the imperial government, and within a constitutionally-
defined sphere western governments had achieved a terrific concentration
of political power.36
Interest in a constitutional government increased markedly
with the defeat of Russia (1904-1905) by Japan, an oriental nation
which had adopted a constitutional form of government and had achieved
modernization. While Chinese nationalists desired to follow the
Japanese course of action, they disagreed on the form a constitutional
government should take, an issue that figured prominently in the strug-
gle for power that preceded the revolution. The reformers, led by

Liang Ch'i-ch'ao, vacillated on the issue but as the revolution drew

35Linebarger, pPP. 59-60.

36Ibid., pp. 37, 53. Chinese nationalists, both reformers and
revolutionaries, agreed that China's political system was too decen-
tralized.
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nearer seemed to desire a constitutional monarchy patterned after that
of Japan rather than England.37 The revolutionaries under Sun Yat-sen's
leadership considered a republic absolutely essential to the realiza-
tion of nationalist objectives. Sun explained his position: in
traditional China the people were sovereign, but the right of revolution
bestowed by the Mandate of Heaven was a murderous, destructive process
which opened China to foreign invasion. Some kind of electoral process
would better achieve an expression of the popular will and effect an
orderly transfer of power.38

Whether referring to the reformers or revolutionaries, the
political modernization programs of the Chinese nationalists were
revolutionary, although with significant differences. Neither group
was hostile to Confucianism per se, but only to the imperial system,
a political order which both had concluded no longer served China's
needs and therefore should be abolished. The revolutionaries were

primarily anti-dynastic and demanded the removal of the Manchus. In

their opinion the Manchus, an alien dynasty and ethnic group if not an

37According to Hao Chang, lLiang was primarily concerned with
"reason of state," or China's survival in an age of imperialism. "En-
lightened absolutism," such as represented by Frederick the Great,
seemed to him the best political form for China, but how to guarantee
that the despot would govern in an enlightened manner was a problem
Liang never solved. Consequently, Liang remained committed to some
form of constitutional monarchism, pp. 255-258.

38Linebarger, pPp. 171-175. Sun was more sanguine than Liang
regarding popular participation in government. The republican govern-
ment advocated by Sun was not to be a slavish imitation of the West.
Sun mainteined that China's form of representative government had to
be based on Chinese democracy. He remained convinced that his Four
Rights and Five Power Constitution were original contributions to
political theory, Linebarger, pp. 214-227.
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alien race, were a living symbol of China's subjugation by the
imperialist powers and therefore intolerable. The reformers wanted
to retain the Manchus but curtail their power with a constitution.
The reformers considered the revolutionaries' racism as dangerous to
national unity because China was after all multi-ethnic in compo-
si1:ion.39

Chinese nationalists realized the need to modernize China's
economy. Sun Yat-sen's desire to introduce western physical science
into China constituted a departure from Confucianism, and, perhaps,
differentiated the revolutionaries' economic program from that of the

40

reformers. Liang Ch'i-ch'ao pointed out that agriculture dominated
the economies even of the industrial nations and pressured the central
government to initiate agricultural reform. For Sun Yat-sen industrial-
ization was a positive blessing. He actively promoted the development
of science, technology, and industry because he saw here the source of
the wealth and power of the western nations. In Sun's opinion China
would have to industrialize if it were to become strong and be able to
maintain its independence. Survival of the Chinese race depended on
the creation of a strong nation-state. Industrialization became the
way to realize the highest value of the nationalist ideology. These
nationalists wanted a central government that would promote industrial-

ization, establish its authority over the modern sector of the economy

that had begun to develop under the western impact, and recover the

39Chang, Pp. 260-262.

4oLin.ebarger, pp. 78-82; Feuerwerker has analyzed the economic
programs of the reformers in chapter two, pp. 33-39.
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Chinese domestic market. Modernization of the economy was intimately
involved with the "rights recovery" movement of the decade, the anti-
imperialist aspect of Chinese nationalism.

Chinese nationalism demanded a new posture in foreign affairs,
the assertion of sovereign rights on every f‘ront.41 The remarkable
nature of the nationalists' foreign policy reorientation becomes
apparent when one compares it with the foreign policy of the so-called
"self-strengthening" movement that had dominated the second half of

the nineteenth century.42

The self-strengtheners sought to conserve
Confucian China, to preserve the existing government and territory.
The Chinese perception of world order exerted the dominating influence
in the nineteenth century.43 Because the self-strengtheners, represented
by viceroy Li Hung-chang, did not possess a modern concept of China as
a sovereign state among other sovereign states, there was no concern
for the preservation and strengthening of national rights, no attempt
to have China accorded equal status with the other nations. The
self-strengthening policy attempted to minimize the foreign impact by
controlling foreigners' activities so that they did not endanger the
govermment and territory. In this they were quite successful until
1895. The self-strengtheners were also passivists. They attempted to

avoid violence at all times, not only because war represented diplomatic

4lwright, pp. 3-18.

42Schrecker has analyzed the foreign policy of the self-
strengtheners in his second and concluding chapters, pp. 43-58,
249-259,

43Schwar‘bz, p. 285.
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failure but also because in its weak physical condition China could
lose everything to the aggressors. Having concluded that only a policy
of accomodation and diplomacy could maintain China intact, self-
strengtheners had debated heatedly only whether to protect China by
balancing one barbarian against another or by making an alliance with
one of them.

Chinese nationalists refused to balance one barbarian against

another. New China would take on all of them.44

They determined not
only to resist further foreign encroachments against Chinese territory
but also to win back the territory China had lost during the nine-
teenth century. Even more than that, Chinese nationalists intended to
recover all China's sovereign rights. They attacked all western
investments in China, would recover all China's railroads, and would
redeem China by paying off the national debt. Nationalism also chal-
lenged the unequal treaties and demanded that China be allowed to
establish consulates abroad to protect overseas Chinese. Chinese

nationalists possessed a modern concept of sovereignty.45

They
considered China an autonomous nation and viewed all foreign activity
of the past half-century as a violation of Chinese sovereignty. In
the early years of the twentieth century they were militantly anti-
imperialist. They determined to compel the foreign nations, by force

if necessary, to recognize and treat China as a sovereign state.

44Wright, PP. 4-18.

45Schrecker, PP. 45-48; Schwartz, pp. 284-286.
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Educational reform was probably the most potent force
in creating the new China and the new Chinese man.46 A modern,
industrialized nation-state such as envisioned by Chinese nationalists
necessitated drastic changes in the traditional education system.
Representative government demanded an educated populace. A modern
curriculum was essential to developing the skills on which an indus-
trial society depended. Involvement in international affairs as
sought by the nationalist foreign policy necessitated the study of
foreign languages, comparative political philosophies, and so forth.
The nationalists wanted to retain only those aspects of tradition that
would contribute to the creation of a new China. The modern education
system would also develop nationalism. Chinese nationalism required
Chinese to shift their allegiances. The new Chinese would be loyal
and action-oriented not to the dynasty or the family and their inter-
ests but rather to the nation-state, composed of 400 million Chinese,

and its goals.

Reform Versus Revolution

No one has questioned the existence of a revolutionary situation
in early twentieth-century China. Observers have pointed out, however,
that a revolutionary situation does not inevitably terminate in a
violent political upheaval such as occurred in China in 1911, and that
often a revolution is not the best way to realize revolutionary objec-

tives. Reform was an alternative solution to the cerisis in China, a

46Scalapino, pp. 201-203, 206-207, 209-210, 212; Linebarger,
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most promising one according to recent studies of the Manchu reform
efforts. The failure of the revolution to achieve much of a positive
character has raised the question of the wisdom and necessity of the
revolution and reminded us that Chinese nationalists argued violently
the same issue. Whether China's salvation lay in reform or revolution
was the primary question after the Boxer Rebellion. From this struggle
for the power to implement the nationalist program came the revolution
of 1911. Imperialism was the catalytic agent in this reaction: its
presence applied constant pressure on a government attempting to stave
off revolution through reform; imperialism created a sense of urgency
that forced Chinese nationalists away from gradual reform toward a
radical solution of China's problems.

Until the settlement of the Boxer Rebellion, the contest for
the political power to reorganize China was between the revolutionary
Revive China Society (Hsing Chung Hui), founded by Sun Yat-sen in
1895 and the Emperor Protection Society (Pao Huang Hui) of the consti-
tutional monarchical reformers led by K'ang Yu-wei and his disciple,
Liang Ch'i-ch'ao. Sun wrote in his autobiography that he had decided
to overthrow the imperial government as early as 1885. When Li Hung-
chang, governor-general of Chihli, refused to consider his reform
proposals in 1894, Sun turned to revolution as a means of achieving
his objective.47 After the failure of their radical reform program in

1898, K'ang and Liang joined Sun in exile in Japan and founded their

47Chien-nung Li, The Political History of China, 1849-1928, ed.
and trans. by Ssu-yu Teng and Jeremy Ingalls (Princeton, Toronto, New
York: D. Van Nostrand Company, Inc., 1956), p. 145.




26

society for the purpose of destroying the reactionary Empress Dowager
Tzu Hsi and restoring Emperor Kuang Hsu to power. They expected the
Emperor to reinstate their reform program and establish a constitutional
monarchical government for China.

By the end of 1900 the Revive China Society had sponsored two
abortive revolutionary uprisings. Revolution failed in this period

48

for several reasons. Sun's nationalism fell outside the mainstream
of Chinese nationalism of this period. Chinese nationalism between
the Boxer Rebellion and the Russo-Japanese War was primarily anti-
imperialist and only secondarily anti-Manchu, while Sun's nationalism
was predominantly anti-Manchu and hardly anti-imperialist at all. He
hoped for assistance, at the least benevolent neutrality, from the
powers during the anti-Manchu revolution. Revolution also failed
because the revolutionary spirit was not sufficiently widespread and
strong. Not until 1905 did Sun's nationalism coincide with the main-
stream nationalism, and not until 1911 did his theory of "responsive
revolution" materialize.

