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I. Introduction -

Henry L. Stimson, Secretary of State under President Hoover, is 'generally
associated with the non-recognition policy concerning the so-called Manchuriap
controversy. During the first thres years of the thirties, the Manchurian Incident
was one of the most important foreign affairs issues with which the United Statés
of .America was concerned while facing a moet‘seﬁoﬁs domestic problem, the
Great Depression. Stimson’s mamfestatlons of admlrable statesmanshlp in his
persistent efforts to help solve the Manchurian crisis by followmg pnn01p1es of
international justice and peace appear very significant especially in the hght of
the grave domestic. problems affectmg Amenca and of the ineffectiveness of the
League of ‘Nations, whlc_h_was the only machinery of collective _secunty for war
prevention at that time. In order to gain a better understandihg of Ithe.un'u's'ual
significance of American diplomacy toward Manchuria, I have undertaken the
present study to analyze Stimson’s doctrine of non-recognition w1th spec1a1
references to 1ts ideological basis, its actual apphcatlon and its impact on ‘the
world. As to the Japanese military operations in China as well as the League’s
actions in response to the controversy during the particular period concerned,
only those which have specml relations with ‘Stimson’s maJor actlons reﬂectmg
h1s doctrine will be mentioned in the course of the ana1y31s .

Whether the non—recogn1t_1on doctr_me can be rightfully referred to as the
Stimson ‘doctrine remains a disputable question. Stimson himself admitted that
he derived the idea to warn an aggressor by a notice of non-recognition from

Secretary of State William Jennings Bryan who initiated the practice in 1915



[

(354) MARH B+HAM

when J apan presented the so-called Twenty-One Demands to China.! However
it is often pointed out that Pres1dent Hoover ﬁrst suggested this idea to Stl:mson
and then Walter L1ppmann encouraged Stunson to take this course of actlon
Furthermore, a_few others including Allen T. Klots, William R. Castle, James G.
Rogers, and Stanley Hornbeck had‘ 'heen COns.ulte'd".before the final draft of the

"J anuary 7 Note of Non-recognition was completed. The President intended to
establish the fact that it was he who “first proposed this 1dea ” but the doctrine
has been popularly called Stimson’s although Stimson never specrﬁcally claimed
its authorship for himself.2 Although the disagreement on the authorship of this
doctrine is understandable Iam 1nc11ned to call it Stimson’s for two reasons. On

the one hand, it was Stimson who, having been most deeply concerned with the

- Manchurian crisis since its inception with: the Mukden Incident on September 18,

1931, took most responsibility to write the note and' gave it its final form. On the
‘other hand, President Hoover was SO occupied with domestic crises that he left
Stimson almost. entirely independent in dealing With the Manchurian issue.

Stimson took much pain in working out each possible step, Whieh_wasimplement-;

- ed, of course, with the President’s approval. Stimson had put so much effort into
- this matter that the attachment of this doctrine to his name may therefore be

justifiable.

As will be made clearer later Pres1dent Hoover and Stlmson held different
opmlons ‘with regard to how the doctrlne was to be enforced. In Richard N
Current’s words, they “agreed upon most of the actual steps that the. United
States took in response to Far Eastern events, but they did not always agree upon _'

the inner meaning of these measures.”3 Current further asserted that thelrs were

i actually two d1st1nct doctrmes

For the. President,‘ nonrecognition was a final and sufficient,‘ measure, a
substitute for economic. pressure or 'mi.litary force, a fonnula. looking ,
- toward conc_iliation and peace and relying on the moral poWer of public-
opinion for its effect. That was the Hoover doctrine. For the Secretary
of State, nonrecogmtlon was not an alternatlve to economlc and m1htary
sanctlons but a prehmmary measure a way of sharpenmg the issue -

between the United States (along with the League of Natlons) and Japan,
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‘a means of laymg down the 1deologlcal grounds for war if; as he expecte?I

war’ eventually should come. That was the St1_mson doctrlne,4

Robert Ferrell drsagreed on this point. He contended that the President
ana Strmson ‘agreed far more than they drsagreed” and so there was. only one
and the same doctrlne.5 Nevertheless, the. remarkab,k: differences on the actual,
app]ication of the doctrine did exist between the President and Stimson. This is
a.-supplementary reason why 1 choose to use the ‘commonly-accepted term
“Stimson Doctrine. ”In fact, this dlstlnctlon is necessary because the doctrine is
- to be analyzed in this paper espe01a11y w1th the questron in mmd as to how

Stimson intended to enforce it.

Within the scope of the present study, the development of the Manchurian

issue falls, roughly_ speaking, into three stages. The first stage began with the

: outbreak of ‘the Mukden Incident and ended with J apan’s occupation of

Chinchow, the last stronghold "o_f the Chinese Government in l‘VIanchuria,6

on
'January 2, 1932. In this stage, Stimson attempted to conciliate the Japanese
militarists, but to no avail. When he began to follow a new course of action

marked with firmness by issuing the January 7 Note, the second stage started.

