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The Shifting History of Migration and Citizenship
in the Making of Trans-Pacific Canada, 1940-2010

Henry Yu

In the last four decades, a wholesale shift of migration patterns from trans-Atlantic to
trans-Pacific flows has created a new Canada. The changes were quiet at first, beginning with
the creation of a new citizenship system in 1947 and the new “points system” for immigration
in 1967, but by the 1980s Canada was increasingly becoming globally connected with a
Pacific future rather than an Atlantic past. There has literally been a sea change since the
initial moment of national Confederation in 1867, when the Dominion of Canada was created
out of the British North American colonies that had not been incorporated into the expanding
United States. For most of its history, the mythic national imagination of Canada has been
one of trans-Atlantic, white European settlement spreading westward, displacing indigenous
societies already existing in North America.

Settlement from Great Britain dominated most of the first century of Canadian
immigration, supported by racial preferences in immigration policy as well as white
supremacy in employment, housing, and voting. But in the last half-century, changes in
immigration and citizenship policy have allowed a shift in migration patterns from trans-
Atlantic to trans-Pacific. Within the last two decades, it has become increasingly clear that
there is a new and ever-growing Pacific Canada.

What is the demographic reality of the “New Pacific Canada”? The top 10 places of birth
for immigrants who arrived in Canada between 2001 and 2006 included only two Europeans
countries: Romania at #7 with 28,080 immigrants, and the United Kingdom—which was the
dominant #1 sending nation for the first century of Canadian history—was even lower on the
list at #9, sending just 25,000 new immigrants. In contrast, 6 of the top 10 countries were in
Asia, and the top 4 on the list—the People’s Republic of China (PRC), India, the Philippines,
and Pakistan, accounted for 2/3 of all new migrants to Canada in that period, with the PRC
sending over 155,000, India over 129,000, the Philippines over 77,000, and Pakistan over
57,000."

In 2006, 83.9% of all new immigrants to Canada came from regions outside of Europe,
and the official government term “visible minority,” used to designate “non-white” Canadians,
no longer made sense to describe Canada’s urban populations. Over 96% of Canada’s “visible

D 2006 Census of Canada, “World: Place of Birth of New Immigrants to Canada, 2006,” produced by the
Geography Division, Statistics Canada, 2007. Also, “Immigration to Canada from the Asia Pacific,
1961-1996," Population & Immigration Statistical Reports, Asia Pacific Foundation of Canada (original
source 1996 Census).
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minorities” live in metropolitan regions. Two main groups— South Asians and self-identified
ethnic Chinese—accounted for 1/2 of all visible minorities in Canada, with each accounting
for roughly 1/4 of the total. Ethnic Chinese and South Asians account for 8% of Canada’s
total population, but because they have settled overwhelmingly in either the metropolitan
regions of Toronto or Vancouver, they have transformed those cities. Between 1980 and
2001, for instance, the largest proportion of new migrants to Canada were ethnic Chinese
who came from various locations in Southeast Asia (including Hong Kong), along with
migrants born in the People’s Republic of China. These various ethnic Chinese migrants went
overwhelmingly (87%) to the five largest cities in Canada, with 41% going to Toronto and
31% to Vancouver alone.”

2 Shibao Guo and Don Devoretz, “The Changing Faces of Chinese Immigrants,” Research on
Immigration and Integration in the Metropolis, Vancouver Centre, No. 05-08, February 2005. Chinese
Canadian communities are not homogeneous, with a great variety of linguistic and ethnic variation reflecting
varied origins from around the globe. The same can be said of South Asians, who like ethnic Chinese, often
come to Canada as part of global diasporas that emanated from home villages decades and even centuries
earlier, carrying to Canada a wide array of family journeys and complicated histories from around the world
and over many generations. By 2006, South Asians had slightly surpassed ethnic Chinese as the largest
group of “visible minorities” in Canada, but both are categories that envelop a complex spectrum of family
and personal histories that cannot be reduced to simple ethno-cultural or racial categorizations.
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What is clear is that trans-Pacific migration from Asia has transformed Canada in the
last 40 years. Toronto and Vancouver have become the urban capitals of Pacific Canada, and
Vancouver in particular has become a city in which the term “visible minority” to describe
Asians makes no sense. In 2006, 4 out of 10 Vancouverites was an immigrant, and 5 out of
10 were of Asian ancestry. Richmond and Burnaby, suburbs of metropolitan Vancouver,
were 65% and 55% non-white, and 50% of Richmond's population is ethnic Chinese—in
Vancouver, Canada’s third largest city, the “visible minority” is “white.”

If the “New Pacific Canada” can be understood by looking at the changed face of
Vancouver in the present, so too can the future be seen in the young faces of the largely
Asian, non-white Canada of visible minorities. Visible minorities in Canada are literally
the face of tomorrow—their median age in 2006 was 33, versus an average age of 39 for
the population as a whole. Continuing a demographic trend created by post-1967 migration
patterns, the future of Canada will continue to shift towards a world derived from and
oriented towards the Pacific world.

The New Pacific Canada and the Old Pacific Canada

What kinds of implications on citizenship, self-identity, and an imagined sense of
national belonging has such a shift to trans-Pacific migration created? And what are the
continuing legacies of an earlier European settler society created by British colonialism,
white supremacist politics, and the ethnic cleansing of indigenous peoples?

Ironically, the “new” Pacific Canada is also a return to an “old” Pacific Canada, a world
in which migration networks and trade flows connected the new nation of Canada to Asia and
the Pacific region. In 1788, when the first attempts to create trading forts on the northwest
coast of North America began, the region had been home for tens of thousands of years to
complex societies that were among the wealthiest in the world in natural resources. The
trading forts themselves reflected the mixed nature of British imperial expansion, with a
mix of Chinese, Native Hawaiian, French Canadian, Scottish, and English working and
living together, trading goods from around the global British empire for furs and other local
resources. Within these forts and then within expanding colonies in British Columbia and
Vancouver Island developed a complex, mixed society that engaged trans-Pacific and trans-
Atlantic migrants with local indigenous peoples.”

The crucial shift occurred in the late 19th and early 20th century as increasing numbers
of British and other European migrants to the colonies in Australia, New Zealand, and British

3 Similar processes were occurring in the Australian colonies as well as British colonies in New
Zealand, Malaya, and the Caribbean, with a pattern of broadly defined protections as British subjects for all
those residing in areas of imperial control. In practical terms, all of the British colonies were marked by
loose political control aimed primarily at the protection of entrepreneurial development, with the
widespread use of Chinese labor in developing colonial industries, as well as the remarkable success of
ethnic Chinese entrepreneurs in engaging with local indigenous populations and developing local
economies.
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Columbia used a shared model for creating white settler societies by building new national
states around white supremacy. Economic and political privileges became restricted to
European settlers, and the earlier broad and loose protection in imperial realms of all subjects
of the British empire was replaced by a definition of citizenship in the new nations of
Australia, New Zealand and Canada that was restricted to those categorized as “whites.”
National policies were designed 1) to clear indigenous peoples from the best land into
reserves, 2) to systematically destroy their language and culture through residential schooling
and family separation, 3) to deprive non-whites of any privileges enjoyed by Europeans,
and 4) to enact immigration policies designed to stop or slow down migrants from Asia.
Although these policies were relatively successful in attaining their goals in all of the white
settler colonies as they turned into white supremacist nations, the pervasive presence of both
Chinese and indigenous peoples continued, despite the multiple forms of legal, political, and
economic discrimination and exclusion.”

In other words, each of these new nations was created using the powerful political
tool of white supremacy to define citizenship using racially exclusive terms. Between 1871
and 1947, British Columbia was the regional epitome of a segregated Canadian nation
that disenfranchised non-whites, similar to the American South and to South Africa under
apartheid. Like other white settler colonies in Australia and New Zealand, Canada also
created immigration policies designed to curtail or exclude immigration from Asia.

The question to be answered about the period 1940-2010 is how such a white
supremacist society transformed so quickly and peacefully.”’ Unlike the American South and
South Africa in the late 20th century, Canada dismantled white supremacist policies and
racially discriminatory legislation through internal legal transformation with relatively little
violence. Racial preferences for white European immigrants were removed in 1967 with
virtually no political opposition. The remarkably quiet transition has helped feed a
mythology of Canada as a peaceful, morally superior nation that values justice and a
universal and abstract notion of rights.

Y In Canada, Chinese were targeted with a discriminatory Head Tax in 1885 that charged each new
migrant $50 (equivalent to a year’s earnings for a laborer), raising a large amount of revenue that was split
between the British Columbia and national government (a total of $23 million between 1885 and 1923—
about $1.3 billion in today's currency). A high profile anti-Asian riot in Vancouver in 1907 led to a broad set
of exclusionary immigration policies that targeted Japanese and South Asians starting in 1908 (the
“Continuous Passage” Act), with the complete exclusion of Chinese coming in 1923. Japanese Canadians
were forcibly interned during World War II, despite many Japanese having fought for Canada during World
War I and earning the right to vote through their military service, and their property liquidated in order to
pay for their internment.

5 Patricia Roy, The Triumph of Citizenship: The Japanese and Chinese in Canada, 1941-1967
(Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press, 2007), and Jose Igartua, The Other Quiet Revolution:
National Identities in English Canada, 1945-1971 (Vancouver: University of British Columbia Press, 2007),
both attempt in different ways to give answers to this question of how Canada transformed so quickly.
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What were the main factors in this transformation? What many scholars emphasize is
the triumph of an abstract notion of universal rights in the wake of the atrocities of World
War II. They point to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights adopted by the United
Nations in 1948, and the crucial role of Canadian John Peter Humphries in drafting it.”
Humphries is placed within a long political tradition of abstract human rights dating back to
the 18th century European Enlightenment and the creation of the U.S. Constitution and its
Amendments (the U.S. Bill of Rights). The horrors of World War 11, in particular in Nazi
Germany, acted as a catalyst for the adoption of universal human rights and a transformation
away from racial segregation and white supremacy, which had been such hallmarks of Nazi
Germany.”

The 1947 Canada Citizenship Act offered two crucial definitions of citizenship that
undermined the prevailing white supremacist foundations for national belonging: 1)
birthright citizenship for those born on Canadian soil (jus soli) open to all regardless of race
(except those with aboriginal status), and 2) the possibility of naturalization regardless of
race. The principle of automatic birthright citizenship for anyone born in Canada followed
the United States in moving away from the inheritance of citizenship rights based upon that
of the parents (jus sanguinis), a system that had been crucial for protecting the superiority of
those of British lineage or descent within the British Empire.

This new legal definition of citizenship in 1947 removing racial considerations had great
consequences for individual Chinese, Japanese, and South Asians. Acquiring naturalized
Canadian citizenship helped override B.C. provincial laws that excluded Chinese from the
vote in 1875, the Japanese in 1895, and South Asians in 1907. However, the effects of decades
of immigration exclusion had meant that the total number of trans-Pacific migrants to Canada
had been effectively limited, and they and their descendents made up less than 1% of the
total population.

In other words, extending rights to this small number of Asian Canadians did little
to change Canadian society overall, and the defensive reaction to such transformations
was relatively limited. Unlike in the United States—where the widespread economic
privileges created by white supremacy were threatened by civil rights legislation that would

6) See for instance Michael Ignatieff, The Rights Revolution (Toronto: Anansi, 2000), on the importance
of the UN Declaration as the watershed moment of the human rights revolution.

7 The challenge for such explanations is that the contradiction between white supremacist policies and
abstract universal human rights had been in existence for over two centuries within expanding European
empires, and had been little more than a philosophical paradox even as white settler nations passed
wholesale discriminatory legislation. In practice, the contradictory idealization of abstract human rights
alongside the systematic deprivation of rights from non-citizens (in particular from non-whites and from
women) was commonplace throughout the 19th and early 20th century. The adoption of new laws that
ended racial discrimination cannot be attributed alone to the need to overcome such contradictions, even if
accusations of hypocrisy became more acute during the Cold War as the United States and Canada were
taken to task for the treatment of non-whites.
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desegregate jobs and housing—white Canadians believed correctly that little would change.
This is not to say that white supremacy was less pervasive in Canada or less effective at
creating economic privileges for those considered white. Indeed, the irony is that white
supremacy as a set of economic and political privileges was so effective in Canada that
creating legislation granting legal equality to non-whites made almost no difference in
undermining the de facto privileges enjoyed by those who were white. Neighborhoods that
were all white remained effectively so, even if a handful of non-whites could now move in,
and informal de facto job discrimination against non-whites remained in practice for decades.

In particular, ending de jure discrimination did not alter the enduring quality of white
supremacy in the self-identity of Canada. Immigration policy had created a demographic
reality of an overwhelmingly European settler society, and a lasting self-representation of
Canada as a “white nation” built around the privileges of being white remained.”

After decades of lowered global migration flows during the Great Depression, World
War II, and the Cold War, trans-Atlantic migration rose again in the mid-20th century. In the
decades after World War 11, a large wave of migrants from Europe were allowed into Canada
under the newly created category of “refugees” or “displaced persons.” Although speaking
a variety of European languages and bearing striking ethnic differences from the migrants
from Great Britain that had been the preferred and targeted settlers during the late 19th and
early 20th century, the privileges of a continuing white supremacy in economic and political
practice was available to them if they were willing to adopt English language use and an
unquestioned Anglo-conformity.

It was not this large wave of European migrants who undermined white supremacy—
indeed they could benefit from its privileges if they assimilated and conformed by adapting
their speech and cultural practices.” The main factor in the creation of a New Canada that

8 Indigenous peoples continued to have their lands taken and families destroyed by separation and
residential schooling until the 1980s, and their legal status as non-citizens meant that whatever was done to
them by government agents, they had virtually no legal recourse. Until the 1960s, an indigenous person
with “aboriginal status” could not vote or become a professional lawyer or doctor, and it was technically
illegal for them to question government agents in their decisions about what was best for them or to make
any claims for land that had been taken from them.

9 How to explain this pervasive belief, generally accepted even by those who are categorized as
“immigrants” who often believed that they belonged less than British settlers? The distinction between
“Canadians” and late arriving “immigrants” was a direct by-product of the politics of nation building that
centered upon the “two founding races” of Canada—the British and the French. Professional historians and
national political parties adopted this founding myth, writing out of narratives of Canadian belonging
indigenous peoples and turning by mythical alchemy all other peoples into “immigrants” who had arrived
late. When large numbers of recently arrived migrants from Britain and the United States came to British
Columbia in the late 19th and early 20th century, they united under slogans such as “White Canada
Forever,” explicitly asserting that those non-whites in the past who were there before white migrants
arrived did not belong, and that anyone non-white should be excluded in the future. Both indigenous
inhabitants and the Chinese and other trans-Pacific migrants who were already in Canada were erased from
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truly undermined the long legacies of white supremacy was the transformative effects of
trans-Pacific mass migration since the 1970s.

From Immigration Studies to Migration Studies

One of the signature observations of the new scholarship that has grown in the last two
decades to study and understand global migrations has been to note that the term “migration”
—denoting the movements of people in multiple directions and with multiple journeys
throughout a person’s life—is a much more useful framework than the term “immigration”
for analyzing the way that people move. Immigration was a term that captured the interest of
migrant settler states such as Canada, Australia, and the United States for building coherent
national imaginaries. By naming a one-way process by which migrants arrived and then were
incorporated into the body of the nation, “immigration” focused on only some migrants and
evaluated them through an ideological lens. The defining question to be asked was whether
these migrants were successfully “assimilated” into the host nation.

In moving away from an “immigration” paradigm for understanding citizenship and
belonging in white settler societies, migration studies focus on the historical legacies of racial
ideologies in shaping definitions of national belonging of all migrants and their descendents
—both those who were excluded and included in defining citizenship. Indeed, taking the
viewpoint of migration studies, the creation of racial hierarchies for determining national
belonging was an essential element of creating an unquestioned ownership and belonging
for trans-Atlantic European migrants as they cleared indigenous peoples and limited the
migration of non-Europeans.

national belonging both in the past and future. As an example, Chinese had crossed the Pacific and
inhabited British Columbia long before they helped build the Canadian Pacific Railroad, ironically building
the very means of trans-continental transportation that allowed the mass migration of trans-Atlantic
migrants to the western regions of North America. But as soon as large numbers of migrants stepped off the
newly built railroads, the politics of white supremacist nation building created a political order that linked
the ethnic cleansing policies of “Indian reservations” with anti-Asian exclusion. One of the most perverse
tenets of the “White Canada” movement was their assertion that the Chinese were late arrivers who had
come to Canada to take away jobs from “white workers,” whereas in actual practice it was almost
invariably the opposite. In industry after industry, Chinese workers were driven out of their jobs and
replaced by recently arrived laborers from the Atlantic region. The ideological importance of this magical
alchemy cannot be underemphasized—a mythic belief in the priority of white migrants could literally
change the narrative of time, so that whenever an “immigrant” arrived, ideologically it granted less
belonging than the natural belonging for all time of a “white” Canadian, no matter when they themselves
arrived as individuals. What this set of non-British, European migrants did help reinforce was a powerful
ideological distinction that defined British-origin migrants and their descendents as ideal Canadians and all
others as late-coming “immigrants.” It was certainly astonishing that the Anglo-Scots who themselves came
to Canada as migrants could believe with such ferocity that Canada naturally belonged to them. Even as
they cleared indigenous inhabitants out of sight into reserves, their own arrival as migrants to Canada did
not prevent the widespread belief that all others who arrived were “immigrants” who did not belong.
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Taking a migration studies perspective rather than a limited nationalist perspective
on the creation of a “New Pacific Canada” in the last half century allows us to see how
the changes wrought were not merely the result of changes in governmental policy nor of
historical trends within a national framework, but embedded in the shifting patterns of a
larger Pacific migration system within which national immigration policies played a shaping
but sometimes reactive role.

The most important shift was the rise again in the 1950s and 1960s of trans-Pacific
migrations. Curtailed by the Depression, world war, and the legal barriers of white settler
nations, trans-Pacific migrations picked up again as ethnic Chinese migrants fleeing newly
created post-colonial nations in Southeast Asia and the Communist revolution in China
began moving into Canada and the United States. In the beginning, the numbers were
relatively small, numbering in the hundreds for Canada and the tens of thousands for the
U.S., but in taking advantage of openings for entry created by the new category of “refugees,”
a migration pattern of educated and mobile socioeconomic elites was established. When the
United States in 1965 and Canada in 1967 removed immigration preferences for European
origin, both created new preferences for educated and professional migrants. It was this next
large wave of trans-Pacific migrants coming to both the U.S. and Canada in the wake of
immigration reform who have transformed Canada.

By the late 1980s, immigration policy in Canada had defined three well-articulated
paths for migrants—1) Entry based upon a points-based system that selected for family
reunification and for highly educated professionals, 2) Wealthy business and entrepreneurial
migrants who were given priority and fast-track naturalization and citizenship, and 3)
Claimants for political refugee status who needed to be reviewed and evaluated by political
asylum standards developed internationally in the postwar period. The first and second
category in particular has been dominated by trans-Pacific migration since the 1980s.

Looking back on the transformations that new trans-Pacific migration patterns have
wrought in Canada over the last four decades, several trends stand out. The first was the
increasing prevalence of global migration flows that are circular, with frequent travel
back and forth between two or more locations on both sides of the Pacific, rather than the
“one way immigration” flows from sending country to receiving country that had been the
hallmark assumption of most immigration policy during the 20th century. The second trend
was the creation of a distinct set of highly mobile migrants who were the most visible in
exhibiting these forms of circular migration. These migrants tended to be well educated and
strategic in their migrations, encouraged to move to Canada by the new immigration laws
designed to attract highly educated and financially secure migrants, and seeing in Canada
a safe and relatively accessible place for their children’s education. Split families became
a significant phenomenon, with children going to school in Canada, often with wives or
grandparents accompanying them, while fathers or parents continued to work in Asia.

Strategic circular migration is in fact not entirely new, having antecedents in the trans-
Pacific labor migrations of a century before. What is distinctly new, however, is the volume
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and impact of this trend. The term “astronaut” arose to describe fathers who jetted back and
forth across the expanse of the Pacific Ocean to visit family in Canada while continuing to
work in Asia. “Parachute children” came to be used as a description for those kids who came
to, or were left, in Canada to go to high school or university while parents continued to work
in other parts of the world. Although always a minority of the total migrants who came to
Canada in the last three decades, the significance of circular trans-Pacific migrations has been
particularly marked.

Studies showed that not only were migrants often highly strategic in thinking about
when they should live in Canada and when it was more advantageous to live or work
somewhere else in the world, but native-born Canadians also saw Canada as only one site
among many to live and work. Locations in Canada were understood within a life process
of aspirations, often as a good place to go to school or to live out retirement in comfort and
leisure, but a much less ideal place to work during the prime wage earning years at mid-
life."”

The presence of Canadian citizens outside of Canada, living and working for decades,
became an increasingly noted phenomenon in scholarly studies and the popular media. In the
first decade of the 21st century, it became widely known that there were 250,000 Canadian
citizens living and working in Hong Kong. To put this in perspective, more Canadians lived
in the city of Hong Kong than in either Saskatoon or Regina, and if the Canadians in Hong
Kong were counted as a city in Canada, it would have been in the top 20 of Canadian cities in
size.

One of the most remarkable trends in the last quarter century has been the increased
targeting of a particular set of immigrants who carry with them substantial financial
resources. The Business Migration Program was revamped in the 1980s to specifically
target investors and entrepreneurs who could commit to a certain level of investment in
Canada (beginning with $250,000 at the beginning of the program and rising eventually to a
minimum of $400,000 as the program became successful and recently in 2010 rising again to
$800,000) or to the creation of a set number of jobs.

The preference for wealthy migrants was not new for Canadian immigration policy
—even anti-Chinese legislation such as the 1885 Chinese Head Tax and the exclusionary
1923 Chinese Immigration Act both contained exemptions for wealthy “merchants.” The
novelty of this new program lay in the explicit description of the exact amount of financial
commitment that migrants needed to make in order to be given fast track immigration

10 David Ley and Audrey Kobayashi, “Back to Hong Kong: Return Migration or Transnational Sojourn”;
Kenny Zhang of the Asia Pacific Foundation estimated that there were over 2.7 million Canadians living
outside Canada, and findings from surveys revealed that those in the age range of 30-44 were most likely to
be somewhere else, with the most popular reason by far being job/career opportunities. Kenny Zhang,
“Global Canadians: Scale, Profile, and Impact,” Asia Pacific Foundation, Third Annual Symposium of the
PWFC, Dec. 13-14, 2008.
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status, and how aggressive provincial and federal governments in Canada were in setting up
recruitment stations in Asia, in particular in Hong Kong before the 1997 reversion of political
control from Britain to the People’s Republic of China.

The strategic targeting of wealthy migrants was enormously successful, with ethnic
Chinese from all around Southeast Asia making up the majority of those who initially
responded to the call. In some ways, acquiring Canadian citizenship and a Canadian passport
became a form of security guaranteeing high mobility, a de facto “exit visa” out of any
location (such as Hong Kong before and after its reversion to PRC control in 1997). The
investments made in Canada could be considered a transaction cost for the acquisition of
this form of secure mobility, but access to Canada itself became a commodity because other
nations such as Australia and the United States also began to pass immigration legislation
targeting the same set of financially successful migrants. As the most sought after migrants
began to consider an array of choices for migration, comparisons between cities such as
Toronto, Vancouver, San Francisco, and Sydney, Australia, were made strategically by
migrants.

The desirability of Canadian citizenship from the point of view of these highly mobile
migrants increasingly centered upon factors such as quality of life (air and water quality,
availability of good food, health care, accessibility by air to Asia for commuting), and
most commonly the accessibility and cost of higher education for children. Vancouver-
based architect Bing Thom made an off-hand observation in 2003 that Vancouver, B.C., had
become the “Switzerland of the Pacific’—offering a safe haven for wealth for the elite of the
Pacific world, just as Swiss banks had become famous for in Europe, and providing a handy
location for the same families to send their children for schooling, just as Swiss boarding
schools provided in Europe.

A safe and secure location to deposit both capital and school age children, Canada
began to acquire a role in the Pacific world akin to Switzerland in the European Atlantic.
Because the sale of primary residences in Canada is not subject to capital gains taxes, the
high rate of return for investments in the urban housing markets of Toronto and Vancouver
were in practice a tax free investment instrument. Located in the secure and stable financial
environment of Canada, such investments seemed as safe as a Swiss bank account.

Educational mobility—the strategic migration of young students around the Pacific
region—became a noticeable trend that had particular impact on the major universities in the
Vancouver and Toronto metropolitan regions, as well as in the rapid growth of small private
schools and colleges in those cities designed to prepare students from Asia (in particular
South Korea, the PRC, and Taiwan) for entrance into North American universities. By
2008, for instance, the University of British Columbia had roughly 15% of its undergraduate
population as foreign students paying non-resident tuition rates that were four times the
amount of tuition for Canadian residents; however, it is likely that 1/3 of the students were
born outside of Canada and had become Canadian citizens sometime before their entrance
into UBC—44% of UBC’s incoming class in 2005, for instance, listed English as a second
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language, an approximation for the migrant origins of either themselves or their parents.”

This half-century shift from a trans-Atlantic settler society built upon legal and informal
practices of white supremacy, to a trans-Pacific haven for the wealthy and mobile elite of
the Asia Pacific world, has unsurprisingly produced reactions. In the 1990s Vancouver was
nicknamed “Hongcouver” as wealthy Hong Kong Chinese responded to recruitment offices
in Hong Kong set up by Citizenship and Immigration Canada. Older generations of middle
class white Vancouverites who had lived for over a half century in segregated neighborhoods
suddenly found themselves unable to afford living in their mansions. Newspapers around the
globe carried the story of Vancouver's painful transition. The surprise, however, was not that
these retired accountants and aging widows of the colonial clerks of fading empire suddenly
felt the economic privileges of white supremacy threatened; they had been living for decades
beyond their means and were only able to afford their large homes and Chinese servants
because of the benefits of being on top of a racial hierarchy. Their shock when wealthy Hong
Kong Chinese suddenly bought their large homes for the same price as small apartments
in Hong Kong was a long-delayed consequence of the erosion of white supremacy and the
rise of dynamic economies in Asia. What was surprising was not their reaction, but the
relatively short period it lasted. Most of the younger generation below the age of 30 found
the new trans-Pacific Vancouver unremarkable or embraced the changes. In the two decades
since, Vancouver and Toronto have been transformed to the extent that a new imagination of
national belonging lags far behind.