In the early years of the twentieth century the reform program
of the constitutional monarchists exerted the dominating influence
on mainland Chinese, on Chinese studying abroad, and on the overseas
Chinese community on which both reformers and revolutionaries depended

for financial support. A major reason for the popularity of the reform

program was its radical tone. Despite the fact that he was a reformer,

484ar0ld Z. Schiffrin, "The Enigma of Sun Yat-sen" in China
in Revolution, discusses this theme, pp. 454, 467.
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Liang's journalism greatly forwarded the revolutionary movement.
Actually, Liang equivocated regarding the merits of revolution. At
times he seemed to favor it, writing on one occasion "if the nation
is doomed, it would be better to have a revolution with the hope

n49 Because Liang so

that the nation may be saved from destruction.

often spoke disparagingly of the Manchu leadership, many accused him

of only masquerading as a reformer. Even Liang's mentor and titular

head of the reform group, K'ang Yu-wei, flirted openly with revolution

in this period.50 The similarity in their respective approaches led

to attempts to unite the two groups, but K'ang rejected an alliance with

the revolutionaries, citing the incompatibility of their respective

objectives.51
From 1900 to 1905 the reformers and revolutionaries competed

at the organizational level, in membership and fund-raising drives,

using the entire world as their arena. In this fund-raising drive, the

reformers were more successful than the revolutionaries. But, in 1905

Sun began to attract the students away from the constitutional reformers.

Most influential in this realignment of student loyalties was Liang's

new-found respect for foreign power and his subsequent abandonment of

militant anti-imperialism.52 His student followers therefore rearranged

4911, pp. 189-190, 206.

5OErnest P. Young, "The Reformer As Conspirator: ILiang
Ch'i-ch'ao and the 1911 Revolution" in Approaches to Modern Chinese

History, pp. 239-241.

51Joseph R. Levenson, Li Ch'i-ch'ao and the Mind of Modern
China (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1959), p. 60.

525chiffrin, pp. 454-458.
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their priorities, substituting anti-Manchuism for their anti-imperialism.
But it was Sun Yat-sen, not Liang Ch'i-ch'ao, who spoke in terms of

an anti-Manchu revolution. Sun assured the potential student supporters
that by conducting an orderly anti-Manchu revolution they could keep

the powers neutral.

At this point the competition between the reformers and the
revolutionaries intensified. The differences between the two groups
appeared fundamental and irreconcilable.53 Sun was anti-Manchu, Liang
was not. They disagreed on what political order would best serve
China's interests, with Liang favoring the Japanese constitutional
system and Sun insisting on a republic. Liang was pessimistic while
Sun was optimistic regarding popular participation in government.

Liang believed the Manchus capable of regeneration and felt they could
serve as a vehicle for political reform; Sun did not. Liang feared
foreigners would intervene in the event of a revolution; Sun expected
their support. Liang favored gradual reform from the top; Sun promoted
upheaval from below.

These differences between the reformers and revolutionaries
were important, but in the end they did not preclude cooperation to
overthrow the Manchu dynasty and establish a republic. After all, both
were Chinese nationalists and therefore primarily concerned with the

survival of China. In the short run, however, the contest between

53Ta-ling Lee, Foundations of the Chinese Revolution, 1905-1912
(Center of Asian Studies: St. John's University Press, 1970), discusses
the differences between the constitutional monarchical reformers and
the revolutionaries, pp. 72-99; See also Gasster, pp. 72-81, and
Schiffrin, pp. 79-80, 462-465.
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the two was significant. It forced both groups to accelerate their
activities and expanded the gap between what they thought was possible
and what the objective reality would allow. This in turn produced the
"radicalism of impotence" which Michael Gasster has found characterized
the revolutionaries.54 That "Great Leap" mentality of the revolution-
aries was also a characteristic of the reformers and was perhaps their
unconscious contribution to revolution.55
Studies of the past decade have perhaps exaggerated the
significance of the differences between the revolutionaries and
reformers and, conversely, underestimated the importance of the dif-
ferences between the Chinese constitutional reformers and the Manchu
reformers. These recent works view the Manchu officialdom as concerned
with much more than the preservation of the dynasty. The picture they
have drawn is that of a rejuvenated Manchu dynasty, animated by an
anti-imperialist, centralizing nationalism, not only willing but also

capable of formulating and implementing a positive foreign policy and

domestic reform program.

54Gasster, P. 92.
25Wright, pp. 60-61.

56Revisionist studies have appeared during the past decade to
challenge earlier, negative evaluations of the Confucian institutions
and of the lmperial government's performance in the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries. Michael Gasster's theme is that China's
traditional institutions were suited or could be adapted to the modern
world, pp. 81-90. John Schrecker has concluded in Imperialism and
Nationalism that the imperial government had successfully contained
Germany in Shantung Province by 1900. According to Mary C. Wright the
imperial government sought not only to contain imperialism but also
to recover China's lost territories, to reclaim its sovereign rights,
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The United States Consular and Legation reports of the decade
preceding the revolution presented quite a different picture of the
imperial government, of its reform programs, and of the relationship
between the Chinese and Manchu reformers. They revealed the imperial
government's foreign policy, and the policies of the powers as well,
to be at odds with that desired by the Chinese nationalists, both
reformers and revolutionaries. The drive for concessions continued,
often successfully, and foreigners insisted that the imperial govern-
ment uphold the treaty system. The imperial government continued to
extract money from the provinces to meet the indemnity payments. To
centralize power in Peking and develop China's resources the imperial
government negotiated foreign loans which increased the tax burden.
Chinese peasants and gentry may have felt that China was continuing
to lose ground to the imperialists, and that the imperial government
was to blame. The Hukuang Loan Agreement of May, 1911, which tipped
the scales toward revolution, is a good example. To proceed with its
nationalization of the railroads policy, the near-bankrupt Court
borrowed from the foreign banking group. This was a course of action
that rising Chinese nationalism, even if expressed in terms of pro-

vincial interests, would find difficult if not impossible to tolerate.

and to organize a modern, centralized nation-state, objectives toward
which, in her opinion, it had moved with considerable success before
its collapse in 1912, pp. 4-19, 24-29. Many of the revisionists have
concluded that the Manchu dynasty was not too debilitated to serve
China and therefore have cast around for other causes of the 1911
revolution. One revisionist, P'eng-yuan Chang, disagreed with these
evaluations of the Manchu program and leadership, "The Constitution-
alists," in China In Revolution, pp. 143, 154.
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To Chinese the loan agreement may well have smacked of more imperialism
with the central government collaborating with, not resisting, the
hated foreigners.

The diplomatic despatches concerning the reform movement
suggested not a two-way but a three-way struggle for power. The
contest was between the reformers and revolutionaries on the one hand
and on the other hand between the Manchu and Chinese reformers within
the administrative system. In general the diplomats considered the
Manchu reforms conservative, those advocated by the Chinese officials
progressive. They pictured the two groups as engaged in a bitter
struggle, particularly after the deaths in late 1908 of the Emperor
and Empress Dowager, over who would dominate the reform movement. The
reports expressed an awareness of the origin, nature and implications
of the division within the reform group. They therefore answered the
burning question of day concerning the probability of an imminent
revolution in China in the affirmative. But hardly anyone was willing

to accept so pessimistic a conclusion.

China at the turn of the century was in a period of transition
from a traditional, pre-capitalist, agrarian civilization to a modern,
capitalist, industrial society. The western impact of the nineteenth
century forced modernization on China, but a once brilliant now debili-
tated Manchu dynasty proved unable to cope with the crises. These
two forces, imperialism and internal decay, unleashed a revolutionary

nationalism which precipitated a three-way struggle for power among
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conservative officials, reformers, and revolutionaries. The imperialist
threat resolved that contest. According to Mary C. Wright in her
study of the nature of the changes that had occurred in the decade
preceding the revolution, the foreign influence on Chinese politics
was pervasive; it forced a reform-oriented nationalism into a radical,
that is revolutionary, conclusion, but because the revolution threatened
foreign interests the powers prevented it from running its full course.?”
The United States was one of the foreign powers which felt that
it had a vital stake in twentieth-century China. Events of this period
therefore concerned Americans, particularly those involved in missionary
and commercial activities and especially the foreign service personnel
who were responsible for them. The primary objective of the United
States China policy was to protect the lives and property interests
of its nationals. Until 1895 this was relatively easy as the economic
objectives of the United States were identical to those of the other
foreign powers, with all interested chiefly in trading freely through-
out China. The treaty system developed in the nineteenth century
expressed that "open door" objective. But, around 1895 the foreign
powers altered their objectives. Controlling and developing China's
resources supplanted trade in importance. A conflict of interests
developed between the other powers and the United States whose chief
concern continued to be the China market and, therefore, the preserva-
tion of the nineteenth-century treaty system. To achieve that objective

the United States abandoned its 'hitchhiking' policy and announced to

57Wright, PP. 54-57.
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a hostile world that it desired an Open Door policy in China. The

Open Door Notes of 1899 sought to neutralize the forces threatening

to partition China so that America, which could not take a port, would
not find the door to the vast China market closed to its citizens.

When the Boxer uprising of 1900 created a situation that again threatened
China with partition, the United States responded with the Circular

Note which committed America to seeking a means "to guarantee the
territorial and administrative integrity of the Chinese Empire."

Despite its exalted rhetoric, the Circular Note had not
altered the United States commitment. America did not intend to
defend China against aggression. It did hope to strengthen China's
imperial government so that it could uphold the treaty system, ends
which would have been contradictory anywhere except in imperial China.
The United States also sought to limit those activities of the other
powers that threatened American interests. American methods remained
those established in the nineteenth century: unilateral action when-
ever possible; concerted action if necessary; but no entangling
alliances.

