Japanese and American Expansion in the Late
Nineteenth and Early Twentieth Centuries

A German Perspective from the Writings of Max von Brandt

Richard SzippPL

AT THE END OF THE nineteenth century, two growing economic and mili-
tary powers, the United States and Japan, began to assume a more promi-
nent role in the area of international power politics. Japan’s victory in the
Sino-Japanese War of 1894-1895 marked its emergence as another player
competing with the major European powers and the United States for
influence in East Asia. A few years later, after the Spanish American War in
1898, the United States of America acquired overseas territory in the
Philippines and annexed Hawaii, greatly increasing its presence in East
Asia and the Pacific Ocean. As Japan and the United States expanded
their interests in East Asia and the Pacific during the following years, sev-
eral areas of conflict arose between the two powers: Japanese influence in
China and Manchuria, American control of Hawaii and the Philippines,
the immigration of Japanese to Hawaii and the West Coast of the United
States, and the naval buildup in both countries. The tension between
Japan and the United States continued for decades, eventually culminat-
ing in armed conflict between the two powers.

However, it is important to remember that the relations between Japan
and the United States developed in the wider context of international
relations in East Asia. Both Japan and the United States pursued their
interests in East Asia and the Pacific in a framework of international rela-
tions that existed from the late nineteenth century until World War One
and that is often referred to as the “diplomacy of imperialism.” The diplo-
macy of imperialism was characterized by the efforts of the major world
powers, including Japan and the United States, to expand and protect
their interests through alliances and agreements aimed at recognizing
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mutual spheres of interest and preventing any major changes in the bal-
ance of power. In this framework of international relations, the East Asian
policies of the major powers were linked to considerations of their global
interests. At the beginning of the twentieth century, as Japan and the
United States expanded their often conflicting interests in East Asia and
the Pacific, international concern arose over the possibility of military hos-
tilities between the two powers. War scares occurred periodically not only
in Japan and the United States but also in Europe. The tension arising
from Japanese and American expansion had become an important ele-
ment in international affairs.

This paper will examine the nature of Japanese-American relations at
the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth centuries. It will
shed light on the significance of Japanese and American expansion in the
context of international relations during this period by studying the views
of Max von Brandt, a prominent German diplomat and recognized expert
on East Asian affairs. Brandt began his thirty-three-yearlong diplomatic
career as an attaché on the Prussian Expedition to East Asia (1860-1862)
and served as Prussian consul and German minister in Japan (1862-1875)
and China (1875-1893). He resigned his post in 1893 to marry the daugh-
ter of the American minister in Korea. Because of his long diplomatic
experience, Brandt’s advice was sought repeatedly by the German Foreign
Ministry, especially during the Sino-Japanese War of 1894-1895, at the
time of the acquisition and occupation of Kiaochow Bay in 1897, and during
the so-called Boxer Rebellion.

Upon his return to Germany, Brandt settled in Wiesbaden, later
Weimar, and embarked on an active “second career” as a writer, producing
more than twenty books and over 175 periodical articles on topics con-
cerning East Asia, China, Japan, international affairs, and other current
events.? A topic of special interest for him was the international situation
in East Asia, including the growing power and influence of Japan. What
were Brandt’s views of Japanese expansion? How did he see the growing
power of the United States in the Pacific and East Asia? What was the
significance of the expansion of the two powers for international rela-
tions? By examining Brandt’s views on these issues, this paper will shed
light on the meaning of the Japanese-American rivalry in the wider con-
text of international relations. The paper will first describe Brandt’s views
on the origins and nature of Japanese and American expansion from the
end of the nineteenth century. The paper will then examine Brandt’s
observations on the growing tension between the two powers in the years
after the Russo-Japanese War over such issues as Japanese intentions in
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Manchuria, the immigration question, and naval buildup, and his views
on the significance of this tension for international relations.