That there is a gap between a national imaginary that still centers on an image of
“white” Canada and the diverse citizenry that has resulted from mass trans-Pacific migration
was made most apparent in November of 2010. In the popular annual university rankings
issue of Macleans, the self-proclaimed “national magazine” of Canada, the provocative
and inflammatory title asked if Canada’s top universities had become “Too Asian?” The
article quoted “Canadian” students complaining that “Asian” students worked too hard and
concentrated too much on their studies. The article openly wondered if something had gone
wrong with Canadian universities and whether changes needed to be made. No attempt was
made to define the “Asian” students as Canadian—the article assumed that to be “Canadian”
was equivalent to being white and by opposition “Asian” students were foreign or did not

1D As one of Canada’s most “Asian Pacific” universities in both composition and orientation, the
University of British Columbia (and Vancouver’s other major institution Simon Fraser University) are
perhaps the clearest examples of how the composition of Canada’s future educated elite are global in
origin, with a particular weighting towards Asia. In terms of ethno-racial make-up alone, with no
differentiation in terms of native-born versus immigrant origins, UBC also reflects perhaps the most
significant example of how the demographic trend in Canada towards an “Asian Pacific” future are more
marked among the educated and the young than for Canada’s population as a whole. In 2005, 53% of the
incoming class at UBC self-identified as “Asian,” compared to 33.5% self identifying as “white.” Students
identifying themselves as “Chinese” were roughly 37% of the incoming class. Figures for UBC's incoming
class in 2005 are care of Walter Sudmant, derived from a survey conducted of undergraduate.
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have the same claims to belonging. There was clearly a distinction being drawn between
the legal status of Asians—who could now be citizens—and a still pervasive image of them
as essentially foreign and fundamentally different than the idealized image of Canada as
“white.”

The public outcry to the Macleans story was immediate but limited. Even many recently
arrived immigrants from Asia did not see a problem with the article and its claims that Asians
were harder working than whites and that this might cause tensions. Indeed, some recent
migrants from China wrote in the Chinese language press that they believed harder working
Chinese would soon displace lazier whites both in the best schools and jobs. Buoyed by
the economic rise of China and its jingoistic nationalism over the last two decades, a new
generation of recently arrived migrants from China seem unfazed by the enduring legacies
of white supremacy in Canada. The future, in their minds, is theirs. But it remains to be seen
how the transformative demographic changes to Canada—which have been mainly confined
to the two major urban regions of Vancouver and Toronto—will impact an enduring national
imaginary of Canada as a white nation. The New Pacific Canada may be an irreversible
reality, with its newest trans-Pacific citizens protected by the same rights of citizenship
as every one else, but national belonging is not synonymous with legal citizenship, and
although that gap is not yet divisive, it reflects a division between urban Canada and the rest
of the nation that is stark.
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Militarized Refuge:
A Transpacific Perspective on Vietnamese Refuge Flight to
the United States

Yen Le Espiritu

Introduction

Immigration has become a key symbol in contemporary American culture—a central
and powerful concept that is imbued with a multiplicity of myths and meanings, capable
of rousing highly charged emotions that at times culminate in violently unfair practices.
The myth of “immigrant America”—the idea that the United States, as a nation of freedom,
rights, and liberty and justice for all, constitutes the beacon for the world’s dispossessed
—shores up the national narrative of U.S.-bound immigration as a unidirectional and
voluntary phenomenon, one in which the poor and desperate of the world descend en masse
on a wealthy and benevolent nation. It is this “push-pull” story—of desperate individuals
searching for the promised land—that has emboldened politicians, anti-immigrant groups and
media agencies to create “knowledge” of an everyday “reality” that the U.S. borders are out of
control and that immigration is overwhelming U.S. public institutions and threatening U.S.
core values and identity. In other words, the myth of “immigrant America” constitutes the
underlying logic of anti-immigration rhetoric and practices.

By portraying immigrants to the United States as a matter of desperate individuals
seeking opportunities, the myth of “immigrant America” disregards the forcible inclusion of
Native Americans, Mexican Americans and African Americans into the U.S. nation via
conquest, annexation and slavery, and the fact that since at least World War II, migration to
the United States “has been the product of specific economic, colonial, political, military,
and/or ideological ties between the United States and other countries...as well as of war.”!
Given this history, to challenge anti-immigration rhetoric and practices, one would need to
first expose the myth of immigrant America by emphasizing the role that “U.S. world power
has played in the global structures of migration.”” And yet, much of the published work in
the field of U.S. immigration studies has not situated U.S. immigration history within this
critical globalist framework, opting instead to focus on the immigrants’ social, economic, and
cultural integration into the nation. This “modes of incorporation” framework, which fits
squarely within the status-attainment tradition, assesses the assimilability of the immigrants

D Mae Ngai, Impossible Subjects: Illegal Aliens and the Making of Modern America (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2004), 10.
2 Tbid., 11.
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but leaves uninterrogated the racialized and gendered economic, cultural, and political
foundations of the United States.”

Focusing on the flight of Vietnamese refugees to the United States, this paper questions
the myth of “immigrant America” by calling attention to “the specificities of forced migration

" In 1975, about 92 percent of the first-wave

and the legacy of the American/Vietnam War.
Vietnamese refugees who fled to the United States trekked through the Philippines, Guam, or
Wake Island—all islands, all with prominent U.S. military bases.” Although these refugee
flights have been widely covered by the media and scholars alike, few have analyzed the
militarized nature of these routes. With the Defense Department coordinating transportation,
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff-Pacific Command in charge of the military moves necessary for
the evacuation, Vietnamese were airlifted from Saigon on U.S. military aircrafts, transferred
to U.S. military bases in the Philippines, Guam, and also Thailand, Wake Island, and Hawaii,
and delivered to yet another set of military bases throughout the United States: Camp
Pendleton in California, Fort Chaffee in Arkansas, Eglin Air Force Base in Florida, and Fort
Indiantown Gap in Pennsylvania. That few have interrogated these military connections
speaks to the power of the myth of US “rescue and liberation” to make in/un-visible the
militarized nature of what has been dubbed “the largest humanitarian airlift in history.”

Moreover, in April 1975, it was the U.S. continuing military presence on the Philippines and
Guam, its former and current colonial territory respectively, that made possible the quick
conversion of these islands into refugee receiving centers. This paper thus advances two
related arguments: the first about military colonialism, which contends that it is the region’s
(neo)colonial dependence on the United States that turned the Philippines and Guam into the
“ideal” receiving centers of U.S. rescuing project; the second about militarized refuge, which
emphasizes the mutually constitutive nature of the concepts “refugees” and “refuge” and
shows how both emerge out of and in turn bolster U.S. militarism.

1. Military Colonialism: About Islands

Not mere happenstance, the routing of Vietnamese refugees through U.S. military bases
in the Philippines and on Guam followed the dictates of a “militarized organizing logic” that
reflected—and revealed—the layering of past colonial and ongoing militarization practices

3 For example, Alejandro Portes and Ruben G. Rumbaut, Immigrant America: A Portrait (Berkeley and
Los Angeles: University of California Press, 2006).

4 David Palumbo-Liu, 4sian/American: Historical Crossings of a Racial Frontier (Palo Alto, CA: Stanford
University Press, 1999), 235.

5 William T. Liu, Maryanne Lamanna, and Alice Murata, Transition to Nowhere: Viemamese Refugees in
America (Nashville, TN: Charter House, 1979).

6 Vik Jolly, “Pendleton Once Home for 50,000 War Refugees,” The Orange County Register, April 8, 2010,
accessed October 10, 2011, http://www.ocregister.com/news/vietnamese- 243238-pendleton-family.html.
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on these islands.” Since the Spanish-American War in 1898, the United States had colonized
islands—Cuba and Puerto Rico in the Caribbean, and Guam, eastern Samoa, Wake Island,
Hawai'‘i, and the Philippines in the Pacific—and transformed them into strategic sites for
advancing American economic and military interests. Throughout these islands, the United
States established coal stations, communication lines, and naval harbors, wreaking havoc on
the local population, economy and ecology in the process.®’ Calling attention to the
connections between colonialism and militarization, Robert Harkavy reports that from the
nineteenth century until and beyond World War II, most overseas bases throughout the world
were “automatically provided by colonial control and were an important aspect and purpose

of imperial domination.”

The Philippines: America’s “First Vietnam”

In 1898, in the aftermath of the Spanish-American War, the United States brutally took
possession of the Philippines over native opposition and uprising, thereby extending its
“Manifest Destiny” to Pacific Asia. Linking U.S. war in the Philippines to that in Vietnam,
Luzviminda Francisco dubs U.S. imperial aggression in the Philippines the “first Vietnam” in
order to dispute the contention that US violent war in Vietnam is an “aberration” of American
foreign policy.'” It was during the Philippine-American War (1899-1902), which resulted in
the death of about a million Filipinos, the violent destruction of the nationalist forces, and the
U.S. territorial annexation of the Philippines, that the United States established its first
military bases in the Philippines. For the next century, the Philippines had hosted—often
unwillingly—some of the United States’ largest overseas air force and naval bases. As a
consequence, the Philippines had been key to U.S. power projection capabilities in the
Pacific Basin, serving as its prime military outpost and stepping stone to China and the Asian
mainland."”

Established as a direct consequence of the US colonial occupation of the Philippines,
Clark AFB was initially a US Army Calvary post, Fort Stotsenberg, until the creation of the
Air Force in 1947. From 1903 to 1979, Clark remained a “virtual territor[y] of the United

7 Shigematsu and Keith L. Camacho, “Introduction: Militarized Currents, Decolonizing Futures,” in
Militarized Currents: Toward a Decolonized Future in Asia and the Pacific, ed. Setsu Shigematsu and Keith L.
Camacho (Minneapolis and London: University of Minnesota Press, 2010), xvii.

8 Tbid., xx.

9 Robert E. Harkavy, Great Power Competition for Overseas Bases: The Geopolitics of Access
Diplomacy (New York: Pergamon Press, 1982), 17.

10 Luzviminda Francisco, “The First Vietnam: The U.S.-Philippine War of 1899,” Bulletin of Concerned
Asian Scholars 5 (1973): 2-15.

10 Michael F. Kimlick, “U.S. Bases in the Philippines,” accessed May 20, 2011, http://www.
globalsecurity.org/military/library/report/1990/KMF.htm.
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States,”'? providing a vital “umbrella of security and surveillance to the Pacific region.”
Even after the Philippines’ formal independence in 1946, the Military Bases Agreement,
signed one year later, formalized the establishment of twenty-three air and naval bases in
strategic parts of the Philippines, the most important of which were Clark Air Force Base and
the Subic Naval Base."”’ Although the agreement was signed in 1947, its preliminary terms
had been arranged before World War 11, in effect making it an agreement between the United
States and its colony, not between two sovereign states. In comparing this Military Bases
Agreement with similar postwar military arrangements between the United States and other
countries, Voltaire Garcia Il concluded that “the Philippine treaty is the most onerous” and
that its provisions “made the bases virtual territories of the United States.” In 1951, the
United States and the Philippines signed the Mutual Defense Treaty (MDT), which obligated
both countries to provide joint defense against “any external armed attack in the Pacific” on
either country, further entrenching U.S. military control over the Philippines.' Although the
MDT was purportedly about military cooperation for the good of both nations, it was in
effect a colonial project, with the “American military machine (gendered masculine and
racialized white) [allegedly] protecting a feminized, brown Pacific.”"”

During the Cold War, Clark grew into a major American air base. At its peak, it
had a permanent population of 15,000, making it the largest American base overseas. In
1979, pressed by Filipino intellectuals and nationalists who objected to the pervasive US
military presence, the Philippines and the United States signed a new bases agreement that
established Philippine sovereignty over the bases bur still guaranteed the United States
“unhampered” military use of the bases. It was not until a 1991 vote for national sovereignty
by the Philippine Senate that the US Air Force transferred Clark back to the Philippine
government, some ninety years after the first U.S. troops landed in the Philippines.

12) During 1978, following negotiations that had lasted on and off since the early 1970s, the two
governments agreed to establish Philippine sovereignty over former American bases in the country and
thus the Clark Air Base Command of the Armed Forces of the Philippines came into being, following the
signing of a revised MBA on January 7, 1979.

13 Kimlick, “U.S. Bases in the Philippines.”

14) Mark Padlan, “U.S. Militarism in the Philippines,” accessed September 15, 2011, http://www.
peacemaking.co.kr/english/news/view.php?papercode=ENGLISH&newsno=134&pubno=142.

15 Garcia, Voltaire E. I, “U.S. Military Bases and Philippine-American Relations,” Journal of East Asiatic
Studies 11 (1967): 55, 92.

16) padlan, “U.S. Militarism in the Philippines.”

1D Vernadette Vicuna Gonzalez, “Touring Military Masculinities: U.S.-Philippines Circuits of Sacrifice
and Gratitude in Corregidor and Bataan,” in Militarized Currents: Toward a Decolonized Future in Asia and the
Pacific, ed. Setsu Shigematsu and Keith L. Camacho (Minneapolis and London: University of Minnesota
Press, 2010), 67.
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Guam: “Where America’s Day Begins”

After World War II, colonialism and militarism converged in the Pacific. Willfully
aborting the decolonization movement in Micronesia, American military leaders turned the
region’s islands into a Pacific “base network” that would support U.S. military deployment in
allied Asian nations as part of the containment of communism.!® Once they have secured
American hegemony in the Pacific, military leaders proceeded to build permanent facilities
on key islands in Micronesia, primarily Guam and Kwajalein Atoll. As the largest of more
than 2,000 islands scattered between Hawai'i and the Philippines, Guam’s role in the
geopolitics of the Pacific was transformed, from the prewar situation, “in which Guam was a
lonely American outpost surrounded by hostile Japanese islands, to one in which Guam was
the center of an American-dominated lake that encompassed the entire western Pacific
Ocean,” second in importance only to Hawai'i.'” By 1956, Andersen Air Force Base, a
20,000-acre site located on the northern end of the island of Guam, had become Strategic Air
Command’s chief base in the Pacific, one of thirty-eight overseas bases that encircled the
Sino-Soviet Bloc.”’

The militarization of Guam was swift and expansive. On August 11, 1945, Admiral
Nimitz informed the U.S. chief of naval operations that to convert Guam into a “Gibraltar of
the Pacific” would require 75,000 acres, or 55 percent of the island. About a year later, the
Land Acquisition Act was passed, authorizing the Navy Department to acquire private land
needed for permanent military installations on Guam.?” By the beginning of 1950, the federal
government had controlled close to 60 percent of the island. Today, the U.S. military
maintains jurisdiction over approximately 39,000 acres, or one third of Guam’s total land

area.w

2. Militarized Refuge: Resolving Refugee Crisis

In Spring of 1975, the most frequently used route to airlift approximately 125,000
Vietnamese from Vietnam to the mainland United States was from Saigon to Clark Air
Force Base in the Philippines to Andersen Air Force Base on Guam to Marine Corps Base
Camp Pendleton in California. In this section, I trace this most-traveled refugee route via
military aircraft as a critical lens through which to map, both discursively and materially,
the transpacific displacement brought about by the legacy of U.S. colonial and military

18) Robert F. Rogers, Destiny’s Landfall: A History of Guam (Honolulu: University of Hawai‘i Press, 1995),
206.
19) Ibid., 207.
20) Tbid., 233.
2D Tbid., 214-15.
22) Michael Lujan Bevacqua, “The Exceptional Life and Death of a Chamorro Soldier,” in Militarized
Currents: Toward a Decolonized Future in Asia and the Pacific, ed. Setsu Shigematsu and Keith L. Camacho

(Minneapolis and London: University of Minnesota Press), 34.
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expansion into the Asia Pacific region. Grafting the colonial histories of the Philippines and
Guam onto the history of the Vietnam War, this section illuminates how residual and ongoing
effects of colonial subordination “constitute the conditions of possibility for ongoing forms of
militarization.”® Therein lies the crux of what I term “militarized refuge”: It was the
enormity of the military buildup in the Pacific that uniquely equipped U.S. bases there to
handle the large-scale refugee rescue operation. In short, U.S. evacuation efforts were not a
slapdash response to an emergency situation that arose in Vietnam in 1975, but rather part
and parcel of the long-standing militarized histories and circuits that connected Vietnam, the
Philippines, and Guam, dating back to 1898.

(1) The Philippines and Guam—Pacific stopovers

A seemingly humanitarian gesture, U.S. designation of Clark Air Force Base (AFB)
as a refugee staging point was intimately linked to, and a direct outcome of, U.S. colonial
subordination and militarization of the Philippines. Due to Clark AFB’s prominence and
proximity to Saigon, US officials promptly designated it the first refugee “staging area”:
a temporary housing place for Vietnamese en route to the continental United States to
complete the necessary screening and paperwork.”” Flown there by military aircraft C-141s
and C-130s, more than 30,000 refugees, including over 1,500 orphans, transited through Clark
AFB in spring 1975’ At its peak, in April and May, as many as 2,000 refugees at a time
were housed in a tent city adjacent to the base’s Bamboo Bowl sports stadium.” However, as
the flow of refugees surged, on April 23, President Ferdinand Marcos informed the U.S.
Ambassador that the Philippines would accept no more Vietnamese refugees, “thus

"2 In response, that

foreclosing for all practical purposes the most promising staging base.
very same day, U.S. officials moved the premier refugee staging area from the Philippines to
Guam, and ordered the local Pacific Command representative on Guam and the Commander
Naval Air Forces Marianas to prepare to accept, shelter and process the refugees as they were
being evacuated from South Vietnam.?”

The U.S. swift decision to designate Clark AFB a refugee staging area, and the

Philippines’ equally quick refusal to accept any more refugees reflected the ambiguous nature

23) Setsu Shigematsu and Keith L. Camacho, “Introduction: Militarized Currents, Decolonizing Futures,”
in Shigematsu and Camacho, Militarized Currents, Xv.

24) Feliz Moos and C.S. Morrison, “The Vietnamese Refugees at Our Doorstep: Political Ambiguity and
Successful Improvisation,” Review of Policy Research 1 (2005): 28-46.

25 Tim Vasquez, “Clark Air Base: History and Significant Events,” accessed August 31, 2010, http:/
www.clarkab.org/history/; Thomas Tobin, “Last Flight from Saigon,” USAF Southeast Asia Monograph Series
1V (1978), US Government Printing Office.

26) Tbid.

27) Moos and Morrison, “The Vietnamese Refugees.”

28) Tobin, “Last Flight from Saigon”; “Now On to ‘Camp Fortuitous,” Time, May 12, 1975, accessed
November 1, 2008, http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,917414,00.html?iid=chix-sphere.
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of the bases agreement: while the United States had control of the bases, the Philippines had
sovereignty over them. In the case of Guam, there was no such ambiguity. Since Congress
passed the Organic Act in 1950, which decreed Guam as an unincorporated organized
territory of the United States under the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior, the
federal government has had plenary powers—that is, full authority—over the island.” On an
island where the U.S. military controls one third of its territory, Guam—more specifically, its
air and naval bases—became the “logical” transit camps for the processing of evacuees.

With total land area of about 200 square miles, and meager local resources, Guam was
hardly an ideal location for the large-scale refugee operation. That it became the major
refugee staging point in the Pacific had more to do with the US militarization of Guam than
with US humanitarianism. Directed by the Joint Chief of Staff—Pacific Command’s local
area commander, Operation “New Life” was a massive undertaking, requiring the resources
and manpower of all military branches on Guam, as well as from neighboring Pacific and
mainland bases.*” In all, nearly 20,000 military personnel, including the crews from visiting
ships and aircrafts, were directly involved in the Guam refugee operation. Military bases, as
the largest and most resourced institutions on Guam, doubled up as refugee shelters:
Refugees were initially housed in temporary barracks on Anderson Air Force Base, on the
Navy field at Agana, and at the US Marine Corp Camp at Asan Point, and subsequently in
the hastily-constructed but massive “Tent City” on Orote Point within the U.S. Naval Station,
which provided tent space for about 50,000 people.®”

At the onset of the refugee influx, the Pacific Command representatives on Guam
estimated that even with the use of all military structures and all available civilian rentals,
Guam could shelter a maximum of 13,000 people for a short period of time.*’ However, in all,
more than 115,000 evacuees passed through Guam, a number that exceeded Guam'’s civilian
population at that time by at least 25,000.* At its peak, there were as many as 3,700 evacuees
processed through and airlifted out of Andersen in any given day.*” The sheer volume of
refugees overwhelmed Guam’s limited resources. Locals found their access to lagoons and
beaches reduced; their water supply rationed; and their travel restricted as military vehicles
jammed busy roads. Children had no transportation to school because 181 school buses were
used to transfer the refugees from the various air and ship terminals to the temporary military
housing and campsites. Overall health conditions also deteriorated, as mosquito and sewage

29 Bevacqua, “The Exceptional Life and Death, 34.

30) Moos and Morrison, “The Vietnamese Refugees.”

3D Tbid.

32) bid., 33.

33) “Tender Tale: Operation New Life April 23-October 16, 1975,” accessed November 20, 2011, http:/
www.tendertale.com/ttonl/newlife.html.

34 Dan Knickrehm, “The 43rd and Operation New Life,” The Official Website of Pope Air Force Base,
accessed June 4, 2010, http://www.pope.af.mil/news/story.asp?id=123207835.
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borne diseases proliferated.*

Not only did more refugees come than expected, they stayed longer than anticipated,
thereby pushing the actual refugee population on Guam beyond an acceptable limit. Begun
on April 23, Operation New Life was not officially closed until October 16, 1975, and it was
not until January 15, 1976 that the last evacuee left Guam. The refugees were not supposed
to linger on Guam; they were to be processed almost immediately and then sent on to the
continental United States. However, some U.S. states initially refused to accept the refugees
or postponed the arrival date, in part because of lack of planning and proper facilities, but
also because of adverse reaction by the public and strong opposition by state officials to
the influx of refugees. As an “unincorporated territory of the United States” with second-
class citizenship status, Guam had little choice but to continue housing the refugees until
they could be received “properly” elsewhere.*® That Guam had to house such a large number
of refugees, even as its resources were severely stretched, bespeaks the intertwined histories
of U.S. military colonialism in Guam and its war in Southeast Asia. That is, it was the
militarization of the colonized island that turned it into an “ideal” dumping ground for the
unwanted Vietnamese refugees, the discards of U.S. war in Vietnam.

(2) California’s Camp Pendleton—Refugees’ “first U.S. home”

From Guam, many Vietnamese refugees journeyed to the other side of the Pacific—to
Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton, a 125,000-acre amphibious training base on the
Southern California coast, in San Diego County. It was here, at a U.S. military base, that the
largest Vietnamese population outside of Vietnam got its start in America—ironic for a
population fleeing military violence. Like Clark and Andersen Air Force Bases, Camp
Pendleton emerged out of a history of conquest: it is located in the traditional territory of the
Juaneno, Luiseno and Kumeyaay Tribes, which had been “discovered” by Spanish padres and
voyagers who traveled to Southern California in the late 18th Century, “owned” by
unscrupulous Anglo-American settlers for about a century as the California state legislature
repeatedly blocked federal ratification of treaties with native communities, and ultimately
“acquired” by the U.S. Marine Corps in 1942 in order to establish a West Coast base for
combat training of Marines.*”

The first military installation in the mainland United States to provide accommodations
for Vietnamese evacuees, Camp Pendleton temporarily housed over 50,000 refugees between
April and August 1975. Heavily covered by the national and international media, Camp
Pendleton’s participation in the U.S. military’s 1975 relocation effort, dubbed the “Operation
New Arrivals,” was key to U.S. effort to recuperate itself after the defeat in Vietnam,; its

%) Richard Mackie, Operation Newlife: The Untold Story (Concord, CA: Solution, 1998), 57.

36) Moos and Morrison, “The Vietnamese Refugees.”

37 Sta Berryman, “NAGPRA Issues at Camp Pendleton, CRM 3 (2001), 17-18.n. Indeed, San Diego
County has more Indian reservations than any other county in the United States.
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importance to the nation underscored by First Lady Betty Ford's May 21 visit to the Camp to
greet newly-arrived Vietnamese children.® For a nation still reeling from the shock of defeat
and the agony of a deeply divided war, watching images of U.S. Marines—the central players
in that very war—working “around the clock to build eight tent cities and to provide water,
food, clothing, medicine, electricity, power, and security for the first 18,000 refugees,” was
cathartic, enabling many Americans to reclaim their faith in America’s goodness and to move
beyond the extremely unpopular war. However, these warm images made un-visible the
connection between the refugee recovery mission and the military violence that preceded it—
the fact that both were executed by the same military outfit: the Camp Pendleton’s 1st
Marines.

3. Militarized Refuge: Producing Refugee Crisis

The material and ideological conversion of U.S. military bases into a place of refuge—a
place that resolves the refugee crisis—discursively transformed the United States from violent
aggressors in Vietnam to benevolent rescuers of its people. In this section, I challenge
the logic of this “makeover” by detailing the violent roles that these military bases—these
purported places of refuge—played in the Vietnam War, in order to hold them accountable
for the war-induced displacement of the Vietnamese people. The term “militarized refuge”—
its intended jarring juxtaposition—exposes the hidden violence behind the humanitarian term
“refuge,” thereby challenging the powerful narrative of America(ns) rescuing and caring for
Vietnam's “runaways” that erases the role that U.S. foreign policy and war played in inducing
the “refugee crisis” in the first place.

In the Philippines, Clark Air Force Base was the backbone of logistical support for U.S.
involvement in Southeast Asia. Soon after the United States proclaimed its campaign to
“contain Communism” in the late 1940s, Clark AFB became the headquarters of the 13th Air
Force and played a key logistical role in support of the U.S. forces in the Korean War
(1950-1953). From 1965 to 1975, as the largest overseas U.S. military base in the world,
Clark AFB became the major staging base for U.S. involvement in Southeast Asia, providing
crucial logistical support for the Vietnam War. Air traffic at Clark reached as high as 40
transports per day, all bound for Vietnam. At the same time, in an exercise of its fledgling
sovereignty, the Philippines refused to permit the United States to mount B-52 bombing runs
from Clark: the aircraft had to fly from Guam but were refueled from Clark. U.S. troops at
Clark also provided vital support to the war as they spent a significant portion of their alleged
“temporary duty” (TDY) in Vietnam. The large number of TDY troops who were sent to

3) Vik Jolly, “Pendleton Once Home for 50,000 War Refugees,” The Orange County Register, April 8,
2010, http://www.ocregister.com/news/vietnamese-243238-pendleton-family.html.

39“Wandering Chopsticks,” Images at War's End: Refugee & Marine Images from Col Waterhouse
Collection & Marine Staff Photographs from Camp Pendleton Archives—Camp Pendleton, September 12,
2010, accessed March 17, 2011, http://wanderingchopsticks.blogspot.com/2010/09/images-at-wars-end-
camp-pendleton.html.
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Vietnam from Clark, as well as from other U.S. bases in the Pacific, was part of the Pentagon’s
illicit design to mislead Congress about the number of troops that were “officially” assigned
to Vietnam's combat zone."”

While the United States could not impose its military will on the Philippines, a
sovereign nation, it could and did on Guam, its unincorporated territory. When the United
States was not permitted to mount B-52 bombing runs from Clark, it turned to Anderson
AFB, which came to play a “legendary” role in the Vietnam War, launching devastating
bombing missions over North and South Vietnam for close to a decade."” In this way, Guam'’s
fate was linked to that of the Philippines’s as U.S. military decisions often triangulated these
two vital nodes in the Pacific base network. The two air force bases also joined efforts in
providing crucial medical support for U.S. troops during the Vietnam War. Begun in
November 1965, four times a week, C-141 aircraft would fly from Clark into Da Nang to load
casualties, return for a two-hour stop at Clark and then fly on to Guam. The close proximity
of these three sites—Vietnam, the Philippines, and Guam, linked via U.S. militarism in the
Pacific—meant that injured soldiers were transferred to Guam within two or three days of
injury, as flight time between Da Nang and Clark is 2 to 2 !/2 hours and between Clark and
Guam 3 /2 to 4 hours.

