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The United States and China:
John Russell Young and the Right to
Manufacture in the Treaty Ports, 1882-83

Britten Dean *

in the 19th century remain badly under-studied.
“the scholarly spotlight, not without reason of course, for
Great Britain usually formed the cutting edge of Western intrusion into China during
that century. But America’s relations with China deserve study too, if for no other
reason than to disabuse ourselves of the popular and even scholarly notion that America
consistently played a benign, just role in that country. The facts by no means warrant
so flattering a self-deception.

An apt illustration of this darker side of America’s China policy is the con-
troversy which came to a head in 1882 and 1883 over the right of foreigners to engage
in manufacturing in the treaty ports. A cotton yarn manufacturing operation was
being set up in Shanghai by a prominent, long-time resident Am -Lpan merchant,
William Shepard Wetmore. The recently arrived. Amencan minis er, John Russell
Young,* vigorously argued that Wetmore’s acthty was fuIly 1ust1ﬁed under the treaties.
Though Young too e dlpl()matlc initiative because an American firm happened to
be the principal test case, British and German interests were also directly involved.
All the powers jgiﬁéd togéther to secure what they took to be their treaty right.

Chinese officials In Shanghai, however, were interfering with Wetmore’s operation
and in Peking the Tsungli-yamen #8®#F9 (Chinese Foreign Office) joined verbal
battle with Young and his colleagues, vigorously denying that Wetmore enjoyed any
such right. At stake for the Chinese government was the success of its nascent indus-
trialization effort, which would be seriously compromised if it conceded to foreigners
the right to manufacture on Chinese soil.

After a year of intense negotiation in Peking and the application by both sides of
coercive tactics at the treaty ports involved, the issue came to a Stalemate conclusion.

Great Britain ha\s{st
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the powers until ‘1
crushing defeat in the Sino-J apanese war.

Western historians have either ignored this episode or misinterpreted itz A
Chinese Marxist historian offers an interpretation which suffers from a predictably
self-serving bias.3 Japanese scholarship has done a good deal better than either Western
or Chinese, though, untranslated, is unfortunately not generally accessible to American
scholars.# This paper tries to set the record straight by reexamining the American
sources and making full use of existing Chinese documentaticn.’

The history of the controversy goes back several years prior to its becoming a

diplomatic crisis in 1882. At the beginning manufacturing as such was never an issue
of dispute. Rather it appears as a minor. the
the transit certificates “of :
owned merchandji
considerable abu:

ute over the operation of
ed the transport of foreign-
m the 1nland point of purchase to the treaty ports. There was
the complicated transit certificate system by both Chinese and

foreigners.6

By 1879 the diplomatic body had developed a corpus of twenty distinct
“commercial grievances” connected with this transit certificate system, which the envoys
collectively pressed the Tsungli-yamen to resolve. One of the twenty touched on

2 Tyler Dennctt, Americans in Eastern Asia (New York: MaCmillan, 1922), for decades the standard

work, ignores it. His “American Choices in the Far East, 1882 (4dmerican Historical Review XXX [1929],
pp. 84-108), though not concerncd with the manufacturing dispute, however, lay hly praises Young as one
of our best 19th century diplomats in China; see pp. 84-5. (, 1y for the Mills of China:
1882-1896"" (Monumenta Serica, XXVII (1968) P ) deal with the topic of this
paper) contains egregious misinterpretations omacy .in China, 1880-1885
(Cambrldx,e University:P: N .

3 cnwi ing Ju-chi M/ vafel -kuo ch'in-Hia shih S:W04E §6400 (History of Amencan aggression in China;
2 vols.; Peking: San-lien shuﬂhen, 1952-6), vol. I, pp. 171-89.

See, for example, Hatano Yoshihiro 3 %¥f ¢, “Shanhai kiki shikifu-kyoku no soritsu to sore o
meguru sho-mondai” |-k Ai ) BESE 0 BT & F hude s & 2 RN (Problems involved in the establishment
of the Shanghai Cotton Cloth Mill), in his Chukoku kindai kogyoshi no kenkyi TG T 4 W% (Studies
on the early industrialization in China; Oriental Research series #9; Koyoto: Koyoto University, Society of
Oriental Research, 1961), pp. 294-435.

5 The principal source I have used is U.S. Department of State, “Despatches from United States
Ministers to China,” File Microcopies of Records in the National Archives, no. 92; Washington: The National
Archives, 1946. Materials for the Chinese side of the story, not so extensively documented, are collected in
Yang-wu yiin-tung 7¥5 % &) (The Westernization movement; 8 vols.; Shanghai: Shanghai Jenynin Ch’u-pan-
she, 1956) vol. VII, pp. 449-97. Pertinent materials are also found in Sun Yu-t’ang ffifid%: , Chung-kuo chin-
tai kung-yeh-shih tzu-liao 'V 1 7R (Materials on the history of modern Chinese industry; 4 vols.;
Peking: K’o-hsiieh ch’u-pan-she, 1957), vol. I, pp. 158-65. The center of the controversy, Wetmore, left
memoires, but unfortunately not a word is said of the manufacturing dispute. W. S. Wetmore, Recollections
olefe in the Far East, Shanghai: North China Herald, 1894. .

6 For details of the system, see Britten Dean, China and Great Brztav ;zpl’éi?néby of Commercial
Relations 1860-1864 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Umversxty Ea iafi. Research Center, 1974), pp. 42-7,
72-7. See also Shen-tsu Wang, The Margary Affair 3 xford: Oxford Umversm
Press, 1940) pp. 83-102;
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1 )gpgrtatidh from a treaty port, inland transit duty was levied
itlegally, they claimed, on those goods which had been manufactured from native
produce in the treaty port itself.” But Prince Kung #§#=F , head of the Tsungli-
yamen, staunchly maintained that where the produce in question “has been altered in
any way” it could not be construed as the produce originally purchased by the foreigner
in the treaty port, and therefore could not be construed as having paid any inland
duties; consequently such produce could not be exempted from paying such duties.®

It is clear that the envoys and Tsungli-yamen officials was arguing on different
planes. The former apparently assumed manufacturing was an acce
business operations in the treaty ports their ¢ /
irregular taxation of it. 3
evasion by foreig 1
any such thing as’ +ht to manufacture was involved. In any case both sides agreed

that the goods so. ured were to be exported.
As the discussion of the “commercial grievances” developed during the next two

d part of foreign

years, manufacturing remained a side issue whose two principal facets were taxability
of manufactured goods and the right of customs authorities to inspect the raw material
prior to its processing. By July 1881 a tentative agreement provided that the customs
service would indeed have the right to prior inspection. “This part of the agreement,”
commented the dean of the diplomatic corps to his colleagues, “has . . . the advantage
of giving a legal status to the manufacturing of goods at the port out of native
produce brought there under transit pass which until now could be done only with
the tacit acquiescence of the customs.”® This comment reveals that the foreign

minitsers realized they were seeking an entlrely new right
At this point, however, several snags ap otiations, one of which

was Chinese officials’ \awareuess that they should yield nothing that would tend

to allow foreigners to compete on more favorable terms than the Chinese themselves
in the manufacture of goods and their sale within China. Intermittent discussion

between the Tsungli-yamen and the envoys over the next few months began to center

in somewhat clearer fashion on the issue of whether the right to manufacture existed
at all.:o Then came the Wetmore crisis and a period of intense negotiation and tactical

maneuvering.