Soon the situation ‘was alarmingly aggravated by the Shanghai Incident which |

‘broke out on J anuary 78, 1932, and lasted over one month. ‘Because of President
Hoover'?s firm opposition to imposing econorriic “or military sanctions upon
_Japan, Stimson chose to 'reiterate his policy based on the doctrine of non-re-
‘cognition‘in a letter addressed to Senator William E. Borah on February 24.
A few 'days after the Shanghai Incident was settled, the League of Nations
adopted the non-recognition doctrine on March 11, to the great satisfaction of
Stimson. Essentially for the purpose of hn’nging about closer Anglo-American
coop’eratio,n" in diplomatic opposition against Japan, Stimson made a :trip to
Geneva in April, but he did not achieve this purpose. On August 8, he delivered
a speech reiterating his- resort to public opinion and emphasis on treaty obli-

gations. -

‘Finally, Stimson reached the third stage when the Lytton Report was made

. public on October 2, 1932. The League Assembly adop_ted the Lytton Report
on February 24, 1933, and on the following day Stimson expressed his

government’s support of the League’s action in a public message. . In defiance of

[
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the fmdmgs and recommendatlons of the Lytton Commission which were m line
wrth Strmson s doctrrne Japan resolutely withdrew from the League on March 217,
23 days after the. termmatlon of Stimson’s térm of office as Secretary of State.
'world orgamzatlon of peace marked the end of the th1rd stage of the Manchurran
cr1s1s From then onward up to the end of World ‘War I, a perrod not to

,_be covered .in the present study, Japan contmued enJoymg the fruit of her'v

aggressrve expansmmsm in Manchuna wrthout any effectrve coercion from the
outsrde World

From the bﬁef ouﬂjne of the Manchurian controversy jus't/drawn above,; we
~ can see that the Umted States assumed a particularly important role in mob111z1ng
_ world-wide opposition against - the Japanese campgaign in Manchuna Before ,
analyzmg American efforts drrected to a solution of the crisis, we may inquire
1nto the mot1ves behind those efforts. Accordmg to Stimson, the two main pur-
_. poses of ‘his government were: (1) to preserve. its future relations with Ctha by
carrymg out all the treaty obhgatlons to China, and (2) to defend the system of
:coll,e.,ctlve peace ‘founded‘ on the post-war multi-lateral treaties.” As the initiator
of the principles of the Open Door,Policy Which'f»sti_p‘uiated that China’s territorial
- integrity- and administrative sovereignty. .should, Fb‘e_ respected and ‘_that/ equal
_opportunity of commerce in China be. shared by all nations the United States
would. naturally attempt to enforce those prmcrples It seems that Stlmson em-
pha81zed mamly his country’s political interests in Manchurra It is understanda—
_ble hoWever the United States also had consrderable economrc interests there..
Under the grave ‘impact of world depressron she would naturally be anore
: mterested ‘than every in keepmg Chma s door open Wh1ch as mentloned by
Strmson was a vast. potentlal market to her Therefore the Japanese aggressmn

. was. d1rectIy harmful to not only the pnncrples of world peace and order but also

- \Amerrcan mterests m Chma

Abundant ev1dence can justify Stimson’s fear of such harm to be wrought.
by Japanese imperialism. Ever since her take-over of Korea in 1895 and her
victory over Russia in '1905 Japan had ‘incessant\l\wtensiﬁed"her efforts to grab
as ‘extensive mterests and pnvﬂeges as possible in Man\huna In view of Japan’s

aggresslve belhcosrty and Chma s strong- aspiration for eomplete national unifi:
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catlon and mdependence prolonged conflicts between these two countries. Were
virtually ‘inevitable. Japan openly repudlated the idea of a strong and
independent China by arguing that Chma was not an ‘“‘organized’ country. 7 At
the same t1me she entertained the fear that China’s future development into a.
'strong and mdependent country would constitute ‘a menace’”” to her, as
eontended by -George Bronson Re_a.lo, Besides, Japan based .her* campaign in
- Manchuria on the seif-deludirlg ideology of the so-called K6dg, “the Way of God,”
which, as explamed by Marshal Muto,. Commander in Chief of the Kwantung

'Army, was closely associated with “Wangtao ” "3 political phﬂosophy based on
the Confucian doctnne 21l Aga result of all these factors =J apan s explortatlon of
Manchuna could not but be stubborn and complete.” Therefore, it required much
' moral strength by the United States to take the lead in enforcing the doctrine of
‘ non-recognltlon while the League of Natlons was rendered powerless by such
members as Britain and France to 1mpose economlc or ‘military sanctrons upon its
betrayer J apan ‘ ' ' e

N\

L. Stimson’s Policy Prior to the Prononncement of His Non-recognition Doctrine

| Stimson’s policy in the first stage of the Ma'nchu.ri_an Incident was desi_ghed

not to press Japan too hard in order that, as he expected, the civilian Minseito

government with Shidehara as its spokesman might be able to regain its control

“over the militarists ‘who were believed to have ignited the Mukden Incident at

their own initiative. Since Stimson’s conciliatory efforts ‘were based ‘on

certain assumptions which had much ‘to do with his late'r doctrine, it is worth

| considering first what the assumptions were and why they were entertained by
Stimson. o ' c _ ,

Stimson stated that after being informed of a series of Japan’s military

~ operations subsequent to the Mukden Incident,!2 the State Department of the

United States began to contemplate taking any of the following possil'_)le»actio'ns::

(1) Some form of collective economic sanctions against .Japan, or in .
de’faﬁlt of that. - ‘ |
(2) by the eicercise of _(fiplomatie pressure and the power of world public

opinion, to try to get as fair play as possible for the weaker power,
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China, in the eventual negotiated settlement and
( 3 ) bya v1gorous judgment agamst J apan backéd by the pubhc opinion -
of the world, to save as much respect as possible for the great peace

treaties which had beén publicly flouted by J apan s actions. 13

Tt is not surprising that the first possibility ‘was riled out as the United
States shared the 'sa-me grave economic predicament with many other countries .
and consequently tended to avoid deep involvement in the Manchunan crisis.
Among the other two alternatlves either through negotiated settlement or by
- world-wide Judgment against Japan, the - former one seemed to have stronger
appeal to Stimson because it Would probably induce less resentment against
- American mterference on the part-of Japan. His preference for the negotiatlon-
approach was. ev1dent1y based on his assumptions that, as rightly pointed out
by Armm Rappaport and Elt1ng E. Morison, the Mukden Incident was merely a
local mutlny and that the moderate cwlhans as represemed by Shidehara would |
soon be able to resume their former dommance over the radical mlhtary power.14