Brandt’s Views on Japanese Expansion

One thing that strikes the reader of Brandt’s writings on East Asian affairs
is his generally negative view of Japan. In his view, the greatest danger to
stability in East Asia was the expansion of Japanese political, military, and
economic power. From the beginning of the Sino-Japanese War
(1894-95), Brandt warned continuously of the danger of Japanese expan-
sion in China and East Asia. In the face of repeated Japanese victories,
Brandt had urged active German support for China and lobbied for
German participation in an intervention by the Western powers. After its
defeat by Japan, China negotiated the Treaty of Shimonoseki in April
1895. China was to recognize the independence of Korea, and ceded
Formosa, the Pescadores, and Liaotung Peninsula to Japan along with a
large indemnity. However, in the diplomatic action known as the Triple
Intervention, Japan yielded to strong pressure by Russia, France, and
Germany and gave back the Liaotung Peninsula in return for an increased
indemnity.

As an adviser to the German Foreign ministry, Brandt lobbied strongly
with several arguments for intervention. He warned of the danger that the
Japanese victory and subsequent domination of China and East Asia
would upset the balance of power, lead to the division of China by the
great powers, and give Japan an unfair economic advantage. Brandt was
concerned that Germany might be left out of the spoils in the potential
territorial division of China and believed that cooperation with Russia in
the intervention would promote a rapprochement and help divert
Russian attention to the Far East, relieving tension between Russia and
Germany in Europe.? But he was especially concerned about the threat of
Japanese expansion in China. Among the concessions gained by Japan
were the right to engage in industry anywhere in the country and the
commutation of certain duties at a lower fixed rate. Brandt maintained
that together with the lower wages and transportation costs of Japanese
industry, these concessions would make its products cheaper than those of
European countries.*

The arguments Brandt presented to the Foreign Ministry were echoed
in his many writings on the topic of the Sino-Japanese War and its after-
math. During the war, from the autumn of 1894 to summer of 1895,
Brandt wrote several articles concerning the Sino-Japanese conflict for the
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monthly review Deutsche Rundschau. In 1895, he wrote an eighty-page
booklet entitled Die Zukunft Ostasiens [The Future of East Asia], which
appeared in two editions in 1895 and a third in 1903, and published two
books on East Asian affairs in 1897.5

Brandt’s most important observations on Japanese expansion in the
aftermath of the Sino-Japanese War can be summarized in three points.
First, he depicted the Sino-Japanese war as merely the latest instance in a
long history of unprovoked Japanese aggression in Asia since the 16th
century.b Second, according to Brandt, a major purpose of the war was to
divert attention from domestic problems by allowing a belligerent radical
group in the country to vent its dissatisfaction and frustrations on an
external target.” Third, and most important for Brandt, a Japanese victory
in the war would have serious economic consequences. Aiming to dispel
what he considered the mistaken notion that a Japanese victory in the war
would help open up China for economic development to the ultimate
benefit of European and German trade, Brandt argued that the only
beneficiaries would be the few bankers and industrialists who made the
initial investments. The end result, according to Brandt, would be a mod-
ern, industrialized competitor for Europe and Germany.® Since China
could pay the high indemnity demanded by the Japanese only through
raising customs and other duties, this would harm foreign trade and
industry. Furthermore, Brandt claimed, China might follow the Japanese
example of nationalistic and protectionist economic policy that excluded
foreign personnel and capital in industry, allowing it to take advantage of
European knowledge for development, but refusing to allow Europe to
share in the profits through capital investment.® Brandt also warned of
growing Japanese economic power. While conceding that in principle a
developed country was a better consumer and trading partner than a poor
one, Brandt maintained that in practice the industrialization of Japan had
not produced an accompanying increase in consumer demand. Rather,
the cheaper labor and transportation costs of Japanese industry had dri-
ven certain foreign products out of the market in Japan and East Asia, and
this trend would only become stronger and more damaging to German
industry in the future.! Such factors as cheap fuel and labor, low trans-
portation costs, and lack of patent laws would enable Japan to undercut
European industry, especially in coal and steel production and in cotton
manufacturing.!!