7 George Frederick Seward (minister) to the secretary of state, dispatch #510, 21 Nov. 79, and en-
closure 3 in same, “Statement of Grievances,” in “Despatches from United States Ministers to China.” Sub-
sequent references to this sourse will simply record the writer of the dispatch, its number and-date. For a
general discussion of these commercial grievances, see Hatano, Chukoku kindai kogyoshi no kenkyi, pp. 302-
4. Ch’ing Ju-chi correctly relates the manufacturing dispute to the “commercial grievances,” but typically
errs in seeing from the beginning a sinister design to secure cheap raw materials f foreign factors in the
treaty ports. Mei-kuo ch'in-Hua shih,vol. 11, p. 171. o

8 Prince Kung to foreign envoys, enclosure in Seward’s #5793

° Enclosure 1inJames B Ange]l (mlmster) #2127 14"

% See Angell's #2 chargé), #36, 2 Dec. 81; and Holcombe's #92,
29 Apr. 82.
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The argurﬁéﬁis “proffered by the Peking diplomats both for and against manufactur-
ing in the treaty ports were of wide variety. Basic, of course, were those claiming
foundation in treaty stipulations. Others centered around the legality of a Chinese
textile monopoly which claimed exclusive right to cotton textile manufacture. A third
line of argumentation emphasized economic theory. Other arguments proceeded from
precedent, international good will, and reciprocity.

TREATY-BASED ARGUMENTS. The precise interpretation of suggestion phrases
in the treaties spaaned much d1scuss1on In partlcular the 1858 Si no-French treaty of

a leur industrie
equivalent, kung-t. 5 in the broadest possible sense to include machine manufac-
turing in the modern sense. Young also insisted that such a meaning had been the
intention of the framers of the treaties.'s

Prince Kung belittled these arguments and contended that the two disputed words
referred to nothing more than hand-fashioned crafts or hand labor.*4 He also noted
that the treaties, otherwise very specific and detailed, were silent on the matter of
taxation of such manufactured goods, which he took as indirect evidence their framers
had no such intention as Young averred.s

In my view, Young’s position was untenable. Even assuming that zung-tso and
ndustrie compnsed broad enough meanings (which in fact they apparently did not) to
mclude manufacture of goods by machinery, the general contex
such an interpretation impossible. The 1858 treaties' were basically commercial agree-
ments negotiated at.canon_point; ha ' and- British negotiators been of a
mind to secure thekabsolute right to ‘carry on manufacturing in the treaty ports, it is
inconceivable that they would have relied on a solitary mention of the vague word
industrie in the French treaty alone. The absence of any special provisions for taxa-
tion of such manufactures strengthens this view. Prince Kung, a negotiator of the

hé treaties renders

11 China, Maritime Customs: Treaties, Conventions, etc. between China and Foreign States (Miscel-
laneous Series, no. 30, second ed.; 2 vols.; Shanghai: Statistical Department of the Inspectorate General of
Customs, 1917), vol. I, p. 818, art. VII. The same provision was incorportated into the German treaty of
1861, art. VI (ibid., vol. 11, p. 119); the Belgian treaty of 1865, art. XI (ibid., vol. I, p. 9); and the Austro-
Hungarian treaty of 1869, art. VIII (ibid., vol. II, p. 460).

12 Enclosure 2 and 3 in Young’s #69, 6 Dec. 82.

3 Enclosure 2 in Young’s #120, 4 Feb, 83.

4 Enclosure 1 in Young’s #69, 6 Dec. 82; and enclosure 1 in Young’s #116, 30 Jan. 83. Art. 10 of the
1872 Sino-Japanese treaty renders kung-tso as “‘zetsueki ni juji suru” HEz #7142 (“to engage in sundry
services™) and thus strengthens the narrower interpretation advanced by Prin 5 Hatano discusses the
ver, adduced the Tapanese

wording.
15 Lnclosure 1in
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1858 treaties, was in a position to know better than any of the envoys, none of whom
was in China at that time, that the treaties did not intend to allow manufacturing.:6
Nor did the foreign envoys of the early 1860s, whose duty it was to see to the proper
implementation of the new treaties, ever mention any rights of manufacture.*” Further-
more, as recently as 1880 a claim to the general right of manufacturing had apparently
not impinged upon the minds of American diplomats, for otherwise it would surely
have found a place in the U.S.-Chinese commercial treaty negotiated late that year,
which provided an opportunity for tidying up some loose ends in Sino-American
ised German treaty,
sometimes also cited as a source for the manufacturir , included no discussion
of this subject.2 Scholars who have comme: the * matter likewise generally
support the Chinese position. s

THE CHINESE M ;E_QLY. The issue was complicated by the existence of a Chi-
nese monopoly, the Shanghai Cotton Cloth Mill (Shanghai Chi-ch’i Chih-pu chii
L#BERAER). Scholars have recognized this enterprise as an important early step in
China’s industrialization effort.2* The idea for it is attributable to Governor-general
Li Hung-chang ZM% , who as early as 1876 expressed concern that the increasing
purchase of foreign textiles was a terrible waste of Chinese wealth. He suggested the
only way China could recoup this loss would be to use native capital to establish her
own factories with machinery to produce similar textiles.22

relations.’® Even the four-year long negotiations for the 1881 re

16 The British. minister in Peking until just prior to the Wetmore crisis, Thomas Fratici$ Wade, played a
large role in the 1858 negotiations. Had the powers intended to inck pr
manufacturing, surely Wade would have emphasized_ the. peintidutin
grievances.” .

L7 This statement is

The commercial tr

T reatiegs, Conventions, Etc.,”
4 :

n“the treaty provisions regarding
1g the earlierdiséussions of “‘commerciat

sive re nto Sino-foreign relations of the early 1860s.
7'Nov. 80 and ratified copies exchanged on 19 July 81. See

[ pp:-736-9.

See Stanley Wright, China’s Struggle for Tariff Autonomy: 1843-1938 (1938; reprint ed., Taipei:
Ch’eng-wen Pub. Co., 1966), pp. 273-6. Art. IX of the German supplementary treaty (see Treaties, Conven-
tions, Etc., vol. 1I, p. 200) merely reaffirmed those portions of the 1861 German treaty not revised in 1881,
article VI of which simply repeats the language employed in the French treaty.