Stimson was co_nvmced of “the wisdom of giving Shidehara such an opportumty,

“free frorn'anything approachjng 4 threat or even public criticism > to bring the

situation: under control 15 Largely due to these assumptions Stlmson decrded to.
seek a peaceful negotlation between the two disputants This course of action
Was made clear in the identical notes he sent to China and J apan on September
24 1931, in which he began to call attention to the importance of observing
international-law. After expressing hlS governments regret at and concern With

what had happened in Mukden, Stimson stated:

In view-of the sincere desire of the people of this country that principles
.and methods of peace shall prevail in .intemational relations, and of thel
) existence of txeaties, to several of which the United States ‘is' a party, the
. provisions of which are intended to regulate the adjustment of “con-

: trov‘ersies between nations without resort to use of force, the American
| Government feels watranted in expressing to the Chinese and the J apanese

Goﬁrer.nments its ho_pe that they will cause their military forces to refrain

. from any _furth'er._ hostilities, will so_dispose resp‘ect_ively of their armed

forces as to‘ satisfy the requirements of international law and international
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agreements and will refrain from activities whrch may prejudice the
16

. attainment by amicable methods of an adjustment of their dlfferences.
~ This note clearly set the tone for Stimson’s initial policy toward Manchuria.-

The basic ideas therein are eomnletelv, in line with those set forth in the identic

telegrams which the League of Nations, in response to China’s appeal invoking
Article XI of the Covenant, 17 sent to China and Japan two days earlier. This act
by Stlmson unmlstakably reflected American pohcy to cooperate closely with the
League, a policy which Stimson adhered to throughout the whole crisis pnmarrly
for avoiding the risk of a hostile reactiorx both'at home and from Japan.!8

Out of deference to the general sentiment of Americans and w1th the belief
in-Shidehara’s smcerrty, Stimson at first would not give his consent to the request '
from Geneva that the ‘United States should sit in the League Council.!® However
as he got mcreasmgly lmpatrent with the steady expansion of the J apanese force,
Stimson began reconsidering thls request. Finally, when J apan launched a cruel
attack against Chinchow on October 8, breakmg all of Shldehara s pledges, |
Stimson decided to accept the request. In consequence, he instructed Prentiss
Gilbert, the American Consul at Geneva, to sit at the Council table on. October
16, 1931 Later, Charles. G Dawes, the Ambassador in Great Britain, was also
instructed to do the same thmg Needless to say, thls action taken by the
American Government was a significant indication of her w1111ngness to assist the
: League to solve the Manchurian i issue. ‘

Stimson’s assumption that the Shidehara’s civilian group,vvould evehtuaily |
master the military proved utterly wrong when the Minseito government was
| ‘superseded | by the SeiYukai Party on D_ecember 11. With the success of the
militaris_tic' party in arousing strong nationalistic feelings in the J a’bahese people,
Stirnson_was obliged to harden his attitude towvard J apan.

On December 10 Stimson issued a statement expressing his gratification at
: the League S adoptlon of the resolution which resulted in the formatlon of .the
five-membered Commrssmn of Enqulry W1th Lord Lytton as its Charrman 20
“That an American representative was mcluded in the Commission was a further
proof of the American Government’s eagerness to help the League In this
statement Stlmson agam called spec1a1 attentlon to the. post-war peace treaties.

He observed
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‘ Thrs government has from--the. begmnmg endeavored to cooperate
with and support these efforts of the Council by representatrons through
the diplomatic channels toboth‘Japa_n' and China. Not only are the
’Am'eric‘a}n people iritereSted-in the same objective sought' bv »th'eLeague of
' Natrons preventrng a drsastrous war and securmg a peaceful solutlon of the
: Manchurian controversy, but as a fellow—srghatory ‘with Japan ‘and Chma in.
the Kellogg—Bnand Pact and the so-called Nine-Power Treaty of February 6,
1922, this Government has a direct interest: and obligation under the

undertakings of those treaties. 2! .

So far Stlmson had made 1t clear enough that he heavrly relied upon legal

and moral power in dealmg w1th the worsemng srtuation in Manchurra But

unfortunately his. concrlratory approach based on mternatronal law failed to exert B
any expected mﬂuence on the Japanese movement As the expansron of Japanese
force in’ Manchurla was even accelerated after the mstallatlon of the Seiyukai
Cabinet, the League demanded that Japan w1thdraw from Chrnese terrrtory by
November 16. But instead of obeying thrs order, J apan occupred Tsrtsrhar on

November 17 To remedy such a serious situation, Stimson proposed to President

Hoover on November 27 that the questron of Amerrcan partrcrpatlon in an

'embargo agalnst J apan be reconsidered. Det“mitely this proposal showed that

Stlmson had begun to modify his concﬂiatory policy. However, President Hoover

refused to accept' the proposal for he was convinced that sanctions were “‘the

road to war” and that getting into a war with Japan for Asia would be a “folly. »22

At last, with the fall of Chinchow to Japan, Stimson was forced to admit
that he had clung to the hopc for Japan s wrthdrawal for too long 23 " As re-
marked by McGeorge Bundy, 1t was undemable that “the United States did not |
in this period step out boldly against aggressron »24 'However, Stimson reasoned
that his initial ‘policy sounded right because he thought that the _League should be
assuming the leadership in formulating effective policy toward Japan. An equally

important factor which conditiOned his ¢ Watchful waitmg policy was apparently.