As stated on the Strategic Air Command website, since it became operational as North
Field in 1945, Andersen has continually played vital roles in U.S. wars in the Pacific,
launching daily bombing missions over Japan during World War II, serving as a focal point
for aircraft and material flying west during the Korean War, and supporting rotational bomber
deployments from stateside bases after that war, first with B-29s, and eventually hosting
B-36, B-47, B-50, B-52 and KC-97 and KC-135 units. For the next six years, Strategic Air
Command trained and practiced its wartime skills, which would be deployed time and time
again in Southeast Asia.

Guam'’s involvement in the Vietnam War began in 1962, when it first served as a support
base for the American advisers that President Kennedy dispatched to South Vietnam. In
mid-1965, after the United States deployed ground combat units in South Vietnam, Guam's role
in the war was expanded to include direct combat operations by B-52s from Andersen. A
hornet’s nest of intense activity, Andersen rapidly became the U.S.'s largest base for B-52
bombers—"“the eight-engine behemoths that attempted to bomb the Vietnamese communists
into submission.”*? Given Guam’s proximity to Vietnam, a B-52, which carries 108,500-pound
bombs, could fly from Guam to Vietnam and back without refueling.“) On June 18, 1965,

40 Thomas C. Utts, “Clark Air Base Scrapbook: Gateway,” 2008, accessed September 9, 2010, http:/
zcap.freeyellow.com/pix3.htm.
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43 Larry Clinton Thompson, Refugee Workers in the Indochina Exodus, 1975-1982 (Jefferson, North
Carolina: McFarland, 2010), 62.
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Andersen launched twenty-seven B-52s against suspected Viet Cong base operations and
concentrations and supply lines, the first of thousands of conventional “iron bomb” strikes—
dubbed Operation Arc Light—over North and South Vietnam, and also Cambodia and Laos.
The Nixon Doctrine, announced on Guam on 25 July 1969, initiated the withdrawal of U.S.
ground troops from Vietnam, but also immediately escalated the U.S. air war, with B-52
bombing missions from Guam increasing in tempo and ferocity.” In 1972, Andersen was the
site of the most massive buildup of airpower in history, with more than 15,000 crews and over
150 B-52s lining all available flight line space—about five miles long. At its peak, Andersen
housed about 165 B-52s. During Operation Linebacker II (named after Nixon’s favorite
sport), the round-the-clock “Christmas bombing” against the cities of Hanoi and Haiphong in
December 1972, bombers stationed at Andersen flew 729 sorties in 11 days. On December 18,
87 B-52s were launched from Andersen in less than two hours. Dubbed the “11-day war,”
Operation Linebacker II is credited for forcing the North Vietnamese to return to the stalled
Paris peace talks, and to sign a cease-fire agreement in January 1973." The Nixon Doctrine
was thus a racial project: by withdrawing American troops but intensifying the air raid, the
United States prioritized American lives over Vietnamese lives, preserving the former while
obliterating the latter, racialized to be dispensable, via carpet bombing.

The U.S. air war, launched from Guam, decisively disrupted life on the island. Richard
Mackie, a Public Health Service officer, describes the thundering impact of the air war on
everyday life:

There was no announcement. There was no warning. It just started happening.
Every hour, day and night, every house...would almost shake off its foundation at the
deafening roar of three B-52s and a refueling plane would pass a few hundred feet
over our heads.... Life became tedious, sleep was almost impossible. Conversations
were continually interrupted. We found ourselves constantly gritting our teeth and
staring angrily at the ceiling as each ‘sortie’ passed overhead. Guam’s main highway
was jammed day and night with trucks hauling bombs from the port to the airbase."”

As the Department of Defense’s busiest training installation, California’s Camp
Pendleton, the refugees’ first home in the United States, trains more than 40,000 active-duty

and 26,000 reserve military personnel each year for combat.*¥

During the Vietnam War,
Marines arriving at the Camp were given fifteen intensive training days, complete with a
fabricated Vietnamese jungle village with deadly booby traps, and then sent to Vietnam.

Camp Pendleton is also the home base of the illustrious 1st Marine Regiment, whose
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battalions began arriving in Vietnam in August 1965. The Regiment's battalions participated
in some of the most ferocious battles of the war, including the Harvest Moon in December
1965, and Utah, lowa, Cheyenne I and II, and Double Eagle in the succeeding months, and
Operation Hastings in July 1966. Between January and March 1968, the 1st Marines, along
with other U.S. Marine and South Vietnamese units, fought to regain control of Hue, the old
imperial capital, engaging in street fighting and hand-to-hand combat, killing nearly 1,900
“enemy” in the process. The Regiment continued heavy fighting through the rest of the year,
culminating in Operation Meade River, which “netted nearly 850 enemy killed.” According to
the Global Security website, in 1971, the Regiment was ordered back to Camp Pendleton—
the last Marine infantry unit to depart Vietnam."”’

In all, during the course of the Vietnam War, via its satellite military bases, the United
States dropped more explosives on Vietnam—a million tons on North Vietnam, and 4 million
tons on South Vietham—than in all of World War I1.*” Four times as many bombs were
dropped on South Vietnam as on North Vietnam because the U.S.’s goal was to decimate
the “Viet Cong” in the South, in order to preserve South Vietnam as a non-Communist, pro-

American country.””

The massive tonnage of bombs, along with the ground fighting provided
by Marine units like the Camp Pendleton’s 1st Marines, displaced some twelve million
people in South Vietnam—almost half the country’s total population at the time—from their
homes. Although there are no statistics on how many North Vietnamese were forced to flee
their homes, it is likely that the percentage of the displaced there must have been even
higher, as North Vietnam coped with the relentless American air war by evacuating major
population centers to the countryside.”

As such, the Pacific military bases, Clark and Andersen Air Force Bases, and
California’s Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton, credited and valorized for resettling
Vietnamese refugees in 1975, were the very ones responsible for dislocating millions of
Vietnamese from their homes during the course of the Vietnam War. By recognizing only the
refugees fleeing Vietnam after 1975, the United States engages in the “organized forgetting”
of the millions of long-term refugees who stayed in Vietnam, whose dislocation was the
direct consequence of its military’s “high-technology brutality.” Together, the hyper-
visibility of the former, the post-1975 refugees who left Vietnam, and the un-visibility of the
latter, the internal refugees who had been displaced throughout the war, enable the United
States to represent itself as a refuge-providing rather than a refugee-producing nation.

49 http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/agency/usmc/lmar.htm.
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53) Chan, Asian Americans, 51.
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Conclusion

At this moment of reinvigorated U.S. imperialism, I am deeply interested in and
concerned about how the Vietnam War and its “refugees” have continued to serve as a stage
for the (re)production of American identities and for the shoring up of U.S. militarism. When
scholars portray Vietnamese flight to the United States as a matter of desperate individuals
fleeing political persecution and/or economic depression, they completely discount the
aggressive roles that the U.S. government, military, and corporations have played in
generating this exodus in the first place. This historical revisionism in turn allows the United
States to remake itself into the magnanimous rescuers. The military’s alleged role in solving
the refugee crisis enables the United States to transform itself from violent aggressors in
Vietnam to benevolent rescuers of its people, a feat that helped to recuperate its status as the
mighty and moral leader of the Asia-Pacific region, its defeat in Vietnam notwithstanding.

Challenging this historical revisionism, this paper critically juxtaposes seemingly
unrelated topics: U.S. colonialism in the Philippines, U.S. militarism in Guam and in
California, and the Vietnam War. However, in tracing the most-traveled refugee route
via military aircraft, I have knitted these different events together into a layered story of
“militarized refuge”—one that connects U.S. colonialism, military expansion and transpacific
displacement. In connecting Vietnamese displacement to that of Filipino and Chamorro, and
“mak[ing] intelligible” the military colonialisms that engulf these spaces, I disrupt the U.S.
myth of “rescue and liberation” that enunciates violence and recovery simultaneously and
exposes the hidden violence behind the humanitarian term “refuge,” thereby challenging the
powerful narrative of America(ns) rescuing and caring for Vietnamese that erases the role
that U.S. war played in inducing the “refugee crisis” in the first place.
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Baden Offord

This symposium has provided an in depth inquiry into very complex and connected
issues of migration, citizenship and refugees, critically contextualised across diverse Pacific
Rim experiences, events and conditions. As an Australian scholar of Human Rights, Asian
and Cultural Studies, I found all of the papers highly stimulating, challenging, relevant,
and at times quite thought provoking. My task here is to respond to the salient features of
the papers and to reflect on what I see as linking them together; whether there is in fact a
cohesive and cogent relationship between each of the papers. I will try to do so in two ways
if I may. First, I want to provide a very brief response to this particular symposium and its
theme and what I believe it has attempted to do. Then I want to speak, if I still have time,
to the discrete papers because I think that each paper offers specific views on migration,
citizenship and the nature of refugees in the Asia/ Pacific. I think it's important that we notice
some of the distinctive things about what the speakers have attempted to argue. But, I'm
going to do this from my perspective — which is an Australian perspective — though I do not
necessarily represent Australian mainstream thought.

I want to begin by referring to Professor Yamashita's final comment about Benedict
Anderson when he talked about the important concept of the ‘imagined community’. Because
in a sense for me, this symposium has been very much about that idea of the ‘imagined
community’ and the consequential implication for how we then understand and negotiate
questions of migration, citizenship and the refugee.

As a further note, I'm responding here to the symposium as someone who, as a foreign
resident of Japan carries an alien card; as someone who migrated from New Zealand to
Australia; and as someone whose antecedents come from Britain, Norway and Poland to
name a few. [ am also Maori by heritage, and therefore the product of the immense colonial
aftermath of the past three hundred years of European expansion. In other words, I am one of
those people whom the cultural theorist Stuart Hall has called a “mongrel person” of the 20th
century. My position in this symposium is therefore bound up in the issues discussed in each
of the papers. From my point of view, what connects the papers in this symposium is the idea
of belonging.

As I remarked earlier, it is very interesting to finish this symposium, as Professor
Yamashita did, with the idea of the ‘imagined community’ because these papers have all
been about how the nation [in a sense] comes to grips with how it defines itself, how it
interprets itself, how it comes to terms with the way in which a culture is never static and
fixed, but rather something that is always in movement and flux; that culture is always in
fact something that's growing, changing, emerging and developing. I think that when we talk
about migration, when we talk about refugees, we are in fact called to come face to face with
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the extraordinary cultural, social and economic events of displacement. Professor Espiritu’s
paper on Vietnamese refugees to the United States, for example, demonstrates one of the
most ironic features of history where the very forces that are brought to bear in rescuing
people, are actually the very same forces that have made people vulnerable and displaced in
the first place.

History is about these sorts of profound ironies and the paper by Professor Espiritu
presents this irony against the background of how nations interpret themselves through
political and cultural citizenship. In the 20th century the idea of human rights that developed
was really formed in response to the Second World War. The concept of human rights was,
in one sense, about giving voice to human suffering, what the sociologist Bryan Turner has
referred to as a response to the ontological community of suffering which all human beings
belong to. All the papers in this symposium are speaking, in one way or another, on the
question of belonging.

At the heart of migration is the story of belonging and not belonging in the nation. For
migrants and refugees, what does belonging mean in the new home? How is it experienced,
imagined and conceived? What are the conditions of citizenship under which such belonging
is and can be framed? In this global era of enormous human movement and migration — both
voluntary and involuntary — and human displacement through war or economic hardship,
climate change and so on, the question of belonging is now fundamentally important. So in
my view this symposium presented very compelling sets of arguments about the complexity
of what it means in the 21st century to conceptualise frameworks of coexistence and
belonging. An underlying theme of how communities and nations are imagined through acts
and experiences of belonging seemed to be an intrinsic approach of the presenters.

At a time when countries like Australia are under increasing pressures to understand
their own complex multicultural reality; where Germany, for example, has actually stated
that multiculturalism is a failed idea, a failed system; in a world in which these very ideas
of who is the foreigner and what does it mean to be a local (or indigenous even) — these are
fundamental and significant questions posed by this symposium.

One of the things that really struck me about these papers from Professor Yu, Professor
Espiritu, Professor Kashiwazaki and Professor Yamashita, is that all of them were about this
central rubric of imagination - imagining how human beings actually get along together, how
they exist in these nation states. What an enormous task to think about! Because imagination
is something that is so fluid and opens up possibilities, the symposium quite crucially
provided an intellectual space in which these difficult questions could be considered. All
of the papers here offered astute, incisive, qualifying expositions of significant aspects of
how particular formations of multicultural reality are happening or going to happen. There
were two facets through the papers that connected these formations and imaginings. The
first thing that struck me is that we actually live in a multicultural world; that is a fact.
Second, that the world of the migrant and refugee is caught up in the borders that are built to
delineate, demarcate, to strategically bind people together, into an imagined community. So
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much is at stake therefore in who has a place in actively imagining the nation, and again this
comes back to the question of belonging or not belonging.

I'm going to simply say that each paper for me was like a window, a very intriguing and
compelling window into these questions. It was very interesting for me to hear Professor
Yu talk about Canada because Canada and Australia are in many ways very similar. The
cultural transformation in the last forty years in Australia is nothing short of a miracle and the
transformation of Vancouver into an Asian dominant city will have a marked effect on how
Canada as a nation builds its community into the future.

But one of the things I found interesting in Professor Yu's presentation was his
comments on the Asianisation of Canada. Canadian and Australian national imagining have
historically been Atlantic focused and based on the dominant systems of colonial structures
that were white and European. Even though in Australia the White Australia Policy has been
dismantled since the 1970s, its effects continue to linger in the social, cultural and political
structures of society. For Canada as well as Australia, colonialism has left its deep marks.
The colonial project was not merely an event, but a structure, and these structures have
remained entrenched for some time. In Australia, and in Canada too, such dominant colonial
structures remain held in the core institutions of society, therefore maintaining strong
monocultural frames of power. So when I reflect on what Professor Yu was talking about
in new Canada, I was thinking, is this happening in the new Australia of the 21st century?
The fear of Asianisation in Australia was prevalent in the 1990s. In many ways things have
changed, but the debate continues about Australia’s future national and regional imaginary. I
invite you all to come and see if this is the case. I'm not sure, but it seems interesting to me
that this is about the complexity of change and of how Australia now imagines itself like
Canada now does.

Professor Espiritu's paper I found very compelling. I have to say that this particular
narrative of the Vietnamese refugees coming to the United States through settlement in the
Pendleton Base was clearly a story of the ironies of war. What Professor Espiritu has done is
to basically look at the extraordinary myth of America as the promised-land, the immigrant
nation par excellence of modern times, and to turn this myth on its head. This paper offered
another history, another way of looking at how contemporary America has become the
nation it is today. And it is in stark contradiction to the very ideal, the very myth making that
had occurred around, for example, the Marine Corps who basically attempted to rescue the
Vietnamese refugees. This narrative was completely turned inside out. And I think that in
itself is extraordinary arresting. So this idea of displacing a notion of the immigrant nation
through that kind of experience is very powerful.

The next paper by Professor Kashiwazaki's was about symbolic ethnicity. Again I was
thinking about my alien registration in Japan. The notion of ethnic and ethnic life, in Japan
is very interesting and intriguing. It was interesting to see the final paper discuss this so well.
But again one of things, that was very interesting to me in this paper, was that it brought out
specific ideas around oppressive dichotomies that exist between that great dialectic of self
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and other through the imagined nation and who is allowed or permitted to become part of
the actual dominant voice, the visible. Who can be installed into Japanese space and belong
there? Who can be installed easily, who can do this? In Australia in the 18th century the
great installation of the British mind happened in so many ways; one of the primary ways
was through the piano. Six hundred thousand pianos were brought to Australia by boat in the
1800s to install that sense of ethnic culture, that kind of ethnic celebration of belonging to
Britain. British belonging in Australia had to be imagined through specific cultural practices
and epistemologies. The piano is a good example of how the British mind, as it were, was
transplanted from one landscape to a foreign one. The piano was a tool for domestication of
the colonial Australia. The landscape had to be Europeanized.

This notion of demarcating the people in Japan in terms of Japanese, non-Japanese is a
discourse that I've encountered with my students in Japan. My students have been intrigued
by the idea of multiculturalism and ethnic diversity. This is a captivating idea in Japan and
came out strongly in the paper by Professor Kashiwazaki.

So I come back to the very last paper by Professor Yamashita, which I referred to at
the beginning of my response, and this paper was to me a very fitting way to conclude this
symposium, around the idea of the imagined nation. Though I do not want to say that these
papers themselves in some way can be knitted together so easily, they nonetheless invite us
to actually consider very complex issues in very specific ways. But I would like to say that
essentially all of these papers to some degree are talking about coexistence and belonging.
And the idea of coexistence is something that is a very dynamic, important and relevant
question in the world today. Each of these papers in a sense talks about the dynamics of
cultural and political change and exchange; as well as change that has happened through the
very act of migration (voluntary and involuntary) and seeking refuge.
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The China Card: Sino-American Relations and
the Origins of the Pacific War, 1933-1941

Sidney Pash

There has been no shortage of explanations among American historians and writers for the
December 7, 1941 Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. Charles Beard's President Roosevelt and the
Coming of the War, 1941, for example, singles out a duplicitous President Roosevelt for secretly
maneuvering Japan into war, while more balanced studies, such as Herbert Feis’ The Road to Pearl
Harbor, focus on rigid American diplomacy and bureaucratic infighting. For many Americans,
however, a disaster the magnitude of Pearl Harbor requires an explanation that focuses on
American virtues rather than American shortcomings. And for this reason, postwar historiography
is replete with works such as Paul Schroeder’s The Axis Alliance and Japanese-American Relations,
1941,which argue that Pearl Harbor and the ensuing Pacific War resulted in large measure from
the magnanimous American decision to defend China from predatory Japanese imperialism.

Just a decade after Bataan and Iwo Jima became part of the American lexicon, not to
mention, Hiroshima and Nagasaki, Schroeder explained that the last decade’s bloodletting
came about because America went to war to save China. He maintained that in the final run
up to Pearl Harbor “American diplomats made it clear that the United States would accept
war with Japan in preference to any settlement between Japan and China which did not
restore intact China’s territorial and administrative integrity.” ”

Unfortunately, nothing could be further from the truth.

Rather than magnanimity, war resulted in large measure from a United States strategy
that sought to use China to contain Japanese expansion. From 1933 to 1939, the architects
of American Far Eastern diplomacy maintained that determined Chinese resistance would
eventually force Japan to abandon continental expansion and adhere to an American defined
Open Door. With the outbreak of war in Europe, and especially once Japan joined the Axis in
September of 1940, these same Americans reasoned that continued Sino-Japanese hostilities

D For studies singling out the president see Charles Beard, President Roosevelt and the Coming of the War,
1941 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1948) and Robert B. Stinnet, Day of Deceit: The Truth About FDR
and Pearl Harbor (New York: Free Press, 1999). For examples of far more balanced studies see Abraham
Ben Zvi, The Illusion of Deterrence: The Roosevelt Presidency and the Origins of the Pacific War (London:
Westview Press, 1987), Herbert Feis, The Road to Pearl Harbor (New York: Atheneum, 1962) and Jonathan
Utley, Going to War with Japan, 1937-1941 (Knoxville, TN: University of Tennessee Press, 1985). For studies
that argue that the United States refusal to abandon China brought on war see Nathaniel Peffer, Far Eastern
Survey 15, n0.6 (March 27, 1946): 81-83 and Paul Schroeder, The Axis Alliance and Japanese-American
Relations, 1941 (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1958).
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would also protect vulnerable western colonies while negating Japan's contribution to the
Axis. Finally, after Germany's June 1941 invasion of the Soviet Union, Chinese resistance
became doubly important because it supposedly prevented Japan from striking Siberia.

In order for this policy to succeed, Sino-Japanese tensions had to remain elevated and at
no time between 1933 and 1941 did the Roosevelt Administration work actively to promote
improved Sino-Japanese relations. While American officials did not seek a Sino-Japanese
War, neither did they welcome a Sino-Japanese understanding on Manchukuo or an end to
the fighting after the summer of 1937. Success also required generous aid to Chiang and a
parallel effort to weaken Japan. Taken together, aid for China and sanctions against Japan
allowed China to maintain its resistance, but made war more likely in 1937 and peace all but
impossible to maintain in 1941.

No Peace in China

In response to Japan's 1931 conquest of Manchuria and the establishment of Manchukuo
the following year, the Roosevelt Administration embarked on an eight-year program
designed to contain Japanese expansion, in part, by using China as Washington's Far Eastern
cat's paw. In order to succeed, this policy required Sino-Japanese tensions to continue, and
therefore the new administration quickly demonstrated its opposition to improved Sino-
Japanese relations. Shortly after Roosevelt's inauguration, Alfred Sze, Nanking's minister in
Washington, approached Stanley Hornbeck, chief of the State Department’s Far Eastern
Division, in order to solicit American help in improving Sino-Japanese relations. Hornbeck
listened patiently, but soon after the meeting ended he promptly informed Cordell Hull, the
new secretary of state, that Washington must not help Tokyo and Nanking mend fences. Any
American initiative, he explained, “would...re-invigorate Japanese animus against this
country,” and successful negotiations were bound to create a lasting bitterness “on the part
both of the Japanese and of the Chinese (in general) towards us.” He predicted that
negotiations would likely fail, but argued that the United States had far more to fear from
successful talks. Japan, Hornbeck noted, had long demanded negotiations with China and
their success could only mean “a capitulation on the part of China in terms of recognition of
the new status quo in Manchuria and a pledge to refrain from any further efforts to upset that
status quo.” Ever suspicious of Japanese diplomacy, he maintained that China’s capitulation
would allow “the Japanese to consolidate their position on the Continent and prepare for their
next move (either further coercion of China or conflict with Russia or conflict with the
United States).” In effect, Hornbeck began to enunciate the theme which eight years later,
still governed the ill-fated Hull-Nomura discussions of August-November 1941. To wit, a
Sino-Japanese peace would serve neither Chinese nor American interests, but rather would
act as a springboard to further Japanese aggression and conquest.”

2) Franklin D. Roosevelt Papers, President’s Secretary's File 26, Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park,
New York, Hornbeck Memorandum, May 9, 1933.
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If Hornbeck opposed direct Sino-Japanese negotiations what were the alternatives?
“Better,” he reasoned, “that the situation between Japan and China remain fluid, even though
it mean further suffering for the time being for the Chinese and a continuation of uncertainty
and apprehension by and on behalf of foreign nationals in China and foreign powers in
general.” In time, Hornbeck argued, “the flood tide of her invasion will reach its height and
the ebb will follow,” but in the meantime, “our interests would be best served by a complete
exposure of Japan's program, her strength and/or weakness, and as complete as possible
involvement of herself in the situation which she has created and is developing there.” He
recognized that his was “not a humanitarian view,” but, given Hornbeck's belief that Japan’'s
ultimate aim was to dominate China, few other options existed.”

American Aid for China

The logical extension of Hornbeck’s position—use China to wear Japan down and force
Tokyo to abandon foreign expansion—immediately led the Roosevelt Administration to
embark on an ambitious program to provide Nanking the tools to resist Japan. In the spring
of 1933, Washington provided President Chiang Kai-shek a $50 million credit to purchase
American cotton, wheat, and flour. Officially designed as a recovery measure to sell off
America’s burgeoning agricultural surplus, the credit also represented an early attempt to
strengthen both China and the Nationalist regime. During Roosevelt's first twenty months in
office, Washington also approved export licenses for some $6 million in military hardware
to Nanking versus less than one-half million dollars in 1932, the peak year of the Far Eastern
crisis.”

Washington accelerated its aid program the following year largely as a result of the 1934
US Silver Purchase Act, which required the government to buy silver until the metal formed
a quarter of the nation’s specie reserve or until its price doubled to $1.29 per ounce. While the
measure’s supporters argued that the legislation would provide China a sizeable dollar cache
that would further facilitate American exports, heavy American purchases instead produced a
highly unstable silver market where Chinese exporters executed a contract but found that in
the interval between export and arrival, the rising price of silver decimated their profit
margin. Moreover, rather than act as an inflationary catalyst, American silver purchases gave
China unwanted firsthand experience with severe deflation. American legislation authorized
the purchase of foreign silver so far above its nominal monetary value that Chinese citizens
gladly sold their silver money for its higher commodity value. China's money supply quite
literally began to melt down by late 1934 and as the ensuing deflation gutted the Chinese

% Tbid.

9 Ibid, PSF 42. Hornbeck Precis “Russo-Japanese Conflict,” February 2, 1934; Dorothy Borg, The US and
the Far Eastern Crisis (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1964), 62-63; Roosevelt Papers, PSF 26, Far
Eastern Division Memorandum, August 2, 1933; Foreign Relations of the United States (hereafter FRUS),
1934, 3, 516-518, Far Eastern Division Memorandum, October 25, 1934.
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economy and weakened the Nationalist government, a chagrined Henry Morgenthau,
Roosevelt's secretary of the treasury, told William Bullitt, the president’s envoy to the
Kremlin, that he felt like a Japanese agent.”’

Morgenthau quickly moved to support China, however, and in November 1935, after
Peking dropped silver in favor of a paper currency, the United States made regular purchases
of China’'s now superfluous silver. By this time, Morgenthau’s department had become deeply
involved in studying Chinese political affairs and directing American Far Eastern diplomacy.
That spring, for example, a close Morgenthau aide, Harry Dexter White, armed his boss
with a detailed, 44-page study on the situation in China. White's report warned of increasing
Japanese control over large parts of China and predicted that Sino-Japanese economic
“cooperation” would lead to the end of the Open Door and ever-greater Japanese assaults on
Chinese sovereignty. White went on to note that ever greater American aid “would indicate
to Japan that the United States is not wholly unconcerned in her expansion program in Asia,”
and “would encourage China and possibly cause Japan to proceed more warily in her attempt
to swallow China.” White argued that the United States should purchase Chinese silver “at
as favorable a rate as possible,” and predicted that such a move would afford the Nationalists
“enhanced prestige at home, and...somewhat increased political strength in her relations with
Japan and England.”®

Despite continued purchases of Chinese silver, Washington's ambitious aid program did
not, as White had hoped, “cause Japan to proceed more warily in her attempt to swallow
China.” Instead, in July 1937, a skirmish between Japanese and Chinese forces near the
Marco-Polo Bridge on the outskirts of Peking quickly developed into full-scale war. With
the renewal of large-scale hostilities, the Treasury Department once again took the lead in
extending aid to Chiang. In November 1937, officials agreed to an immediate purchase of an
additional 20,000,000 ounces of Chinese silver, and in December, with Roosevelt and State’s
consent, Morgenthau purchased another 50,000,000 ounces. Massive American purchases of
Chinese silver continued in 1938 without any stipulation that proceeds go solely to currency
stabilization. Chiang now could spend the considerable proceeds from Washington's thinly
disguised aid program for military hardware. And the proceeds were indeed considerable.
In March, May, and again in June, Treasury made additional 50,000,000-ounce purchases.
During 1937 and 1938 alone, American purchases of Chinese silver boosted the Nationalist
war chest by nearly $175,000,000. When China ran out of silver Morgenthau secured a $20

% Allan Seymore Everest, Morgenthau, the New Deal and Silver (New York: King's Crown Press, 1950),
31-45, 102-106; John Morton Blum, Roosevelt and Morgenthau (Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 1970), 93-94;
Henry Morgenthau Diary, Franklin D. Roosevelt Library, Hyde Park, New York, Book 2, pages 338-343.