2% Henri Cordier, [.’Expédition de Chine de 1857-58: Histoire diplomatique; Notes et Documents
(Paris: T'élix Alcan, 1905) says that the (now disputed) provision was accepted by the Chinese “‘sans discussion’”
(p. 430)—hardly to be expected if an important right were at stake. Chi-ming Hou {X#8W, Foreign Investment
and Economic Development in China, 1840-1937 (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1965) says
Western manufacturing in China was carried on “illegally” (p. 7.) Ch’ing Ju-chi in Mei-kuo ch’in-Hua shih,
brands Young’s reasoning as “nonsense” (vol. 11, p. 173).

Albert Feuerwerker, China’s Early Industrialization: Sheng Hsilan-huai (1844-1 916) and Mandarin
Enterprise (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1958), pp. 208-25. Hatano, Chiikoku kindai kogyoshi
no kenkyu, pp. 294-435, deals generally with the Cotton Cloth Mill. See also Kang Chao #ilf] , The Develop-
ment of Cotton Textile Production in China (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Eas sian Research
Center, 1977) pp. 106-111.

2 Yang-wu yiin-tung, vol. VII, p. 457. Hatano elaborates this pgint
kogyoshi no kenkyi, pp. 309-10 et seq. Wellingto JChian BRI ! iting a merchant with
suggesting to Li in 1878 the establishmen of ill; see his/\{érplifz}ntsf andarins, and Modern Enterprise
in late Ch’ing China (Cambrid ilss.f"\‘l{arvard«,;::ljl,nﬁ’:ﬁrsitff‘East Asian Research Center, 1977) pp. 33-4.

: see Chukoku kindai
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f , strengthened by monopoly
status, the mill so investor§ ‘and succeeded in selhng shares totalling 400,000 taels
($616,000). But th oad to actual production was long and rough. The investment
shares became ‘“waste paper.” Charges of corruption levied against the original
director, Cheng Kuan-ying ##/& , were sustained upon investigation. Not until
1890 was the enterprise revitalized, and production finally began.23

The monopolistic Shanghai Cotton Cloth Mill interfered with the operation of
Wetmore’s yarn factory, as indeed it was intended to. Chinese officials, both provincial
and metropolitan, argued that the Cotton Cloth Mill as a fledgling industry needed
monopoly protection if it were to survive in a world not merely of Chinese com-
petition, but particularly foreign competition which would et oy kt’treaty-guaranteed
freedom from unilateral Chmese taxati

Although Wetmo 1 direct competition with the Shanghai
Cotton Mill’s clo manufacturlng operations were close enough to give Chinese
officials cause fo\r\‘ oncern about indirect competitive effects of Wetmore’s enterprise.
And for the fliiure, they feared Wetmore would inevitably expand into cloth manu-
facture, and in any case the Chinese monopoly planned eventually to produce its own
yarn.25 The Chinese authorities claimed their protectionist monopoly was fully con-
sonant with international practice, and not contrary to anything in the treaties.26 Thus
local officials, with the full support of the Tungli-yamen, banned the operation of
Wetmore’s enterprise.2?

Young never questioned the principle that nations had the right to establish
protective monopolies for experimental industries. Rather he resorted to ad hoc
arguments to deny the principle to the Chmese government in this case. Reports of

ghai Cotton Cloth Mill,
as not a “sincere effort”

By implication only sincere

3 The prospectus was published in the Chinese-language Shanghai paper Shen Pao B , 13-15 Oct.
1880; see Yang-wu yiin-tung, vol. VII, pp. 468-75. For corruption charges, see a memorial of the imperial
censor Yang Cheng ¥/ , ibid., vol. VII, p. 449; the investigation report is contained in a memorial by Tseng
Kuo-ch’iian, ibid., vol. VII, pp. 450-3. The troubled history of the mill is summed up in Hatano, Chizkoku
kindai kogyoshi no kenkyu, pp. 343-8. For granting of its monopoly status, see Chao, The Development of
Cotton Textile Production in China, p. 339, note 16.

2% Enclosure 2 in Young’s #43, 18 Oct. 82. Also sub-enclosure 2 in enclosure 3 of Young’s #120, 4
Feb. 83; this is a letter from the powerful governor-general Tso Tsung-t’ang, whose jurisdiction included
Shanghai, to the Shanghai consular corps.

25 The monopoly’s prospectus indicated plans to engage in all textile operations from cotton ginning to
cloth weaving. See Yang-wu yin-tung,vol. VII, pp. 470, 473. When production finally got underway in 1890
yarn was indeed manufactured; see Feuerwerker, China’s Farly Industrzalzzatzon p- 216.
’ 26 Enclosure 1 in Young’s #116, 30 Jan. 83 and enclosure 1 in Y

27 Young’s #43, 18 Oct. 82 and enclosure 2 in same.

28 Enclosure 8 with sub-enclosures and enclosure 107] Young’ J. 6 Dec. 82.




; rated, and 'obviously Young and his colleagues would constitute
themselves as the judges of Chinese sincerity. Young reasoned too that because the
monopoly’s cloth was so different from Wetmore’s yarn, no element of competition

efforts would be t

existed between the two operations nor (he mistakenly claimed) was any con-
templated. The Chinese government had in his mind thus acted illegally and without
cause in prohibiting Wetmore from operating.2® Young also vainly argued that the
monopoly had not been properly granted by the emperor, that provincial authorities
had “usurped” the central government’s prerogatives, ‘and thus the monopoly was
illegal .30

Another argument the envoy offered was th ‘iatent law system had

operated in China of pubhc kn

monopoly.3*  Thi; nterestmg point for it illustrates a practlcal difficulty that
China’s gradual modernization posed for the West. Western statesmen in China had
from the beginning hoped to import Western civilization, including its system of law,
to China. Now Chinese authorities were applying its knowledge of Western monopoly
to its own advantage, and Western statesmen found themselves hypocritically protest-
ing. .

Lastly, Young asserted that the monopoly was null and void because it con-
travened the “universally recognized principle of international law . . . that treaties
form the supreme law of the land.”32 Foreign diplomats regularly cited the argument
that treaty commitments took precedence over domestic law to insist .onsan unrestricted
exercise of their treaty rights. The weakness of Young’s rgum nt was that there had
been in the Uinted States constant an ] violations \‘by state and local
governments of the 1868 “Burhngame Treatly,” which in the words of China’s
minister to Washmgtori?'had rendered that treaty “practically a dead letter” in the state
of California.33 Young was far from ignorant of these affair.34

29 Youna s #43, 18 Oct. 82.
Enclosure 2in Young’s #69, 6 Dec. 82.
! Enclosure 2 in Young’s #120, 4 Feb. 83.

% Enclosure 5 in Young’s #43, 18 Oct. 82. The English-language Shanghai weekly, North China
Herald, voice of the foreign mercantile community, argued similarly that China’s sovereign right to establish
monopolies could not go so far as to nullify a treaty right. North China Herald, 1 Nov. 82, pp. 457-8.