‘President Hoover’s strong oblectlon to any active mvolvement in the struggles of :

the Far East,25 a position fully supported by the majority of the American.

people.26 In this connection, Edwin L. Fang was right in asserting that the:

Japanese campaign in Manchuria was not encouraged by the United‘Sta:tes’ gentle;
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i attltude toward Japan but by their conviction that the American Government
was unable and unw1111ng to offer an effective opposmon against Japan. 27

| Nevertheless Strmson would not “allow himself to let an aggressor g0

. unreproached for his “ideal World was one of ordered and d1s01p11ned relatlons

between states ... 728
II. Aftel‘,"fhe Pronouncement of the Do ctrine of Non-;ec(,gnition :

Stimson’s attitude became sternern'ith J'ap'an"s oecup‘ation' of Chinchow _'
but he was not free enough to undertake all that he deemed to be appropnate
The transrtlon from the concrhatory pohcy to the new pohcy of non-recognition
was by no means abrupt for the principles of the new policy had been la1d down
by its preceding_ one. Both w_ere prempted by -deep respect for treaties obli-
gations. In other vs}ords the coneﬂiatory efforts had paved the wa'y’ for the
pronouncement of the non-recogmtron doctrine.

On January 7, 1932 the doctrine was declared in the identic notes addressed»

to China and Japan. The text of this historic note is worthy of a verbatim quo--

A tation:

With the recent rnilitary operations about Chinchow, the last remaining
~ administrative authority of the Government of the Chinese Repubhc in South
Manchuna, as it existed pnor to September 18 1931, has been destroyed'
The American Govemment continues confident that the work of the neutral .
commission recently authorized by the Council of the League of Nations will
facilitate an ultimate solutlon of the difficulties now existing between Chma
-and Japan But in view of the present situation and of its own nghts and
obllgatrons ‘therein, the American Government deems it to be 1ts duty to
. _ notify - both the Gevernment of the Chinese Republic .and the Imperial
lk Japanese Govemment that it can not admit the Iegality of any situation de
facto nor does it intend to recognize any treaty or agreement entered into
between those governments, or agents thereof, which'may impair the treaty
-rrghts of the United States or its citizens in China, including those Wthh
. relate to the soverelgnty, the mdependence or the terrrtonal and admmlsr-
: tratrve mtegnty of the Repubhc of China or to the 1nternat10nal pohcy
v 'relatrve to China, \.ommonly known as the open-door policy; and that it does
not. mtend to- recognize any 31tuat10n, treaty, or agreement which may be

brought about by means contrary to the covenants and obligations of the
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Pact of Pans of August 27, 1928, to which treaty both China and Japan as

‘well as the United States, are parties. 29

‘The straightfor_ward language used in this note was very likely to provoke an

adverse reaction on the part of Japan. So Stimson might have had this possibility

- in 'mindvywhen he defined the actual position of his government in a press inter-
view on the following day. The gentle tone prevailing in the following statement
made it clear that the United States would not defend the Pact of P“aris‘by force

~ so long as Japan would respect American treaty rights in China. He declared: "

~ In'the first place we have not desired to question Iepan’s legitimate
treaty rights. in_‘Manchuria‘ We do not intend to interfere with thiem in the

A slighteet degree. . / ' | '

' In the second place we have not desired to intrude ourselves into any
settlement which Japan may make of the present ﬁnhappy difficulties ex-cept
that: _ ' ' A :

1. Nothing in that settlement must impair our rights or our citizens’
rights in China, such as the condition of an open-door pe]icy, and the Nine-
Power Treaty which embodies the open—deor policy; »

2. That settlement should not be achieved by v1olat1on of the methods

agreed upon in the Kellogg Pact. -

That is the substance of the position we have taken up.30 _

Naturally, such a verbal action not to be backed by force received favorable
response from most” of the American people. But it did not win the whole-
hearted approbation of the Chinese_, who thought Stimsdﬁ’_s“ protest against
Japanese aggfession was »“t'eo. late and too weak.”31 Stirrison had expeeted
Britain and France to do the»same in protest against Japan, but he gained nothing
from them _but~rebﬁff. An editorial in the London Times of January 11 stated:
“Nor does it seem to be the immediate business of the Foreign Office to defend
the ‘administrative integrity’ of China until that ‘integr'ity is something.more
than an ideal.”32 Such a cold reacti,on from the League as well as the American
government’s clear intention to shun any direct conflict with J apan coxhbine to
explain why Japan appeared so bold in its reply of January 16 as to acknowledge
as if Stimson’s note were meant to support the Japanese program in Manchuria.

In its first two paragraphs Japan replied in a sheer mocking tone:
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The Govemment of Japan is well aware that the Government of the
Unlted States would always be relied up on to do everythmg in their power to :
. support Japan’s efforts to secure full and complete fulfillment in every detail
of the treaties of Washington and the Ke]logg tréaty for the outlawry of war.

They are glad to receive this additional assurance of the fact._33

- The United States was irritated at Japan’s bold mockery but would do
'~r_10thing about” it. Sadako N. Ogata co'rrectiy observed, “The absence' of inter-
national opposition with teeth was the overall factor that helped the Japanese
military feel free to advance in Manchuria.”34 As a matter -of fact, Stimson'

was not without the intention of equipping his doctrine with some ““teeth.

R On January 29, at a Cabinet meeting, Stimson' requested “that there should be

no talk or act1on by anyone which should, 1ndicate that we were not going to use
any weapon that we might have, whether 1t be the fleet or the boycott 235
But again President Hoover would not consent to this request.