The United States policy commitments in China at the turn of
the century were minimal. Yet, the Open Door Policy, like the treaty
system it sought to preserve, was an anachronism shortly after its
formulation, and this for at least two reasons. First, with the possi-
ble exception of Japan and Russia, the other powers did not desire to
partition China after perhaps 1900 and certainly not after 1905.
Economic control of China was far more practical, effective, less

expensive and bothersome than would be the occupation and policing of
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China that its partition would entail. Second, the Open Door policy
and the treaty system on which it rested were solutions to a problem
which after the Boxer uprising was rapidly disappearing. Chinese
nationalism was altering the circumstances which had evoked the
nineteenth-century unequal treaties. A united, strong, and sovereign
China would open and close its own doors to whomever it pleased.
Evidence of Chinese nationalism was everywhere,--in the
anti-foreignism of the Boxers, in the attacks on the foreign and native
missionaries and Christians, in the rights recovery objectives of the
nationalist foreign policy which the United States experienced first-
hand in the form of the anti-American boycott, in the programs for
economic, military, educational, and political reform, in the revolu-
tionary activity of the decade. But did United States diplomats
perceive this activity for what it was? How did they assess the
objectives and strength of Chinese nationalism? These are factors
which would play a decisive role in determining the United States
response to twentieth-century China's revolutionary nationalism and

in setting the tone for future Sino-American relations.



CHAPTER II
1900: THE YEAR OF THE BOXERS

The year of 1900 was indeed a "watershed",l not only in China's
history but also in the history of Sino-American relations. The
Boxer summer had as great an impact on the foreign powers as on China,
particularly the United States which moved from passive to active
participation, including military involvement, in Chinese politics.
The uprising, which climaxed in a dramatic twelfth-hour allied military
mission to Peking to rescue their besieged nationals, had revived the
threat to partition China that the Open Door Notes of the preceding fall
sought to prevent. Because it had publicly repudiated territorial
objectives, the United States was of all the nations in China the only
one in a position to act positively to resolve the crisis without
arousing the fears of China and the other powers. And act it did,
even though American diplomats did not fully understand the nature and
meaning of the uprising.

Secretary of State John Hay and William W. Rockhill, his friend
and advisor, moved cautiously during the Boxer disburbance to advance

the objective of an American-defined-and-dominated balance of power in

1Wright, "Introduction," p. 1.
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East Asia.2

Their attempts to influence the other powers to respect
China's integrity achieved a high degree of success, however short-
lived. From the crisis came the multilateral and conditional June 26
Agreement to respect the autonomy of the Yangtze Valley which the
United States attempted to expand to cover the entire empire in its
July Third Circular. For almost two months the United States and the
other powers adhered to the limited objective of protecting the lives
and property of their nationals rather than seeking territorial aggran-
dizement.3 Yet, American attempts to make the Circular the basis of
the Boxer peace settlement failed, and it remained a unilateral declara-
tion that committed the United States to nothing more than seeking "a
solution which may bring about permanent safety and peace to China,
(and) preserve Chinese territorial and administrative entity."4 After
the immediate crisis had passed and the United States withdrew its
troops from Peking, American influence on the powers, admittedly never
dominating, began to wane.

Nevertheless, the United States' response in 1900 was a wide
departure from the passivity that had characterized its nineteenth-

century China policy.5 Its participation in the Boxer crisis marked

2Tyler Dennett, John Hay: From Poetry to Politics (New York:
Kennikat Press, Inc., €1933), Chapter XXV, pp. 297-307; Marilyn B.
Young, The Rhetoric of gggire (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1968), pp. 130-131, also chapter 7, pp. 137-171.

3Demnett, p. 307.

4Hay to Herdliska, 3 July 1900, Papers Relating to the Foreign
Relations of the United States, 1900 (Washington: Government Printing
Office), p. 294. Hereafter cited as USFR.

5Young, p. 170.
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the highpoint of American influence in early twentieth-century China.6

Several factors led the United States to accept the leading role in
resolving the crisis. The steps taken in 1899 had prepared America
psychologically for a more active role in China. The force of cir-
cumstances and personalities did the rest. The exigencies of the
situation in China, the international power configuration, Admiral
Kempff's decision to abstain from the allied attack on the Taku forts,
the able diplomacy of the American Consul General at Shanghai, John
Goodnow, and the far-sighted policy of leading Chinese statesmen

7 America's readiness to involve itself

facilitated America's success.
coincided with the equally vital decision of leading Chinese authorities
to allow it. Chinese viceroys in Central and South China had recog-
nized an identity of interests in China's and America's aversion to

the partition of China. After taking charge of China's foreign policy,
they deliberately directed it toward the United States, encouraging

it to play the leading role.

The Boxer uprising surprised and shocked the world with its
suddenness and the heinous character of the attacks against the
foreigners. For two suspense-filled months the world waited for news
of the fate of the diplomats, missionaries, and their families living
in Peking and the North China interior. Everyone feared that the

Boxers had massacred the entire foreign community. The violent anti-

foreignism that swept the northern provinces of Chihli, Shantung,

6Dennett, P. 306; Young, pp. 163-164.

7The author's M.A. thesis, pp. 44-65.
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and Shansi and threatened to engulf the entire country in the spring
and summer of 1900 caught Americans, indeed all the foreigners,
completely unprepared. The powers had settled, somewhat uncomfortably,

into the tenuous modus vivendi that followed the threatened partition

of 1898. The United States was attempting to persuade the other
powers to respect China's integrity and trying to convince the Manchu
government to do its part to maintain the status quo by honoring the

8 Various

treaties and reforming its anachronistic institutions.
missionary organizations in America were arousing the public's interest
with their glowing reports of the progress in China during 1899 and
predictions of more of the same for the coming years.9 All seemed
possessed by an ostrich-like unconcern for the rapidly developing

Boxer movement.

In retrospect, there was little reason for such general
unpreparedness, or even for the astonishment with which foreigners
greeted the Boxer uprising. One has only to read the index to the
United States diplomatic records, or to scan randomly the contents, to
become aware of the frequency and widespread character of native attacks
against foreigners. The Boxer uprising capped a decade of such ineci-
dents and differed from earlier ones only in the unparalleled destruction
of property and loss of lives, both native and foreign. The important

point was, however, that the Boxer uprising was not an isolated event

but, rather, a part of the discontent prevalent in China at the turn

8Young, pp. 138-142.

Tbid.
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of the century. These uprisings had their anti-dynastic aspect as well,
and all were therefore evidence of the deep and pervasive unrest in
China produced by the decline of its traditional institutions and the
intrusion of the West into what was a self-contained civilization.iO
Whether the United States perceived the nature of the forces
operating behind the anti-foreign outbursts and grasped the intricacies
of the political situation in China was crucial to the development of
an effective policy. For its understanding of China and the actual
handling of situations there, the State Department depended greatly
on the American consular personnel. The Department established the
policy guidelines, but allowed the consular personnel much latitude in
implementing policy. It could hardly have done otherwise in a world
not yet reduced in size by television, communications satellites, and
the C5-A. Consequently, the United States at the turn of the century
had policy goals but no policy toward China. Secretary Hay said as
much when he defined the objectives of American diplomacy for the
Minister to China, Edwin H. Conger: "We have no policy in China
except to protect with energy American interests and especially American
citizens and the Legation."11 The only restrictions Hay put on the
diplomats was that in protecting American interests they should "act
independently . . . where practicable, and concurrently with represen-

tative of other Powers if necessary."12 Above all, there must be no

10see above, pp. 2-7, 13-14.
1l4ay to Conger, 10 June 1900, USFR, 1900, p. 143.
12Hay to Conger, 18 January 1900, USFR, 1900, pp. 89-90.
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alliances committing the United States to future action.13

Secretary Hay had therefore established a broad framework
within which American diplomatic personnel could operate, leaving
the actual determination of policy during the Boxer crisis to Minister
Conger and Consul General John Goodnow. When evaluating America's
policy toward China at this time, it is therefore necessary to look
immediately toward the diplomats at the scene of the action. In the
final analysis the nature and quality of America's response depended
on their understanding of the situation.

To evaluate the American consular officers' response to the
Boxer uprising, it is necessary to understand the nature of the
movement. This is not an easy task; for the Boxer society, or I-ho
Ch'uan (Boxers of Right and Harmony), had a complicated historical
development. Historians have differed radically as regards its origins,
nature, and objectives. Their diverse conclusions parallel the con-
fusion and contradiction of facts conveyed in the consular reports.
The debate in 1900, and thereafter, centered primarily on two issues:
1. whether the society was an authorized militia group or an illegal
secret brotherhood; 2. whether it was primarily and essentially anti-
Christian, anti-foreign, or anti-dynastic. These distinctions were a
matter of importance on which the proper interpretation of and response
to the movement depended.

Until Victor Purcell's definitive work,14 studies of the Boxer

134ey to Conger, & June 1900, USFR, 1900, p. 143.

14Victor Purcell, The Boxer ggrisiniz A Background Study
(Cambridge: Cambridge UniversIty Press, 1963).
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society generally took the position represented by either Lao Nai-hsuan

15 and therefore reflect thelir biases and contra-

or George Nye Steiger
dictions. A Chinese magistrate in Chihli province, Lao Nai-hsuan's
pamphlet "Study on the Origin of the Boxer Sect," published in 1899,
was the first such study and became the basis of most subsequent
interpretations of the movement. Lao emphasized the anti-dynastic
aspect of the organization, concluding that the Boxers were a heretical
and rebellious sect intimately associated with the secret societies.16
Its organization, rules, ritual, and a Taoist element that took the
form of physical and spiritual exercises known as "boxing", which
gave the society its name, identified the I-ho Ch'uan as a secret
society.17
In outlining its genesis, historians have described it as a
conglomeration of secret sects, including the Red Fist Society, the
Eight Diagram Sect, and the Big Sword Society, which related ultimately
to the heretical White Lotus Society. Founded in 1133 by the monk
Mao Tzu-yuan, the White Lotus Society emerged as a distinct political
organization in 1349 when it associated with the "Red Turban" Rebellion

18

to overthrow the Mongol Yuan dynasty. After that it maintained an

obscure existence, practicing its magical rites in secret and making

15George Nye Steiger, The Origin and Development of the Boxer
Movement (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1927).