6) Everest, 113-117; Blum, Roosevelt and Morgenthau, 104-107; Harry Dexter White Papers, Mudd
Library, Princeton University, Princeton, New Jersey, Box 1, Folder 3 A, White to Morgenthau, April 9,
1936. Another copy of White's study (in book 20 A of the Morgenthau Diary) lists George Haas, rather than
Harry White as sender and/or author of the memorandum.
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million tin credit and a $25 million tung oil purchase credit which future Secretary of War
Henry Stimson claimed would serve as “a discouragement to the military faction which now
controls Japan.””

In his determination to ensure that nothing interfered with China’s war effort,
Morgenthau quickly became not only China’s main American fundraiser but its transportation
manager as well. By 1938, the Japanese Navy had all but bottled up the Chinese coast,
leaving only overland routes along China’s border with Hong Kong, French-Indochina,
Burma, and portions of the Soviet Union open to imports. Anxious to maximize these
openings, Morgenthau arranged for the California-Texas Oil Company, among others, to
help China purchase tanker trucks “as near cost as possible” in order to facilitate the transport
of oil from Rangoon. But trucks were not enough. China also needed a dependable road
network and in July 1939, the secretary happily informed Chiang that “after a very thorough
search throughout the United States,” he had selected three transportation experts to assist
the Nationalists in finishing the Burma Road. In conjunction with the dispatch of the
transportation experts, Morgenthau also arranged, through the Surgeon General's Office, to
dispatch an anti-malarial team to the construction zone in order to combat a deadly epidemic
that threatened road building.”

By mid-September 1940, with Japan taking full advantage of German victories in
Europe to pressure France and England to close their overland links to southern China,
the administration felt compelled to enlarge its Chinese aid program. With Secretary of
State Cordell Hull’s full concurrence, the Export-Import Bank agreed to a $20,000,000 loan
for Chunking and the Metals Reserve Company agreed to purchase $30,000,000 worth of
Chinese tungsten. Just two months later, following Tokyo's decision to recognize formally
Wang Ching-wei's puppet government at Nanking, Washington granted Chiang a mammoth
$100,000,000 loan. While the United States generously aided the Chinese war effort in order
to keep Chinese forces in the field, it made no parallel effort to lend its good offices to help
end the fighting.”

The Road Not Taken, Summer 1939

The first opportunity to help mediate an end to the war came in mid-1939 after continued
Chinese resistance had shaken the confidence of the Japanese government and the army.

7 Everest, 120-121; See also 118, table 4, appendix; Morgenthau Diary, 153/366-369; Ibid., 158/223-224.
See also John Morton Blum, From the Morgenthau Dairies, Years of Urgency, 1938-1941 (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin, 1965), 58-63.

8) Morgenthau Diary, 144/306; Ibid., 205/94-95; Roosevelt Papers, OF 150, Box 2, File, “China 1939-1940,”
McNutt to Roosevelt, September 29, 1939. See also Morgenthau Diary, 206/79.

9 FRUS 1939, 3, 550-555, Memorandum by Hornbeck and the Division of Far Eastern Affairs, December
29, 1939; FRUS, 1940, 4, 645-646, Memorandum of Hornbeck-Morgenthau Conversation, March 6, 1940;
Ibid., 651, Hornbeck to Morgenthau, April 11, 1940.
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From the conflict’s outset in July 1937, the war had divided the army with one faction calling
for caution and a second urging escalation. As Europe inched forward to catastrophe and the
Imperial Army marched deeper into a seemingly endless Chinese interior, members of both
the Army General Staff and the Army Ministry called for a negotiated end to the war.”

In Washington, meanwhile, Hornbeck’s long ago prophecy that Japan’s invasion would
reach flood stage and then recede seemed possible at last. The influential American Council
of the Institute of Pacific Relations concluded the previous December that China would
continue “resistance over a long period” and “keep large bodies of Japanese troops in the
field, thereby increasing Japan's war costs.” From Chungking, Ambassador Nelson Johnson
informed the president that China could continue to resist indefinitely with adequate financial
help and a parallel effort at cutting Japan’s flow of foreign financial assistance.'”

Still, in the summer of 1939 others close to the president believed that the time had come
to use American power to end rather than prolong the war. William Bullitt informed Hull that
Washington should approach Chiang and sound him out regarding his government's peace
terms. In the final hours of Europe’s fragile peace, he boldly suggested bringing Japan into
the Anglo-French orbit. On August 26, Bullitt notified the secretary that the Polish
Ambassador had assured him that Japan sought American help in ending the war and that
given the warm relations between Warsaw and Tokyo, Japan was in all likelihood using
the Poles as a conduit. An arch foe of the Soviets, Bullitt no doubt saw Japan as bulwark
against Russian expansion in the Far East and as such, one must view his plea for an Anglo-
French-Japanese entente with some suspicion. On the other hand, many sources indicated
that the announcement of the Nazi-Soviet Pact combined with the disasters at Nomonhan
signaled a groundbreaking opportunity to approach Tokyo and Chungking. From Teheran,
the chargé reported that the Japanese minister assured him that the Nazi-Soviet Pact had
gutted the military party. From Peking, the embassy’s counselor informed Hull that in light
of the Soviet-German agreement, Tokyo probably now sought an end to the war. Finally, on
September 1, as German troops streamed across the Polish frontier, Eugene Dooman, the
counselor at the American embassy in Tokyo, cabled Hull the startling news that the new
prime minister, Nobuyuki Abe, disclosed to the press that his government would not rule out

100 For army division see Ikuhiko Hata, “The Marco Polo Bridge Incident,” in James Morley ed., The
China Quagmire (New York: Columbia University Press, 1983), 254-255; Ian Nish, Japanese Foreign Policy,
1869-1942 (London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1977), 222; Mark R Peattie, Ishiwara Kanji and Japan's
Confrontation with the West (Princeton NJ: Princeton University Press, 1975), 294-301. For General Staff and
Ministry interest in ending the war, see Chihiro Hosoya, “The Japanese-Soviet Neutrality Pact,” in James
Morley ed., Deterrent Diplomacy: Japan, Germany and the USSR, 1935-1940 (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1976), 32.

D Brooks Emeny Papers, Seeley G. Mudd Library, Princeton University, Princeton, New Jersey, Box 19,
Confidential Report “Problems of American Far Eastern Policy,” December 3-4, 1938; Roosevelt Papers,
PSF 27, Diplomatic Correspondence, China, 1939-1940, Johnson to Roosevelt, February 27, 1939.
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cooperating with foreign powers to end the China Incident.'”

After two years of war, it also seemed that China was willing to explore a negotiated
settlement. Just hours before Dooman sent his encouraging telegram, Bullitt informed
the president that Chiang also favored a conference to end the fighting. According to the
Chinese ambassador, Chiang favored a settlement that would roll Japan back to the position
it occupied prior to its 1937 occupation of Teintsin but would not require Japan to withdraw
completely from North China. Chiang’s peace plan does not appear to have been a flight
of fancy for several weeks earlier the Chinese Foreign Ministry informed its London and
Washington embassies that the time had come for Anglo-American mediation. As war clouds
broke over Europe, Tokyo and Chungking signaled that they desired an end to the war.
Washington, however, did not."

On August 26, Hornbeck wrote a long memorandum explaining that he agreed with
Bullitt's analysis regarding the Polish ambassador’s information. Tokyo was using Warsaw
as a conduit. On all other counts, he noted, Bullitt was dead wrong. “The moment has not yet
arrived,” he argued, “for any effort by the American Government, whether in association
with the British and the French and/or other governments or by itself, to become involved in
efforts ‘for the termination of the war between China and Japan.” Any compromise peace, he
contended, would be forced on China and would constitute a Far Eastern Munich. Whether
or not Chiang was willing to recognize Manchukuo in order to end hostilities was irrelevant,
for Hornbeck was not. Unlike Britain and France, he noted, “[w]e are not immediately
menaced as regards territory, either overseas or at home.” Here was the nub and for Hornbeck
it remained so until the first news flashes from Pearl Harbor. Japan did not directly threaten
the United States and never would go to war against America so why make a compromise
peace that entailed “a sacrificing of principles” and a “betrayal of China?” Paraphrasing a
fiery note from Admiral Harry Yarnell, Hornbeck told Hull that rather than compromise,
“every support should be given the Chinese government to enable it to continue the war.”'”
Hornbeck’s analysis of why Washington should reject any role in mediating an end

12) Ibid., PSF 27, Diplomatic Correspondence, China, 1939-1940, Bullitt to Roosevelt, August 28, 1939;
FRUS, 1939, 3, 210-211, Bullitt to Hull, August 26, 1939; Documents on German Foreign Policy, Series D
(Washington DC: United States Government Printing Office, 1954), 237-238, Ott to Weizsacker, October 7,
1939. Ott argued that the time was not right for mediation. His telegram also notes that Army influence has
declined as a result of Nomonhan and the Nazi-Soviet Pact. FRUS, 1939, 3, 213-214, Engert to Hull, August
28, 1939; Ibid., 214-215, Lockhart to Hull, August 28, 1939; Ibid, 223-224, Dooman to Hull, September 1,
1939.

13 Ibid., 221-223, Bullitt to Hull, September 1, 1939; Wellington Koo Papers, Butler Library, Columbia
University, New York, Box 26, Folder “Attempts at Mediation between China and Japan, 1933-1938,”
Waichiapu to London Embassy, August 2, 1938; German Documents, D, 8, 220-222, Memorandum of Knoll-
Ting Conversation, October 5, 1939.

9 FRUS, 1939, 3, 211-212, Hornbeck Memorandum, August 26, 1939; Ibid., 250-251, Hornbeck to Hull,
September 16, 1939.
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to the Sino-Japanese War tells only a part of the reasoning behind the American decision.
Chiang had survived the loss of most of China’s coastal cities, the fall of Nanking, and the
defection of Wang Ching-wei, the former leader of the Nationalist Party, and his forces
continued to resist. China, in short, showed no sign of imminent collapse. The State
Department, meanwhile, already had begun economic sanctions and Congress passed a
second naval expansion bill. The coming year promised unparalleled opportunities to flatten
the Japanese economy between the hammer of American economic deterrence and the twin
anvils of a naval arms race and continued war in China. Conversely, had China hovered
on the brink of collapse or had Congress and the public showed no willingness to support
administration initiatives, the State Department may well have moved to salvage something
from the wreckage. But in the autumn of 1939 Washington possessed a strong hand. For
Hornbeck, Hull, and others, this was not the time to allow Japan to escape its predicament.

It is worth noting, moreover, that Washington was not alone in believing that Sino-
Japanese hostilities protected national interests. The British military chiefs, for example,
agreed with Hornbeck's thesis that continued fighting in China protected the west's Asian
possessions. Germany, likewise, decided against mediating an end to the fighting in China at
the same time as Washington, and for almost identical reasons. In early October, Hornbeck's
opposite number in Berlin convinced Foreign Secretary Ernst von Weizsacker not to mediate
in part because “there is a possibility that in the course of a long German-British-French war
Japan might” support the Allies. Therefore, he noted, “it would be to our interests for Japan to
continue to tie up her forces in China.” "

American economic and military aid, coupled with Washington's refusal to lend good
offices, no doubt lengthened the war in China, but if Washington hoped to block further
Japanese expansion in Asia by supporting Chiang, then playing the China card proved an
abject failure. During 1940 and 1941, successive Japanese cabinets, desperate to end the war,
supported expansion into Southeast Asia and a formal alliance with Nazi Germany.

Southern Expansion and the Axis Alliance

For the better part of two years, Tokyo had pressured Paris to close the overland link
between China and French Indochina, but the French government refused. Immediately
after France's capitulation to Germany, however, Vichy authorities complied with Japanese
demands, closed the supply route to China, and allowed Tokyo to dispatch monitors to ensure
compliance. Two months later, Tokyo followed up its triumph by obtaining Vichy's consent
to station troops and establish air bases in northern Indochina. Tokyo's drive south clearly
shows Japanese policy at its most opportunistic, but one should not equate opportunism
with aggression in this instance. France could not resist Japanese demands and Prime

15 For British agreement with the Hornbeck thesis regarding the desirability of continued hostilities in
China see Paul Haggie, Britannia at Bay: The Defense of the British Empire Against Japan, 1931-1941 (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1981), 164; German Documents, D, 8, 243, Woermann to Weizsacker, October 8, 1941.
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Minister Fumimaro Konoe had no compunction about using the German victory in Europe
to further the establishment of the Co-Prosperity Sphere. The government, however, limited
its demands both in terms of the absolute number of troops it dispatched as well as the
area where it based its forces. The scope of the Japanese occupation was, on the whole, far
more consistent with an effort to end the war in China rather than absorb northern French
Indochina. Tokyo deployed its air force to strike supplies flowing over the Burma Road while
Japanese troops in the north would, if necessary, form the vanguard for an overland attack
against Kunming.'®

The same drive to end the war in China that led Japan to occupy northern Indochina,
also contributed to Tokyo’s decision to embrace Germany, albeit it warily. To be sure, as with
northern Indochina, a good deal of opportunism as well as basic insecurity motivated Japan
to join the Axis in September 1940. Once again, however, the specter of an endless war in
China loomed large. During a critical cabinet debate held on September 16, Finance Minister
Isao Kawada and Chief of the Cabinet Planning Board Naoki Hoshino supported joining the
Axis because, as they told their fellow ministers, with “this pact, we may be able to settle the
China Incident.” Three days later at a September 19 Imperial Conference, Foreign Minister
Yosuke Matsuoka assured Army Chief of Staff Prince Kan'in that an alliance with Germany
would help end the war in China. Matsuoka explained that if, as he hoped, Germany
cooperated in the current peace negotiations, then Japan could “anticipate considerable
results.” No less an influential conservative than Yoshimichi Hara, president of the Privy
Council and a senior advisor to the emperor, backed the pact with Germany at least in part
out of a conviction that an alliance was “essential to carry on the China Incident.”!”

Membership in the Axis, however, did not facilitate an end to the war in China. Nearly
a year later, and with no end in sight to the fighting, Japan occupied the remainder of
French Indochina. Once again, concern over ending the China Incident figured
prominently. In explaining his decision to support the move south, Army Chief of Staff
Gen Sugiyama argued, “that in order to hasten the settlement of the Incident it will be
absolutely necessary for our Empire to increase its direct pressure on the Chunking
regime.” Sugiyama saw that the occupation would put additional pressure on Chiang,
“and at the same time [the] move southward... [would] sever the links between the
Chunking regime and the British and American powers, which support it from behind and

16) Rear Admiral Sadatoshi Tomioka, Japanese Monograph #146 in Donald S. Detwiler and Charles
Burton Burdick eds., War in Asia and the Pacific, vol. 2 (New York: Garland Publishing, 1980), 8-9. In June
1940, nearly half of all overseas aid to China came over the French Indochina route. See Ikuhiko Hata,
“Army’s Move Into Northern Indochina,” in James Morley ed., The Fateful Choice: Japan'’s Advance into
Southeast Asia (New York: Columbia University Press, 1980), 157.

17 Chihiro Hosoya, “The Tripartite Pact,” in James Morley ed., Deterrent Diplomacy, 242-243; Nobutaka
Ike, Japans’ Decision for War: Records of the 1941 Policy Conferences (Stanford, CA: Stanford University
Press, 1967), 4-5, 13, Imperial Conference, September 19, 1940.
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strengthen its will to resist.” '

Washington’s policy of supporting China in order to tie down large numbers of
Japanese forces succeeded in prolonging Chinese resistance, but the cost proved too high
and the benefits far too meager. Tokyo might well have moved against the French and sided
with Germany, but the fact remains that on multiple occasions Japanese statesman chose
disastrous policies and in each instance justified their decisions, in part, as necessary to end
the fighting in China. Neither the Axis Alliance nor the occupation of French Indochina
brought Japan security or an end to the war in China. By the same token, however, continued
hostilities in China did nothing to enhance Anglo-American-Dutch security in Asia and the
Pacific. In the winter of 1941-42, the bulk of Japan's military remained mired in China, but
by spring the Rising Sun flag flew over nearly every western outpost in Asia. Rather than
protecting America and her erstwhile allies, the war in China contributed to the onset of the
Pacific War and the staggering western defeats that followed.

The Revolutionary Summer of 1941

Aid to China, however important, was never Washington's sole means for containing
Tokyo and Japan's considerable dependence on overseas raw materials and finished goods
led the Roosevelt Administration to adopt gradual economic restrictions beginning in the
summer of 1938. Starting with the moral embargo, in which the administration pressured
aircraft manufacturers, banks, and others from doing business with Japan, Washington next
moved to preclusively purchase raw materials through its program of strategic stockpiling.
With the July 1940 Export Control Act, the United States required export licenses for
strategic raw materials and finished goods which were routinely denied to Japan. By the
spring of 1941, preclusive purchasing and export control meant that Tokyo found itself cut
off from nearly all vital imports, save cotton and crude oil.

The move to sever what little trade remained unmistakably accelerated after the June
1941 German invasion of the Soviet Union. On June 25, Hornbeck passed along to his
superiors a memorandum by Alger Hiss that stressed that the German attack on Russia
“increases the importance of our aid to China.” Hiss contended that the severity of the
German strike would soon force Moscow to scale back its aid to Chiang leaving America
“the only power in a position to supply effective aid to China.” In the summer of 1941,
Hornbeck and Hiss were not alone in calling for a redoubling of American efforts to save
China. The Nazi drive against Russia, for example, spurred Undersecretary of State Sumner
Welles to urge Harry Hopkins, arguably the president’s closest aid and a man sympathetic to
China’s plight, to do all he could to increase American support for Chiang. Welles explained
that he was concerned about Chinese morale and believed that increased aid would boost the
Nationalists’ sagging spirits. Where Welles hoped to help Chiang by increased succor,
however, Hornbeck and Hiss believed that Washington could not rapidly increase the

18) Tbid., 80-81, Imperial Conference, July 2, 1941.
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delivery of supplies. If the United States could not expand its material support, how could it
support Chiang? Hiss believed that he had the answer—freeze Japanese assets and apply a
sweeping oil embargo.'”

Any doubt that the Roosevelt Administration enacted the embargo in order to assist
China is clearly dispelled by the compelling arguments that Hiss relentlessly pressed upon
his superiors. Washington could, he urged, “immediately and substantially...assist China’s
morale by taking action adverse to Japan's economic situation.” Many of the reasons for
hesitating to enact greater restrictions on oil no longer existed, he argued, and others “appear
to be less compelling today than they were before Germany's attack on Russia.” In addition
to boosting Chinese morale, he continued, there were a number of other reasons for freezing
Japanese assets. Congressional and public support for greater restrictions were building,
and by freezing Japanese assets Washington would make the existing freeze on German
and Italian funds fully effective. Hiss, like many of his counterparts in the diplomatic corps,
and in the military for that matter, believed that Tokyo would likely await the outcome of
the campaign in Russia before striking south, thus minimizing the risks associated with a
freezing order. Hiss concluded that the time had arrived for the Department to implement the
“draft directive, which was prepared some time ago, which provides for increased restrictions
on the export of petroleum products to Japan” and to simultaneously freeze Japanese assets.
Further delay, he argued in closing, would only make it more difficult to pursue these
options.?’

As if to test Hiss' contention that Japan would not react violently to increased sanctions,
Washington relentlessly increased its economic pressure on Japan in the weeks leading up to
the embargo. On June 20, the president ordered an end to petroleum exports from the Atlantic
coast and on July 11, Panama Canal authorities notified shippers that repairs required closing
the canal, or at the very least, curtailing its use for the immediate future. This announcement
was a charade, however, as repairs only delayed Japanese vessels. By this time, the State
Department had also taken the extraordinary decision to refuse, for the time being, any new
export licenses for gasoline and crude oil to Japan.?”

19 Hornbeck Papers, Box 52, Folder, China Assistance, 1939-1941, Hiss Memorandum, June 25, 1941;
National Archives and Records Administration, Washington DC, War Plans Division 4389-7, Welles to
Hopkins, July 7, 1941.

20) Hornbeck Papers, Box 52, Folder, China Assistance, 1939-1941, Hiss Memorandum, June 25, 1941.

20 Alan P. Dobson, U.S. Economic Statecraft for Survival, 1933-1991: Of Sanctions, Embargoes and
Economic Warfare (New York: Routledge, 2002), 42; Welles Papers, Box 165, Folder 5, Japan 1938-1941,
Memorandum of Welles-Nomura Conversation, July 18, 1941; Irvine Anderson, The Standard-Vacuum Oil
Company and United States East Asian Policy, 1933-1941 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1975),
159-168. In the weeks prior to the occupation of southern French-Indochina, Britain also moved inexorably
to increase sanctions. On July 7, for example, the cabinet approved a proposal to increase sanctions “even
in the absence of further provocation by that country.” Nicholas Tarling, Britain, Southeast Asia and the Onset
of the Pacific War (New York: Cambridge University Press, 1996), 320.
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The combined effect of two years of growing economic restrictions, including the most
recent decisions on petroleum exports and the Panama Canal meant that by mid-July the
United States had all but run out of interim steps. If Washington sought to bolster Chinese
resistance by hampering the Japanese war effort, it had but one option left and in the final
week of July, following the Japanese decision to occupy the remainder of Indochina, the
Roosevelt Administration froze Japanese assets, bringing all remaining Japanese-American
trade to a halt.

There is little debate among historians on either side of the Pacific that the July freezing
order and subsequent western trade embargoes led to war in the Pacific within six months.
Neither the Manchurian crisis, nor the Marco Polo Bridge Incident, nor the occupation of
French Indochina, nor the signing of the Tripartite Pact, nor even the clash between the Open
Door and Japan's Monroe Doctrine for Asia led to war. But, in the ultimate step to support
continued Chinese resistance, Washington brought on the war it had studiously labored to
avoid. Denied access to critical raw materials and facing a physical collapse, Japan gambled
all on a desperate war. Worse still, during the final months of peace, continued support for
China undercut 11th hour Japanese and American attempts to avoid war.

The Rush to War, August to December 1941

During the final months leading to the attack on Pearl Harbor, Japanese diplomats
attempted to fashion a compromise to avoid war, but neither time nor American diplomacy
were on their side. After July 26, pressure for a war against the United States increased
dramatically. Faced with a near complete, worldwide trade embargo, Chief of the Imperial
Navy's General Staff, Admiral Osami Nagano told the emperor that Japan had “no choice
but to come out fighting.” Even the somewhat cooler heads at the Cabinet Planning Board
recognized that the time for decision had arrived. Three days after Washington announced the
freeze, it concluded:

Should present conditions continue, the Empire will shortly become impoverished and unable to hold
its own. In other words the Empire stands at the point of no return and must make a final decision,
immediately and without hesitation.?”

While the embargo complicated diplomacy by forcing diplomats to conclude an
agreement quickly, before Japan exhausted its oil reserves, it also acted as a catalyst that
soon produced extraordinary results. On August 4, Konoe approached War Minister Hideki
Tojo and Navy Minister Koshiro Oikawa in order to secure their support for a plan to
meet President Roosevelt and within a day he had it. In the event that the summit failed,
which Tojo thought likely, the war minister demanded that Konoe lead Japan to war. The
following day, Chief of the Army General Staff Sugiyama also approved the prime minister’s

22) James Morley, ed., Final Confrontation (New York: Columbia University Press, 1994), 159-161; Pearl
Harbor, 18-20, 3999, Konoe Memoirs; WPD 4510, Strategic Estimate, October 1941; For Nagano’s
admission to the emperor, see Butow, Tojo, 234.



WRIRET A ) ARNEEIE 51275 75

plan, and two days later, having also secured the emperor’s support, Konoe quickly cabled
Nomura to “sound out the American side immediately” as to the possibility of a meeting with
Roosevelt.?

Unfortunately for Konoe and Nomura, the most important member of the “American
side” had just left Washington for his secret rendezvous with Winston Churchill at Placentia
Bay, off the coast of Newfoundland. Cordell Hull, who opposed the summit, could have
forwarded the Japanese proposal to the president, but did not and, consequently, during the
course of his meetings with Churchill, Roosevelt knew nothing of Japan's latest diplomatic
efforts.””

Hull withheld information and opposed the summit because he knew that it could
produce an understanding that would prove publicly unpopular and potentially crippling to
Chinese morale. Worse still, Hull feared that Roosevelt might secure a substantial Japanese
withdrawal from China that would free Tokyo to strike north against the Soviets or south
against the British and the Dutch. Alternatively, if the president and Konoe failed to reach
an understanding, Tokyo'’s last hope would have vanished in which case Japan would have
to act and, while action did not necessarily mean an assault on the United States, Britain, or
Holland, Hull saw no reason to force an early decision. For all these reasons, it should come
as no surprise that Hull and the president’s other advisors greeted Konoe's summit plan with
outright hostility.

While Konoe and Japanese diplomats worked to finalize plans for the summit, American
negotiators used the promise of a meeting to drag out preliminary talks in order to further
drain Japanese oil reserves and buy time for the deployment of men and materiel to the
Philippines. Unable to inform his Japanese counterparts of this rather ugly truth, Hull played
the China card and repeatedly informed Japanese negotiators that their proposals to end the
fighting in China were unacceptable. Not until it was too late, did Konoe's inner circle realize
that that “Japan had fallen into a trap” and that “the United States never had any intention of
coming to any agreement with Japan.”

Roosevelt's failure to meet Konoe was critical, for a leader's summit may well have
averted the Pacific War. Eugene Dooman, for example, remained convinced until his death
that a Konoe-Roosevelt summit could have prevented war. During a secret meeting at Baron
Tokugawa’s villa, Konoe explained that he would bring two generals and two admirals with
him in order to assure the president of military support for the agreement. At the end of the
meeting, Konoe also took Dooman aside and asked if he could share in total confidence
certain facts that not even the United States ambassador, Joseph C. Grew, could be told. After
some hesitation, Dooman agreed and Konoe informed him that Hirohito had approved a plan

23) Morley, Final Confrontation, 179-181; See also Pearl Harbor, 18-20, 4000, Konoe Memoirs; Herbert P.
Bix, Hirohito and the Making of Modern Japan (New York: Perennial, 2001), 403.