' As a demonstration of her increasing defiance of Stimson’s ““moral sanction,”
Japan attaoked Chapei, a Chinese ‘district in Shanghai, on January 28, 1932_.’
The attack, originally prompted by the Chinese boycott of Japanese trade, .was
met with very stubborn resistance by the Ch_ines_e 19th Route Army. While the
severe fighting was going on, the British Foreign Office was greatly disturbed
because of her extensive irfterests‘in Shanghai Stimson made use of this opbor—

tunity to sohcrt British cooperation and the result was that both nations strength-

. ened their naval force in the International Settlement in Shangha1 and' thus

fonned a united diplomatic opposition agalnst Japan. v

Obv1ously, the Shanghai Incident was a side-issue of the Manchrian crisis.
But'J apan tried to draw a_distinction between the disturbances at Shanghal and
the dispute in Manchuria 36 On February 8, as the situation was getting worse,
- Stimson’ suggested to Pres1dent Hoover that Article VII of the Nine-Power Treaty -
be invoked'.37 ‘The President approved of this suggestion,on_ the condition that
the rcooperation‘ of Britain and‘other signatories of the treaty be secured, But
: Bntaln refused to take such an action. In order to further. enhance the non-
\l-eoognition doctrine, Stimson finally decided to invoke 'the Nine-_Power Treaty
by writing a letter to Senator Borah, Chairman of the Senate Corhmittee on
Foreign Relations. With the_ approval of the President, the letter was published
-on February 24. N | » ' |
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In this historic letter which was descrrbed as “a diplomatic masterpiece”

by Rappaport, 38 Strmson elaborated on ‘the mtrmate relatronshrps between the

Nine-Power Treaty and the Kellogg—Bnand Pact as the legal basis of the open-door
policy. He strongly upheld these two treaties which “r'epresent independent

“but harmonrous steps taken for the purpose of alrgmng the conscrence and pubhc

E opmron of the world in favor of a system of orderly development by the law of

natlons mcludrng the settlement of all controversies by methods of Justrce -and

peace instead of by arbitrary force. »39 - The letter did not name Japan specr-'

. frcally, but it deplored that these treaties were being violated. It made clear that
. falthful ~observation of these treatles was 1n harmony Wrth the1r srgnatorres
' »legrtlmate nghts in China. Furthermore Strmson urged the other natrons to

‘follow the non—recogmtlon doctnne He wrote

If a similar descision should be reached and a similar position taken by the
other governments of the world, a caveat will be placed upon such action
which, we believe, will effectively bar the legality hereafter of any title or
right. sought‘to' be obtained by pressure or treaty violation, and which, as has
been shown_by history in the past, will eventually lead to the restoration to

China of rightsv and titles of which she may have been deprived.40

CItis shown here that Stimson was rather optumstrc about the restoratron of world

peace so long as all the nations upheld the doctrme

- Another unportant pornt discernible in this letter was the rmphcatlon that
the Unrted States would reconsider the disarmament agreements of 1922 and
refortrfy‘ the islands of Guam and the Ph]hpp_mes. Accordm_g to Bundy_,_ that was ‘

“the strongest statement Stimson made during the Manchurian crisis »41 T,

-Strmson the implied rev1s1on of the naval program was a Very useful threat to

Japan but President Hoover was afrard that the implication would push Japan
to the verge of war Therefore the Presrdent 1ntended to declare that the. .

Unrted States would not:wage any war agamst Japan But Stlrnson dissuaded
him from hftmg the veiled threat This may also be taken as an excellent illus-

v tratron of the dlfferences between the Presrdent and Strmson on the actual en-

forcement of the non—recogmtlon doctrine. v
Wntten for ﬁve unnarned addressees, th1s letter was meant to encourage

Chma to explarn the Arnencan pohcy to the pubhc to suggest future possrble
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vactlon to the League to remmd the Bntlsh Government of its obhgatrons and
above all, to warn Japan. Compared to the J. anuary 7 Note thrs letter achleved

'a greater degree of success. Japan reacted in a less deﬁant manner and accordrng—

1y agreed to attend a truce and round-table conference as demanded by the

League on February 29. And a few days later the Shanghal Incrdent was settled.

Partly because the herorc performance of the Chmese l9th Route Army had

- won greater sympathy from Amencans ant1-J apanese sentrment ‘was mountmg

raprdly in the Umted States Such orgamzatlons as the Federal Councrl of

'Churches the Amerrcan Boycott Assoaatlon etc strongly proposed boycott of

Japanese goods The most remarkable success achreved by thrs letter was perhaps |

" - the League’s adoption of the non-recogr11tron»_doctnne on March : 11, 1932.
' Signiﬁcantly enough, it was Sir J ohn Sirnon“ Who ﬁrst proposed: the resolution.
Thus the Assembly “declares that it 1s mcumbent upon the members of the

League of Nations not to recognrze any situation, treaty or agreement which may

be brought about by means contrary to the Covenant of the League of Nat1ons '
or ‘to the Pact of Paris.”*2 Thrs is indeed a v1ctory of legahty and morahty '

But unfortunately, the suceessful moblhzatron of the world’s publlc oprmon

agarnst aggressron faﬂed to check Japanese movement in Manchurra Under the

L gurdance of Japan the puppet reg;me “Manchukuo” declared 1ts mdependence _
- ,on March 1, 1932. Then on March 9 Henry Pu Yr was inaugurated asregent of k

‘ ’the art1f1c1ally—erected state The Manchunan s1tuat10n was thus consrderably
Vaggravated ' T , _ :
o However Strmson would not yreld to the challenge of the tough srtuat1on

In order to keep Japan guessmg and wondenng and fearmg,”43 he persuaded

Pres1dent Hoover to order the Amerlcan fleet after holding its annual maneuvers '

in the Pacrflc to stay there until the 1933 maneuvers It mlght be safe to con-
srder thrs undertakmg by the Amerlcan navy as an embodlment of the “veiled
»threat” imphed 1n the Borah letter Besrdes, the antl-Japanese campalgns‘

5 ,launched by such mstrtutrons as the Amerrcan Commrttee on the Far Eastern

» fCrrsrs the Comrmttee on Economrc Sanctlons, the Amencan Boycott Association,

and the Twentleth Century Fund were also m agreement w1th Stlmson s purpose.