33 Yung Wing % [# to Secretary of State William M. Evarts, 9 Mar. 80, in United States, Department of
State: “Notes from the Chinese Legation in the U.S. to the Department of State, 1868-1906,” File Micro-
copies of Records in the National Archives No. 98; Washington: The National Archives, 1947. One cannot help
but recall in this connection the decision of the U.S. Supreme Court which upheld the legality of the 1883
Exclusion Act even though, the court, found it violated the 1868 and i between China and the
U.S. The Chinese minister in Washington expressed his “amaze lopment. See Chang Yin-
huan &L to James Blaine (sucretar} of state), 8 July:895ibid:

He refers, for ex ' on
#120, 4 Feb. 83.

manutacturing in California in his dispatch
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ARGUMENTS FROM ECONOMIC THEORY. The American emphasis on
government support of economic development by promoting free competition and
private initiative differed widely from traditional Chinese notions. Economic stability,
not dynamic development, was the Chinese ideal, and Chinese government traditionally
helped assure such stability by restricting merchants and industrialists to accepted norms.

Chinese statesmen, both regional and metropolitan, stressed the detrimental
effect of foreign-owned factories on Chinese cottage industry and labor-intensive
enterprises. The Wetmore undertaking was not the only one the Chinese feared in
this connection. Russell & Company, the largest U.S. firm in China, had just put
into operation a satin filature factory. The Shanghai taotai j&#: (intendant of
circuit), Shao Yu-lien X , protested this couldk potentially harm the livelihood of
large segments of the Qopﬂat;on engaged o si nilar ions.3s  Taotai Shao
advanced similar - \ 1‘:regard1ng a British-owned brocade
inery, and an electric light company.3® Governor-General
Tso Tsung-t'ang A% 3% , a pioneer promoter of Chinese industrialization, saw in these
competitive Western enterprises the seeds of great social unrest. Over the objections
of the united Shanghai consular corps, he prohibited all such manufacturing enter-
prises.37

factory, silk reeling

Tso and other officials also pointed to the detrimental effects foreign manu-
facturing would have on the revenue. Textiles of foreign manufacture, it was argued,
would be physically indistinguishable from textiles of purely Chinese manufacture.
Chinese owners could thus easily evade taxes by falsely claiming their goods to be
foreign. Furthermore, foreign produce manufactured in China, enjoying the same

treaty protection as all foreign produce did, could be tran nland markets free

al revenues.38

: to China’s own foreign
_‘manufacure in the treaty ports. Referring to
Russell’s silk filatur enterprise, Taotai Shao noted that to the extent silks of foreign
manufacture were"éXported, similar Chinese exports would be diminished.3® Despite
this reservation, the Tsungli-yamen continued to offer as a compromise that foreigners

might carry on manufacturing operations on condition the produce was entirely

35 gub-enclosure in enclosure 20 of Yang’s #69, 6 Dec. 82. .

36 5P, Hughes (Shanghai consul) to Lord Granville (foreign secretary), 29 Nov. 82, with enclosures, in
Great Britain, Foreign Office: “General Correspondence, China,” FO 17/907. Chinese officials soon relented
on the electric light company, presumably because it threatened no vital Chinese interests. See also Hatano,
Chitkoku kindai kogyoshi no kenkyd, pp. 304-5, for general Chinese repression of foreign industry.

7 Sub-enclosure 2 in enclosure 3 of Young's #120, 4 Feb. 83. For background on Tso, sec Gideon
Chen, Tso Tsung-t'ang: Pioneer Promoter of the Modern Dockyard and the Woolen~~ [fiin China (1938,
reprint ed., New York: Paragon, 1961).
Sub-enclosure 2 in enclosure 3 of Young’s #120, 4 Fé
Sub-enclosure 1 in enclosure 20 of ‘

39
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exported.

Young was convinced that the views of men like Tso Tsung-t’ang were simply
wrong. The history of commerce and trade, as Young saw it, was a ‘“struggle
between these arguments and a more enlightened public opinion.”#® The Shanghai
vice consul-general, F. D. Cheshire, was of the same persuasion. He argued to Taotai
Shao that hundreds of workers in Russell’s silk filature factory who earned “handsome
salaries” would be thrown out of work if the filature was forced to discontinue opera-
tions. Also, thanks to Russell’s enterprise, increased exports of reeled silk had
stimulated cocoon production and planting of mulberry orchard the benefit of the

ce Kung.42

inland economy.4! Young pressed the same_argu nents
Contrary to Chi Hockh :
ing would not harm

-asserted that foreign manufactur-
t o avcfually benefit it. They reasoned that
_Of ‘cocoons to the treaty port (even if shipped as foreign-
owned merchandize) would still pay half-duty as transit dues, and when the manu-
factured product was shipped from Shanghai, it would additionally pay a full export
duty.43

The Shanghai Cotton Cloth Mill would itself use that same labor-saving machinery
whose consequences Chinese authorities said they so much feared. The apparent
contradition puzzled Young.4* But Chinese authorities and mill organizers viewed
foreign machinery as a necessary evil by which to undermine foreign competition
and win back their share of the market. No more damage would be done to the
people’s livelihood than was presently being done by the importation of foreign-
made textiles.#> In any case Chinese officials opposed enterpris ' like Wetmore’s
and Russell’s not so much because ”t\hey were mechanlzed but ¢écause they were
foreign and thus extrater] "vprla@liz% and beyond: Chinese control. Under Chinese con-
trol manufacturing co > prevented from expanding to the extent of creating the
dreaded economic hardship and consequent social unrest. Furthermore, industry com-
pletely in Chinese hands could indeed be taxed more heavily than if protected by
treaty.

The unfettered industrial development which formed the ideal of American states-
men was thus anathema to Chinese statesmen. There were no significant differences

the increased shipment o

4% Young’s #120, 4 Feb. 83.
41 gubeenclosure 2 in enclosure 20 of Young’s #69, 6 Dec. 82.
3 Voung ’s #249, 4 Sep. 83.
3 Cheshire’s views in sub-enclosure 2 of enclosure 20 in Young’s #69, 6 Dec. 82; Young’s views inhis
249, 4 Sep. 83. The half-duty transit levy was a compromise formula reached by the - Ieaty negotiators
to secure to the Chinese government a partial replacement of the revenue Jost: ie exemption of foreign-
owned produce from the onerous provincial taxes. I'o ils; Great Britain, pp. 42-3.
Enclosure 2 in Young’
45 Yang-wu yiin-tung,
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of opinion on these points among:such officials as Li Hung-chang who originated the
monopoly, Tso Tsung-t'ang, Shao Yu-lien, or members of the Tsungli-yamen.46

But while pressmg the Tsungli-yamen to allow foreign manufacturing, Young and
Secretary of State Frelinghuysen both recognized a potential danger for larger American
interests. If China were converted to the adoption of machinery, Frelinghuysen
mused, would it be “altogether for the material advantage of our people to invite what
. . . might result in a transfer thither of an important share of our manufacturing
interests?”’47 Young agreed that if the Chinese, industrious and low-paid, so determined,
they could indeed compete effectively in world markets. “It is a contest in which the

b

fittest must survive,’ inced no fear of
American survival.48

PRECEDENT, RE,CIPRQC
Kung asjed pointedly ‘

was Young’s predictable conclusion, and he

“happens it,” Princer

ne privilege alone of such immense concern

to foreign merchants uld have been unseen and not taken abuantage of for
this long period?”#® To his miud, forcigners’ clain to an 1858 treaty right was
a mere afterthought. Interestingly, however, there were at least eight enterprises
operating in Shanghai which, according to Young, produced acids, brick, flour
iron ware, matches, glass, paper, and tanned leather. Under these circumstances
Young said, there was‘“naturally’, no rsason why Wetmere’s cotton yarn manu-
factory should be prohibited.5?