6Chester Tan, The Boxer Catastrophe (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1955), p. 20.

17

Tan, pp. 38-39; Purcell, pp. 162-163.

18Purcell, p. 148.
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only sporadic appearances in the subsequent years, until it re-emerged
in the late nineteenth century as the I-ho Ch'uan.

Foreign diplomats did not record the existence of the Boxer
society until early 1899,19 although it had appeared in the provinces
of Shantung and Chihli in 1896 and had already come to the Court's
attention by the summer of 1898.20 1In July 1898 Chang Ju-mei, then
Governor of Shantung, had informed the Throne of the existence of a
society whose members were practicing "boxing" in self-defense against
the Christians. After further investigation, Chang had identified the

21 The mis-

organization as the secret I-ho Ch'uan (Boxer) society.
sionaries were naturally the first foreigners to observe the Boxers.
Perhaps the earliest recorded observation of the sect was that of the
French Jesuit P. Remy Isore in a letter dated 25 October 1898.22 On
13 January 1899 Dr. H. D. Porter, an American missionary in Shantung,
wrote the Secretary of the American Board about the Boxers which he
also identified as a secret society. In a letter the following day
Dr. Porter linked the sect to the I-ho Ch'uan in the earliest recorded
use of the term by foreigners. Minister Conger kept the State

Department appraised of anti-foreign activities, and he, too, accepted

19Purcell, p. 180.

20Tan, PP. 45, 52; Jerome Ch'en, Yuan Shih-k'ai (Stanford:
Stanford University Press, 1961), p. 64, places the date as early as
1898,

2lpyrcell, pp. 194, 196.

22Steiger has investigated this issue of the foreifn awareness
of the Boxers, pp. 131-133.
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the designation of the Boxers as a secret society. But he did not
explain its meaning or consider the policy implications of this
fact.?3

To appreciate fully the characterization of the I-ho Ch'uan
as a secret society, it is necessary to understand the role such
societies have played in Chinese history. Secret sects were an
inherent part of Chinese society and were the Chinese peasants'
traditional means of direct political action. Moved by economic,
political, and social disorder, the peasants prepared in secret for
open rebellion to bring about a change of dynasty.24

Robert M. McWade was the only American consul to note the
anti-dynastic character of the Boxers. This was remarkable because
McWade had just commenced his duties as consul at Canton on 25 May
1900 and had not had much time to develop an understanding of the
situation. Yet, when he reported that Boxer emissaries had entered
the Canton district to stir up anti-foreign activity, he identified
the group as a secret society and noted that both officials and
private citizens feared the Boxers. For, not only were they anti-

foreign; they were also revolutionary, that is, anti-—dynastic.25

23Conger to Hay, 7 December 1899, USFR, 1899, p. 77.

24Fpanz Michael has examined the role the secret societies have
played in anti-dynastic rebellions, The Taiping Rebellion, pp. 12-13.
As Mary C. Wright has pointed out, there are enormous gaps in our know-
ledge of the activities, organization, and role of the secret societies
in the life of the Chinese peasant, "Introduction: The Rising Tide
of Change," p. 47.

25M0Wade to Assistant Secretary of State, 26 June 1900, U.S.
Department of State, Consular Despatches, U.S. Consulate, Canton.
Hereafter cited as USCD-Canton.
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Perhaps the other consuls assumed the anti-dynastic aspect
of the movement and felt no need to direct the attention of the
Department to its policy implications. Certainly the Department was,
or should have been, aware of the nature of the secret societies. For,
during the riots at Wuhu in 1891 Minister Charles Denby had informed
it of their dual character. Attributing the riots to the secret
societies, Denby noted ". . . they are uniformly hostile to foreigners
f[and] . . . a terror no less to the officials. . . . their original
aims are political and [ they] look to the overthrow of this dynasty
and the putting of a Chinese on the throne. . . ."26 That American
consuls had concluded that such facts were common knowledge and that
it was therefore unnecessary to reiterate them is possible but hardly
probable. For the consular despatches and American policy expressed
no appreciation of the anti-dynastic aspect of the society's character.
With the noted exception of McWade, American diplomatic personnel in
China adopted the position toward the Boxer movement that historian
George Nye Steiger later developed.

Steiger's interpretation of the Boxer movement was the polar
opposite of Lao's.27 He denied its anti-dynastic character. In his
opinion it was exclusively anti-foreign and supported by the Throne.
Steiger based his interpretation on the meaning of the phrase "I-ho

Ch'uan" which, however, he rendered "I-ho Tuan." The term 'tuan' means

26Denby to Blaine, 22 May 1891, USFR, 1891, pp. 395-396.

27see Steiger, Chapter VII, pp. 128-146, for the material on
which this discussion is based.
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militia, and according to Steiger the Boxers were a volunteer militia
group recruited in response to the Empress Dowager's decree of 5
November 1898 ordering the reorganization of the army on a decentra-
lized basis. He concluded that the Boxer society was neither heretical
nor revolutionary but, rather, a legitimate, loyal organ of the Manchu
government. It fed on the widespread anti-foreign sentiment that
Steiger attributed to foreigners' activities, particularly the obnoxious
behavior of the missionaries. Stieger blamed the Boxer crisis itself
directly on the policy of the powers, asserting that diplomatic
pressure and military activity turned a potential anti-foreign uprising
into a reality.28

What conclusions, then, should one reach as regards the origin,
nature, and objectives of the Boxers? Actually, both studies reveal
important aspects of its character. For, as Purcell has demonstrated,
the movement was both anti-dynastic and anti-foreign.29 Steiger's
greatest contributions to understanding the movement were, perhaps,
his conception of the role played by the powers in precipitating it and
his insight that interpretations of it corresponded to the interests
of specific political groups within the imperial government.

Subsequent research has confirmed the existence of violent
controversy among officials over policy orientation toward the Boxers

and the foreigners, a contest which reflected a power struggle between

28gsteiger, pp. 233-234.
29purcell, pp. 17, 265-266.
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the central and provincial governments, between Manchus and Chinese. 0
Conservatives favored expelling all foreigners from China by force and
viewed the Boxers as a potential instrument. On the other side,
moderate officials feared the consequences of Boxer fanaticism and
advised the Court to suppress the society.

Placed in its proper context, the Boxer movement threatened
the interests both of the foreign nations and of the Manchu dynasty.
Moreover, Manchu and Chinese officials recognized the society for
what it was. It played an important role in the struggle for power
between the moderate and conservative factions in the central and
provincial governments. While moderate officials repudiated the
Boxers, the conservatives utilized the society to obtain political
power by molding it into a movement to "cherish the dynasty; exter-
minate the foreigners."31 Their opportunity to strike an alliance
with the Boxers came in autumn of 1899. A clash between government
troops and Boxers at P'ingyuan ended in a disaster for the Boxers
and led the society to alter its "destroy the Ch'ing; restore the Ming"
objective. Believing it to be their only chance for success, the
surviving Boxers pushed the anti-dynastic White Lotus faction to the
background and adopted a pro-Manchu policy. They pledged their
loyalty to the government and proclaimed their sole object to be the

destruction of the foreigners and Christianity. Their plot to destroy

30schrecker discusses this issue in his second chapter, "The
Chinese Response," pp. 43-58.

314, F. MacNair and D. F. Lach, Modern Far Eastern International
Relations (2nd ed.; Toronto: D. Van Nostrand Co., 1955), p. 242.
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the dynasty became a secret known only to a few principal 1eaders.32

By 1900 the Boxer movement had become primarily, if not
essentially, anti-foreign. Boxer hostility to Christianity, the
foreign missionaries, and their Chinese converts, was part of the
general anti-foreign sentiment harbored by Chinese. This development
has given the uprising, and the numerous anti-foreign riots that
preceeded it, a new dimension. The Boxer uprising became an expression
of and an important force in the development of Chinese nationalism.
But neither the American consular personnel in China nor the diplomats
in Washington regarded the Boxer uprising as an expression of
nationalism.

In considering the cause of the Boxer uprising, L. S. Wilcox,
the Consul at Hankow, distinguished between underlying and immediate
factors: Behind the trouble was the "Chinese dislike of the foreigner,
because he is a foreigner."33 Yet, Wilcox did not interpret Chinese
anti-foreignism as evidence of Chinese nationalism. For he remarked
that Chinese disliked their own nationals from other provinces as much
as they disliked Europeans. Wilcox noted that Chinese vented their
antagonism mainly toward the missionary, particularly the Catholic,
and he suggested this was because the missionaries disregarded local
laws and customs and interfered in disputes involving their converts.

Here, then, was the fuel to propel an anti-foreign uprising. As to

32Purcell, p. 210.

33L. S. Wilcox to David J. Hill, 4 October 1900, U.S. Department
of State, Consular Despatches, U.S. Consulate, Hankow, Hereafter cited
as USCD-Hankow. The following analysis is based on this despatch.
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what ignited it, Wilcox cited two agents: 1) the officials; 2) the
inadequate policy of the powers. He traced official support of the
Boxers to the coup d'etat of fall 1898, that had destroyed the radical
reform movement, and the policy subsequently initiated by the Empress
Dowager. Yet, ultimately Wilcox blamed the uprising on the "weak
policy of the Legations in dealing with the Tsungli Yamen." In
Wilcox's opinion the only thing Chinese understood and respected was
a "club", thereby implying that a tough policy on the part of the
powers could have prevented the Boxer uprising.