’Another remarkable indication of Stlmson s earnestness in. domg somethmg about

] apan S escalatlng aggressron was his tnp to Geneva ftom Apnl 8 to May l4 On

]
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the ‘surface his mission was to attend the World D,\isannament Conference, but
actually his ‘more irnportant goal was to ask the rnajor powcrs fqr close COoper- -
ationfin the efforts‘ to;d‘eter_Japan. But to his diSappointment, he won no'favor-
able response from them. Equally’frustrating was that while Stimson was on his
trip, Under-Secretary Castle was instructed by President Hoover to say what
'Stlmson did not want the President to say.

Stlmson S “threat” was thus rendered weak W1th passage of trrne Japan s

influence in Manchuna was 1ncreasmgly sohdrﬁed The Lytton Commrss1on of
Enqurry was going on with its nnportant mrssron, but 1t seemed that J apan was not
in the least affected by what the League was domg Under such crrcumstances

Stlmson made one more admrrable effort in mobrhznrg the world’s public opinion ”
by delivering a speech on August 8, 1932 before the Council of Foreign Relations.

Stimson wrote that the original purpose of this speech was “to support the
Kellogg Pact as the fulcrum upon whrch we will have our issue wrth Japan.”
. He added it was also intended “to ral]y the European countrres around the
Pact, so that when' the issue with Japan comes up, they will support us intelli-
v gently on this central point.”* But s pointed out by Current Presrdnet
Hoover drsagreed on such a strong stand, so Stimson was obhged to revrse hrs first
draft. 4 5

. In the speech entrtled “The Pact of Paris: Three Years of Development ”?

Stimson eloquently condemned the “frurts of aggression” and the extremely
destructive and abnormal “illegal thing’-war, asserted the madequacy and in-
compatlblllty of the . old concept of neutrahty, expounded the ¢ 1rresrst1ble”

9

power of “public opinion,' and concluded’ by urglng “the entire group of civi-

lized nations” ‘to cooperate with the United States in expressing the1r moral,
~ disapproval.” The followrng paragraphs carry such weighty ideas that they war-

rant verbatlm quotatlon

Moral di‘sapproval when it ‘becomes the disapproval of the whole
world takes on a significance h.ttherto unknown in international law. For
never before has international oplmon been so organized and moblhzed.f o

I believe that this view of the Briand-Kellogg Pact whjch,I have dis-
cussed will become one of the great and permanent policies of our nation. It _

is founded upon conceptions of law -and ideals of peace _vvhich are among
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the most chenshed fa.lths of the American people.

........................................................

These asplratlons of the world are expressed in the great peace

_treaty whrch I have descnbed It is only by contmued vrgrlance that this treaty

can be built into an effectrve living reahty The American people are serious
in therr support and evaluatron of the treaty. They will not fail to do their

share in this endeavor.46, .

4 .’When viewed together,Vvith-the January 7 Note and the Borah letter, this
speech may be taken as their “sister statement” of thenon—r_ecognition doctrine.
All of them are based on the principles of law and ideals ofpeace which are em-
bodied in the League Covenant, the Kellogg-Briand Pact, and the Nine-Power
Treaty. (F or the marn contents of these treaties which are specially related to the
Stimson doctnne see Appedix) . Although expressed in drfferent forms and at

different forms and at different times, all these documents were mtended to im-

pose moral condemnation on J apan’s aggresswn

However this speech was unique in certam respects As Rappaport succmctly'

put it, the speech was :

a revolutronary pronouncement a departure from the injunction of the A
Founding Fathers, from the long tradrtron of the Amencan people, and from ‘
the policy of the Admmrstratlon and its two predecessors Neutrahty had
become the basrc mgredrent of American foreign policy, . and here was the

Secretary of State announcing its'demise. 47

Apparently, tradrtlonal adherence to neutrahty tended to prevent the United

vStates from close involvement in the Far Eastern crisis. And it. requrred great

courage and wisdom of Stlmson to abandon neutrahty and step out resolutely»

against an aggressor If all the other nations would not remam neutral bystanders

Japan’s Manchurran movement would unmedrately be thwarted

Such a strong stand taken by Strmson naturally aroused strong antr-'
Amerlcan sentrment in J apan. Japan s angry and defiant response to the Strmson' _
doctrlne can be seen in a speech grven by- Ishii K]kUJII'O the president of the:

League of Natlons Assocratron of Japan who warned the Umted States not to in-
terfere wrth Japan s “pacific and natural expansmn unless 1t wished to ¢ ‘create a
grave srtuatlon 48 Hrstory has testlﬁed that thrs warnmg was not a hollow one.

Japan’s defrance resulted 1n 1ts formal recognition of the puppet regrme o

M
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on September 15, 1932. An advocate of ",‘Manchukuo,” Rea contended that the
state was established with the determination of its people. He said, “It is a self-
created entity, satisfied of its own existence and can exist indeﬁnitely without
recognition. _Recoghiﬁon is merely the acknowledgement of an existing fact;
it does not create the fact.”’4? Defiant as he was, Rea still admitted that

~ Stimson’s doctrine, would seem “to undermine the very basis of state sover-

eignty.”3% In defining recognition, Stephen C. Pan maintained, “Through re-
cognition only and exclusively a state becomes an international person and a
subject of international law, and without it there is no pos51b1hty of other states

formally entering into intercourse with the new state.’ 251

The legal functions of recongnition being such the Stlmson doctrme at least

served to dlsparage the legal status of “Manchukuo

IV: A Regrettable Dénouement .

After Japan’s formal recognition of “Manchukuo,” Stimson seemed to be
caught in a sort of dilemma. The weapons he was permitted to use Were mere
“words” and “implied threats” which had been proved ineffective. He knew ,fhat
his doctrine ought to be backed up by force, bﬁt this approaeh was dehied to him.
In the face of J apan s solid posmon in Manchuria now, What could Stimson do
then" '

It seems that all he could do then was to wait for the Lytton Report.