20) Theodore A. Wilson, The First Summit: Roosevelt and Churchill at Placentia Bay, 1941 (Lawrence: The
University of Kansas Press, 1991), 32, 137, 207-208.
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where the prime minister would “report by radio directly to the Emperor and request that
his majesty order the withdrawal of our troops from China.” Konoe explained that Hirohito
could not become “involved before a definite agreement has been reached,” but that he was
“ready to take a decisive step.”®’

It is impossible to confirm Dooman'’s contention that a summit could have prevented war
in the Pacific and a substantial body of work contends that a Konoe-Roosevelt summit would
have changed nothing. Robert J.C. Butow, for example, notes in his 1961 Tojo and the Coming
of the War that military and Foreign Ministry opposition to Hull's Four Principles would in all
likelihood have doomed a meeting. More recently, Herbert P. Bix's Pulitzer Prize winning
Hirohito and the Making of Modern Japan crystallized a generation of arguments supporting
the “failed summit” thesis. While recognizing that Konoe was burdened with half-hearted
support and a questionable character, Bix based his conclusion that a Roosevelt-Konoe
summit was bound to fail on Japan's unwillingness to modify its ambitions in Asia, or what
he termed, “Konoe’s set of stale positions.”*"

While the majority of historians discount the possibility of a successful summit, others,
on both sides of the Pacific, compellingly argue that a meeting could have produced an
agreement. Shigeharu Matsumoto, for example, noted at the “Conference on Japanese-
American Relations, 1931-1941," held at Lake Kawaguchi in July of 1969, that the army
and navy supported Konoe and that the prime minister “would not have minded watering
down the Tripartite Pact and withdrawing troops from China.” Jun Tsunoda, meanwhile,
demonstrates that despite Konoe's failings, the prime minister had committed himself to
diplomacy and that along with Foreign Minister Teijiro Toyoda he had secured the necessary
support from both the high command and the throne, to ensure the summit's success. More
recently, Seishiro Sugihara’s critical study of Japanese foreign policymaking during the
Pacific War, Between Incompetence and Culpability: Assessing the Diplomacy of Japan's Foreign
Ministry from Pearl Harbor to Potsdam, makes a compelling case for a successful conference
and lays the blame for the failed talks squarely on Hull's shoulders.*”

On the American side, historians Hilary Conroy and Norman Graebner persuasively
argue in their contributions to the 1990 study Pearl Harbor Reexamined: Prologue to the
Pacific War, that Washington should have pursued direct talks with Konoe. Conroy stresses

25) Eugene Dooman Papers, Hoover Institution on War, Revolution, and Peace, Stanford University,
Stanford California, Box 1, Oral History Interview, Dooman Oral History, 95.

26) Butow, Tojo, 260-261; Bix, Hirohito, 403-405.

2D Shigeharu Matsumoto’s comments in “Conference on Japanese-American Relations, 1931-1941,” Lake
Kawaguchi Japan, July 14-18, 1969, compiled by Michael K. Blaker and Dale K. Anderson, unpublished
proceedings in author's possession, 109; Jun Tsunoda, “On the So-Called Hull Nomura Negotiations,” in
Hilary Conroy and Harry Wray eds., Pearl Harbor Reexamined: Prologue to the Pacific War (Honolulu:
University of Hawaii Press, 1990), 93; Seishiro Sugihara, Between Incompetence and Culpability: Assessing
the Diplomacy of Japan's Foreign Ministry from Pearl Harbor to Potsdam (Lanham: University Press of
America, 1997), 36.
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that Konoe'’s decision to send Admiral Nomura to the United States, his decision to sack
Matsuoka in July 1941, and his selection of the moderate Admiral Toyoda for foreign
minister, clearly indicated the prime minister’s sincerity. Graebner, meanwhile, persuasively
argues that while Japanese terms remained difficult to countenance in September, under the
cumulative effects of the embargoes, Konoe would have settled for less by October, thus
increasing the likelihood of a successful summit.?’

Even with the Konoe Cabinet’s fall in October of 1941, the possibility of averting war
remained possible, if not probable. The Tojo Cabinet fashioned two agreements to avert
war and while Washington quickly rejected the proposal for a comprehensive settlement
that included an end to the fighting in China, Tokyo's proposed modus vivendi or temporary
agreement, remained an attractive possibility. The president, however, understood that
the architects of Washington's Chinese aid program, many staunch interventionists like
himself, and China’s leadership, opposed any agreement that might strengthen Japan. Henry
Morgenthau, a long time Roosevelt confidant and leading interventionist, summed up his
feelings and the presidents worst fear of what a modus vivendi might mean in a note that he
never sent his friend:

To sell China to her enemies for the thirty blood stained coins of gold will not only weaken our

national policy in Europe as well as in the Far East, but will dim the bright lustre of America’s world

leadership in the great democratic fight against Fascism.?”

Secretary of the Interior Harold Ickes, a cabinet member since 1933, confided in his
diary that he “would have promptly resigned from the Cabinet with a ringing statement
attacking the arrangement and raising hell generally with the State Department and its policy
of appeasement.” While the president may not have known the depth of Ickes’ feelings, he
must surely have suspected. He must also have known that to act against Morgenthau and
Ickes, two leading interventionists, may well have crippled his efforts to prepare the nation
for war in Europe.*”

Chiang Kai-shek, meanwhile, fumed at talk of a last minute, albeit temporary Japanese-
American agreement. Foreign Minister Quo-Tai-chi instructed his ambassador in
Washington, Hu Shih, to tell Hull that he “firmly opposed ...any measure which may have
the effect of increasing China’s difficulty in her war of resistance, or of strengthening Japan's
power in her aggression against China.” Owen Lattimore, President Roosevelt's personal
representative to Chiang, expressed deeper concerns when he cabled Washington “that even

28) Hilary Conroy, “Ambassador Nomura and His John Doe Associates: Pearl Harbor Diplomacy
Revisited,” in Conroy and Wray eds., Pearl Harbor Reexamined, 98, 102-103; Ibid., Norman A. Graebner,
“Nomura in Washington: Conversations in Lieu of Diplomacy,” 111-113.

29) White Papers, Box 6, Folder 16 A, Undated, unsigned, untitled letter. For a slightly different version of
the same letter, see Blum, Urgency, 389-391.

30) Harold Ickes, The Secret Diary of Harold Ickes, 3, The Lowering Clouds, (New York: Simon and
Schuster, 1954), 655.
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the Generalissimo questions his ability to hold the situation together if the Chinese national
trust in America is undermined by reports of Japan's escaping military defeat by diplomatic
victory.>V

In deciding to abandon the idea for a modus vivendi, Secretary of State Hull focused his
ire on the Chinese. Hull lamented to the British ambassador to the United States, Lord
Halifax, “that Chiang Kai-shek...has sent numerous hysterical cable messages to different
Cabinet officers and high officials in the Government other than the State Department,
and sometimes even ignoring the President.” Chiang’s brother-in-law, Hull complained,
“disseminates[s] damaging reports at times to the press and others, apparently with no
particular purpose in mind.” Hull also complained to Dutch authorities how “the Chinese had
exploded without knowing half the true facts or waiting to ascertain them.””

Certain that a comprehensive peace settlement that included an end to the Sino-
Japanese-War was inimitable to American interests and unable to move forward on the
modus vivendi owing to the opposition of China and her supporters in the United States, Hull
decided “to kick the whole thing over.” On November 26, he made public the details of his
recent talks with the Japanese and presented a 10-point American peace proposal, which was
so extreme that it was designed to rally American and world opinion rather than prevent a
Japanese-American war.*

Hull's decision and the contents of the American proposal led Foreign Minister Togo to
conclude “that the United States had by this time determined on war with Japan.” In truth, the
United States had not determined on war with Japan, but in the last days of peace America
would know for three and half years, the architects of American Far Eastern diplomacy
refused to take any action that might free Japan from its war in China or deplete China's
martial resolve.*"

Even if this meant war with Japan.

3 FRUS, 1941, 4, 654, Quo-Tai-chi to Hu Shih, November 24, 1941; Tbid., 652, Lattimore to Currie,
November 25, 1941; Ibid., 650, Memorandum of Hornbeck-Hu Shih Conversation, November 25, 1941;
Ibid., 652-654, Memorandum of Hull-Hu Shih Conversation, November 25, 1941.

32) Cordell Hull Papers, Library of Congress, Washington DC, Box 58, Folder 214, Memorandum of Hull-
Halifax Conversation, November 29, 1941; FRUS, 1941, 4, 669, Memorandum of Hull-Louden
Conversation, November 27, 1941. See also Keiichiro Komatsu, Origins of the Pacific War and the
Importance of “Magic” (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1999), 319-320.

33) Stimson Diary, Sterling Library, Yale University, New Haven, Connecticut, book 36, page 50.

39 International Military Tribunal for the Far East (Washington DC: Library of Congress, Photoduplication
Service, 1971) 26,055-56.
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Faith-Based Relief and Postwar U.S. Foreign Policy:
Qudkerspeisung as a Case Study

Yukako Otori
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Introduction”

Peace did not immediately bring normalcy to warring nations after WWI. The twentieth
century’s new type of industrial warfare created battle lines and home fronts, and the end of
formal hostilities was followed by contentious negotiations over the terms of peace. As a
result, it took a long time to complete disarmament and reconstruction. After the Armistice,

U This paper uses the following abbreviations in the notes: AA for the American Friends Service
Committee Archives, Philadelphia; AF for The American Friend; FHL for the Friends Historical Library,
Swarthmore College, Pennsylvania; F1 for Friends Intelligencer; NYT for New York Times.
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Germany, which had suffered “slow starvation” during WWI, had to endure “man-made
famine” caused by the extended blockade.” The living conditions in Germany improved only
slowly even after the country signed the Peace Treaty of Versailles in June 1919. In a January
7, 1921 report to the U.S. State Department, Ellis Loring Dresel, an American Commissioner
to Germany, noted that “a large portion of the children in all the large cities in Germany are
seriously underfed.” He also declared “the American relief” to be “essential to save the life
and preserve the health of an entire generation.” The relief effort he referred to was the
postwar child-feeding organized by Quakers, which Germans called Qudkerspeisung. Dresel
commended it because he thought that “no other charity...in Germany has [inspired] such a
deep feeling of gratitude to America.”’

This paper addresses two critical features of Qudkerspeisung. First, it was one of the
earliest postwar relief efforts directed at a former American enemy, and it was administered
by an American faith-based agency which coordinated its humanitarian actions with U.S.
foreign policy. The American Friends Service Committee (AFSC), formed by Quakers,
worked with public officials like Herbert Hoover to render humanitarian assistance to post-
WWI Germany. Second, Qudkerspeisung relied not just on the material resource of state
power but also on the cultural resource of Christian fellowship. The interaction between
religion and U.S. foreign policy produced Qudkerspeisung as a social service based on
a transnational Christian identity marked by altruistic deeds. Meanwhile, it helped the
American Quakers to overcome their internal religious conflicts, by appealing to a core
Quaker identity, which was also defined by service to others.

1. Faith-Based Relief and U.S. Foreign Policy

To set the stage for my analysis of Qudkerspeisung, 1 would like to survey the recent
scholarship on religion and U.S. foreign policy. For more than a decade, the shock of
September 11 has motivated scholars to explore the religious voice in U.S. foreign policy,
because the terrorist attack seriously challenged the secularist assumptions on which they
had theorized international relations. However, some of the links between religion and U.S.
foreign policy had already been outlined by scholars of U.S. history and other disciplines.”

2 Berinda Davis, Home Fires Burning: Food, Politics and Everyday Life in World War I Berlin (Chapel
Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2000), 246. Historians do not agree to what extent the
continuation of blockade after the Armistice harmed civilian life in post-WWI Germany, and whether
it was a necessary weapon for the Allies to secure German acquiescence to the peace agreement as they
favored. See for example, Avner Offer, The First World War: An Agrarian Interpretation (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1989), 398-400; Paul C. Vincent, The Politics of Hunger: The Allied Blockade of
Germany, 1915-1919 (Athens: Ohio University Press, 1985), 160-65.

3) Sidney Brooks, America and Germany, 1918-1925 (New York: Macmillan, 1925), 159-60.

Y Some scholars tried to incorporate religion as a factor in international relations since the 1990s. The
most notable achievement was Douglas Johnston and Cynthia Sampson, Religion, the Missing Dimension
of Statecraft (New York: Oxford University Press, 1994). Andrew Preston outlined the reasons why
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The political growth of conservative Christians had aroused scholarly curiosity and anxiety
by the 1990s. A crucial achievement came in 1990 when Mark A. Noll argued that religion
had been “a highly visible factor in many of the most controversial political events” since the
1960s, such as the civil rights movement, the growth of new Christian right, and the moral
conflicts in multicultural America.”’

Combined study of religion and U.S. foreign policy, relatively new to the scholarship
of U.S. history, has mostly relied on the analytical framework conceived by Noll in 1990 to
seize the essence of complex interaction between religion and American politics. Noll first
split this interaction into three domains: institutional, behavioral, and philosophical.” In each
domain, according to him, Americans have challenged the politics of accommodating the
separation of church and state with a public role of faith. His approach, though requiring
further elaboration, has persuaded many observers to replace influence with interaction:
religion might influence politics, and vice versa. Though Noll defined neither religion nor
politics accurately for the book, scholars, inspired by his framework, usually understood
religion, relevant to politics, as an identifiably empirical phenomenon in which people
interpreted the various dimensions of their life on the assumption of a transcendent entity and

its normative guidance.”

Meanwhile, what they meant by politics encompassed systems,
actions, and thoughts for secular order, including those about foreign affairs.® Americans
blended religious and political language to make their life more understandable, in other
words, more congenial to their current situation and specific interests.

While scholars have generated their cross-interests in religion and U.S. foreign policy,
the transnational reorientation of U.S. history has portrayed Christianity more as a long-
standing path that connected Americans with other parts of the world. In the early twentieth
century, globalization, having synchronized with the ecumenical movement since the

nineteenth century, has thickened the international networks of American Christianity.”

American diplomatic history had neglected religion until recently. See “Reviving Religion in the History of
American Foreign Relations,” in God and Global Order: The Power of Religion in American Foreign
Policy, ed. Jonathan Chaplin and Robert Joustra (Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2010), 28-31.

% Mark A. Noll, introduction to Religion and American Politics: From the Colonial Period to the 1980s
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1990), 4.

6 Noll, introduction to Religion and American Politics, 3-4. Political scientist Hugh Heclo rearticulated
Noll's approach most clearly. Hugh Heclo, “An Introduction to Religion and Public Policy,” in Religion Returns
to the Public Square: Faith and Policy in America, ed. Hugh Heclo and Wilfred M. McClay (Washington DC:
Woodrow Wilson Center Press; Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, 2003), 11-13.

7 Most scholars who studied the intersection between religion and American politics preferred to
understand religion substantively rather than functionally, in order to escape from the entanglement with
civil religion.

8 On the theoretical level, historians, following Noll's approach, did not succeed in differentiating U.S.
foreign policy accurately from domestic politics.

9 See for example, William R. Hutchison, Errand to the World: American Protestant Thought and
Foreign Missions (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1987), esp. chap. 4 and 5; Robert Wuthnow,
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American religious history found the institutional apex of ecumenism in the formation of
the Federal Council of Churches of Christ in America (FCC) in 1908 and the worldwide
Edinburgh Missionary Conference in 1910.

However, in American society, it was the mobilization during WWI that, more than any

other pre-war events, implemented ecumenical fellowship."”

With U.S. foreign policy for
almost the first time shaping the daily life of Americans, American Christianity confirmed the
drastic and permanent changes regarding organization launched by the Social Gospel:
Americans translated Christian faith, transnational in nature, into wartime social service
through local and national schemes. The FCC and other religious groups eagerly coordinated
their war efforts nationwide. In general, ecumenical Christianity framed belief systems in
less specified wordings, for the sake of togetherness and adaptability. Thus, the movement
centered less controversially in social service to others, rather than in theological
interpretation and religious rituals, and often coincided with the disorganization of traditional
forms of faith."’ Though Americans from the pulpits to the pews, from the President to
ordinary soldiers, adopted common religious language to configure their wartime experience,
WWI changed the way they organized their religious life more than religion influenced
wartime politics.'?

American religious life during WWI also confirms Robert Wuthnow's recent suggestion
that the role of faith has been more tangible and less insignificant in foreign assistance than
in other realms of foreign policy.”” The U.S. government started to incorporate private
philanthropy, both ecclesiastical and secular, into its foreign assistance during the period
from the Spanish-American War to the end of the 1930s.”’ Since the late nineteenth century,
the Social Gospel had implanted the conviction that Christianity had a mission to combat
social evil and transform human society into the Kingdom of God, and as a result, it had

Boundless Faith: The Global Outreach of American Churches (Berkeley: University of California Press,
2010), esp. chap. 6.

19 Martin E. Marty, The Irony of It All, 1893-1919, vol.l of Modern American Religion (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1986), 217.

D 1t is very difficult to specify the meaning of ecumenism as the word has obtained various implications
through its history since ancient Christianity. Meanwhile, modern Christianity was distinctive in its acute
sense of Christian social work. Ernst Troeltsch, The Social Teaching of the Christian Churches, trans. Olive
Wyon (1931; repr., New York: Harper and Row, 1960), 2: 1010-11.

12) Richard M. Gamble, The War for Righteousness: Progressive Christianity, the Great War, and the
Rise of the Messianic Nation (Wilmington, DE: ISI Books, 2003), chap. 6 and 7. For the most detailed
description of the ordinary soldiers’ and war workers' religious perception, see Jonathan H. Ebel, Faith in
the Fight: Religion and the American Soldier in the Great War (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
2010).

13) Wuthnow, Boundless Faith, 191.

W Merle Curti, American Philanthropy Abroad: A History (New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University
Press, 1963), 619-21.
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aroused American interests in international humanitarian aid. WWI compelled Americans to
organize their foreign relief more effectively, though the empathy for specific groups of
people rather than universal humanitarianism acted as their incentive.'” As the Belgian plight
evoked American sympathy, Herbert Hoover launched an unparalleled private relief scheme,
the Commission for Relief in Belgium, and managed it from 1914 to 1919. The federal
government could exploit this type of voluntarism, by stimulating wartime patriotic
enthusiasm.'”

At the War's end, foreign relief was still a crucial policy arena for some Americans who
naively anticipated that American Protestantism or progressivism would be a guiding force in
the reconstruction of Europe.'” To their surprise, Quakers—on the periphery of mainline
Protestantism—were the ones who most deeply involved themselves with the American relief
in post-WWI Europe, especially in Germany. Prior to the Armistice, American Quakers had
administered one of several practical relief agencies based in the U.S., the AFSC. In April
1917, however, American Quakers formed that agency primarily for conscientious objection,
the purpose that most Americans despised as unpatriotic. The wartime organization of
American Christianity did not leave room for those who felt uncertain about the American
abandonment of neutrality.

2. The Wartime Formation and Development of the American Friends Service Committee

On April 30, 1917, twelve American Quakers gathered in Philadelphia and anonymously
formed the AFSC to assist their fellows threatened by unacceptable military demands,
particularly conscientious objectors (COs). In May 1917, the federal government, which
had not proposed any legislation about COs at the time of the war proclamation, offered the
option of noncombatant service under the Selective Service Act. The COs affiliated with
historic peace churches like the Society of Friends (Quakers) were more favorably treated
than those who claimed the exemption exclusively based on political ideology or individual
belief.’® However, without the details about noncombatant service, its legitimation did not
entirely ease the AFSC’s concern. Aware of the diminishing discrepancy between combatant

15 Tbid., 258.

16) See Christopher Capozzola, Uncle Sam Wants You: World War I and the Making of the Modern
American Citizen (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008).

7 William R. Hutchison, “Protestantism as Establishment,” in Between the Times: The Travail of the
Protestant Establishment in America, 1900-1960, ed. William R. Hutchison (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1989), 5; John A. Thompson, Reformers and War: American Progressive Publicists and
the First World War (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987), 248. Historians did not have a
common understanding about the American general public’s interest in post-WWI reconstruction of
Europe. See also, Curti, American Philanthropy Abroad, 259.

18) H.C. Peterson and Gilbert C. Fite, Opponents of War, 1917-1918 (Seattle: University of Washington
Press, 1957), 130-35. Capozzola summarized that “the World War I home front witnessed some of American
history’s most brutal repressions of labor, of pacifism, and of ethnic difference.” Uncle Sam Wants You, 10.
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and noncombatant services in modern industrial war, American Quakers came to associate
conscientious objection with relief work for civilian victims.'?

In July 1915, the Winona Lake Peace Conference ushered in the most important turning
point of Quaker pacifism in twentieth century American society. A group of Quakers, who
espoused liberal theology and had an ecumenical orientation, determined to update their
practice of the Peace Testimony, by integrating the American Quakers’ response to the
European War.? In their religious life, they belonged to one of the three major groups of
American Quakerdom: the Philadelphia Yearly Meeting of Orthodox Quakers, the Friends
General Conference of Hicksite Quakers, and the Friends United Meeting of Gurneyite
Quakers. The Winona Lake conference captured a notable moment of American Quaker
history in two points. First, for almost the first time, American Quakers, who had preferred
decentralized organization and suffered internal schisms for generations, unified their peace

1.2V Second, liberal Quakers made clear their intention to

advocacy on a national leve
transform the traditional Peace Testimony into a collective, practical, and secularized
response to the ongoing hostilities.” Still justifying their position as seekers of Christian
truth and enunciating their ideas with Christian language, they expressed support for
American neutrality. In addition, by this time, many had started to contribute on an
individual and local basis to the British Quakers’ relief. The London Yearly Meeting (LYM)
had been assisting wounded soldiers, civilian victims, and war refugees since 1914.%

The AFSC, as a descendant of the Winona Lake Conference, resolved to “co-ordinate the

service of all groups of Friends,” beyond the liberal Quakers’ circle. The first audience it

19 Vincent D. Nicholson, “Where Shall a Conscientious Objector to Military Service Draw the Line?,”
The Friend (Philadelphia), September 20, 1917, 153-54.

20) The word Testimony refers to the organized collection of beliefs and public witness that Quakers
think they must observe in order to follow the God’s will. According to J. William Frost, Testimonies, in
twentieth century liberal Quakers’ understanding, have decreased its religious and spiritual implications,
and they often spoke secular issues rather than theological themes in worship meeting. See J. William
Frost, “A Century of Liberalism,” Friends Journal 46, no. 10 (October 2000): 8-11.

2D In 1827, Quakers in Philadelphia divided into the Orthodox and the Hicksites in Philadelphia. This
“Great Separation” affected almost all the Quaker communities across the U.S. In the mid-nineteenth
century, the Orthodox Quakers, other than those who were in Philadelphia, splintered again into the
Gurneyites and the Wilburites. Those inner rifts, originated from theological conflicts, seriously
overshadowed American Quakers’ religious life in the early twentieth century, though their minority status
was often misattributed to a monolithic unity. For example, they held different manners of worship:
Hicksite Quakers kept the traditional style of unprogrammed worship, but most Philadelphian Orthodox
and Gurneyite Quakers preferred pastoral meeting. Each branch had its channel of communication, and
none of the major Quaker periodicals saved much space for the subject of peace before 1914.

22) HF., “The Peace Conference,” FI, July 31, 1915, 491-92; August 7, 1915, 505-09; August 14, 1915,
521-23.

23 John Ormerod Greenwood, Friends and Relief, vol.1 of Quaker Encounters (York, England: William
Sessions Limited, 1975), 185-209.
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wanted to persuade was other Quakers.”” Even though all the Quaker Meetings reaffirmed
the Peace Testimony during WWI, there were many evangelical and holiness Quakers in the
U.S. who emphasized it only theoretically and separated it from their response to the current
hostilities. Those Quakers tended to contribute to seemingly more patriotic organizations like
the American Red Cross (ARC) than to the AFSC. In fact, the AFSC adopted a very cautious
approach because many Quakers did not fully support its activities, and its members also had
vivid memories or real experiences of the internal antagonism within American Quakerdom.
For that reason, the AFSC encapsulated its mission in terms of two central motives: “a clear
sympathetic vision of our [Quakers'] obligation,” and “a deep consecration to our tasks.”® It
did not venture any further specific details about the meaning of its work for Quakerism.

Even for its members, the AFSC became realistic, because, as a social agency, it kept
an ambiguous position in terms of faith and practice. It assumed no authority over Quaker
worship, theology, and membership, and at the same time no Meeting wielded any power
to oversee what it was doing. Quakers of various theological interpretations and religious
practices could join it, based on the fact that it was not fully subsumed under the hierarchal
system of Quaker Meetings.” The AFSC Quakers generally avoided a religious debate
among themselves. It simply expected that social service would justify its existence in
the Quaker community and American society. The AFSC also welcomed non-Quaker
contributions, though during WWI, it accepted only COs and their equivalents with special
skills as its relief workers. One of the six AFSC women sent to Russia in 1917, for instance,
was a Catholic fluent in Russian who had “the views of Friends with regard to war,” and she
taught the language to her Quaker colleagues.” However, those who became interested in
Quakerism through their commitment in the AFSC could not easily join Quaker Meetings,
which were diverse in terms of religious practice and position. In short, the AFSC could be
inclusive on the premise that it was not an official window to Quaker membership.

The AFSC had to begin its “life on defensive,” not only inwardly for the sake of its
inclusiveness, but also outwardly amidst the jingoistic intolerance of the home front.” J.
William Frost, a Quaker historian, considered that, from 1917 to 1919, it had to remain

29

“apolitical, atheological, and silent on every subject except its good deeds.”” The wartime

24) AFSC, Bulletin, 1: 1.

%) Ibid.

%) A system of monthly, quarterly, and yearly meetings organized Quaker religious life. For instance,
monthly meetings serve for weekly worship, and yearly meetings had an ultimate responsibility for
theological interpretation and religious practice.

210 AFSC, Minutes, June 4, 1917, AA. The AFSC was also socially inclusive. Women were functional
everywhere from central administration to fieldwork, although the early AFSC divided the tasks rigidly
according to gender.

29 J. William Frost, “Our Deeds Carry Our Message: The Early History of the American Friends
Service Committee,” Quaker History 81, no.1 (Spring 1992): 6.

29 Frost, “Our Deeds Carry Our Message,” 47.
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AFSC said nothing publicly about federal policy, the anti-German uproar in American
society, or the civilian tribulation behind the German lines. It tried to stay close to the
mainstream, by wrapping pacifism in clever silence and altruistic behavior. Its prospectus
epitomized its wartime behavioral pattern: “We [Quakers] are united in expressing our love
for our country and our desire to serve her loyally. We offer our services to the Government
of the United States in any constructive work in which we can conscientiously serve

"9 In this way, it associated its actions with Quakerism, Christianity, and patriotism

humanity.
simultaneously in succinct and simple but highly selected words.®” The wartime AFSC
sought, reticently in deeds, a delicate balance between the Peace Testimony and patriotism;
distinctiveness and insiderhood in wartime America; and secularized pacifism and harmony
among Quakers.