After the Sino-Japanese War, the powers continued to vie for influence
in China, setting up spheres of influence in which they could discriminate
in favor of trade and other interests of their own nationals. For its part in
the Triple Intervention, Russia had gained China’s permission to extend
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the Trans-Siberian Railway across northern Manchuria to Vladivostok
along with economic and policing rights, and France had gained territor-
ial and economic concessions in southwestern China. Germany failed to
gain any major concessions, but the murder of two German Catholic mis-
sionaries by a xenophobic Chinese secret society at the end of 1897 pro-
vided a pretext to occupy Kiaochow and wrest economic concessions from
China in Shantung. In 1898 Britain occupied Weihai-wei and Russia
obtained the lease of the Liaotung Peninsula, the very territory that Japan
had been forced to return to China at the end of the Sino-Japanese War.
With the lease, Russia acquired the right to build and police a railroad,
the South Manchuria Railway from Harbin in South Manchuria to Port
Arthur, where it built a naval base. To protect its interests, the United
States depended on the so-called Open Door policy championed by
Secretary of State John Hay, which was to guarantee equal treatment for
the trade of all nations in China. After an exchange of diplomatic notes,
Hay announced in March 1900 that the United States considered the
other major powers—Great Britain, Germany, Russia, France, Italy and
Japan—to have accepted the policy.

However, the powers continued their efforts to expand their various
spheres of interest. The most visible striver was Russia. Russia used the
occasion of the “Boxer” disturbances in the summer of 1900 to send
troops to Manchuria. Anxious over Russian designs, Britain entered into
the Yangtze Agreement with Germany. This agreement provided for the
maintenance of the “Open Door” and the integrity of China, but did not
apply to Manchuria, since Germany wished to allow Russia a free hand to
divert its attention from Europe. To thwart Russian encroachments,
Britain turned to Japan and formed the Anglo-Japanese Alliance in 1902.
Both countries recognized their respective spheres of influence in China
and Korea and promised to remain neutral in case of a war with a third
power, but would be bound to join the ally if involved in a war with two or
more powers.

Russian encroachment was also a source of tension with Japan. The fail-
ure of Russia to withdraw troops from Manchuria, and its increased pene-
tration into northern Korea, together with Japanese involvement in
reforms in southern Korea, were major points of conflict. After negotia-
tions to settle the question of their respective spheres of influence in
Korea and Manchuria broke down, Japan opened hostilities against Russia
without a formal declaration of war.

Although this Russian encroachment represented a shift in the balance
of influence among the powers in East Asia, Brandt continued to see
Japanese expansion as the greater threat to stability. In a review article in
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1902, for instance, Brandt agreed with the author of a recent book on
Japan who maintained that a proud and ignorant, but powerful, genera-
tion was coming into influence in Japan, and predicted serious trouble if
the government should channel internal dissent outward as it did in 1894.
Furthermore, Brandt argued that Japan, bolstered by the success of the
Sino-Japanese War and the recent renewal of the Anglo-Japanese treaty,
was aiming to increase its influence in China by posing as its friend and
teacher, and pursue a policy of “Asia for the Asians.” He also predicted
that the continued presence of Russia in Korea would eventually lead to
war with Japan.!? In an article written in 1903, Brandt charged that Japan
was planning a confrontation with Russia over Korea. Its people, army,
navy, press, and parliament were ready for war and Japan could not give
up its claims in Korea without a political crisis, since yielding to Russia
would mean the downfall of the dynasty and loss of the Japanese influence
and role in China.1?

When war broke out in February 1904, Brandt took a decidedly anti-
Japanese stance. While also recognizing Russian intransigence in negoti-
ating with Japan over conflicting interests in Sakhalin, the Liaotung
Peninsula, and the Russian refusal to withdraw from Manchuria after the
Boxer Rebellion, Brandt pointed out that Russia had never seriously con-
sidered war, whereas Japan had been preparing for the war for years and
was fully prepared when it attacked without a formal declaration of war.!4
Once the war was concluded, Brandt imputed Japanese motives, arguing
that the real reason for ending the war and renouncing the indemnity was
not humanitarian concern or even financial necessity, but rather the
desire to endear itself to China and recoup some of its losses by returning
Manchuria to Chinese control. He also claimed that Japan’s position had
been further strengthened by the recent renewal of the Anglo-Japanese
treaty.15