A fire in 1904 destroyed the American consulate at Amoy in
Fukien and with it most of the consular records, making it difficult
to assess Consul Anson Burlingame Johnson's understanding of the
Boxer movement. Yet, on the basis of one of the remaining reports it
is possible to make some, admittedly tentative, conclusions.34 Although
in this particular report Johnson did not specifically consider the
Boxer disturbance but, rather, concentrated on the existence of anti-
foreignism in his district, it is still possible to apply his obser-
vations to the uprising. For Johnson remarked that his conversations
with other consuls had verified many of his conclusions. On the
evidence presented in this report, Johnson only partially understood
the situation in China, and his understanding was more superficial than
that of Consul Wilcox. Johnson denied the existence of opposition

among Chinese to things foreign. On the contrary, he found Chinese,

34A. B. Johnson to Assistant Secretary of State, 24 August 1900,
U.S. Department of State, Consular Despatches, U.S. Consulate, Amoy.
Hereafter cited as USCD-Amoy. The following analysis 1s based on this
report.
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at least the gentry, anxious to open mines and build railroads, even
welcoming foreign assistance. In Johnson's opinion the Chinese were
not anti-foreign per se, nor even anti-Christian. He translated
Chinese anti-foreignism into hatred for the missionary, for the same
reasons Wilcox had cited: "It is well-known here that the ill-feeling
toward the foreigners in this province is entirely confined to the
missionaries. . . . As near as I have been able to ascertain this is
not on account of the introduction of a new religion, so much as on
account of the . . . meddling of missionaries in secular matters.">
To improve the situation in China, Johnson prescribed opening more
cities and ports to foreign trade and restricting missionary activities
to the spiritual realm.

Consuls McWade, Wilcox, and Johnson all inveighed against the

missionary activities with good reason.36

As noted earlier, the
Western impact had created a multi-faceted crisis within China. Perhaps
the most disturbing of the western influences was the Christian ideology

and the activities of the Christian missionaries who constituted the

3S1bid.

FPieWade to State Department, 31 May 1900, USCD-Canton; Wilcox
to Hill, 4 October 1900, USCD-Hankow; Johnson to Assistant Secretary
of State, 24 August 1900, USCD-Amoy.
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greatest proportion of the foreign population in China.37

Christianity
demanded total allegiance to God; it had ruled ancestor worship
idolatrous and attacked the position of the Emperor. The missionaries
prohibited their Chinese converts from participating in and paying
taxes to support the community festivals and ceremonies. They often
interfered in disputes involving their converts, forcing the officials
to favor native Christians. Missionaries distinguished themselves in
numerous other ways. Besides maintaining their own customs, dress,
food, and manners, they lived apart from the people in their own
compounds which often occupied the best land. The missionaries
performed many valuable services for the Chinese, but this did not
invalidate the fact that they and Christianity also disrupted the
public order. They threatened the vital family institution and the
position of the officials. Officials who lost control over the taxes
and public affairs lost the respect of the people and invited the
censure of the Court. Non-Christian Chinese regarded their Christian
neighbors as tax evaders and viewed the missionaries with suspicion.
Missionary aggressiveness which utilized its governmental representa-
tives to force open the Empire for evangelization led Chinese to

suspect that the missionaries were really political agents of the

37paul A. Varg, Missionaries, Chinese, and Diplomats (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1958), pp. 33-41, discusses this issue;
Paul A. Cohen discusses the nature of the foreign missionary activities
and the relationship between them and the increase in Chinese anti-
foreignism at all levels after 1860. He then notes the effect that
these two forces had in decreasing the authority of the imperial
government, China and Christianity (Cambridge: Harvard University Press
1963), pp. 63-107, 127-145, 262-273.
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foreign government.

While the Boxers held Minister Conger incommunicado in Peking,
the responsibility for the conduct of American relations with China
devolved on the Consul General at Shanghai. Given the important role
played by the United States during these tense months, John Goodnow's
perception of events was particularly significant. Postponing a
scheduled and long overdue leave of absence, Goodnow was on duty during
the months preceding and following the summer crisis and therefore
had an overview of the entire movement.

With the increase in Boxer activities in the North, Goodnow
began to watch the political situation in Central and South China.

A report in late April contained a clipping from the NORTH CHINA DAILY
NEWS which he felt accurately represented the opinions of the foreign
community.38 The article predicted that a great conflagration would
result from the present disturbances which it blamed on the officials.
Significantly, the author had divided China into two parts, labelling
one the "China of the mandarins" and the other the "China of the
Chinese people." Contradicting Consul Johnson's opinion, the author
found that officials hated foreigners and all things foreign. They
were behind all the anti-foreign activities. On the other hand, he
characterized the Chinese people as loving foreigners and all foreign
things. He noted particularly that the Chinese reformers, whom he

labelled "progressives," were friendly to foreigners and that an identity

3Bgoodnow to Cridler, 28 April 1900, U.S. Department of State,
Consular Despatches, U.S. Consulate General, Shanghai. Hereafter cited
as USDC-Shanghal.
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of interests existed between the two groups. Like Consul Wilcox, the
author traced the present troubles to the failure of the radical reform
movement of 1898 and the dethronement of Emperor Kuang Hsu. The
author blamed this on the powers, whom he apparently believed omni-
potent, writing, "a protest from us at the time of the coup d'etat would
probably have changed the whole course of events."39 The author also
criticized the practice of holding local officials responsible for
anti-foreign activities. He suggested a root-and-branch solution to
China's problems,--get rid of the Manchu dynasty: "When the water
in the cistern is polluted, it is not sufficient to plug a tap in this
room or that: it should be cut off at the main,"40

Consul General Goodnow presented this newspaper article to the
Department as authored by an anonymous foreign resident of Hankow.
Chinese reformers could easily have written it, for its viewpoint
harmonized with theirs. The issue is insignificant; as Goodnow noted,
regardless of its origin, the article reflected the mind of the foreign
community. What was in the foreign mind was far more important.
Foreigners viewed the Manchu government with contempt, but no consul
openly advocated its overthrow. Yet, they were not adverse to reor-
ganizing the government along lines beneficial to both China and the
powers. Goodnow sent the Department a plan developed by the missionary

Dr. Timothy Richards which he felt merited the Department's

391bid.

401piq.



53

consideration.41 Richards thought that since China now lacked a
central government the powers should establish a Joint Cabinet,
composed of one-half foreigners and one-half Chinese, to rule China.
The majority of the foreigners in China apparently believed that anti-
foreignism began and ended with the ruling class.

Two weeks before the siege of the Peking Legations began,
Goodnow reconfirmed the absence of anti-foreign sentiment in Kiang-su
and Chekiang, noting that "the people are pro-foreign and are kind

s."42 The reason

and courteous and polite in every way to foreigner
he gave was indicative of Goodnow's understanding, or his lack of it,
regarding the origin of the Boxer troubles. Unlike Chinese in North
China, the people in his area were prosperous because crops were
abundant and new machines had not yet produced widespread unemployment.
The implication was that northern inhabitants were not really anti-
foreign either, but that foreigners were merely the scapegoats for
superficial and remediable grievances.

After the Boxer crisis had passed and Goodnow had had time to
reflect on matters, he wrote a lengthy report, sending a copy to
Senator Cushman K. Davis, Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, in which he elaborated on but did not substantially modify

his earlier opinions regarding the cause and nature of the uprising.43

4lGoodnow to Hay, 18 July 1900, USCD-Shanghai.

42Goodnow to Cridler, 8 June 1900, USCD-Shanghai. The following
analysis is based on this report.

43Goodnow to Davis, 29 September 1900, USCD-Shanghai; Goodnow
to Cridler, 7 August 1900, USCD-Shanghai. The following discussion is
based on these two despatches.
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A rebellion of the magnitude of the Boxer uprising rarely stemmed from
a single cause, and Goodnow noted the missionary role. But he
considered it minor, particularly so in the case of American mission-
aries. In Goodnow's opinion economic factors were chiefly responsible.
He again cited the disturbing influence of new machines to which he
added the methods and greed of the foreign merchants and concessions
hunters. Although he spoke of the episode as a "popular and official"
uprising, Goodnow never thought of the Chinese people as anything more
than the tools of the ruling classes. In Goodnow's opinion that group
had instigated the Boxer uprising. It was to these Court politicians
that Goodnow attributed the slogan "China for the Chinese." But
Goodnow appeared unimpressed with the slogan; for he labelled it a
"political catchword."44 It was many months later before he began to
recognize the nationalistic implications of Chinese activities.
Minister Conger likewise failed to grasp the full meaning of
the Boxer movement. Like the consuls, he also attributed the rebellion
to the forces of reaction and believed that the Manchu government was
sympathetic to the Boxers. "There can be no doubt," Conger wrote Hay,
"that it receives its first impetus from the influential advisors of
the Empress Dowager, Kang-i and Hsu T'ung, who are known to be malig-
nantly hostile to all foreigners or foreign ideas."45
Most Americans failed to perceive the nature of the forces

operating behind the Boxer uprising and to grasp the intricacies of

44Goodnow to Davis, ibid.

4Conger to Hay, 8 May 1900, USFR, 1900, p. 120.
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the political situation in China. The consular despatches revealed
that lack of understanding, as well as an absence of unanimity among
the consular personnel regarding the causes, nature, and objectives
of the movement. Only Robert McWade at Canton had commented on its
anti-dynastic, that is, revolutionary nature. The remaining consuls
considered it exclusively anti-foreign with its primary objective the
expulsion of all foreigners from China. But they disagreed on the
extent and cause of the anti-foreignism, and no one regarded it as
nationalistic in any sense. Consuls Wilcox, Johnson, and McWade
blamed it on the missionaries. While McWade and Johnson limited it
to the lower strata of society, Wilcox believed that anti-foreignism
permeated all levels of society and that officials in high government
positions had instigated the uprising. In Consul General Goodnow's
opinion, economic factors, not the missionaries, played the major
role in creating hostility toward foreigners which he believed was real
only among the officials. Both Goodnow and Minister Conger concluded
that leading officials had engineered the Boxer movement.