In 1917, the AFSC’s willingness to negotiate with the federal government enabled
the relief work in wartime France. The AFSC jointly ran the Friends Reconstruction Unit
headquartered in Paris with British Quakers, and mainly worked in the war-devastated
regions of Northern France from 1917 to 1920. As of June 1918, there were 227 AFSC
workers, including many men of conscription age, in France, and they basically cooperated
with the ARC’s civilian section.” The federal government indirectly subsidized the AFSC’s
relief work via the ARC, which had been nationalized since 1917.* In American society, the
relief work in France might have lessened the wartime criticism against Quakers, as the
media sometimes praised it as the Quakers’ unique and patriotic contribution to the American
battle against the Kaiser.*”

When the hostilities were suspended in November 1918, the AFSC was ready to
dedicate itself to the larger relief in Europe. The experience in wartime France was replete
with dissatisfaction, fears, and troubles.® Yet, this did not fundamentally damage post-WWI
Quakers’ dedication to relief. During WWI, the AFSC had situated relief work in close
alignment with patriotism, as a complement to or a social compensation for CO status. After
the War, it framed the work exclusively in pacifist discourse, and clearly recognized it as one
of the most pragmatic methods of peace-making. The AFSC'’s executive secretary, Wilbur K.
Thomas articulated its German relief as a specific form of American involvement in Europe,

30 AFSC, Minutes, April 30, 1917.
3D Frost, “Our Deeds Carry Our Message,” 3-6, 31-34.
32) AFSC, Bulletin,16: 8.
33) Wuthnow argued that the wartime relation between the ARC and public officials suggested that
Americans kept the fundamental conviction about the separation between the voluntary associations and
government. However, the relation between the ARC and the wartime government was not fully examined.
See Wuthnow, Boundless Faith, 120.

31 Frost, “Our Deeds Carry Our Message,” 11. See for example, AFSC, “Service Notes,” F1, July 12,
1919, 445.

3) Frost, “Our Deeds Carry Our Message,” 23-27.
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an alternative to the League of Nations and the World Court.* Meanwhile, the AFSC also

justified the relief work as an essential step of “Christianizing international relations.””

3. Religious and Political Resources for Quikerspeisung

The massive relief in Europe, of which Qudkerspeisung was an integral part, was a
completely new experience for post-WWI Americans. Woodrow Wilson’s well-known
struggle for post-WWI peace-making did not focus solely on political architectures like the
League of Nations or the installation of independent nation states based on the principle
of self-determination. Rather, he had a more ambitious vision for America's multifaceted
leadership in the restoration of European life. Herbert Hoover remembered that Wilson often
mentioned to it as the “Second American Expeditionary Force to Save Europe.”® Hoover
himself thought that the fact that “there was no previous experience of large scale
international relief to Europe” made difficult the American task, which was indeed his task as
he assumed.”

Hoover, the leading figure of the American delegation in Paris after only Wilson and
Colonel Edward House, devoted himself to the economic and industrial reconstruction
of Europe. He presided over the American relief to European countries and was rumored to
be the “food dictator in Europe.”” From February 1919, he directed the American Relief
Administration (ARA), the temporary governmental organization that handled the
congressional appropriation of $100,000,000 for the European relief. Within the Wilson
administration, Hoover was the person most informed about the physical devastation caused
by WWI, and perhaps for his knowledge, he stanchly opposed the retention of the food
blockade against Germany which, in his opinion, no longer had any military value. During
the Armistice, he assiduously asked the Allied leaders to relax it, as he feared that without
food, Germany would slip into anarchy and communism, and without an outlet, the American
agricultural market would fall into debacle. The relaxation would serve the two purposes

36) Wilbur K. Thomas, “America’s Supreme Service to Europe,” Locomotive Engineer’s Journal 58, no.1
(January 1924): 20.

37 AFSC, Executive Board Minutes, January 10, 1919, AA; On the Quaker pacifism in the interwar
period, see Farah Mendlesohn, “Denominational Difference in Quaker Relief Work during the Spanish
Civil War: The Operation of Corporate Concern and Liberal Theologies,” Journal of Religious History 24,
no.2 (June 2000): 180-95; William Darwin Swanson Witte, “Quaker Pacifism in the United States,
1919-1942: With Special Reference to Its Relation to Isolationism and Internationalism” (PhD diss.,
Columbia University, 1954).

38) Herbert Hoover, The Ordeal of Woodrow Wilson (New York: McGraw-Hill Books, 1958), 87.

39 Herbert Hoover, “Résumé of American Relief Operations in Europe 1918-1922,” in Organization of
American Relief in Europe, 1918-1919: Including Negotiations Leading up to the Establishment of the
Office of Director General of Relief at Paris by the Allied and Associated Powers, ed. Suda Lorena Bane
and Ralph Haswell Lutz (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1943), 1.

10) Margaret Macmillan, Peacemakers: Six Months That Changed the World (London: John Murray,
2001), 69.
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and ensure greater stability to Europe. In March 1919, he finally succeeded at persuading the
Allies to ease the food blockade in exchange for German gold reserves and merchant vessels,
but this measure did not improve ordinary German life to a satisfactory level."”

In June 1919, shortly before the close of the Paris Peace Conference and the expiration
of the ARA’s legal life, Hoover decided to create a new American organization for
child-feeding in Central and Eastern Europe, which he would personally direct. Wilson
immediately approved the plan and permitted the organization to inherit the ARA’s title and
its monetary surplus. In July 1919, the privatized ARA initiated the European Children’s Fund
(ARA-ECF). The ARA-ECF supervised the child-feeding in fourteen countries, where it
depended on indigenous organizations for the actual delivery of food. From 1919 to 1924, the
ARA-ECF, whose director joined the Harding Cabinet as the U.S. Secretary of Commerce
in 1921, spent more than $84,000,000 individually and saved millions from malnutrition.
However, the ARA-ECF excluded Germany from its relief scheme, and decided to assign the
task to the AFSC."

Other than Qudkerspeisung, the ARA-ECF never entrusted its child-feeding program to
any other organization at an administrative level. The ARA-ECF permitted this exception
because it could not cover German relief through its allocation from the U.S. Congress,
which prohibited funds from being spent for enemy nations. Since the U.S. failed to ratify the
Treaty of Versailles, it was officially at war with Germany until the peace treaty was

concluded between the two countries in August 1921.%

Other plausible reasons for
Germany's exclusion from the benefit were the personnel shortage of the ARA and Hoover's
political acumen. He understood that the public assistance toward Germany would provoke
antipathy from most Americans. The anti-German sentiment remained strong in American
society for years after WWI*Y Although some people found it to be a “humorous” decision
when Hoover chose Quakers, the AFSC was one of the several organizations with

experiences of relief work in war-weary Europe.*’

1) Kendrick A. Clements, The Life of Herbert Hoover: Imperfect Visionary, 1918-1928 (New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2010), chap.1.
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with the President’s national security and defense fund. Ibid., 88-89.
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An American Epic (Chicago: Henry Regnery, 1960), 379: Richard L. Cary, “Child-Feeding Work in
Germany under the American Friends’ Service Committee Codperating with the American Relief
Administration and the European Children’s Fund, Herbert C. Hoover, Chairman,” The Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Science 92 (November, 1920): 157-58.

) Herbert Hoover, Famine in Forty-Five Nations, the Battles on the Front Line, 1914-1923, vol. 3 of An
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1919-1921," Wisconsin Magazine of History 45, no.4 (Summer, 1962): 256-70.
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In addition, Hoover knew Quakers’ interest in Germany. As WWI neared to its end,
some Quakers started to disclose their concern about German conditions to the AFSC
administration. Carolena M. Wood, a Quaker woman from Mount Kisco, New York, revealed
to the AFSC her hope for assisting the impoverished population of postwar Germany.® In
January 1919, when several American and British Quakers discussed in Paris, they mentioned
to German relief.”” In the spring of 1919, Hoover conferred with the AFSC workers in Paris,
and sold relief supplies to British Quakers who were planning to send them to German
mothers and children in crisis.”® Those Quakers regarded the relief toward Germany as “a
wonderful opportunity for Friends and the Friendly Spirit,” and in July 1919, with Hoover’s
help, the AFSC sent three representatives to investigate the conditions in Germany."
Travelling with Carolena M. Wood were two non-Quaker delegates, Jane Addams and Alice
Hamilton. The group toured Germany for weeks, and upon returning to the U.S., Addams
and Hamilton, among the most famous women in early twentieth century American society,
coauthored a journal article on the abject conditions they had witnessed. They alerted
readers to the widespread undernourishment and tuberculosis epidemic faced by Germans,
especially children in urban areas.”’” Addams, who had found many Germans in “a state of
bewilderment,” told the AFSC members that the “spiritual blockade” Germans endured was

U Addams’ remarks

“far worse than any food blockade that could be imposed” on them.
paralleled to liberal Quakers’ reflections, which became less theological and sectarian, while
admitting and even encouraging a religious drive in the wider sense as a means to understand
and address social issues.

In July 1919, the AFSC started the relief work in Germany with 60.9 tons of food
that it purchased from the ARA and put in Wood's hands. Wood could bring that food to
Germany, thanks to “the strength of Miss Addams’ name,” and delivered it through the British
Quakers’ transnational network.” In August 1914, the LYM formed a special committee to
support enemy citizens who were stranded in Britain, and soon started to collaborate with the
Germans interested in the similar task: Elizabeth Rotten, a social activist, Friedrich
Siegmund-Schultze, an ecumenical social thinker, and others. From April 1919, those

46) AFSC, Executive Board Minutes, October 31, 1918.

47) Conference Held in Paris, France, memorandum, January 22 and 23, 1919, in AFSC, Executive Board
Minutes, February 12, 1919.
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House London.

49) AFSC, Bulletin, 24: 19.

%) Jane Addams and Alice Hamilton, “After the Lean Years: Impressions of Food Conditions in
Germany When Peace Was Signed,” Survey 42 (September 6, 1919), in Jane Addams, Writings on Peace,
ed. Mary Fischer and Judy D. Whipps (London: Continuum, 2003), 203-11.

5D AFSC, Minutes, September 24 and 25, 1919.
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people delivered relief supplies from British Quakers in German cities, and also welcomed
American contribution, assisting Wood in distribution.’ The AFSC explained its gifts as a
“message of a goodwill,” and an embodiment of the Quaker belief that “those who were
called enemies are really friends separated by a great misunderstanding.” This phrase
clarified how the AFSC would delineate its postwar relief work: it would condemn war but
not a specific group of people in order to set up the immediate framework for reconciliation,
and it would use semi-religious language to distance itself at most from political
controversies.

In November 1919, Hoover officially requested the AFSC to operate the child-feeding
program in Germany. In his letter to Rufus M. Jones, the AFSC’s chairman, he promised
the ARA’s comprehensive support: financial and material resources, including most relief
supplies, and as well, transportation and communication expenses. The AFSC, for its
part, would cover the personnel expenses of organization in the U.S. and distribution in
Germany, and take full responsibility for the administration of the program. Hoover wrote
to Jones that he believed that “the undoubted probity, ability, and American character of
Quakers” would prevent the political use of this child-feeding, despite the postwar political
tensions.” Hoover's reasoning was naive, and even the AFSC apparently understood the
political importance of its relief work.”® However, both Hoover and the AFSC must have
appreciated the apolitical articulation of child-feeding, which would mitigate the political
tensions inherent to the victor's feeding of the defeated. On another occasion, he spoke about
his expectation that the Quaker pacifism would “do some people in Germany good.”” At the
same time, Hoover did not want himself to look pro-German in public. He cleverly asked the
AFSC to state clearly its single-handed responsibility for German child-feeding and to limit
advertisement among Quakers, Germans, and German Americans.”

“With some realization of the great responsibility and wonderful opportunity involved
[in the German child-feeding],” the AFSC immediately decided to accept Hoover's proposal,
and it quickly put the plan into action.* In December, the first group of fifteen, including
four women, was on their way to Germany via London, and arrived in Berlin on January

53) Friends Foreign Fund Committee, Minutes, April 1 and 23, 1919; Addams and Hamilton, “After the
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2, 1920. The AFSC workers visited many cities to investigate the local conditions and to
formulate the indigenous plans for child-feeding. They also met American and German
public officials, the ARA-ECF officers, British Quakers, and various social workers.*”
However, it was not long until the ARA disappointed them. The delayed arrival of relief
supplies from the ARA forced them to postpone the opening of Qudikerspeisung.”’ On
February 26, 1920, the AFSC finally launched it, providing cocoa to a hundred children at
the child clinic in Berlin, and it gradually expanded the operation to other German cities.
As of July 1920, 632,000 persons were fed in eighty-eight cities. Qudkerspeisung reached its
zenith in June 1921, when it provided meals to 1,010,658 persons.&) Quakers divided
Germany into eight districts. The AFSC was active in seven, leaving the area under British
occupation to the LYM’s Friends Emergency and War Victims' Relief Committee
(FEWVRC). Due to Hoover's request, the AFSC separated its operation from the FEWVRC,
but the two committees continued to work closely in Germany, through the Field Committee
formed in Berlin on February 19, 1920 and other schemes.*

Qudkerspeisung might have been a beneficial analgesic, but it was far from a panacea,
and had complex side effects. Following the ARA’s regular arrangement of child-feeding,
the AFSC was very selective about who could eat the supplementary meal of 667 calories. It
first classified German children aged six to fourteen into four categories based on a medical
check-up. The AFSC accepted to the program only those who were diseased because of
malnutrition or dangerously underfed. Infants aged two to six and expectant and nursing
mothers were also qualified, grounded on their nutritional state. German volunteers daily
cooked in public kitchens, and brought the meals to schools and other public facilities to feed
the eligible persons. The AFSC strictly forbade the recipients from bringing their portions out
of the feeding spot, despite their desire to share the food with their starving family.®”

It is almost impossible for historians to evaluate precisely the practical contribution
of Qudkerspeisung to post-WWI German society due to the shortage of statistical data.
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People who were personally involved with this project were impressed, including German
social workers, public officials, and President Friedrich Ebert.” However, no historical
source indicated that it had a formative influence on social welfare in Weimar Germany.
Furthermore, contrary to Ellis Loring Dresel’'s naive expectations, Qudkerspeisung would
not secure the long-lasting gratitude of Germans to America, because it left only a marginal
impact on the German understanding of Quakers and America. Indeed, at the scene of
Qudkerspeisung, people most likely saw Germans helping other Germans, because the AFSC
sent a very limited number of workers, two or three for each German metropolis, and it also
stressed the spirit of self-help.%’ Its members repeatedly insisted that they had to transfer the
work to “Germans of goodwill” as soon as possible.”” Meanwhile, some German volunteers
on an operation site were frustrated with Quakers’ inflexible manner of handling the feeding
schemes.® Generally introduced as an embodiment of Quaker goodwill, Quékerspeisung in
fact entailed a complicated politics that was not easily condensed into an excellent model of
humanitarian assistance.

The AFSC's readiness to negotiate with public officials, in other words to compromise
with politics, lay behind its faith-based humanitarian relief in postwar Germany. The history
of Qudkerspeisung can be divided chronologically into three parts, based on who was the
chief subscriber. First, from February 1920 to July 1921, the AFSC was sponsored mainly by
the ARA-ECF, which first funded the child-feeding in Germany with the governmental Grain
Corporation’s profits.”” However, in March 1921, Hoover ended his formal connection to the
AFSC, and the ARA-ECF’s role started to shrink.”” Beginning in August 1921, the AFSC
covered expenses mainly with the help of the European Relief Council (ERC). Comprised of
the AFSC, the ARA and seven other American private organizations, the ERC had managed
the fund-raising campaign for the relief of Central and Eastern Europe since June 1920. The
German government also supported the AFSC in terms of commodities and service.”” The
AFSC withdrew from Germany in July 1922, transferring the relief program to its German
partner, Deutscher Zentralausschuss fiir die Auslandshilfe (DZA, German Central Committee
for Foreign Aid). Later, from January to October 1924, the AFSC returned to Germany for

) Caroline Nicholson, “The German Unit in Berlin,” FI, February 28, 1920, 136; AFSC, Minutes,
September 21, 1922.

%) Donald Gann, “Ansprache des Vorsitzenden des American Friends Service Committee zur
Festveranstaltung im Deutschen Historischen Museum am 11. Januar 1996,” Der Qudker 70, no.1 (January
1996): 67.

67) AFSC, Bulletin, 33: 5; Frederick J. Libby, “The Spiritual Relief of Europe,” AF, February 3, 1921, 92.

) Dr.Wendtenburg to the Children’s Relief Committee of the Society of Friends (Quakers), November
30, 1920, file of Letters Exchanges within Germany, Foreign Service Country Germany, AFSC General
Administration 1920.

69 Surface and Bland, American Food in the World War and Reconstruction Period, 118.

70 AFSC, Minutes, March 24, 1921.

7V Surface and Bland, American Food in the World War and Reconstruction Period, 77-80, 117-19.
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child-feeding at the request of the German government, which then faced the currency crisis
and spiraling inflation.” During this final phase, the child-feeding program was financed by
the American Committee for Relief of German Children, known as the Allen Committee
after General Henry T. Allen who had directed the American occupation force in Rhineland
until 1923. The AFSC needed money and the Allen Committee desired experienced relief
workers. Throughout all the three phases, contrary to its name, Qudkerspeisung, though
administered by Quakers, was mostly supported by non-Quakers in terms of financial,
material, and human resources.

Moreover, religion and U.S. foreign policy interacted throughout Qudkerspeisung,
as American public officials substantively and consistently, though non-governmentally on
the surface, financed it. In this respect, the material and financial support via the quasi-
governmental ARA was especially significant. From 1919 to 1924, the AFSC spent
$17,909,698.42 for Germans, and the ARA was the biggest sponsor with the direct
contribution of $5,031,582.14 and indirect support of various forms.”™ Despite this close
relationship, the AFSC, though often ridiculed for being pro-German, was rarely accused
of breaching the wall separating church and state. Even after the church-state separation
became a prominent issue in American society in the 1940s, Americans continued to allow
governmental funding of faith-based social service, generally on the premise that the money
was not used for proselytizing purposes. This was most clearly guaranteed by the absence of
missionary intentions.”™ The post-WWI AFSC understood that neither the German
government nor American subscribers wanted it to use Qudkerspeisung as an opportunity to
increase Quaker membership, and so it affirmed that its relief was not for evangelization.™

First of all, the AFSC could not casually advocate Quakerism because its members
spoke and behaved very carefully to keep their inner harmony as well as their amity with
non-liberal Quakers. American Quakers’ internal religious and cultural divergence would
have been disclosed with evangelization, which would have entailed distinctive and specific
articulations of Quaker faith.”” The AFSC'’s autonomy from the Meetings also helped prevent
the fusion of mission and social service. It was critical that the organization did not have any
official power over Quaker membership. When its workers introduced to their beneficiaries
Quaker faith as what motivated them, they had to condense their religious ideas into very
simplified and therefore soft-spoken expressions like “the message of disinterested service of

72 AFSC, Minutes, August 14, 1923.

73) Surface and Bland, American Food in the World War and Reconstruction Period, 118-119.

™) See for example, Robert Wuthnow, Saving America?: Faith-Based Social Services and the Future of
Civil Society (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2004), 288-90.

) Frost, “Our Deeds Carry Our Message,” 40.

76) American Quakers held limited resources and manifested less passion for missionary work than other
denominations. Only some groups like the Friends United Meeting had small-scale missionary posts in
Asia and Africa. However, Quakers in general did not recognize Europe as a place for proselytization.
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love, which is the very heart of God.”™ Expressions of this kind, which deemphasized the
organized form of Christian faith and appealed to Christian truism, were not unique to
Quakers but shared by Christians across a wide spectrum of denominations.

While working inside Christian Germany, the AFSC also benefitted from the emerging
ecumenical network at home and abroad, and this also revealed its lack of missionary
intentions. Prior to the official opening of Qudkerspeisung, the AFSC called for support for
its German relief efforts at the FCC Conference in February 1920, and the FCC directly aided
the AFSC in fundraising, especially during the last phase of Qudkerspeisung in 1924.”® DZA,
the AFSC’s partner in Germany, was also an “interparty” and “interdenominational”
organization, joined by governmental ministries, religious groups, and secular social service
agencies.”” Therefore, the proselytizing of Quakerism, as opposed to the promotion of
generic Christianity, would have done nothing to help the operation of Qudkerspeisung. It
would instead have endangered the relief workers” inner harmony and have weakened non-
Quaker support. The AFSC clearly renounced any use of its relief work “as a means for the

"8 It regarded relief work rather as an attempt “to

propagation of Quakerism in a sectarian way.
interpret and to practice in a broad and inclusive spirit of Christ's way of life.”®" The AFSC
in this way highlighted the dedication to altruistic social service as a similarity between
Quakerism and broader Christianity. Such an easy but ingenious reliance on Christian
fellowship produced more effective rhetoric to maintain and forward Qudkerspeisung than
the mere advocacy of Quaker faith in public could have done.

Such a loose discourse of ecumenical Christian faith has also helped Germans
reinterpret the meaning of relief from the victorious enemy, though the historical records kept
by Quakers do not fully clarify the grass-roots reactions to Qudkerspeisung in German
society. When the AFSC entered post-WWI Germany, some workers discovered deeply
ingrained hostilities: Not all Germans were willing to receive American food.*” However,
when Germans appreciated American Quakers as “brothers and sisters” in a common faith,
they could put an alternative interpretation to Qudkerspeisung. A German could speak, for
example, as “a German Christian, thankful to God for your [Quakers’] existence in these
grievous times,” and voice a desire “to be as a member of your commission, a Christian and
thus a friend of God.”® Both beneficiaries and benefactors could simplify Qudkerspeisung as

0 Libby, “The Spiritual Relief of Europe,” 92.

) Jasper T. Moses, “Appeal to Churches to Save Childhood of War-Torn Nations,” 4F, February 19,
1920, 166-67; AFSC German Committee, Minutes, February 1, 1924, AA.

™ John Forbes, The Quaker Star under Seven Flags, 1917-1927 (Philadelphia: University of
Pennsylvania Press, 1962), 80, 100-01.

80) Libby, “The Spiritual Relief of Europe,” 92.

81) AFSC, Minutes, March 24, 1921.

82) Jones, Quakers in Action, 49.

83) AFSC, “A Friend by Convincement in Germany,” AF, March 17, 1921, 211.
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a sign of Christian fellowship, which would be transnationally imagined and conceptualized
whenever they wished to overlook their national hostilities.

Conclusion

Qudkerspeisung played a part in the first post-war relief that an American faith-based
organization and U.S. statesmen co-organized for a former American enemy. Though it was
not a deliberate attempt to expand the public role of faith in U.S. foreign policy, the AFSC
could not have completed its daunting task without the support of state power. Religion and
U.S. foreign policy interacted in Qudkerspeisung, without attracting criticism regarding
the support from governmental bodies to a faith-based agency. The AFSC’s careful use
of language and its emphasis on deeds prevented Qudkerspeisung being designed as an
evangelical endeavor, and moreover enabled it to apply uniquely the public role of faith
to U.S. foreign policy: Quaker pacifism, Christian conscience, and American virtue were
merged into its explication of Qudkerspeisung, which was specified only in terms of its
practical goal of helping German children.

Freed from dogmatic entanglements, in Qudkerspeisung, the AFSC and liberal Quakers
embodied the less organized form of Christianity shared by those who were familiar with the
ecumenical movement. The religious diversity of Quakers and the AFSC’s independence
from the Quaker Meetings made it difficult for the AFSC workers to advocate Quakerism in
any detail. The AFSC ingenuously expected that its physical relief would convey “a spiritual
message without a word being spoken.” It characterized Quaker faith exclusively in terms of
tangible service to others, and said nothing more specific about theological interpretation or
religious practice in order to distinguish Quakerism from Christianity.*”

By giving prominence to altruistic deeds as the common core of Quakerism and broader
Christianity, the AFSC tried to integrate American Quakers from diverse religious cultures
and also gain support from non-Quakers. The simplified understanding of Qudkerspeisung as
an expression of disinterested service motivated only by Christian love had transnational
resonance and relevance for beneficiaries and benefactors, Quakers and non-Quakers,
Americans and Germans alike. Though its influence was limited and its social legacy could
not be detected widely in Weimar Germany after 1925, Qudkerspeisung indicated the growth
of intellectual and practical spheres available to a transnational community based on the
ecumenical Christian identity.*”

8 Libby, “The Spiritual Relief of Europe,” 92.

8) Unfortunately, Quaker sources do not clarify much about what the AFSC's religious position and its
ecumenical orientation meant to American officials and the German public. Hopefully, the historical study
of the ARA, which appears to have progressed only slowly since the 1940s, and of German sources will
shed new light on Qudkerspeisung.
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The Most Reactionary Loyalist? Jonathan Boucher in
Revolutionary Chesapeake

Hiroki Yajima
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Introduction

Unlike 19th-century Whig historians such as George Bancroft, 20th-century professional
historians of the American Revolution have given the Loyalists decent significance in
American history. However, the main schools of American history, whether Progressive
or Consensus, have regarded Loyalists as merely ancillary to the Patriots, who directly
contributed to the founding of the United States. In a study of the Loyalist Thomas
Hutchinson, for instance, Bernard Bailyn stated that Loyalists and their principles deserved
to be studied to “...explain the human reality against which the victors struggled.”” Thus,

U Bernard Bailyn, The Ordeal of Thomas Hutchinson (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1974), i.
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studies of Loyalists seem to have never focused on the Loyalists per se nor on their positive
significance in American history.

On the other hand, a few historians (although they might not be in the mainstream of the
historiography of the American Revolution) have shed light on the Loyalists. For example,
numerous biographical studies have been published, including biographies of Thomas
Hutchinson, Peter Oliver, Jonathan Sewall, Joseph Galloway, and Peter Van Schaack. These
have contributed vastly to discussions of the Loyalists and to attempts to generalize the
Loyalists and their thought.? Other important attempts have been made toward such
generalization, as well. In one such attempt, Janice Potter sought to identify the common
factor of Loyalism. She analyzed Loyalists in Massachusetts and New York, and concluded
that, in both colonies—which differed in ethnic and social diversity—the Loyalists formed
their ideology against the Patriots in the same period.” In another attempt, William Allen
Benton challenged the apparent distinction between the Loyalists and the Patriots. Benton
claimed that some Loyalists, whom he called “Whig—Loyalists,” possessed similar political
and social principles as those who supported independence. Although Benton's “Whig-
Loyalism” was not clearly defined, this argument deserves attention in the sense that it raised
a question about the conventional understanding of the Loyalists.”

We should not forget non-white Loyalists, of course. Many biographies of these people
have been written, mostly of high-ranking officials and intellectuals who left writings that
could be examined. The rise of minority studies in the 1970s, however, had great impact on
Loyalist research. Studies on black and Amerindian Loyalists began to come out. Regional
imbalance too has been corrected, as some historians are now focusing on the South and
backcountry.”

More recently, as a transnational approach is increasingly coming to the forefront in
historical studies, a transatlantic approach is being taken by some Loyalist historians. For
instance, Maya Jasanoff's Liberty’s Exiles (2011) depicts the broader world surrounding the

2 William Pencak, America’s Burke: The Mind of Thomas Hutchinson (Washington, DC: University Press
of America, 1982); Andrew Walmsely, Thomas Hutchinson and the Origins of the American Revolution
(New York: New York University Press, 1999); Carol Berkin, Jonathan Sewall: Odyssey of an American
Loyalist (New York: Columbia University Press, 1974); John E. Ferling, The Loyalist Mind: Joseph
Galloway and the American Revolution (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1977).

3 Janice Potter, The Liberty We seek: Loyalist Ideology in Colonial New York and Massachusetts
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1983).

Y William Allen Benton, Whig-Loyalism: An Aspect of Political Ideology in the American Revolutionary
Era (Rutherford, NJ: Fairleigh Dickinson University Press, 1969); Robert M. Calhoon, The Loyalists in
Revolutionary America, 1760-1781 (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1973).