The existing operations, however, were small, unobtrusive, and threatened no

 Chi ing Ju-chi views Chinese officials’ approval of
indifference to the ruination of handicraft industryi 3 f **bureaucratic capitalism”
‘of which they would be the.b - shik Vol II pp. 181-3. The sinister intent which
Ch’ing sees is not apparent to e, though the'éffect miy indeed have been the same.

47 ¥relinghuysen’s #13 [, 23 June 82 in U.S., Department of State, “Diplomatic Instructions of the
Department of State, 1801- 1906 China,” Vile Microcopies of Records in the National Archives, no. 77;
Washington: The National Archives, 1946. Hereafter referred to as “Diplomatic Instructions.” The same
reservation occurred to the British. See Kiernan, British Diplomacy in China, p. 263.

8 Young’s #120, 4 I'eb. 83; Young elaborates in #2472, 25 Aug. 83. This fear of Chinese competition
was expressed in the president’s annual message to Congress in 1883 and he was disinclined that the U.S. take
its chances in such a competition for survival of the fittest. See Foreign Relations of the United States, 1883
(Washington, Government Printing Office: 1884), p. viii. See also Paulsen, “Machinery for the Mills of China,
1882-1896,” p. 328 and Ch’ing Ju-chi, Mei-kuo ch 'in-Hua shih, vol. 11, p. 188.

? Enclosure 2 in Young's #235, 18 Aug. 83.

50 Young’s #43, 18 Oct. 82 and enclosure 1 in Young’s #235, 18 Aug. 83.British sources list not 8
but 15 foreign manufacturing enterprises in Shanghai, which include a gas company and newspaper publishers;
see Kiernan, British Diplomacy in China, p. 260. For general information on foreign manufacturing in China
during this early period, see Hou, Foreign Investment, pp. 83-6. See also Hatano, Chukoku kindai kogyoshi
no kenkyu, pp. 306-8 and (for the Wetmore factory) pp. 331-5. The same subject is dxscussed by the well-
informed Marxist scholar Sun Yi-t’ang in Chung-Jih chia-wu chan heng-ch zen 1
kuo ching-ying-ti chin-tai kung-yeh v{x [1 1|’ [7 §i 7+ REA D BRI A% :
modern industry before 1894; Shanghai: ShanLhal Jen-min Ch’u=pa
is referred to on p. 31. .

ictories as proof of their

1 7-52; the Wetmore case
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important Chineseki\ladustryvf “Nor had any of them justified their establishment in treaty
provision; all were extra-legal. But Young steadfastly maintained that Chinese
authorities, even if not recognizing a manufacturing right as such, had accorded “tacit
acquiescence” to its practical exercise, and continued practice amounted to a right
which could not be withdrawn.5! Secretary Frelinghuysen fully agreed with this ques-
tionable argument and instructed Young that “the United States cannot assent at this
late day to a rteurn to the ancient exclusive system which will involve destruction of
the property of their citizens and abrogation of their vested rights.”’52

The concept of reciprocity was also introduced by

disputed manufacturing right.
facturing in the U.S.,
fere with U.S. ma
also argued, should t :L_‘forelgn manufacturmg enterprises in China. Chlna had
become heavily indebted to Americans and other Westerners “whose capital, enter-
prise, industry, and genius,” he desclared, “have done so much to give to China
the benefits of an advanced and enlightened civilization.”’5¢

Prince Kung agreed that Chinese enjoyed more rights in the U.S. than elsewhere
abroad. But if China reciprocally granted to Americans the right to manufacture in
China, the other powers would unfairly gain the same right for their nationals by
virtue of their most-favored-nation status. In any case, the Tsungli-yamen insisted,
reciprocity had nothing to do with it, for each treaty must be interpreted and imple-
mented on its own terms.53

‘cﬁnﬁéntly harped

Each side resorted to unproductive appeals to amity Youn
y. friendly discussions in
nfriendly acts.”56 Prince

on the notion that while he was trying
Peking, local officials; like Tso - Tsung-t’ angﬁ \yere Eﬁkymg on
Kung retorted in kind; &, . No country in “the world can justly force a friendly power
to disregard the commenclal interests of its own subjects.”57

One final consideration is the doomsday argument that so often seemed per-
suasive to U.S. diplomats in China. To abandon the right to manufacture in China,
Young reasoned, would be a retrogressive step which would lead to further retro-
gression until the Chinese government had rendered the treaties utterly valueless. The

results of this, obviously bad for American interests, would be catastrophic for China,
for denied the beneficial presence of Western commercial and entrepreneurial activi-
ties, “settlements like Shanghai . . . will shink up and vanish like the great cities of

51 Young's #69, 6 Dec. 82.

52 Frelinghuysen’s #86, 26 Feb. 83, “Diplomatic Instructions.”
53 Enclosure 5 in Young’s 43, 18 Oct. 82.
54 Young’s #43, 18 Oct. 82.

55 Enclosure 1 in Young’s ::69 6 Dec.
56 Enclosure 2 in Y
57 Enclosure 1 in Y

3;116 30 Fan. 83,
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the [ancient] Medite pse into the dark ages.””8  Young thus
presumed to kn ina’s best interests, despite the Chinese government’s
having so forcefully stated its own interests to the contrary. Further, Young incorrectly
construed China’s denial of Western manufacturing rights in this case a retrogressive
movement; more accurately, China’s denial simply slowed the pace of Westetn
encroachment.