After studying in detail and unpartlallyrhow the Manchunan controversy

had'resulted in the establishment of “Manchukuo,” the Commission of Enquiry

published its famous report on October 2, 1932. All the facts led the report to-

_the conclusion that “Manchukuo” was not the result of “a genuine and spontane-

'fous independence movement” of the Chinese people. Among the factors which

6ontributed to its ‘formatioln the Report said, the two most effective ‘ones were

“the presence of Japanese troops and the activities of Japanese officials, both

civil and mllltary On February 24, 1933, the League Assembly adopted the

Second Report prepared by the Committee of Nmeteen The recommendatlons :

in regard to the settlement of the dispute grven in this report include these mam

points: (1) the evacuation of J apanese troops outside the South Manchurian Rail-

Way zones; (2) the restoration of autonomy ofr Manchuna under the sovere1gnty
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of China; (3) the 1n1t1at10n of Sino-Japanese negotiations with the assistance of
a Committee set up by the Assembly; and (4) the observation of the nor-re-

_cognition policy toward “Manchukuo” de jure or. de facto by the members of the
League.”2 All the findings and recommendatlons in the report thoroughly con-
formed to the Stimson doctrine. So on February 25, Stimson conveyed in a
public statement the United States’ endorsement of the pnn01ples recommended
by the Assembly ‘He emphas1zed that “in their affirmations respectively of the
principle of non—recogmtlon and the attltude in regard thereto, the League and
the Umted States are on the same ground ” In this statement he, for the last
time, clearly expressed his earnest hope that'J apan and China mlght “fmd it poss1—
ble in the light of world opinion to conform the1r pohc1es to the need and the

desire of the famﬂy of the nations that dlsputes between nations shall be settled
by none but pac1f1c means.”3 '
Once and for all, Japan shattered Stlmson S earnest hope by announcing her
-withdrawal fx:om the League on March 27. All the treatles on Wthh the non-re-
cognition doctnne was founded were thus completely torn into “‘scraps of

paper.” 4 In Mo Shen’s words, “Japanese invasion of Manchuna has practlcally ‘

tolled the death of the three principal p1llaIs of World peace. ...
Wntlng in 1947, Stunsqn hlmself commented on his doctrlne: -

What happened after World War I was that we lacked the courage to enforce
the authoritative decision of the mtematmnal world. We agreed with-the
Kellogg Pact that aggressive war must end. We renounced it and we con--
demned those who might use it. But it was a2 moral coridemnation only.
We thus did "not reach the secondha’lf of the question~what will you do to

. an aggressor when you catch him? If we had t’eached it, we should easily
have found the right answer, but that answer escaped us for it implied a duty :
to catch the criminal and such a choice meant war. . . . > 6 o

‘Thus Stimson admltted that he had caught a cnmmal and let th go un-
pumshed ‘Stimson could do nothing about the criminal except to give him moral
condemnatlon ThlS is exactly the way in Whlch the non-recognition doctrine was
apphed to Japan. L _' .

er |
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V. Conclusion

-~ We have seen in the foregoing pages that several factors combined to bring

‘about the failure to halt the Japanese campaign in Manchuria. First of all,

Stimson failed to realize in time that the Mukden Incident-was an initial military
operation closely integrated with the whole Manchurian 'campaign well planned
by Japan. Then, after Japan’s lmpenahstlc ambition was completely revealed,
Stimson could not enforce his doctrine with force partly because of the restrain-
ing President and partly because of the ineffective League. The President’s re-
jection of the proposal either for economic or military sanctions was largely due

to the traditional neutrahty pohcy and the Great Depression, while the League S

'meffectlveness was mostly caused by “paralyzed” Britain and France. 57 The

pro-Japanese attitude -of these two powers made the League unable to exert

juridical force strong enough to check J a;;an’s aggression.

In addltlon to the apparent reasons just mentloned a few others are also
woﬁhy of note. For instance, Sara .R". Smlth,mamtamed that Stimson failed
to keep the American people well informed of the true state of affairs and made
it impossib.le to mobih’ze strong enough moral force by “consistently mini-
mizing [ J apan’s] faults and displaying quite‘ prominenﬂy its sometimes non-
existent virtues.””>®  Smith also pointed out that Stimson failed to cooperate well
enough with the League because of “the complete lack of a technique of colla-
boratlon »59 ' | ‘

Thus, the es:sehtial ‘cause of the doctrine’s failure lay in‘ the absence of
serious intention to enforce the moral pressure with force. Tragica]ly,'the failure
to wage a war against J apanese aggression turned' out to be a cause of World War
II. The Pearl Harbor Incident of December 7, 1941; :Stimson belieVed, “was
merely the logical result of events which began in Manchuria.”§0 More often

than not, peace can not be achieved without war. It was true in the case of the

‘Manchurian controversy. Secretary of War Patrick Hurley was Lrig‘ht in predicting

that “notes and diplomatic representations were not going to do much good
unless ‘backed by force.”%! _ | |
Based on its “Situational Analyms the Kwangtung Army was fully con-

vinced that the United States would not use force to deter J apan. ®2 Undoubtedly,
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Japan’s defiant attitude was rooted in this conviction.Throughout the Manchurian
crisis, almost every -action by which either the League or the United
States intended ‘to check Japan was soon followed by Japan’s defiant reaction.

For instance, sOon after the pronouncement of the January 7 Note Japan alarmed

N the world by bombing Chapei in Shanghai. The publication of the Borah letter

was soon followed by the establishment of “Manchukuo.” Then J apan formally
recognized this puppet regime soon after Stimson gave his August 8 Speech
Flnally, J apan s defiance culminated in its W1thdrawal from the League soon after
the Lytton Report was adopted by the League Assembly

However,. it would be unfair to consider the Stimson doctrine a complete

failure.. In fact,’ Stimson’s efforts in upholding this doctrine are praiseworthy.