% For example, Mary Louise Clifford, From Slavery to Freetown: Black Loyalists After the American
Revolution (Jefferson, NC: McFarland, 1999); Jim Piecuch, Three Peoples, One King: Loyalists, Indians, and
Slaves in the Revolutionary South, 1775-1782 (Columbia, SC: University of South Carolina Press, 2008).
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Loyalists. In her study Loyalists are no longer mere losers, who fled the independent United
States after losing a verbal and military war; they are endowed with positive significance in
transforming the British Empire.

Research into the Loyalists has constantly developed and transformed for more than a
century. A biographical approach, while the oldest, remains useful to integrate such diverse
fields as social, cultural, intellectual, and political history, and to contribute to a newer
interpretation of the American Revolution. With this intention, this article will focus on
Jonathan Boucher (1738-1804).

In the existing scholarship of the American Revolution, Boucher has been regarded as
one of the most conservative Loyalists. Historians such as Claude H. Van Tyne, Max Savelle,
Clinton Rossiter, William Nelson and Bernard Bailyn all depicted Boucher as a staunch
Loyalist who “---sought, first and foremost, to establish the divine origins of the doctrine of
obedience to constituted authority,” in Bailyn’s words.” Thus, Boucher was referred to by
historians of the American Revolution as an example of a reactionary Loyalist.” In 1972,
however, Anne Zimmer published an article revising Boucher's reputation. According to
Zimmer, Boucher was not so different in political ideology—except on the right of revolution
and contract theory—from conservatives on the Patriots’ side such as John Adams and
Alexander Hamilton. In this sense Zimmer called Boucher a “constitutional conservative”
who believed in the rule of law and the British constitution.” In 1978 Zimmer published the
first comprehensive biographical study of Boucher, which is still the most reliable source on
Boucher."”

However, the question remains: Why did Boucher become a Loyalist if he was a
“constitutional conservative” who shared many elements with the conservative Patriots?
Zimmer did not present a clear view of why and how Boucher developed his Loyalism and
what its core was like. To elucidate this, this article will focus on Boucher’s service as an

6) Maya Jasanoff, Liberty s Exiles: American Loyalists in the Revolutionary World (New York: Knopf, 2011).

7 Bernard Bailyn, The Ideological Origins of the American Revolution (Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1967), 314-15.

8 On evaluations of Boucher as a staunch Loyalist, see Richard M. Gummere, “Jonathan Boucher,
Toryissimus,” in The American Colonial Mind and the Classical Tradition: Essays in Comparative Culture
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1963), 161-72; Ralph E. Fall, “The Rev. Jonathan Boucher,
Turbulent Tory (1738-1804),” Historical Magazine of the Protestant Episcopal Church 36 (1967): 323-56.
“Toryissimus” in Gummere’'s work may have been coined by following a form of adjectival superlatives of
Latin. In contrast, some articles point out “liberal” sides of Boucher. See Michael D. Clark, “Jonathan
Boucher and the Toleration of Roman Catholics in Maryland,” Maryland Historical Magazine 71 (1976):
194-204; Robert G. Walker, “Jonathan Boucher: Champion of the Minority,” William and Mary Quarterly,
3rd ser., 2 (1945): 3-14.

9 Anne Young Zimmer and Alfred H. Kelly, “Jonathan Boucher: Constitutional Conservative,” Journal
of American History 58 (1972): 897-922.

10 Anne Y. Zimmer, Jonathan Boucher: Loyalist in Exile (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1978).
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Anglican minister. In his American days, Boucher’s principles were put forth mostly as a
clergyman of the established church in Chesapeake. This makes it natural to hypothesize that
the core of his Loyalism stemmed from his strong identity as an Anglican clergyman. This
article will test this hypothesis.

Sections of this article are arranged largely in chronological order because Boucher's
thought developed along with his experience in the Chesapeake colonies. The first section
explains Boucher's cultivation of close relationships with colonial elites. The second section
shows how Boucher defended the plan to invite a bishop to America as well as the clerical
benefice. In the third section, Boucher’s resistance to revolutionary institutions is
demonstrated, showing how he accused them of being extra-legal. This article will depict
Boucher's life and thought in a multilayered way by referring to primary materials such as

newspaper articles, reminiscences, sermons, letters, and pamphlets."”

1. Getting Established in Colonial Chesapeake as a Clergyman

The first section will show how Boucher established himself in colonial society as a
clergyman of the church and as a schoolmaster, and in so doing, shed light on key aspects
of his personality—aspects which, this paper argues, influenced his later decision to side
with the Loyalists. Boucher’s correspondence with George Washington will be examined
assuming that Boucher's firm identity as an Anglican clergyman surfaced in his insistence on
Washington'’s stepson entering King’s College, an Anglican institution at that time.

(1) Becoming a clergyman and joining the gentry
On July 13, 1759, Jonathan Boucher, an ambitious twenty-one-year-old from England,
landed in Port Royal, Virginia. He arrived there as a tutor to sons of a planter, intending to
become a merchant after saving some money. Although his plan eventually floundered due to
issues with his employer, it is clear that Boucher was interested in pecuniary well-being.'”
Then Boucher began to plan to join the holy order of the established church. In Virginia,
unlike in England, it was relatively easy for less-educated young men to become clergymen.

1D Boucher's sermons were compiled and published in 1797, in the following work: Jonathan Boucher, 4
View of the Causes and Consequences of the American Revolution: in Thirteen Discourses, Preached in
North America between the Years 1763 and 1775 with an Historical Preface (London, 1797; New York:
Russell & Russell, 1967). This work is henceforth cited as View. As Zimmer pointed out, his published
sermons, which historians have relied on in referring to his political ideology, were revised after he was
exiled, probably because he clarified the conservative elements of his original sermons composed in his
American days. The sermons are useful and indispensable for analyzing Boucher’s ideas, although it is
always important to be conscious of this problem when dealing with historical material.

12) Jonathan Boucher, Reminiscences of an American Loyalist, 1738-1789: being the autobiography of
the Rev[d].Jonathan Boucher, rector of Annapolis in Maryland and afterwards vicar of Epsom, Surrey,
England. ed. Jonathan Bouchier (Boston: Houghton Mifflin company, 1925), 24-28. Henceforth cited as
Reminiscences.
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Boucher was educated at a grammar school and by a teacher of mathematics in his home
province, but he never received college education as did most eighteenth-century clergymen
in England. In 1750s Virginia, more than half the clergymen of the established church were
from outside the colony. As this fact shows, the church faced a shortage of clergymen.'” This
partly accounts for the fact that Boucher could join the clergy even without a higher
education.

Boucher acquainted himself with Isaac W. Giberne, a clergymen of Hanover Parish near
Port Royal, at some point in his first two years. Giberne offered his position to Boucher,
since he was supposed to transfer to another parish. Boucher did not write how he came to
know Giberne, but it can be inferred that Boucher was skillful in finding friends who could
benefit him. Boucher obtained a letter of introduction from Giberne and set sail back to
England to meet the Bishop of London for ordination."

Not until he was back to Virginia did he get entangled in a conflict with Giberne and his
former employer. Boucher once spoke ill of Giberne's literary ability, and the former
employer repeated the insult to Giberne. Infuriated, Giberne spread a negative rumor about
Boucher to parishioners. Boucher did not apologize for his indiscretion, even challenging
Giberne to an intellectual “duel.” Boucher told Giberne to translate a chapter of the Greek
Old Testament into English, even though Boucher knew nothing of Greek.' This episode
suggests that Boucher was reckless, unyielding and somewhat supercilious. It is impossible
to directly associate his personal character with his later Loyalism as a purely abstract
ideology, but it may have something to do with his isolation from the community.

There is another episode indicative of his straightforwardness and sense of justice. This
may have something to do with the commitment to the rule of law he later insisted on. In the
summer of 1766, John Chiswell, the father-in-law of the powerful planter Landon Carter, was
arrested on charges of stabbing to death Robert Routledge in a tavern brawl. He was soon
bailed out, however. It was unusual for a murder case. His release triggered a storm of
criticism in a local newspaper against the judges. Boucher published an anonymous letter,
which denounced the judges for allowing the release.'”’ If Boucher had been interested only
in his social status and monetary benefit, he would not have done such a thing. Therefore, it
is natural to assume that he did so out of his sense of justice, and that this outspokenness may
be related to his being isolated in revolutionary Maryland.

Nevertheless, Boucher successfully started his career as a minister of the established
church in Virginia. In the spring of 1763, he transferred to the parish of St. Mary’s, which

13 John K. Nelson, 4 Blessed Company: Parishes, Parsons, and Parishioners in Anglican Virginia, 1690
-1776 (Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 2001), 125.

1 According to Zimmer, Boucher was far from a religious person, and even doubted the Trinity.
Zimmer, Jonathan Boucher, 43.

15 Reminiscences, 37-38.

16) Zimmer, Jonathan Boucher, 62-65.
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included the town of Port Royal. This parish had no glebe, but Boucher held the right to
receive 4,000 pounds of tobacco a year in compensation. He was too ambitious to be satisfied
with this success, though.

(2) Friendship with George Washington and growing Anglican identity

In colonial Virginia, many clergymen were engaged in education and received an extra
income in addition to their clerical salary. As his own mentor had done in England, he started
a private school, teaching sons from local elite families. More importantly for his career,
he came to know some local prominent men through his teaching. The most famous figure
among his acquaintances was George Washington.'”

In a letter Boucher dated May 30, 1768, Washington requested that Boucher's school
admit John Park Custis, Washington's stepson, the child of Washington's wife Martha and her
former husband.” Boucher accepted this request, and the boy entered the school that
summer. Custis was hard to educate because he often became sick and showed little interest
in academic matters, but Boucher knew that his stepfather had a grand estate, and that a
friendship with the planter would benefit him. In fact, Boucher and Washington did become
friends. Boucher first visited Mount Vernon, Washington’s estate, in 1769, as well as several
other times."”

Boucher’s identity as an Anglican minister can be seen in his insistence on sending
Custis to King's College in New York. Unsuccessful in persuading Washington to send Custis
to Europe to complete his education, Boucher began to recommend that the boy be sent to a
college in the American colonies. At that time, there were a limited number of colleges, such
as Harvard, Yale, King's College (later Columbia), College of New Jersey (later Princeton),
and the College of William and Mary. Except for the College of Philadelphia (later the
University of Pennsylvania), these colleges were founded by a Christian denomination.
Unreservedly belittling the College of New Jersey and speaking unfavorably of the College
of Philadelphia, Boucher eagerly recommended that the boy enroll in King's College. King's
College was founded by the Anglicans,” whereas the College of New Jersey was founded by
the Presbyterians. Here, Boucher's pride in Anglicanism and hatred for the Presbyterians can
be seen.?’’ He did not dismiss the College of Philadelphia, but his attitudes toward
Philadelphia were not positive. He stated that the city planning was republican, or rather

17 Reminiscences, 40-42; Zimmer, Jonathan Boucher, 61.

18) George Washington to Jonathan Boucher, May 30, 1768, in The Writings of George Washington from
the Original Manuscript Sources 1745-1799, vol.2, ed. John C. Fitzpatrick (Westport, CT: Greenwood
Press, 1970), 486-88.

19) Reminiscences, 48-50; Zimmer, Jonathan Boucher, 77-79.

20 On the founding of King’s College, see John Brett Langstaff, “Anglican Origins of Columbia
University,” Historical Magazine of the Protestant Episcopal Church 9 (1940): 257-60.

2D Jonathan Boucher to George Washington, January 19, 1773, in Letters of Jonathan Boucher to George
Washington, 39-41.
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populist, and that New York City, the seat of King's College, was more genteel, as more
affluent people resided there. Although his words in his Reminiscences cannot be taken
purely at face value, he was clearly contemptuous of other denominations. As for
Philadelphia, he disliked it, saying “there are no squares, no public edifices of any size or
dignity..., in short, everything about it has a quakerly or rather, a Republican, aspect.”” In
this sense, Boucher’s tendency toward Anglicanism as the established faith of the British
Empire can be detected. He was very conscious of the rivalry among Christian
denominations in the American colonies, and very proud of his own denomination,
Anglicanism.

Thus, Boucher succeeded in establishing himself in colonial Chesapeake as a clergyman
and teacher by making connections with local planters and the influential figures of the
colonial government. Boucher did not cause conflict against fellow Americans; rather, he
took root in colonial Chesapeake society, and he well understood the planters’ interests. For
instance, in a letter to his mentor in England, Boucher criticized the Stamp Act and showed
compassion for the American colonists.? At the same time, he showed his strong
commitment to Anglicanism, as was expressed in his insistence on sending John Custis to
King's College. Although strong consciousness of being an Anglican clergyman did not
directly lead to his Loyalism, this prefigures Boucher's defense of the established church of
Maryland a few year later. However, as his attitudes toward the murder case showed,
Boucher was far from a mere sycophant to the authorities. Rather, he was a man with a sense
of justice, who was not afraid to criticize magnates in colonial society. This personality,
along with his growing identity as an Anglican minister, must have influenced his becoming
a Loyalist in the face of the Revolution.

2. As a Defender of the Established Church

This section examines Boucher's principles as an Anglican and established churchman
which are reflected in his rigorous defense of church institutions. After first setting the
context of late-colonial Maryland politics, this section will analyze a pivotal controversy
over the established church’s benefice—a well-known dispute between Boucher and two
Patriots. This controversy is significant because it elucidates not only Boucher's ideas, but
also the Patriots’ attitudes toward the Loyalists. The final subsection will investigate his
attitudes toward an American bishop. In contrast to his work to defend the benefice, Boucher
could find few friends among the secular elite and even the fellow clergymen concerning
this issue. As he was familiar with colonists’ distaste for the idea of an American bishop, he
would not have expressed his thoughts if he had acted merely out of self-interest in colonial

22) Reminiscences, 101-3. Citation 101.

23) Jonathan Boucher to John James, December 9, 1765, “Letters of Rev. Jonathan Boucher,” Maryland
Historical Magazine 7 (1912): 295. Zimmer emphasizes Boucher’s sympathy for would-be-Patriots.
Zimmer, Jonathan Boucher, 61-62.
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society. His discourse on an American episcopate was based on his deeply-held convictions,
which also inform his Loyalism.

(1) Party politics and the established church in the Chesapeake colonies

In late 1770, largely because of economic interests, Boucher moved to Annapolis,
Maryland, as a rector. Maryland's clergymen gained a benefice that was several times larger
than that of Virginia's counterparts. While Virginia's benefice was a flat 16,000 pounds of
tobacco, in Maryland thirty pounds of tobacco were imposed on all taxable residents, with a
parish rector’s benefice in proportion to its population.?’

In private life too, Boucher was in favorable circumstances. In June 1772, he married
Eleanor Addison, whose uncle, Henry Addison, was a churchman from a wealthy family in
Maryland. By purchasing a plantation and slaves, he realized his plan to become a planter
and gentleman in America.””

Apart from how deeply Patriots were divided by class interests, almost all preceding
studies agree that the proprietary government was at odds with a large proportion of
Maryland’s people including most planters.”” In colonial Maryland, the Country Party and
the Court Party had a conflict with each other. The Country Party was often critical of the
proprietary government and its supporters (the Court Party). As the Revolution approached,
the Country Party led active movements against Britain and the colonial government. Samuel
Chase and William Paca, mentioned in the next subsection, were activists of the Country
Party.?”

In general, studies of religion in the Revolution have concluded that proprietary officials
and the Anglican clergy became Loyalists.® However, the picture is not so simple.
According to Anne Alden Allan, two-thirds of proprietary officials and the established
church’s clergy became Patriots. Allan suggests that psychological and familial distance from

20 Jonathan Boucher to John James, July 19, 1765, Maryland Historical Magazine 7 (1912): 293;
Reminiscences, 50-53.

%) Reminiscences, 57, 7576, 91-92.

%) The conflict between administrations and lower houses of legislatures has been pointed out in other
British-American colonies as well. See, for example, Bernard Bailyn, The Origins of American Politics
(New York: Vintage Books, 1968); Jack P. Greene, Peripheries and Center: Constitutional Development in
the Extended Polities of the British Empire and the United States, 1607-1788 (Athens, GA: University of
Georgia Press, 1986).

270 On the Revolution in Maryland, see Ronald Hoffman, 4 Spirit of Dissension: Economics, Politics,
and the Revolution in Maryland (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1973), especially chapters 5
and 6. The following book also gives much information on political conflicts in colonial Maryland and
their relation to the Revolution. Charles A. Barker, The Background of the Revolution in Maryland (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1940).

28) For example, Mark A. Noll, Christians in the American Revolution (Vancouver: Regent College
Publishing, 2006 [1977]), 103—4.
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the proprietor and his governor caused one to decide whether to become a Patriot or a
Loyalist.”” In this light, it is natural that Boucher became a Loyalist, because he was friends
with the governor and some council members.*” Yet this does not mean that Boucher was
always on good terms with the Court Party. The relationship between the secular elite and the
clergy sometimes soured regarding the discipline of the clergy and the benefice. To be sure,
Boucher was a clergyman close to the secular elite, but he was exceedingly conscious of his
status as a clergyman independent of the secular elite, and enthusiastic for the formality of
the Church—a posture that would eventually conflict with the secular elite and even the
majority of the clergy.®” It is not appropriate to attribute Boucher’s Loyalism entirely to his
being close to the proprietary government; it was based on his firm identity as an Anglican
clergyman distinct from the secular elites.

(2) Defending the benefice

It may seem quite natural that Boucher defended the church benefice, because he joined
the clergy of the established church to gain financial stability. In fact, he was very conscious
of his income as a churchman.’” When in Virginia, he was involved in the Parsons Cause
controversy and wrote anonymous articles that defended the benefice.*” It seems that in
Virginia, he did so just out of self-interest, not based on principle. However, the controversy
to be examined here likely also led him to develop a sense of crisis about the established
church in itself. This subsection will examine how Boucher refuted the attack by Patriot
lawyers on the clerical salary.>”

On October 22, 1770, the legal grounds for the Maryland clergy’s salaries expired. But
salaries for the established church'’s clergy still retained their legal basis in the Establishment
Act of 1702. This act provided that forty pounds of tobacco per person was to be collected
annually for the church. However, not everyone obeyed the older act. Boucher's parishioners

29 Anne Alden Allan, “Patriots and Loyalists: The Choice of Political Allegiances by the Members of
Maryland’s Proprietary Elite,” Journal of Southern History 38 (1972): 283-92.

30) On Boucher’s connection with proprietary establishment, see Zimmer, Jonathan Boucher, Chapter 5.

31 For information on the relationship between the secular establishment and the clergy in colonial
Chesapeake, see James P. Walsh, “Black Cotted Raskolls: Anti-Anglican Criticism in Colonial Virginia,”
Virginia Magazine of History and Biography 88 (1980): 21-36; James Haw, “Maryland Politics on the Eve
of the Revolution: The Provincial Controversy, 1770-1773,” Maryland Historical Magazine 65 (1970): 103—
29.

32) For example, Boucher told his mentor that he wanted to transfer to a parish in Maryland because that
colony had a higher benefice. Jonathan Boucher to John James, March 9, 1765, Maryland Historical
Magazine 7 (1912): 339-40.

33) Zimmer, Jonathan Boucher, 59-61.

34 Zimmer studied the controversy. Anne Y. Zimmer, “The ‘Paper War' in Maryland, 1772-73: The Paca-
Chase Political Philosophy Tested,” Maryland Historical Magazine 71 (1976): 177-93.
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did not pay it at all.*

Against this backdrop, two Patriots leaders started their attack of the church benefice
in a local newspaper the Maryland Gazette. They were Samuel Chase and William Paca,
lawyers and opposition leaders since the 1765-66 Stamp Act Crisis. They were from wealthy

families, but estranged from the proprietary government.*”

Boucher joined the controversy
on the side of the Church. The argument between Boucher and the two lawyers mainly
concerned the validity of the 1702 act and the justification of vestrymen's authority without
that act.

In the Maryland Gazette (September 10, 1772), Paca asserted that the 1702 act
established by the Maryland Assembly was invalid, and even unconstitutional, because, at
the time that it was passed, the assembly had not yet been formally convened by the new

37)

monarch (Queen Anne).”” Paca also insisted that succeeding acts never confirmed the act of

1702, because the latter was “void ab Initio (void from the beginning).”

Boucher was astounded by the two lawyers’ denial of the 1702 act, and he placed his
rebuttal in the Gazette on December 31, 1772. A fierce controversy broke out. He presented
ten queries to Paca and Chase in order to point out a glaring contradiction in their argument.
Boucher knew that Chase and Paca were vestrymen in their parish. Vestrymen were elected
—usually by local magnates—and they were in charge of parish management, performing
tasks such as building and renovating a chapel and inviting a rector. The 1702 act also
provided for the power and duty of vestrymen. Boucher pointed out the contradiction that
the two lawyers were rejecting the same act that vested in them their rights and duty as
vestrymen.*”

Calling Boucher an “uncharitable priest,” Chase and Paca attempted to justify their
power and action as vestrymen by citing supplemental statutes and common law. First,
they admitted that, as vestrymen of Saint Anne’s Parish, they had requested that the county
court assess five pounds of tobacco per taxable parishioner, and that the purpose of the
assessment was to repair their church building. Furthermore, the two lawyers claimed that

the acts of 1704 and 1729, enacted by the Maryland Assembly, confirmed their authority

%) Jonathan Boucher to John James, November 16, 1773, Maryland Historical Magazine 8 (1913): 182—
83. On the legal issues that directly caused the controversy, see Jean H. Vivian, “The Poll Tax Controversy
in Maryland, 1770-76: A Case of Taxation with Representation,” Maryland Historical Magazine 71 (1976):
151-76.

36) On Samuel Chase (1741-1811), see Alan F. Day, A Social Study of Lawyers in Maryland (New York:
Garland, 1989), 255-57; American National Biography (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999), vol. 4,
s.v. “Chase, Samuel.” On William Paca (1740-1799), see Day, Social Study of Lawyers in Maryland, 548—
50; American National Biography, vol. 16, s.v. “Paca, William.”

37 William I1I died on March 8, 1702 (the Julian calendar). Queen Anne immediately succeeded him and
ascended to the throne.

3) Maryland Gazette, September 10, 1772.

39 Ibid., December 31, 1772.
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as vestrymen. The Act of 1704 provided that vestrymen could request the county courts to
raise taxes to provide for church matters.”” They also cited the act of 1729 to justify the
vestrymen's power to levy not more than 10 pounds of tobacco on parishioners for church
maintenance. Thus, they maintained that they were “legally and constitutionally Vestrymen
and Churchwardens of St. Anne’s parish.”*”

Chase and Paca relied not only on the acts of 1704 and 1729, but also on common
law, which was “founded upon publick utility.” According to them, their parish had already
been designated by common law as a “body politic” even before the act of 1702 was
established.” Chase and Paca thus justified being vestrymen and raising a church tax on the
basis of supplementary acts and common law, while simultaneously denying the validity of
the act of 1702."

In his next response to the lawyers, Boucher emphasized the significance of statutes
enacted by the colonial Assembly, stating that “there were neither parishes nor vestries in
Maryland, before the Act of 1692" because Maryland had been governed by a “professed
Papist,” not by Anglicans. Chase and Paca depended partly on custom and usage to justify
their power as vestrymen. Boucher criticized them, saying, “You cannot claim under an [sic]
usage, where you can prove the authority from which it is derived: were it otherwise, there
would be no other Laws, than those dependent on custom.” Furthermore, Boucher retorted
that parish rectors, as well as parishes and vestries, would be justified. Here Boucher seems
to have been successful in pointing out the far-fetched nature of the lawyers claim."” The
lawyers invoked common law theory again, but their claim was far from cogent.”’

On April 29, in the final article of this controversy, Boucher pointed out a fundamental
flaw in Chase and Paca’s basis for the nullity of the 1702 act. In 1714, a new writ of election
was issued by King George 1. In 1715, Benedict Leonard Calvert converted to the Church of
England, so that the king restored his proprietorship in Maryland. Once Maryland became
a proprietary colony again, its assembly had to be summoned by the proprietor, not by the
king. However, the assembly enacted some important laws in the 1716 session, without a new
writ of election and summons being issued by the proprietor. One of the laws was the act
that provided the election and authority of the Delegates (the lower house), to which Chase
and Paca belonged. Boucher triumphantly questioned whether the statutes enacted by the

10) This act is recorded in Archives of Maryland (Annapolis: Maryland State Archives, 1883-), vol. 26,
292-94.

W Maryland Gazette, January 14, 1773.

12) Chase and Paca later relied on common law, defining it strictly by means of their original interpretation,
but here they used it in a more general sense—in that they contrast it against statutes.

) Maryland Gazette, January 14, 1773.

) Tbid., February 4, 1773.

15 Ibid., March 18, 1773.
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Maryland Assembly in 1716 were void."” Chase and Paca never publicly responded to this
challenge.

To sum up, this controversy was not a purely legal one, but a political one as well.
Chase and Paca tried to nullify the 1702 act by way of miscellaneous legal bases such as
common law, natural law, and supplementary laws. Their argument was a kind of sophism,
and they could not meaningfully rebut Boucher’s final and decisive argument. In terms
of a legal controversy, the winner was arguably Boucher. However, Chase and Paca were
the winners in that they succeeded in arousing Marylanders’ anger against conservative
clergy like Boucher. This controversy was already part of the American Revolution, and it
entailed something beyond what the Patriots could justify by means of the existing order.
In this sense, the analysis of the controversy supports Zimmer’s evaluation that Boucher was
a “constitutional conservative,” not a reactionary Loyalist.”” And Chase and Paca were
clearly revolutionaries in the sense that they denied the statutes and custom of colonial
Maryland.

(3) Defending an American Bishop

Chase and Paca also brought to light the issue of an American episcopate, even though it
was not relevant to the discussion of the act of 1702. Why did they do so? To put it briefly, an
American episcopate was very unpopular not only in Chesapeake but also in all the American
colonies.

The Church of England is a denomination that has bishops who supervise lower clergy.
Though the Church of England was the established church in the Chesapeake colonies,
bishops were not sent there. Colonial New Englanders were always on the alert against
encroachment by the Anglicans into their Congregational churches. For them, a proposed
American bishop was a symbol of religious oppression.”’ Unlike in New England, however,
in Maryland the Church of England was established upon the people’s will. Therefore, the
parish system itself was not drastically attacked by the people, as Chase and Paca acted as
vestrymen. Nonetheless, Marylanders often complained about the benefice and the

16) Tbid., April 29, 1773. In this article, Boucher stated, “There was a demise in 1715.” This refers to the
death of Benedict Leonard Calvert, because Queen Anne died on August 1, 1714, if Boucher was not
mistaken. Aubrey C. Land, Colonial Maryland: A History (Millwood, NY: KTO Press, 1981), 117-18.