Tactical Maneuvers

While diplomatic negotiations were proceeding in the capital, each side was taking
Exariination of this facet of
the crisis affords important insights into. the nature no-American relations.
nds ‘of ‘Chinese officials was the monopoly
2 Under its terms the government proclaimed
all rival firms, Chl 1ese ‘anid foreign alike, illegal. Chinese individuals involved with
such illegal firms would be subject to arrest. After due warning by the government,
certain Chinese shareholders in Wetmore’s firm, including his long-time comprador,
were harrassed, threatened, and one or two actually arrested. They were apparently
intended as object lessons to other shareholders—actual or potential—to dissuade them
from investing in foreign manufacturing schemes. Lacking Chinese capital, such
schemes could not be carried out. These tactics were successful. Chinese share-
holders clamored for the return of their money, and so Wetmore’s company fell
before it had even emerged from the embryo stage.>®

The Wetmore comprador case is interesting in showing in il .the application
of Chinese tactics. Tso Tsung-t'ang issued an arrpst\,wa_rmnf or the\comprador, a
certain Wang Ko-hung, on charges .of- omplicfiy with. the Taiping Rebellion some 20
x : “‘American officials took it to be a

action on the scene in hopes of securing its objectives

ore. al
“h urces®® reveal it was indeed so. Witnesses were
thorities ready to testify against the comprador. The com-

years earlier, a cap;
trumped-up charge,
produced by Chines
prador in effect went into hiding by confining himself to the premises of Wetmore’s
hong in Shanghai’s International Settlement. After some weeks had elapsed, during

which Wetmore’s business affairs suffered because of the disruptions, Chinese inter-

58 Young's concluding remark in #69, 6 Dec. 82; the same idea is expressed in #120, 4 Feb. 83.

5% These events are fully detailed in Young’s #69, 6 Dec. 82, esp. enclosure 5 and 10; and in Young’s
#94,4 Jan. 83 and #120, 4 Feb. 83, both with their enclosures. For Chinese accounts, see Yang-wu yiin-tung,
vol. VI, pp. 464-6 and Sun Yii-t'ang, Chung-kuo chin-tai kung-yeh-shih tzu-liao, vol. I, pp. 158-65. For the
Shanghai foreign mercantile community’s view expressed editorially, see North China Herald, 25 Oct. 82,
pp. 433-4. For one of several of Wetmore’s letters to the Shanghai papers, see North China Herald, 5 Nov. 82,
p- 537. o

0 See 2 letters by Tso Tsung-t’ang in Yang-wu yiin




mediaries promised <to the withdrawal of the arrest warrant if Wetmore for
his part would agree to give up his manufacturing enterprise. Wetmore refused to
capitulate, But by this time Chinese authorities had gained their objective, for
Chinese investors had retrieved their capital and abandoned Wetmore’s firm. Charges
against the comprador and other Chinese involved with Wetmore’s scheme could now
safely be dropped. <Chinese terrorism, practiced against Chinese, not foreigners, had
succeeded in thwarting the foreign enterprise.6!

Another tactic at the Chinese authorities’ disposal was the inland transit tax. By
alsmg this tax on the raw materlals used in the forelgners manufactutmg procesess,

terp>r>1ses and perhaps

of n increase in the inland
ly aimed" at forcing the large American firm of
Russell & Co. and a B . firm from their silk filature enterprises in Shanghai. Pro-
vincial authorities increased the tax from $2.00 per picul (133 Ibs.) to $4.00 per

picul. Since 16 piculs of cocoons were required for the manufacture of 1 picul of
reeled silk, a substantial cost increase was involved. American officials protested, but
Chinese officials held their ground.62
Young thoroughly disapproved of the Chinese tactics—*acts of violence,” he
termed them—employed against Wetmore and his associates. To frustruate Chinese
measures, Young instructed Consul Cheshire to refuse to countersign the arrest warrant
for Wetmore’s comprador, which, so long as the comprador remained in the Inter-
national Settlement, legally prevented his apprehension. Young freely admitted to
Secretary of State Frellnghuysen that he sought to 1nte ere with' the working of
i ng; a strong supporter
1 gal e support of the diplomatic
ntations to the Tsungh-yamen analyzed above.64

Thus far Young’ks“taétic"s:ff-éll within the scope of peaceful diplomacy. Indeed he
frequently prided himself on employing only “friendly discussion.” It is thus all the
more interesting to look at the harsher measures he was prepared to employ.

Gunboat diplomacy is not normally associated with American relations with

61 Ch’ing Ju-chi incorrectly asserts that Chinese tactics failed because Wetmore’s factory was
allowed to continue operating; Moei-kuo ch’in-Hua shih, vol. II, p. 186. There was in fact no
operating factory, and Wetmore's plans to establish one were dashed.

62 Young’s #249, 4 Sep. 83 with enclosures; North China Herald, 27 April 83, pp. 449-50.
Russell & Co. stated that if cocoon taxes did not return to the previous year’s rate, “we shall be
obliged to close our factory.” See enclosure 9 in Young’s 249, 4 Sep. 83. Whether the firm
did in fact abandon this branch of its extensive operations, the record does not re

63 Young’s #69, 6 Dec. 82.

64 For Young and the Cooperative Policy, see his #120 4 Fe¢
tion on the Cooperative Policy, see M Wright, Tk Last
The Tung-Chih Restorati k (
1962) pp. 21-42; also Dea

background informa-
f Chinese Conservatzsm
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China. Certainly tk has been no such association in the public mind, and even
historians usually“\ do no more than point to an instance or two of it. To liken
the U.S. to the “jungle jackal” enjoying the privileges won by expenditure of others’
blood and treasure, may be generally apt, but it does obscure a belligerent strain in
U.S. policy.65 The present case illustrates the unflattering side with perfect clarity.
As the diplomatic effort intensified in Peking and as tensions rose in Shanghai’s
business community, Young wrote in exaggerated tones to the commander-in-chief of
the U.S. Asiatic fleet, Admiral John M. B. Clitz. Chinese authorities’ “acts of violence
strike a fatal blow at a rich and splendid settlement with foreign. capital invested to
the amount of sixty millions of taels.”

Young ;pronoun ed this. the most serious crisis

since the signing of the, treaties.i ﬂeet visit Shanghai.

Visit se‘é‘m‘hke an ordinary event in a winter cruise
along the China coast, Young nonetheless intended coercion, for he considered this
action would “serve our interests and strengthen the legation in its discussions with
the Foreign Office [Tsungli-yamen].”’66

Frelinghuysen fully approved and even commended young’s views and actions.
Indeed, Frelinghuysen authorized Young to go beyond merely “the moral support
afforded by the pressence of a vessel of war” and, if necessary, to use force itself.
He cautioned Young merely to secure prior support of the diplomatic corps.57

German nationals at Amoy faced problems similar to Wetmore and Russell’s.
These the German minister, Max von Brandt, sought to resolve with a quite
undisguised use of force. Local officials had confiscated large tea-roasting pans

being cast by a German foundry. Von Brandt threat ned, a naval action, similar to

if the Tsungli-yamen:
Germans. The Tsungl

men d1d von Brandt ] b1dd1ng, but the Amoy taotai persisted.
German gunboats were s moned from Nagasaki and marines were landed; they broke
into the customhouse and recovered the confiscated property. The Amoy authorities
went further, however, by imprisoning four workers and torturing the foundry foreman

(a Chinese), which intimidated other Chinese employees and apparently paralyzed the

.65 The phrase was coined by Thomas A. Bailey, A Diplomatic History of the American People (1940;
9th ed.; Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice Hall, 1974), pp. 306, 315. Other historians have picked up both
Bailey’s phrase and his interpretation. See, for example, Warren I. Cohen, American Response to China: An
Interpretative History of Sino-American Relations (New York: John Wiley, 1971) p. 29. A revisionist trend
may be underway, however, with J effery Dorwart s assertion (even 1f poorly argued) of A encan gunboat




whole enterprise. onBrandt demanded an indemnity, but the Tsungli-yamen, backed
by Li Hung—chéhg, refused.68