Specifically, the doctrine achieved ‘three effects as mentioned by Pan, namely, ¢

(1) it bars ‘Manchukuo’ from acquiring international recognition either de facto .

or de jure; (2) it provides a legal basis upon which Chian may recover her lost

territory; ,(3) it -offers many obstacles to, although it can not prevent, the es-

tabhshment ~of the present regime in Manchuna »63 At least one more pomt
can be added, that is, the doctrine kept the Whole world more responswe to
the requlrements of legality and morality and therefore more reverent to the
ptinciples of mternatlonal peace. Th1s is why Bundy asserted that “Stimson’s

success in securing a unanimous ]udgment agalnst Japan anda nearly unammous

. adoptlon of the non-recognition doctrine seemed to h1m perhaps the greatest :

constructive achievement of his public life.””¢4
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Appendix

Excerpts from the League Covenant, the Nme-Power Treaty
and the Ke]logg—Bnand Pact

The League covenant was singed in 1919, It provided that disputes between

nations must be settled through pacific means so as to maintain world peace.

" The High Contracting Parties,

In order to promote mternatlonal cooperatlon and to_achieve interna-
tional peace and securrty '

by the acceptance of obhgatlons not to resort to war,

by the prescription of open, Just and honourable relations between
nations, ‘ ‘

by the firm estab]jshment of the undeIStandings of international law as
the actual rule of conduct among Governments, and ’ '

by the maintenance of justice and a scrupulous respect for all treaty
obhgatlons in the dealings of orgamsed peoples with one another,

Agree to this Covenant of the League of Nations.

(Reprinted in Stimson, The Far Eastern Crisis, p. 255.)
The‘N‘ine-PoWer: Treaty was signed in 1922 in Washington. The first three

. paragraphs of the treaty provided that the contracting parties, other than

China, agreed: ‘
(1) To respect the soverergnty, the mdependence and the terrrtorral and

administrative integrity.of China; -

oy
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(2) To provide the fullest and most unembarrassed opportunity to China
 to develop and maintain for herself an effective and stable govern-
ment§ |
(3) To use their influence for the purpose of effectuallyA establishing and
maintaining the principle of ’equal opportuinty for the commerce and
- industry of all natlons throughout the temtory of China.
| (Repnnted in Stimson, p. 267.)
ITI. The Kellogg-Brland Pact was 51gned on August 27, 1928, at Paris. The Treaty
for Renunciation of War is also called the Pact of Pans or the Paris Peace

Pact. The central points of the treaty are coutamed in its first two articles:

Article I

- The High Contracting Parties solemnly declare in the names of their respective

peoples ‘that they condemn recourse to war for the solution of international
controversies, and renounce it as an instrument of national policy in their rela-

tions with one another.

Artiule 1

- The High Contracting Parties agree that the settlement or solution of all disputeé

or conflicts of whatever nature or of whatever origin they may be, which may
arise among them, shall never be sought éxcept by pacific means. |

(Reprinted in Stimson, p. 272.)
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A Study of Stimson’s
Doctrine of Non-recognition
(Abstract) |
' Yii Yiih-chao |

The main purpose of the present study is. to examine the unusual significance

of American divplomacy toward Manchuria by way. 'of analyzing Stimson’s

doctrine of non-recognition with special references to its ideological basis, its
actual apphcatlon and its nnpact on the countnes concerned.

Roughly speaklng, the development of Stimson’s non-recogmtlon pohcyk
| falls into three stages. In the first stage begmnmg with the Mukden Incident and
ending with Japan’s occupation of ‘Chinchow, Stimson adopted, for various
reasons, a conciliatory approach to the japanese. aggression in Manchuria.' In the
' seoOndi stage, he relied on his-doctrine of non—recognition which was pronounced

on January 7, 1932. As the situation was 'increasingl'y aggravated by the 'Shanghai

Incident, among other events, Stimson began to consider imposing economic

sanctions on J_apan, but President Hoover wa‘s' opposed to his proposal.- Finally,

in the third stage, Stimson insisted on his doctrine, and continued to cooperate
- with the League in deahng with Japan.
- In the analysis of Stunson S pohcy, special attention is d1rected to the

, comphcated ‘process of changes in Stlmson s attitude toward J apan as the situ-

ation in Manchuria was gettmg worse, and also to the most regrettable fact that

many factors, such as Pre31dent Hoover’s unwﬂ]mgness to equlp Stlmson s doe-

trine of non—recogmtlon with some “teeth ” the mcapablhty of the League 10 )
deter J apanese 1mper1ahsm, and the mcooperatlve attitude of Bntam and France

comblned to render Stimson’s doctrme an object of the Japanese aggressors’ con-

tempt and ridicule. Throughout the Manchunan crisis, almost every act1on by
Whlch elther the League or the United States 1ntended to check J apan S campalgn

Was soon followed by Japan’s defiant reaction. For example soon after the

pronouncem_ent of the January 7 Note Japan alarmed the world .by bombmg-

Chapei in Shanghai. The -pubhcation of the Borah letter was s_oonfollowed by

. the 'establishlnent of the puppet regime “Manchukuo.” " Then Japan’s deﬁanoe
cuhnmated in its withdrawal from the League soon after the Lytton Report

was adopted by the League Assembly. - . = ‘ =
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Thus, Japanese unpenahsm became increasingly rampant, and eventua]ly
contrlbuted to. the outbreak of World War 11, bringing immeasurable damages to
Chma and many other countnes However, Stlmson s non-recognition doctrine
can not be viewed as a total failure. At least it helped to prevent “Manchukuo”
from acquiring mtemat10nal recognition, to give legal and moral support to

China’s efforts to recover its lost terntory, and to keep the whole world reverent

to the pr1n01ples of 1nternat10nal peace.
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