47 Zimmer and Kelly, “Jonathan Boucher: Constitutional Conservative.”

) For example, the following work deals with the tenacious opposition movement against the
introduction of an American bishop in New England: Carl Bridenbaugh, Mitre and Sceptre: Transatlantic
Faiths, Ideas, Personalities, and Politics, 1689-1775 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1962). However,
some scholars are critical of Bridenbaugh'’s overemphasis on New Englanders’ fear of an American bishop.
See Nancy L. Rhoden, Revolutionary Anglicanism: The Colonial Church of England Clergy during the
American Revolution (New York: New York University Press, 1999), 37-38.
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misconduct of some clergymen.*” The governors and council members basically sided with
the clergy, but they sometimes clashed with the clergy over the balance of power in ruling the
church. In Maryland, secular offices and people had a great deal of power over the church
administration. The governors had a great deal of power, such as to induct and admonish a
parish rector. The vestry also had an influence over clergymen.®” An American bishop, if
such a bishop was introduced, would have ecclesiastical power over the Maryland church.
The governors would thus be deprived of their powers over the clergy, and the vestry's
influence on church matters would be reduced. The introduction of an American episcopate
would cause concern both for the people and the secular establishment.’” Chase and Paca
must have recognized this and taken advantage of it in order to isolate Boucher.

They pointed out that Boucher had organized a movement to invite an American bishop
from England.”” Boucher actually arranged a meeting on behalf of an American bishop in
1770; he was participating in the movement for an American episcopate with some other
Anglican clergymen. He organized this meeting of clergymen for an American episcopacy
despite opposition from the governor and the council. In a petition to the governor, Boucher
and other clergymen claimed that an American bishop was indispensable to controlling its
clergy, and they requested that the governor permit their petition for a bishop to be sent to the
king and the archbishop of Canterbury.” Chase and Paca must have brought up Boucher's
actions regarding the bishop issue to gain public support for themselves, because they knew
his actions would evoke Marylanders’ worry and anger against Boucher's movement as a pro-
bishop churchman.

One thing that should be noted here is that the American bishop proposed by Boucher
was not one who exercises power over secular affairs. In Boucher's view, an American bishop
was to be vested only with power over the clergy. He stated “American bishops...are to be of
the suffragan kind; without peerages, without power, without preferment.” Boucher did not
want an English-style bishop who would have influence over secular politics. Nevertheless,
few showed sympathy for Boucher’s plan. Marylanders were too sensitive to encroachment on

19 For example, Van Voorst showed a list of clergymen accused of irregular conduct. Carol Van Voorst,
Anglican Clergy in Maryland (New York: Garland, 1989), 311-12.

50 Nelson W. Rightmyer, Maryland s Established Church (Baltimore: Church Historical Society, 1956),
89-112. In Virginia, whose established church was also the Church of England, the power of laymen was
strong too. See Nelson, 4 Blessed Company, 30-32.

51 In a petition to the governor, Boucher insisted that the clergy control system should be one “by Bishops
to which alone a Clergyman of the Church of England can in Conscience think it his Duty to Submit,” and
that only this kind of system would be truly constitutional. Archives of Maryland, vol. 32, 380. This must
have displeased the governor.

52) They mentioned an American bishop as early as in their first response to Boucher. Maryland Gazette,
January 14, 1773.

53) drchives of Maryland, vol. 32, 379-85.

5 “On the American Episcopate” in View, 141-42.
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colonial autonomy by the home government and the Church.

Thus Boucher incurred the antipathy of many Marylanders in the controversy over
benefice, but he was not totally friendless on this issue as the governor and some councilors
backed him. Concerning an American bishop, however, Boucher was rather isolated and
provoked anger even from the governor and the council. For Boucher, who was promoted
thanks to the governor and his friends, confrontation with the top echelons of the colonial
establishment was the last thing he wanted. The support for an American episcopate was
based on Boucher's authoritarian principles, the core of his Loyalism. Boucher stated “a
levelling republican spirit in the Church naturally leads to republicanism in the State; neither
of which would heretofore have been endured in this ancient dominion [i.e. Virginia].”® To
Boucher, the Church without resident bishops was not the Church of England, the established
religion in colonial Chesapeake. On this account, even to the Court Party and other

clergymen, Boucher could not concede.”

3. Resisting the Revolution

This section will examine how Boucher hardened his attitudes towards the Patriots and
their revolutionary institutions after the controversy. In this final stage, Boucher preached
passive obedience to supreme power, but this did not come out of his ideology at that time; it
came from the Patriots’ violent treatment of the clergyman.

Although Boucher damaged his image in colonial society through the controversy with
Chase and Paca, Boucher's merry interactions with the local elites continued. On Christmas
Day, 1772, in the midst of the controversy, Boucher was invited to Mount Vernon and he
enjoyed dining with George and Martha Washington.”” However, he did not mitigate his
stance as a critic of revolutionary attack on the colonial establishment. Rather, he began to
become entangled with the storm of the coming Revolution and to stiffen his conservative
attitudes.

On May 10, 1773, ten days after the controversy between Boucher and the two Patriots
ended, Parliament passed the Tea Act. The act did not provoke Marylanders’ antipathy as
immediately as it did New Englanders’. But in May 1774, the news that the Port of Boston
was shut down by the so-called Coercive Acts reached Maryland. Citizens of Annapolis
resolved that the cause of Boston would be the cause of the American colonies, and they
joined the resistance to the British government. Each county followed suit. In June 22, the
Maryland Convention, an extralegal body, was convened, and it decided to call in support
for Boston and to send delegates to a proposed convention (the Continental Congress) in
Philadelphia. In this situation, Boucher was asked to preach and drum up his parishioners’

%) Ibid., 104.

%) On an American episcopate in Chesapeake, see James B. Bell, 4 War of Religion (New York:
Palgrave McMillan, 2008), chap. 9.

57 Zimmer, Jonathan Boucher, 140—44.
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support for Boston. Since he rejected this request and refused to sign some resolutions
against the home country, he was severely criticized and was targeted with contemptuous
words. His position in Maryland's society decisively deteriorated. Boucher “daily met with
insults, indignities, and injuries.”® Meanwhile, Boucher expressed his opposition to the
coming first Continental Congress by publishing an anonymous pamphlet in the summer of
1774.

In this pamphlet, Boucher summarized the British Constitution, which was applicable to
the American colonies as a mixed government, in which the monarch and the Parliament
shared the power. The monarch held the administrative power; the legislative power was
shared by the monarch and the Parliament. Each legislative body of the colonies was
qualified to enact by-laws that could be applied to each colony, but should not contradict
English law. Boucher feared that the Continental Congress would cross the Rubicon; he
stated that “as long as government subsists, subjects owe an implicit obedience to the Laws
of the supreme power, from which there can be no appeal to Heaven.””

Boucher recognized that Patriots invoked John Locke'’s theory in criticizing imposing
taxes without representation. According to Boucher, the Patriots intentionally hid the fact that
Locke'’s intention was to establish the authority of the Parliament as the virtually supreme
body of the English government. Of course, Boucher's argument did not gain support in
America in 1774, because he failed to present an alternative to the virtual representation
theory, which the colonists were willing to accept.*”

Boucher's appeal was in vain; the first Continental Congress convened in Philadelphia
in September 5, 1774. The Congress resolved that they were ready to go to armed resistance
if the British government went to war. Boucher feared that extralegal bodies such as the
Continental Congress and local conventions and committees would gain popular approval
and become official institutions.®”’ He persisted in opposing such extralegal bodies, saying
that making people obey such bodies” decisions by oppressing the freedom of speech was a
kind of tyranny.*”

In addition to Boucher's connection with the governor and top elites of the colony, his
defiant attitudes and remarks to revolutionary institutions further provoked the Patriots’
antipathy towards him. After the first Continental Congress, Maryland Patriots organized a
de facto revolutionary government and started to clamp down severely on anti-revolutionary
attitudes and activities. Of course, Boucher was on the list. One day in 1775, more than two

58) Reminiscences, 105.

59) [Jonathan Boucher], 4 Letter from a Virginian to the Members of the Congress to be Held at Philadelphia,
on the First of September, 1774 (London: J. Wilkie, 1774), 17-21, Citation, 20.

60) Tbid., 41-44.

61 Barker, Background of the Revolution, 368-72; On political conflicts in 1774, see Hoffman, Spirit of
Dissension, 132-37.

62) Reminiscences, 128-30; Zimmer, Jonathan Boucher, 155-59.
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hundred militiamen swarmed into the governor’s office to take Boucher to the Provincial
Committee (the revolutionary government), of which Samuel Chase and William Paca were
members.® Despite the governor's and his councillors’ advice to flee, Boucher was
determined to make a stand against the soldiers, because he thought that “to comply with the
advice of my friends would be to fall into the pit my persecutors had dug for me.” Boucher
offered to meet the committee if the captain took soldiers away and allowed him to visit the
committee as a gentleman, not as a detainee. Confronting the committee members, Boucher
peremptorily denounced revolutionary and extralegal institutions. This time he was acquitted
because the audience, upon hearing his explanation, claimed that he was not guilty.*”

Boucher became increasingly isolated, not only in Maryland's politics, but also among
the Anglican clergy in the American colonies. Regarding an American episcopate, some
colleagues in the middle colonies cooperated with Boucher in promoting the plan. However,
as Independence approached, many Anglican ministers in the middle and southern colonies
began to show sympathy to the Patriots. Some of them published sermons that tolerate armed
resistance to the mother country.”’ In order to understand Boucher’s attitudes towards the
relationship between the colonies and the mother country, sermons by Philadelphia Anglican
clergymen William Smith and Jacob Duché, and Boucher's counterargument, will be briefly
discussed.®

Smith referred to the Book of Joshua to criticize the American colonies’ resistance to the
home country. Smith compared the Israelite tribes that moved to the east side of the Jordan
River to the American colonists who crossed the Atlantic. According to Smith, both the
Israelite tribes and the Americans created their state and society following home customs.
Smith claimed that the Americans entered into an “original contract” with the mother country
and that the American colonies and the home were equal.””

Boucher criticized Smith’s interpretation of the biblical episode. According to Boucher,
it was the Americans, not the British government, that rejected negotiation with the other
party. Smith had stated that “a continued submission to violence is no tenet of our Church,”
and that “the doctrine of absolute Non-resistance has been fully exploded among every
virtuous people.”® Boucher attacked this claim in particular, and insisted on absolute non-
resistance to existing authorities. He said that “violences, in a political sense, are any
exertions or exercises of power by persons not legally invested with power,” and he told the

63) Hoffman, Spirit of Dissension, 142; Barker, Background of the Revolution, 370.

64 Reminiscences, 105-108.

) On Southern Anglican clergy's attitudes toward an American episcopate, see Bell, War of Religion,
chapter 9.

) Boucher met Smith in Philadelphia to discuss an American episcopate. Reminiscences, 100.

67 William Smith, A4 Sermon on the Present Situation of American Affairs. Preached in Christ-Church,
June 23, 1775 (Philadelphia: James Humphreys, Jr., 1775), 2-3.

) Tbid., 20-21.
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congregation to accept measures by the home government, referring to Christianity as a

" In response to Duché’s sermon, Boucher preached “passive obedience”

“suffering religion.
to the British government, which means relunctant obedience to absolute power even when
its order runs counter to divine order.” Now that the revolutionary movement had started,

Boucher could only tell people to stay calm by using the term “passive obedience.”
Conclusion

The torrent of the times drowned out Boucher’s insistence on non-resistance and
passive obedience. His position in Maryland and his parish worsened day by day. One day
in 1775, a body of militia thronged to his church and threatened to kill him in order to stop
his preaching against the Patriotic cause. Boucher had to choose one of the two options: to
change his principles and stay, or to leave America. When persuaded by the governor, he
chose the latter. In September 1775, he sailed for England, never to return.””

There are two factors in Boucher’s adoption of a Loyalist position and his departure
from the colony: political principle and personal character. Regarding political principle,
he was not a staunch Loyalist from the beginning. Boucher wanted to settle in colonial
Chesapeake society to join the local gentry, which would not be possible in his home,
England. Indeed, he succeeded in doing so to a large extent. He shared his basic interests
with Chesapeake gentry on imperial policy. However, the controversy with Chase and
Paca marked Boucher as an enemy to the American cause, and it made Boucher realize his
conservatism. Not until the Continental Congress convened did Boucher develop a strong
Loyalist consciousness. As the relationship between the colonies and the home deteriorated,
he began to take a tougher line, insisting, finally, on absolute non-resistance. Thus Boucher
was forced to be a Loyalist as revolutionary circumstances emerged.

However, it can be said that Boucher inevitably became a Loyalist. His attitudes toward
an American bishop were clearly conservative, or “High Church” in terms of Anglicanism.™
His High Church principle led Boucher to promote the project of inviting a bishop to
America, even if his activity incurred the wrath of the ruling classes of the colony, including
the governor. While he supported maintaining the clergy’s benefice, both in Virginia and
Maryland, based on the interests of colonial Anglican clergy and his own, his espousal of an
American resident bishop was apparently based on his own conservative principles, not on
his self-interest.

Boucher’s personal character must have influenced the formation of his Loyalism as
well. As was shown in the case of an American bishop and the murder case in Virginia, he

69 View, 181-82.

) Tbid., 54546.

"V Reminiscences, 121-23, 141.
™ The term “High Church” usually refers to Anglican clergymen who emphasized traditional rituals and
authoritarian governance of the church.
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was not a pliant person who would easily modify his principles in terms of his self-interest.
This seemingly stubborn character made him seem to be a reactionary Loyalist. As Anne
Zimmer demonstrated, Boucher was not a born reactionary. What is important, however, is
the fact that many historians have nevertheless regarded Boucher as a highly conservative
Loyalist. This means that the ideology confronted by the Patriots in the American Revolution
(i.e. Loyalism) was created by the Patriots” actions of specifying their enemies. It was the
revolutionaries that crystalized the inimical group and eliminated it by force. Boucher's
experience in revolutionary Chesapeake was just one such case.
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Naoto Sudo, Nanyo-Orientalism:
Japanese Representations of the Pacific

(New York: Cambria Press, 2010)

Bernard Wilson

Naoto Sudo’s Nanyo-Orientalism: Japanese Representations of the Pacific is a
fascinating and informative addition to the field of colonial/postcolonial studies, providing
a fresh perspective to theory that (in English-language terms, certainly) has all too often
concentrated solely on British and American hegemonic relationships with the South Pacific
region. The author clearly delineates the geographical region in question to assess Japan's
problematic relationship with the Pacific Islands in light of Edward Said’s seminal work,
Orientalism (1978). The Korean scholar, Kang Sang-jung’s reinterpretation of Japanese
Orientalism, in which Kang argues that Japanese textual interpretations of Micronesia reflect
“the simultaneous operation of double desires: the desire to avoid Western territorial ambition
directed at Japan and the desire to use Orientalism’s hegemonic power over other Asian/
Pacific regions”,"” also forms a touchstone for Sudo’s theoretical framework. The earlier
literature of Nanyo-Orientalism, the author proposes, implies a dual moral imperative,
encapsulating as it often does the propagandistic desire to “save” indigenous culture from
itself through tying it to Japanese protection, while also seeking to redress the perceived
wrongs of Western imperialism and colonization, a “primordial chaos [which must] be
reclaimed from or liberated from Western rules by the Japanese”.?

Sudo examines both colonial and postcolonial periods, as well as the decolonizing
processes represented in more contemporary texts, to explore textual representations of
identity formation on the micro and macro scales of consciousness at national and individual
levels and in relation to concepts of otherness. As such, the analysis acknowledges the
diversity of the islands in Oceania but unites them through their relationship with — and
reaction to — the historical forces of imperialism from both sides of the Pacific Rim and in
doing so highlights the constant and fluid evolution of identity: an identity that is invariably
formed in relation to manifest oppression(s) and segregation(s) but which retains a fluidity
that is symbolized by the mutating and transforming ocean itself.

For Japanese writers in the 1930s such as Shimada Keizo, the islands of the South Seas
appear to have existed as much in the imagination as in reality, an approach described by

D Kang, Sang-jung. In Naoto Sudo, Nanyo-Orientalism: Japanese Representations of the Pacific (New
York: Cambria Press, 2010), 3.
¥ Sudo, Nanyo-Orientalism, 5.
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Yano Toru as the “Boken Dankichi syndrome”. During this period, the South Pacific region
encapsulates a Japanese desire for idealized colonization: the attempt to mold indigenous
subjects as one step removed from the “noble savage” concept envisions them becoming
law-abiding citizens who remain loyal to the Japanese social structure and ethos while
never being afforded actual “Japanese” status themselves. This was a site then, both real and
imagined, in which to redress the perceived past mistakes of Japanese colonization in East
Asia, evidenced for example in the work of the folklorist, Yanagita Kunio, while also serving
the function of redressing the wrongs of the white colonizer both in Micronesia itself and
elsewhere. Versions of “Shunkan” written by Kurata Hyakuzo, Kikuchi Kan, and Akutagawa
Ryunosuke in the 1920s reinforce this point through didactic morality tales that emphasize
an “appropriate” colonizing behavior and methodology that is portrayed as, with apologies
to Kipling, the Japanese man’s burden. Nakajima Atsushi’s “Fufu” (1942), however, provides
the counterpoint to such attitudes during this period. Postcolonial in its ramifications, it
resists the predominant colonial discourse in its reversal of the traditional movement from
“civilized” to “uncivilized” seen in many texts, but still locates itself within the parameters of
orientalism through its “exoticization” (and, on occasions, “eroticization”) of the native.

U.S. atomic testing is overtly referenced in Japanese cinema of the 1950s, most
particularly through Godzilla (1954) which may be read, as Sudo explains, in anti-imperialist
terms but which conversely represents Japanese colonialism as noble in its ideals in
comparison to Western acts of aggression. Stories such as Miura Shumon'’s “Shoko” (1957),
depict Japanese not in the role of aggressors but as victims, conveniently ignoring many
of the transgressions against local inhabitants, while the same author’s “Ponape-to” (1957)
reimagines Western colonization in terms of its effects on indigenous people. Japanese
cinema from the late 1950s played a similar role in historical revisionism through further
Godzilla films, reflecting the sentiments of earlier texts such as the cartoon story “Dankichi
the adventurous”, first published between 1933 and 1939, but republished in 1967.

As Sudo notes, issues surrounding decolonization, but also neo-colonial desires,
re-emerge in novels such as Tanaka Koji's The Small Devine Islands (1981), lkezawa
Natsuki's The Stratosphere on a Summer Morning (1984) and Macias Gilly's Downfall
(1993) — which articulates and inverts the orientalist trope of centre and periphery — and
Kobayashi Nobuhiko's The Hottest Island in the World (1991). Ikezawa’s 1984 novel, as
one such example of coded neocolonialism, portrays resistance to Americanization while
reinforcing the supposed “uniqueness” of Japanese identity in juxtaposition to the “otherness”
of Micronesia. Yet despite these negative portrayals of Western influence, the American
relationship is also represented in terms of enlightenment and protection, underlining the
conflicted Japanese attitudes to the West in many novels of the period which, as Sudo
correctly asserts, “unwittingly show Japanese writers’ difficulties in depicting the (distant)

other as resisting conventional colonialist depictions”.”

3 Ibid., 73.
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Sudo’s “dialogue” between texts by Nakajima Atsushi and Albert Wendt provides further
fertile ground for investigating colonization, transnationalism and alienation, and their effects
on constructs of identity. Through brief comparative analyses of other colonial narratives, he
notes the inherent romanticism in many earlier Western and Japanese texts, and the impact
of colonial education on indigenous people, a theme common to colonial/postcolonial
literature. But Nakajima, as Sudo posits, moves away from traditional critiques of colonial
methodology so as to denigrate the act of colonialism in itself, while Wendt's depiction of a
faceless Japan attempts to distance the author from fixed national identities, and seeks to
dismantle cultural and national stereotypes by locating not only points of connection in this
fluid region of the Pacific but also, conversely, to portray the “ambiguous, alienated self’ =

Japanese diasporic identities and attitudes to colonization and neo-colonization are
also examined in contemporary Hawaiian literature (Haunani-Kay Trask and O.A. Bushell
are two such examples). Shifts in the representation of Japanese diasporic identity took
place in the 1980s and 1990s through Gary Pak’s and Chris McKinney's focus on Japanese
imperialism and its effect on indigenous peoples in the South Pacific, and also through
investigations of Japanese postcolonial consciousness by Japanese-Hawaiian writers such
as Jessica Saiki, Marie Hara, Juliet Kono, Lois-Ann Yamanaka, and Milton Murayama.
Pak depicts the Japanese through the binary of aggressor/victim while many of the other
writers mentioned here deal with issues of gender consciousness and generational difference.
Notably, and as an exception to the rule, Marquita (1982, 1986), by Chris Perez Howard,
looks not only at power relations between the U.S. and Micronesia, but also at the period
of Japanese occupation. Its critique of Japanese imperialist policies of assimilation and
segregation is an indictment of colonial policies but also of false nostalgia. With reference
to a range of textual evidence, Sudo argues convincingly that Nanyo texts emanating from
Japan may often be seen to be looking back, perhaps reactively, while texts emanating from
the islands themselves — most particularly Hawaii — look forward, proactively seeking new
identities.

Naoto Sudo’s analysis of the complex and overlapping colonial, postcolonial and neo-
colonial histories that tie Japan, the United Sates and Micronesia over the last hundred
years is a thorough and thought-provoking book which sheds new light on Japanese
imperialistic and colonizing motivations in the region through the established framework of
Saidian theory. Though the book would have been best served by a unifying conclusion, it
nevertheless provides a lucid and engaging analysis of a diverse range of Nanyo literature
and gives the reader new insights into the fraught positioning of the South Pacific Islands,
whose peoples and cultures were often overwhelmed by the competing colonial imperatives
and military strategies of both Japan and the United States throughout the 20th century.

¥ Tbid., 130.
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DARE [7 20 7 8] CRRURZ M A, 1987 4F). 73-78 H,



150

BLl7ze Vv 7 - 74 F—0FENOWNIZERY a -V - T4 Ly Yy O=2—3— 751
BOWE R &EF DRI DBITIERVIES ) 2 21 IRERII D, BAED 7 X 1) 4 dhiag
WD BV - 728X 2 H 1T L TIUX. ZHUE. T2V IREO T a— b vy &
LA =NV RICTERE L CTREROFR ZRALZ L L, TAY I ABEE
DA ONENERR OB ZPORIGEAT L2 D D%, ZO7 A HRfEo 7ra—
PR EET 5

DX ISR R BB OFERIC S L2 5 ERIZ e Ve 72725, T A A
BT B FEB M O — 7 = £ DB AT DN LB EE Z 2 T CbwIcidh s ),
TAYWEREREOBMNEZT )y - 73 F =)V -y A—0HEIZL S
American History Now?s 2011 4E7 2 ) A GRETHAT SN T 2.V ZDIHIRIZ 72 5 [7F]
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2 Eric Foner, Reconstruction: America’s Unfinished Revolution, 1864-1877 (Harper Collins, 1988); Sean
Wilentz, Chants Democratic: New York City and Rise of the American Working Class, 1788-1850 (Oxford
University Press, 1984).

D 29 LAl LTHIZIZLLT 228, Thomas Bender, 4 Nation among Nations: America’s Place
in World History (New York: Hill and Wang, 2007); lan Tyrrell, Transnational Nation: United States
History in Global Perspectives since 1789 (Palgrave, Mcmillan, 2007); HHEFEERER [[7 2 ) A ] flako
sa—ufe] X7y vz ey MY =] 65, 2009 4F, 6-19 H,
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% Eric Foner and Lisa McGirr, eds., American History Now (Temple University Press, 2011); Eric Foner,
ed., The New American History (Temple University Press, 1990); Eric Foner, ed., The New American
History, Revised and Expanded Edition (Temple University Press, 1997).
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9 SEBEARAE [KPEEED S KRS ——2 a0 =2 OV LRI BT 5 7 2 ) ABE%E04775 | [ODYSSEUS)
1545 2010 4, 1-17 H.




152

HCRELRICBTALF Y aF ) Xnbtryar) Aa ] DRERICBT A ] [#
RETAVIANOHE] [7 A AEREOIFE] LB 4 HIREROEED ST
ME, SOFLTEDPRY) =27 EF 2 X 9" MR & M7 H % #% CE R E
EPWEL, P THEN T AV APHBT AR Z7-85L0w) XDk, 72U Hksk
ZEFHNCYI ) LY TN ZFICER A B R ENZ D &) BB ETICRIEELZ1HT
Hbo TAVIHZEYY T BB TR ENE, WERD 2 RS B AAR
[7 20 %] (1948 4F) DIV TIZI NI TV B0 7 X Y HFEERDO TR IZH ST
BT AN BRI PEL S TIROLEP 0B TIZIZHATWSE L vz &
Vo —Tiv WAKOOFEOLE. TIRLAFE] SHitE, [ F) X% ETFoOMEM (1660
~17754E) ] [ 7 A V) A E O (1770~1820 4E4%) | [7 A V) 7 4 E O 7. (1828 ~
1877 4) ] THEFAFEI~ O | [T EOSEK & it | & B, wEIC [fFek] &L
THASCIREMATD 5N T2 DDSREMFIED AMES LA, [7 A H Bz iEo
JEREPZ ., ENOEMRRE LTOMENIKT 2 L W) T $EEE2H—35L0)
LEH 3HOLEDIE - & ENTz, WHELRETTThHo 7. MBROTmESEHMT2 LB
D, REZHEFICBIL2HMELV) XV [FORYTAAN=AhTF— v TOPT
B LHALAHAKS O BN, 005 5.

2009 FFOHFES DEEIHEDD DL BHEASDOL DL bR PKREL RL L, HK
Wih> CEONEZBATEUTICAR S, 3 MRS GHIFKRZER) ok, FERK
AEIZT S, FERERHEA [FE 7AVARIZEDL ) I TE D] (]
YR, T4 1% RHECHIREC 17 MiERIBE~1760 4R ] (RIHYERA). [45 2 % STk
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RIS, AEF <l b Lol T —<%2—2L D HIFTBE7\v, AEISIY L
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17 Foner and McGirr, American History Now, 100-103, 106, 140-143, 161-163, 185, 211, 224, 232, 349-350.

18) g THARICBT 7 A 7 QBB H0F% © BUCOE ., HadFRz e L] [H
BRET A ARG R v & — . 14 5, 1992 4, 149-165 .

19 Bz xSk [HARBHEM~OB—1945 4 ~1954 4£] (3 207 785, 2010 4F),
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BERZEEHERELTULZRRAZ L OMEAD HMELZ I L THE ) BEIL 5D
FOZEETTICIITIIMD D,

BHYIC

Dby sl & 7 — <Ml [7 2 ) A 8agEAM] (2009) OFEFRFBICE L% N
R TCHIzZe TNHOMIEZETAEITTT 0D L) KT, HBRFETRET AU
B2 LTI 2L BHOES DA 2 G0 L THBUTH LR L, b9
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GRZIFET LI LB TE D, 7205 BIETOHARD T X)) 7 WHIEDFER 2R &
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WEHR—DOMIEIT R B T L IFHE N Mg, HEFRA E & o 7R A O D 72
WA D, M T D7 20 HOMEZ O EE R LIV,

20) Lawrence B. Glickman, “The ‘Cultural Turn,” in Foner and McGirr, American History Now, chapter 10.
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2 Ashli White, Encountering Revolution: Haiti and the Making of the Early Republic (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 2010).
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3 Michael Vorenberg, Final Freedom: The Civil War, the Abolition of Slavery, and the Thirteenth
Amendment (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2001), 197.
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