Since the State Department depended heavily on the consular
personnel for much of its understanding of China and the development
of policy, American policy reflected the inadequate assessment of the
field personnel. The consular personnel and State Department regarded
the uprising as they had earlier anti-foreign riots, as an isolated
incident with clearly recognizable and remediable causes. In their
despatches the consuls expressed a sense of omnipotence concerning the
ability of their government to control the situation. With both the

American Minister and the Consul General believing that the ruling
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classes had instigated the uprising, American policy would probably
reflect that attitude. Because American diplomats had misjudged the
Boxer movement, the United States' response, indeed the entire foreign
reaction, to the movement in its infancy actually worsened the
situation.

American policy, in fact the policy of all the powers, in the
early months of 1900 did indeed arise from the conviction that the
ruling classes were responsible for the anti-foreign sentiment and
activities and the belief that the imperial government could control
the situation if it so desired. Assistant Secretary of State W. W.
Rockhill, who minimized the importance of the movement, expressed this
attitude most succinectly:

I cannot believe that the "Boxer Movement" will be very

longlived or cause any serious complications. The day the

Chinese authorities choose to put an end to it they can

easily do so--1 thing they have now realized that they must

act, and they will,4
This was the same assumption that underlay American policy in the
previous decade. In 1896 Minister Denby had written Secretary of State
Richard Olney:

Anti-foreign riots are not sudden local uprisings of
ignorant and malicious persons as has sometimes been claimed,
but all the proof shows that anti-foreign rioting, pillage, and
massacre are often arranged beforehand, without much, if any,
effort at concealment, and it is difficult to avoid the belief
that local officials are cognizant of and at least tacitly

approve of the felonious designs which are concocted within
their immediate jurisdictions. . . Y

46Quoted by Young, p. 142.

47Enclosure in Olney to Denby, 25 November 1896, approving
Denby's draft to the Tsungli Yamen, USFR, 1896, pp. 61-64.
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Denby strongly believed the central government could quell such
disturbances; for, he noted the alacrity with which it responded to
uprisings against its authority: "Incipient conspiracies are unearthed
and instantly suppressed. . . . the utmost vigilance, forethought, and
strength are shown in dealing with the offenders."48 That the Depart-
ment had reached the same conclusions was apparent in its instructions
to the Legation. Acting Secretary Rockhill wrote Chargé'Charles
Denby, Jr.:
It can not be expected that the uprisings of irresponsible
and ignorant mobs can be definitely prevented in China any more
than in any other country, but it is confidently believed that a
formal and categorical recognition on the part of the Chinese
Government of the residential rights of American citizens in the
Empire and of their determination to hold responsible and punish
local officials upon the occurrence of a riot must certainly pro-
duce a far-reaching and beneficial effect.49
By making the local officials responsible for the activities within
their districts and by holding the imperial government strictly account-
able for the actions of the local officials, the United States hoped to
prevent anti-foreign riots.
Minister Conger was therefore true to the spirit, if not the
procedure, of established policy when he joined the other powers on
21 January 1900 in issuing an identic note to the Tsungli Yamen pro-

50

testing the Boxer violations of the treaties. The United States'

policy throughout the Boxer uprising was a moderate one. Diplomacy

481p14.

49Rockhill to Charles Denmby, Jr., 28 July 1896, USFR, 1896,
pp. 57-58.

50see above, pp. 39-40.
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overshadowed the military as the prime instrument for securing American
interests, particularly in the second phase.51 Yet, there were in-
stances of American military pressure on the imperial government.
Before the siege of the Legations, the United States partially invoked
the old gunboat policy. Even though America did not take part in the
allied attack on the forts at Taku, it participated in and, in fact,
helped instigate, Admiral Seymour's expedition to Peking.

As the situation worsened, Conger increasingly resorted to
military pressure to coerce what appeared to him to be a recalcitrant
imperial government into complying with American demands to suppress
the Boxers. In late January Conger suggested that the United States
appear with British and German war ships along the China coast "in order
to emphasize our demands and to frighten the Chinese into compliance
with them."”2 By 9 March Conger felt that the situation warranted a
naval demonstration by the combined powers in the North China waters.53
In late spring Conger joined the other powers in a complete implemen-
tation of the gunboat policy which culminated in full scale hostilities
between the Boxers and the foreign soldiers and led to the siege of
the Legations. On 9 June what appeared as a crisis situation provoked
an impulsive response from Conger and the British Minister Sir Claude
MacDonald. Without consulting the other ministers, the two telegraphed

Tientsin and requested that an expedition be sent to Peking immediately.

51Dennett, p. 307.
520onger to Hay, 29 January 1900, USFR, 1900, p. 94.

53Conger to Hay, 9 March 1900, USFR, 1900, p. 102.
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The crisis had passed by the next day and they rescinded the order, but
it was too late. Admiral Seymour had left for Peking with an inter-
national force of approximately 2,400 soldiers, 100 of which were
American marines.54

Allied military activity against the Boxers had the opposite
effect of what the powers had expected. It pushed China over the
precipice into an uprising that threatened to annihilate foreigners,
to destroy foreign investments in China, and to end in the partition
of the Chinese Empire. The uprising was evidence that foreign assump-
tions regarding the political situation in China were erroneous. They
had overestimated the efficacy of military measures and the capability
of the imperial government to control the situation because they had
underestimated the extent and force of popular antipathy toward the
foreigner and anyone who appeared allied with him.

For the Chinese, allied military activity had raised the spector
of the partition of China. It galvanized popular support in North China
behind the Boxers and strengthened the position of the conservatives
within the government. They succeeded finally in inducing the govern-

55 Even though the Court conservatives

ment to adopt a pro-Boxer policy.
had assumed leadership of the Boxer movement in the fall of 1899, the
government had not at that time adopted a pro-Boxer policy. It had
walked the tightrope between the demands of the people, who were

becoming increasingly intolerant of foreign activities, and those of

54Steiger, pp. 280-281; Young, p. 146.

55For an account of this struggle see the author's M.A. thesis,
pp . 14-28 .
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the foreign governments, which seemed oblivious to popular sentiment.

The increased strength of the Boxers and the foreign military
activity put the imperial government in a bind. Aware of the political
objectives of the secret societies, it risked destruction if it ignored
popular opinion. When the powers attacked the government forts at
Taku on 17 June, the Court considered that they had declared war on
China. The Boxer triumph over Admiral Seymour on 18 June resolved the
debate within the government in favor of enlisting the Boxers against
the foreigners. The Boxer victory had raised a hope that the uprising
might achieve its objective. The Manchu dynasty reasoned that in sup-
porting the Boxers it could kill two birds with one stone: it could
rid the Empire of the hated foreigner; it could neutralize anti-
Manchu sentiment. After prolonged and bitter agonizing, the Court
endorsed the Boxers. On 22 June 1900, with the blessing of the imperial
government, the Boxers began the siege and bombardment of the Peking
legations.

The political situation in China need not have degenerated
into a mass uprising against foreigners. Governor Yian Shih-k'ai had
successfully suppressed the Boxers in Shantung province, and they were
not particularly effective elsewhere until allied military maneuvers,
following so closely on the heels of the scramble for concessions,
convinced Chinese and the imperial government that the powers really
intended to partition China.

The powers might not have over-reacted had they understood the
political situation in China; that is, had they perceived the true

nature of the Boxer society, the depth of popular hostility towards
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foreigners, and the implications of the power struggle within the
imperial government. For they would have realized the magnitude of
the problems the imperial government faced. It could not openly sup-
press the Boxers as that course of action would only increase their
anti-dynastic fervor.

Events of the preceding months had clearly revealed the
predicament of the imperial government. It had to satisfy both the
conservatives and the moderates within the government. When the govern-
ment replaced Yu-hsien, the pro-Boxer governor of Shantung, with
reform-minded Ylan Shih-k'ai, it pleased the powers, who had demanded
it, as well as the moderate officials; but it angered the conservatives.
To pacify the conservatives, the government did not degrade Yu-hsien,
but instead reappointed him governor of Shansi and designated Yuan only
"acting" governor. This infuriated the powers and upset the moderates.

American consular personnel had informed the Department of the
conflict over policy among officials which they had dated to the radical
reform movement of 1898. Yet, America, indeed all the powers, failed
to apply this knowledge to the situation at hand. Conger never could
decide whether the imperial government was encouraging or discouraging
the Boxers. The powers therefore failed to develop a policy based on
the realities of the political situation in China, and their actions
served to strengthen the anti-foreign sentiment and the hand of the
conservatives at Court. It was the Boxer crisis of late June that
led the United States to redirect its policy toward strengthening the
position of moderates within the government. The situation in China

demanded it and the voluntary cooperation of moderate Chinese officials
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contributed to its success.56

The Boxer uprising presented a two-fold threat to American
interests in China. On the one hand, the Boxers themselves threatened
immediately the lives and property interests of Americans. On the
other hand, it jeopardized the recently established Open Door policy.
For it created a chaotic situation that demanded foreign military
intervention which could easily end in the partition of China which
the United States opposed. Should partition result it was unlikely
that the United States would share in the spoils.

With the siege of the Legations the first stage of the
American involvement in the Boxer uprising ended and the second began.
In late June the United States embarked on an independent course of
action. It assumed the lead in promoting a united front and in main-
taining a policy of concerted action by the powers during the Boxer
crisis. During the crisis the United States followed two courses of
action. In the North it cooperated with the other powers in military
operations to rescue their respective nationals besieged in Peking.

In the South it employed diplomacy as an instrument to secure American
interests. America's policy led to a Sino-American rapproachement that
culminated on 3 July 1900 in the Circular Note which completed Ameri-
ca's Open Door policy and marked the zenith of American influence

during the Boxer uprising.57

56Dennett, PpP. 305-306.