Young evinced ambivalent feelings about these German actions. He deplored
the use of force, though he excused it as having been brought on by the Chinese
themselves. Yet he envied the quick response of the Tsungli-yamen to von Brandt’s
threats, while the Tsungli-yamen did nothing to satisfy Wetmore’s grievance. He
only hoped that what he considered America’s forebearance in the use of force would
enhance America’s position in the eyes of the Tsungli-yamen and eventually redound
to America’s benefit. i

The United States and the other powers 1 1883 to

though the State T ‘
doing. The suspen sulted partly because the Tsungli-yamen’s unyielding opposi-
tion had Young féinporanly stalemated, and partly because a war brewing between
China and France was assuming overriding diplomatic importance. Another factor
may have been Washington’s second thoughts about pressing for a right which would
foster competition with American industry at home.® As their parting shot, the
foreign envoys jointly issued a vague warning to the Tsungli-yamen about ‘“serious
consequences” if Western “treaty rights” suffered continued interference.”?

The American merchants were bad losers too. Both Wetmore and Russell
formally demanded compensation from the Chinese government for actual damages.
Wetmore claimed 5000 taels ($7700) for the disruptions to his mercantile firm by
the wrongful interference with his comprador; he did indicate how he arrived at
that particular figure. s
642 taels ($989),:
cocoons.”! ‘

Russell’s claim ;fo

Wetmore put forth-a second, much larger claim for compensation for his losses
due to the wrongful destruction of his factory scheme. Shareholders had agreed to

58 Young’s #72, 12 Dec. 82; #79, 19 Dec. 82; #93, 3 Jan. 83; and #97, 6 Jan. 83. Helmut Stoecker,
Deutschland und China im 19 Jahrhundert: das Eindringen des deiitschen Kapitalismus (Berlin; Riitten &
Leoning, 1958), pp. 129-33. VonBrandt was recalled briefly, because of Bismarck’s displeasure with his strong
tactlcs, which prevented this fracas from becoming a major crisis. See Max vonBrandt, Dreiunddressig
Jahre in Ost-Asian: Erinnerungen eines deutschen Diplomaten (3 vols.; Leipzig: G. Wigand, 1901), vol. 111,
pp. 285-6 for the Swatow conflict and p. 286-7 for the Amoy conflict. Paulsen incorrectly assigns this event
as the catalyst of the whole manufacturing right dispute; “Machinery for the Mills of China,” p. 321. Hatano,
Chitkoku kindai kogy oshi no kenkyu, pp. 305-6, correctly interprets it as simply escalating the larger, ongoing
crisis. .

69 Young’s #235, 18 Aug. 83 with pencilled notes by assistant
Alvey A Adee; Frelinghuysen’s #249, 5 Apr. 84, in “Dlplomatch
) ¢ Enclosure 1 in Young s #235 18 Au 83




taels ($15, 400) per year for a minimum of 5 years as manager of
the factory. He thus claimed 50,000 taels ($77,000) damages.”2

Young supported both of Wetmore’s claims, but told Prince Kung he would hold
the larger one in reserve. Young hoped thereby to gain some negotiating leverage
when the whole question might be reconsidered in the future. There is no evidence
that the smaller claim was honored, however, and the larger one was in effect dropped.™

Thus after a year of intense diplomatic negotiating and high tension in the treaty
ports, matters remained where they had been for years—unresolved. Yet as a prac-
tical matter this represented at least a temporary victory for th _Chinese, since foreign
manufacturing enterprises could continue to operat trééty ports only on
Chinese sufferance. ‘ :‘

Conclusions

It seems amazing that so much diplomatic energy was lavished on an enterprise
so embryonic in form. The whole tenor of the dispute and the zealousness of
Young’s protests suggest a major manufacturing enterprise had been brought to ruin.
Yet Wetmore had actually allotted only one-third of the total of 300,000 taels in bonds
required to capitalize the firm. He had gone no further than to telegraph the U.S.
ordering machinery; none was in place in Shanghai, let alone turning out yarn. He
had merely made estimates for buildings and negotiations for land. All this was known
to Young from the first.7¢ Clearly, the much touted erests” of the
Americans were greatly exaggerated in the fervorto k ' what:was at best a doubtful
right. )

American interest in\tkrea‘ty-poft?‘ manufacturing were actually and potentially only
minor, as Young stressed to the department in his later dispatches. “Our people seek

. to realize quick profits and go home;” they were indisposed to making the type

of long-term investment in China required by manufacturing enterprises. Young felt
bound only to protect existing manufacturing interests, not secure future ones.

72 Sub-enclosure 1 in enclosure 1 of Young’s #126, 10 Feb. 83, Wetmore named as the principal

wrongdoers expectant toatai Kung Shou-t’u ¥ 7[5 and his chief aide Cheng Kuan-ying, both of whom were
connected with the Shanghai Cotton Cloth Mill; see Yang-wu yiin-tung, vol. VI, pp. 449-453 for a report on
their careers with it.

Enclosure 2 in Young’s #120, 4 Feb. 83. Frelinghuysen later owned that preferring the larger claim
for reparations was premature considering the legitimacy of manufacturing was still endmg under the
treaties. See Frelinghuysen’s #136, 22 June 83. ‘
Young s #43 18 Oct. 82.Chinese documentatlon shows;that

ubles the Shanghai Cotton

a promoter of Mill.
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Although one cannot help wsuspecting Young denigrated the practical importance of
the denied treaty right to minimize his own failure to secure it, his views here seem
sound.”5

An intriguing question is how Young could feel so convinced, in all apparent
sincerity, that his demands were just when the arguments supporting his position were
absurdly weak. The answer must simply be that he typified the willfulness and
cultural conceit of American (and Western) diplomats in China, particularly the post-
Burlingame envoys. Their thrust was the expansion of American interests in China,
even if at China’s expense. They never lacked confidence  that'th ﬁhequal treaties

were wise instruments, and that they .alome seten interpret their

provisions.76 ; :
f interpretation, the manufacturing right controversy of 1882-
83 provides another m for historians to factor into their assessment of America’s
late 19th century imperialsm.”? The evidence suggests that the burst of imperialist
activity in 1898 found its roots in earlier decades, with 1898 forming more of a
culmination of a long trend than the disjointed anomaly some scholars perceive.
Marilyn Young is one of those who finds that the engine of American imperialism
did indeed gather steady momentum—from the 1880s to the end of the century. She
cites, for example, the increasing energy which Charlse Denby, an Indiana railroad
lawyer appointed minister in China from 1885 to 1898, was authorized to use in
helping American citizens gain railroad, banking, and other concessions from the
Chinese government.’® But I find even earlier sign-posts pointing, in:the: same direc-
tion. One is the intense and protracted American (and Western) pressure on Chinese

73 Young’s #242, 25 Aug! 83"

K. C. Liu 2l has explained the policies of three of the post-Burlingame envoys——Frederick F.
Low, Benjamin P. Avery, and George F. Seward-—partly in this more aggressive manner. My findings for
J. Ross Browne, who preceded these three, and for Young, who followed, show an unbroken continuum. My
reading of the dispatches of Young’s successor, Charles Denby, puts him squarely in this tradition, too. See
Kwang-Ching Liu, “America and China: the Late Nineteenth Century,” in Ernest R. May and James C. Thomp-
son, Jr., American East-Asian Relations: a Survey (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1972),
pp- 34-96, esp. pp. 80-87. See also Britten Dean, “The United States and China in the Nineteenth Century:
An Incident in the Career of Minister Charles Denby” (Bulletin of the Institute of Modern History, Academia
Sinica, vol. VII [June, 1978], pp. 611-625) and Britten Dean, “The United States and China: J. Ross Browne
and the Diplomacy of Pugnacity, 1868-69,” (Sino-American Relations, forthcoming).