5'7For an account of the events leading up to the Circular Note
see the author's M.A. thesis, pp. 44-65.
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Whether America understood the intricacies of the Boxer
movement mattered little once the uprising had reached crisis propor-
tions. Crucial to the development of an effective policy during the
siege was America's understanding of the immediate situation and its
relation to the international power configuration. The key figure
during this phase of the uprising was John Goodnow who for all prac-
tical purposes was the American Minister to China during the Boxer
crisis. His position as Consul General at Shanghai placed him second
in authority among the American consular personnel in China, and while
the Boxers besieged the Legations Goodnow performed Conger's duties.
The important position he occupied during the crisis offered Goodnow
an opportunity to play an important role in formulating American policy.
Despite his other undeniably reprehensible activities for which the
Department later dismissed him,58 Goodnow served his government well
during the Boxer crisis. Goodnow's understanding of the situation that
had developed in late June was vital to American policy. His grasp of
the power struggle emerging at Shanghai, of the forces operating in it,
and of their effect on America's position in China were of immediate
relevance to the decisions he made and the course of action the United

States pursued.

581n 1904 Assistant Secretary of State, H. H. D. Pierce,
responded to complaints against the consular service with a tour of the
various posts. His investigation uncovered irregularities which led to
the dishonorable discharge both of John Goodnow and of Robert McWade.
Among the charges levelled against the two was their violation of
America's immigration policy for personal profit. Jessie Miller has
considered this issue in his unpublished doctoral dissertation, "China
in American Policy and Opinion, 1906-1909" (Clark University, 1940).
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John Goodnow may have understood neither the crisis within
the Chinese civilization nor the meaning of the Boxer uprising, but he
had thoroughly grasped the nature of the danger it presented to the
recently established Open Door policy concerning which he had already
developed definite opinions. In fact, Goodnow's reaction to events in
China stemmed primarily from his personal opinions and feelings
regarding the Open Door policy. Excepting William Rockhill, Alfred
Hippisley, and John Hay, a more ardent devotee of the Open Door would
have been difficult to find among the diplomatic personnel. His
enthusiasm for the policy certainly exceeded that of Minister Conger
who had urged the United States to enter the railway and territorial
concessions competition.59 Goodnow firmly believed that the future of
American trade in China depended on the maintenance of the Open Door
policy.60

Goodnow's enthusiasm for the Open Door derived from his
conviction that the China trade was vital to the well-being of
America's economy and society. So convinced of this was he that he
wrote a lengthy paper for the American Association of China that stands
as a definitive expression of the American China market dream. In it
he linked the Open Door policy and the projected Isthmian Canal to the
American China trade which for Goodnow almost assumed the proportions

of a panacea for all of America's ills. Noting that cotton piece

59Conger to Hay, quoted by A. Whitney Griswold, The Far
Eastern Policy of the United States (New Haven and London: Yale
Universily Press, ©1938), p. 9. Hereafter cited Far Eastern Policy.

60Goodnow to Hill, 23 December 1899, USCD-Shanghai.
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goods constituted America's most important single export and that 70
per cent came from the southern states, Goodnow speculated about the
consequences of losing the China trade. Either the southern mill would
cease operating or they would have to compete with the other mills for
the domestic market and in the process would glut the economy. Regard-
ing the China trade, Goodnow therefore concluded:

It is everything. The prosperity of the cotton mill business

in South Carolina depends . . . upon the China trade. . . .

The coal is there--the labour is there, and I believe that in

the increase of mines and manufactures in the South is the

solution of the labour and racial problems which have so long

vexed that section and us all. If only our tranquility at home

is to be considered we must safeguard these interests. The

conclusion then, is not only the 'open door' in China or as

President McKinley puts it 'the maintenance of our vested

interests and an equal and untrammeled right with all others in

China;' but also implies the shortest and best route . . . to

this essential market.6l
Goodnow remarked that America had captured the cotton trade in North
China and could keep it, provided the ports remained open and free of
discrimination. But he noted that this trade constituted very little
of the China trade, and he reminded the Association of "the enormous
demand of the Yangtze Valley and Southern China . . . ."62 Goodnow
firmly believed America could also penetrate the British sphere of
influence in the Yangtze Valley through the Open Door.

Goodnow's faith in the Open Door policy made it impossible for

him to treat lightly the Russian and British maneuvers in the Yangtze

Valley in mid-June which threatened to erupt into an international

61114,

62711 4.
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conflict that could only lead to the partition of China.63 His
response to this crisis revealed that Goodnow understood well the
international situation at the turn of the century. A Russian tea
boat with approximately 150 Russian soldiers aboard had approached
Hankow, but England had forced it to retreat. Goodnow requested the
Navy Department to despatch two American cruisers to the Shanghai

area, asserting that it would help the situation, "not make trouble."64
At the time an unsufficient number of British ships patrolled the
river, but increasing them was unthinkable. For both Chinese authori-
ties and the other powers were jealous of what appeared to be England's
claim to the Yangtze Valley. Moreover, should any one of the powers
attempt to isolate the Yangtze Valley, the others would follow and
claim their share of the spoils.65 In Goodnow's opinion, only the
United States with its formal disavowal of territorial objectives

could act in the Yangtze Valley without creating an international
crisis.

The Russian-British maneuvers in mid-June set off a chain
reaction that led to the multilateral June 26 Agreement, the prelude
to the Circular Note. America and China recognized in their mutual
aversion to the partition of China a basis on which to cooperate to
neutralize the effects of the rebellion and preserve China's

integrity.

63Goodnow to Hay, 24 June 1900, USCD-Shanghai.
64Goodnow to Hay, 17 July 1900, USCD-Shanghai.

65pia.
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The Russian threat led the English consul at Hankow to propose
to Viceroy Chang Chih-tung that England send warships into the interior
to protect the Yangtze Valley. Chang refused, maintaining that he and
Viceroy Liu K'un-yi could provide adequate protection. The episode
thoroughly alarmed Chang and the moderate officials who met to consider
what to do. These men had formed the Southeast Mutual Defense Alliance
to protest the conservatives' pro-Boxer policy.66 After the crisis
developed, they maintained their coalition and worked to preserve the
Southeast from the consequences of the Boxer disturbance.

The Southeastern Alliance had other objectives as well. It
hoped to win the powers to the view that the Boxer uprising was really
the work of a few criminals who had captured the Empress Dowager and
Emperor. Ideally, the Chinese viceroys hoped to convince the powers
to allow them to suppress the Boxers. If they failed to achieve that
objective, they would attempt to confine foreign military operations
to the North and to obtain a pledge from the powers to withdraw as
soon as they had freed their nationals. The prime objective of the
Southeastern Alliance was to preserve China's integrity. To achieve
it, the members agreed they would have to stabilize relations with the
powers and relieve the foreign nations' anxieties concerning the lives
and property of their respective nationals in the Southeast.67

Members of the Southeastern Alliance concluded that

cooperation with the United States offered them the best chance for

66The author's M.A. thesis, pp. 20-21.

67Tvid., pp. 46-54.
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success. America, they noted, had repudiated territorial designs and

had not participated in the attacks at Taku.68

Although personal
considerations underlay Admiral Kempff's decision not to attack a
government with which his nation was not at war, the act proved pro-

vidential.?®

At first disapproving, Hay soon realized that Kempff's
action provided the principle on which America could limit allied
military operations to "police action" and hopefully prevent the
partition of China.70 He was therefore ready to cooperate when the
Southern viceroys directed China's Minister to the United States, Wu
Ting-fang, to assure the United States that they would protect the
Yangtze Valley and to request that America therefore refrain from
sending warships into the area and convince the other powers to do
likewise.71
John Goodnow on the scene in Shanghai was also receptive to
the friendly overtures of the Southeastern Alliance. His belief in
the importance of the China trade and the necessity of maintaining
the Open Door policy, his understanding of the international power
configuration, and, finally, his fear,--fear for his own life and the
lives of all foreigners in South China, predisposed Goodnow to favor
an active American policy during the Boxer crisis. Only the United

States, he realized, could act without creating suspicion. Goodnow

681bid., p. 48.
6%oung, pp. 151-152.
"ODennett, p. 300.

71The author's M.A. thesis, pp. 48-49.
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understood that foreign military activity in the Yangtze Valley would
unite all China against the foreigners.72 When Russian-British
hostilities worsened, he cooperated with the Southern viceroys in
arranging a meeting of members of the Southeastern Alliance and the
Diplomatic Corps in Shanghai. This conference produced the multi-
lateral June 26 Agreement between China and the powers whereby the
powers agreed to respect the integrity of the Yangtze Valley, condi-
tional on the Southern viceroys' ability to protect the lives and
property interests of all foreigners residing there.

Goodnow informed Hay of the agreement the same day and Hay's
post facto authorization to consult with the viceroys, instead of
the central government, and take measures for the protection of
American interests in effect recognized Goodnow's "fait accompli."73
Under Goodnow's direction the United States had moved beyond its
original position and entered into a multilateral agreement for the
preservation of the Yangtze Valley. Events in China would soon lead
it to make a unilateral declaration regarding the disposition of the
entire Chinese Empire.

As the situation in the North deteriorated, distrust between
the foreign community and the Southern viceroys increased. The
foreigners had just learned of the murder of the German minister, and
they feared Boxer successes would induce the viceroys to abandon the

Agreement. The viceroys feared that a prolonged crisis in the North

721bid., p. 42.

73via., p. 56.
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would lead the foreign nations to change their mind and intervene.
Russia, they noted, had already revealed its designs on Manchuria. On
the pretext of protecting its nationals Russia had taken control of
the customs house at Newchwang. Both sides therefore recognized the
need to reaffirm the June 26 Agreement.74

Under the direction of Goodnow the United States took the
initiative. The viceroys' response to the Agreement had convinced
Goodnow of their sincerity. Consequently, on 1 July Goodnow reassured
Chang and Liu that the United States would not attack the Central and
Southern provinces as long as they maintained order and protected
the foreigners. The other powers followed suit. Hay honored Goodnow's
promise by making it official policy and by informing the other powers
of America's purposes. Consequently, Goodnow could inform the viceroys
that "all nations are acting together."75 American initiative had
stabilized a volatile situation in Southeastern China.