For a convenient review of the considerable literature on this subject, see Michael H. Hunt,
“Americans in the China Market: Economic Opportunities and Economic Nationalism, 1890s-1931" (Business
Histo;)é Review, vol. LI, no. 3 [Autumn, 1977}), pp. 277-80.

Marilyn Blatt Young, The Rhetoric of Empire: American China Policy,. 18
Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1968); the general trend is sketche
pp. 57-8, 64-7. For a detailed study of Denby’s di oy, s&]%hn Will
Denby and International Ri Fast 18¢ }
California, 1959). See also D
University of Wisconsin Press;

1901 (Cambridge,
or Denby’s role, see
: “The Mission of Charles
*(Ph.D. dissertation, University of Southern

¢ Imperialist Urge in the 1890s (Madison:
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officials to facilitate'st amer passage to Shanghai by removal of the Woosung bar.7®
Yet another is the energetic, even deceitful, pursuit by minister Benjamin Avery (1874-
75) of gaining the Chinese government’s acceptance of telegraphy.8® The manufacturing
right controversy lies on the same continum.

These initiatives, and many similar ones encountered in the corpus of dispatches
of the post-Burlingame envoys to China, all went beyond the restraints imposed on
the U.S. by treaty, including an explicit statement in the 1868 Burlingame Treaty.8!
Taken together such episodes amount to a long-term policy momentum which helped
carry the U.S. into the frenetic phase of emplre i

Manufacturing i steamer access to Shanghal, and so on were meant to redound
equally to the_advantagé'of all the powers in China. This constitutes another con-
tinum of American imperialist thinking from William Seward through John Hay.32
For one thing, any exclusivist support for U.S. economic or business interests, it was
feared, might invite collision with a European power.83 But more importantly, the
U.S. felt confident that in any fair competition it could not only best its European
rivals in the China market, but could attain commercial domination of the markets of
the entire world.?4

The manufacturing dispute likewise illuminates the broader course of late Ch’ing
history. It is noteworthy that Chinese authorities held remarkably uniform views of
their treaty rights. Although the disputes at Amoy and Shanghai .apparently erupted
mdependently, local Chmese authormes took like. When the

(and Swatow) oﬁicml
sphere of delomacy

ecause German gunboats removed those disputes from the

° Britten Dean, “The United States in China, 1868-1900; the Diplomacy of Economic Self-Interest”
(Transactions of the International Conference of Orientalists in Japan, no. xxi {1976}, pp. 45-60), pp. 48-51.

O Ibid., pp. 51-55.

! Wwilliam Frederick Mayers, ed., Treaties between The Empire of China and Foreign Powers (1877,
reprint ed., Taipei: Ch’eng-wen Pub. Co., 1966) pp. 94-5. The U.S. disavowed in art. VII any intention of
interfering with Chinese administration 1‘egardmcy ‘construction of railroads, telegraphs, and other material
internal improvements.”

A recent study of Seward’s policies shows how closely akin they were to the emplre that actually
emerged at century’s end. See Ernest N. Paolino, The Foundations of the American e: William Henry

Seward and US Foreign Polzcv (Itluca Comell Umvemty Press, 1973), p. 24 i dgment is offered
al Empire, 1893-1901

(Chlcago Quadrangle Books,
Marilyn Blatt Y,

ed., Towards a New Pas
Paolino, The Fou

ons of the Amerzcanﬁmpm pp- ix-xi, 24 -4, 146
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Not only did they stand together, Chinese authorities were remarkably forceful
in the assertion of their rights as they understood them. They appear not for a moment
to have been intimidated by strong united opposition from the consular and diplomatic
corps. Whether in the exchange of notes or in personal interviews, Chinese officials,
both metropolitan and provincial, advanced their arguments vigorously.85

Significantly, one of the arguments Chinese officials insisted on was their rights as
a sovereign power. The attempt to arrest Wetmore’s comprador, so mean an act in
Young’s view, was for perfectly legitimate reasons, the Tsungli-yamen argued. After
the comprador and others had given up thelr connectlons with .the: foreign factory.
tes against the State was not
hin the sovereign authority

of China, and
ering is the fact that the Tsungli-yamen offered all along as a
concession the- perﬂege that foreigners might engage in manufacturing in the treaty
ports, but only if goods thus manufactured were exported abroad. Exported, such
goods would not endanger the large domestic manufacture and trdde in similar items,
and would augment China’s foreign trade revenue. Clearly the Chinese government
knew where its best interests lay.

What emerges from these considerations is the picture of a proto-modern nation-
state. China had learned to select modern Western principles and assumptions of
statecraft and put them to use herself for her own benefit. Particularly interesting is
the novel invocation of the notion of sovereignty in the modern sense of the term.2?
Absent from the Chinese discussion is the narrow, trad't'

1 niotion of the mainten-
:a-purely provincial point
5 local *and metropohtan were alike con-
cerned for the welf th ' . What we have here, in other words»
is that proto-nationalism which would continue to develop into the virulent nationalism
which in turn would eventually eject foreign privilege from China altogether.

of view. It is cle

85 Chinese Marxist scholars interpret the Ch’ing government as pusillanimous in its relations with

Western nations. Ch’ing Ju-chi, for example, interprets the Tsungli-yamen’s appeals to amity as evidence of
a “supplicatory demeanor.” See Mei-kuo ch'’in-Hua shih, vol. 11, pp. 188-9. My own reading of the documents
suggests quite the opposite.

Enclosure 1 in Young’s #242, 25 Aug. 83. Ch’ing Ju-chi mistakenly interprets the release of the
sharcholders as the result of Consul Cheshire’s pressure, and sees it as an act of weakness. See Mei-kuo ch’in-
Hua-shih, vol. 11, p. 186.

For a discussion of sovereignty as a growing concern among, la
Schreaker, Imperialisin and Chinese Nationalism: (yermanv ihg

g officials, see John E.
, Mass.: Harvard Univcr—

a Reassessment of thc, 1
China (Cambridge, Mass
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