Encouraged by the policy the United States had pursued throughout
the crisis to date, particularly within the last few days, the Southern
viceroys attempted to achieve their ultimate objective, an extension
of the Agreement to cover the entire empire, through a direct appeal to
the United States. On 3 July Minister Wu notified Secretary Hay of the
viceroys' desire to reach a "clear understanding" between China and the
powers. That same day Goodnow forwarded a dramatic personal appeal

from Liu K'un-yi urging President McKinley to accept the leading role

741bid., pp. 57-60.

"1bid., p. 62.
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in the Boxer drama because China's only hope in its moment of crisis
was the United States, if it were willing to abandon "selfish schemes"
and make a settlement.76 In the afternoon of 3 July Hay issued the
Circular Note.

It is tempting to credit the completion of America's Open
Door policy to the efforts of the Chinese viceroys but that would
distort the picture. While important, their efforts were not decisive.
What was decisive was America's willingness and the fact that this
course of action represented the United States policy goals toward
China. In a conversation with Secretary Hay on 1 July 1900 John
Bassett Moore had argued for the United States adopting as its "guiding
principle . . . the preservation of the independence and territorial
integrity of the Chinese Empire and to endeavor to secure the express

77 Rockhill had wanted a statement on the

assent of the Powers to it."
integrity of the empire included in the notes of 1899, but all con-
cerned had felt that it was premature.78 Moreover, Secretary Hay had
acted on the principle contained in the Circular at least once before
its issuance. On 22 March 1900 when instructing Minister Conger to
inform the imperial government of the importance of suppressing the
Boxers, he also ordered him

To impress upon it that this [American] Government, by the recent

assurances which it has obtained from the various great Powers
holding leased territory or areas of influence in China, concerning

76Tvid., pp. 62-64.
77Quoted by Varg in The Making of the Myth, p. 25.

78Young, pp. 130-131.
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freedom of trade in said regions and the maintenance therein

of China's rights of sovereignty, has obtained thereby a renewed
assurance of the policy of the Treaty Powers not to interfere
with the 1nte§ri4typ"'r_o_ the Chinese ﬁire.f‘f

Early July was the propitious moment for publicizing America's
concern for China's integrity. The Boxer crisis gave it real meaning.
In addition, there existed a chance that the crisis would induce the
other powers to adopt it as a policy goal. That hope never materialized

and it remained a declaration of America's policy regarding the Chinese

Empire.

Throughout the Boxer crisis the United States had followed a
moderate policy toward China and would continue to do so, despite the
demands of China-based missionaries and the desires of some American
consuls that it adopt a hard-line attitude and policy.80 America's
policy goals dictated a moderate policy. Enjoying its full treaty
rights and expanding American trade and influence remained the primary

United States' objectives in China. But the international power

79Hay to Conger, 22 March 1900, USFR, 1900, p. 111. Emphasis
mine.

80Conger was not alone in desiring a tough policy. Wilcox
wanted such a policy, as did McWade and consul Rounseville Wildman at
Hongkong who hoped his country would "take a firm stand in dealing with
China." In Wildmen's opinion "China . . . [was] rotten from end to end,
and . . . growing worse every day . . . ." The Powers must not allow
the Empress Dowager to resume control. "By international agreement the
Powers are now in a position to establish a well-balanced Board of
Control having for its object the reconstruction of the whole Imperial
fabric of China upon a new basis, . . ." (Rounseville Wildman to David
J. Hill, 4 September 1900, U.S. Department of State, Consular Despatches,
U.S. Consulate, Hongkong. Hereafter cited USCD-Hongkong. )
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configuration that developed after the Sino-Japanese war necessitated
the addition of a new policy goal and the adoption of a new approach.
The United States now favored a balance of power in East Asia in order
to prevent any one power from dominating and depriving America of its
treaty rights. It also had to abandon its policy of "inactive coopera-
tion" with the other powers whose objectives now conflicted with
America's and instead become actively involved in China.81
The United States could attain its goals only if China remained
intact. The State Department realized that maintaining China's
integrity depended ultimately on removing the "dangerous sources of
international irritation"82 that would lead to invervention and possibly
the partition of the empire. China would have to modernize. Inducing
the imperial government to undertake administrative reforms was in
America's opinion the "solution" that would bring "permanent safety and
peace to China, and preserve Chinese territorial and administrative
entity" and, incidentally, maintain China as an "open market for the
commerce of the world, . . ."83 Since achieving its objectives in
China demanded working with, not against the imperial government, Hay
could not allow Conger's and the other consuls' desires for revenge to

dominate America's China policy.

8lYoung, pp. 130-131, 228.

82A subordinate clause contained only in the Open Door Note to
England, 6 September 1900, quoted by Young, p. 131.

83Ibid. Hay also had to consider domestic politics and because
of adverse American public opinion was not free to pursue a bolder
course.
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That a modernized China might reject the role the powers had
assigned it occurred to no one. In early spring of 1901 John Goodnow
was paying more attention to the implications of the increasingly
powerful public opinion developing among the middle classes.84 By
late summer of 1902 he had written: "There is no question in my mind
but that in a very few years the middle class public opinion," which
he attributed to the patriotism being developed by the newspapers and
new methods of communications, "will be a factor with which we must
all reckon as we do in other countries."8’ But in the fall of 1900 no
such thoughts existed to dampen the optimism with which he and other
Americans contemplated the future of the Open Door policy. In Goodnow's
opinion its objectives were attainable if the United States gets a
clear understanding of its interests and the situation, and keeps the
leadership of the Nations in this matter, determinedly and wisely, and
on the lines of its policy as manifested to the first of
September . . . ."86

American diplomats never considered that China might be the
one to obstruct a dominating American role in Chinese polities. In 1900
they considered Chinese devoid of any national spirit, utterly lacking
in patriotism. This was the result of their failure to understand
completely the origin, nature, and objectives of the Boxer movement.

They had attributed it to reactionary officials and viewed it as

84Goodnow to Cridler, 25 March 1901, USCD-Shanghai.
85Goodnow to H. H. D. Pierce, 1 August 1902, USCD-Shanghai.

86Goodnow to Senator Davis, 19 September 1900, USCD-Shanghai.
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backward looking. In some respects this was correct but not entirely
so, and the issue therefore requires further consideration.

Accounts of the Boxer uprising have varied greatly with regard
to the problem of what motivated the Boxers. A noted Chinese-American
historian, Jerome Ch'en, has accepted C. F. Remer's interpretation of
the uprising as "the first popular expression of Chinese na*bionalism."87
Chinese communist historians have interpreted it as part of the peoples'
war against imperialism. In his study of the I'ho Ch'uan, Robert
Sheeks viewed it and other spontaneous outbursts against foreigners
as the "stirrings of nationalism."88 Yet, other interpretations have
argued against such an understanding.89 A leading example is the
conclusion of Marius B. Jansen that ". . . it is far more accurate to
regard it as the last spastic gasp of an anachronistic xenophobia."90

Interpretations of Boxer anti-foreignism depend ultimately on

the interpreter's concept of nationalism. Nationalism is a complex

sentiment, one that escapes precise definition.gl It is correct that

87Jerome Ch'en, Yuan Shih-k'ai (Stanford, California: Stanford
University Press, 1961), p. 64.

88Robert B. Sheeks, "A Re-examination of the I'ho Ch'uan and
its Role in the Boxer Movement," vol. 1, Papers on China (Harvard
University Center for East Asian Studies, 1948), p. Lll.

89Lloyd Eastman, "The Kwantung Anti-Foreign Disturbance During
the Sino-French War," vol. 13, Papers on China, 1959, p. 23; Edward
J. M. Rhoads, "Nationalism And Xenophobia In Kwantung (1905-1906): The
Canton Anti-American Boycott And The Lienchow Anti-Missionary Uprising,"
vol. 16, Papers on China, 1962, pp. 183-184.

90Quoted by Rhoads, p. 184.

Ngee above, pp. 15-17.
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modern nationalism, defined as a collective consciousness of and

loyalty to the nation-state, understood as the supreme and all-inclusive
group, was absent in traditional China. The sentiment expressed by
Chinese during the Boxer rebellion is perhaps best rendered by the term
'culturalism.' Yet, it is a grievous oversight to ignore the element

of nationalism inherent to culturalism. And it is erroneous to regard
nationalism as an exclusively western phenomenon which emerges in

92 When Chinese

underdeveloped countries once they decide to modernize.
attempted to reject the West, as they did in so many non-violent as
well as violent ways during the nineteenth century, they did so on
the basis of the value judgment that China had, indeed was, the best
of all possible civilizations. The conservatives who presented them-
selves as leaders of the Boxer movement in the late 1890's may have
lacked the concept of sovereignty essential to modern nationalism, but
as John Schrecker has written ". . . the spirit and even the content of
Chinese nationalism may have owed . . . much to extreme and militant
culturalism . . . . For a militant commitment to Chinese culture,
existing in perfection within China, needs only a subtle substitution
of goals to become a fervent devotion to Chinese sovereignty."93
The Boxer uprising taught America, indeed all the powers, a
valuable lesson. They learned, what earlier they may have suspected,

that they could not partition China proper without risking severe

losses in lives and property. The Boxer horrors haunted foreigners

92shafer, pp. 8-9, 13, 262, 265, 267.

93Schrecker, p. 57.
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whenever anti-foreign activity occurred, and consequently the uprising
influenced policy toward China in the subsequent years. An interesting
sidelight which became important during the revolution of 1911 was

the impression Yuan Shih-k'ai made on the powers. They credited him
both with containing the Boxers in Shantung and with preventing them
from destroying the Peking lLegations. It is n<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>