The consequences of a Japanese victory, in Brandt’s view, could only be
dangerous for stability in East Asia. Not only would Russia try to revenge
its defeat, but the military party in Japan was also dissatisfied with the
peace and if it united with the new industrial proletariat, radical and
social-democratic parties, and half-educated students, there would be
sufficient tinder for future conflicts in East Asia.!® Brandt also attributed
the recent progress of Japan to the efforts of several statesmen who had
adopted a skillful Realpolitik and had resisted the chauvinism of the masses.
Now, however, the growth of democratic and demagogic tendencies, such
as the movement for universal suffrage, would soon lead Japan to an “out-
break of unjustified and unpredictable chauvinism.”!7

Brandt was very concerned about the impact of Japanese control of

38 NANZAN REVIEW OF AMERICAN STUDIES 15 / 1993



Korea, and the expansion of its interests in Manchuria and China. In his
view, Japan was infiltrating China with teachers, Buddhist missionaries,
merchants, and newspapers with a strong demagogic coloring. The inner
discipline of Japanese students destroyed by superficial contact with
Western culture, and the influence of the some 6,000 Chinese students in
Japan, could only have a bad effect on China. Furthermore, Japan would
try to turn its political influence in East Asia into industrial and commer-
cial influence in China.!® Brandt feared that China, impressed with recent
Japanese successes, would try to imitate Japan by sending its students
there to learn how to deal with the ways of the West. However, Brandt
argued, the situation could be saved and the interests of the Western pow-
ers protected if foreign capital, knowledge, and technical and commercial
training came to China’s aid to counterbalance the Japanese influence.!?

Brandt’s Views of American Expansion

Brandt’s animosity toward Japan is quite obvious. It is clear that he saw
Japanese expansion as very dangerous to the stability of East Asia. But how
did he see the expansion of the United States in the area? With the acqui-
sition of the Philippines after the Spanish-American War and the annexa-
tion of Hawaii in 1898, the United States had also become an imperialist
power with overseas possessions. What effect would this expansion of the
United States have on international relations? Brandt addressed this ques-
tion in several articles he wrote at the end of the nineteenth and begin-
ning of the twentieth centuries on the Spanish-American War and its
consequences.

In June 1898, Brandt wrote three articles on the Spanish-American War
in which he analyzed the factors involved in the decision of the United
States government to intervene in Cuba. In explaining the American
move, he pointed to various economic and political considerations as well
as to the nature of contemporary American society. In general, he
described the American action against Spain less as a matter of foreign
policy and more as a function of American internal politics. Brandt main-
tained that the intervention in Guba was determined by circumstances
that had little to do with the actual situation there. In his view, there were
two main reasons behind the American action. The first was a question of
economics. As Brandt pointed out, since the annexations of Texas and
other territories after the Mexican American war, official United States
government policy had in general discouraged the filibustering attempts
of its citizens. For example, he observed, the government withdrew pro-
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tection from citizens who had gone to Canada to join a rebellion in 1837,
and had taken no notice of the failure of the expedition to Cuba of
General Lopez, who had trained a band of troops in the United States.
The United States government had also remained neutral during the
years of rebellion in Cuba from 1868-1878. In view of this policy of non-
intervention, Brandt observed, it took a long period of Spanish mis-
management of Cuban affairs and the activities of Cuban revolutionaries
to move public opinion in the United States and bring about a change in
official policy toward Cuba.?’ Because of the recent growth of United
States industry, especially the sugar industry, which aimed at increasing
exports of tropical products from Cuba, there was more support for the
1895 rising in Cuba than ever before. Certain persons and groups
involved in the sugar industry had wanted closer ties with Guba to further
their commercial interests, and when intervention finally came in Cuba, it
was a response to a real and justifiable commercial need.?! '

At the same time, however, Brandt also recognized the importance of
public opinion and the impetus of a widespread and deep indignation
among citizens in the country as another major factor in the decision of
the United States government to intervene in Cuba. Brandt explained
that the reasons for the war were to be found not so much in the person-
alities of political leaders, nor in a conflict over different systems of gov-
ernment, but in something deeper. Brandt agreed with the assertion of
Carl Shurz, the liberal reformer, that most Americans were selfless and
noble, not noisy jingoists or unconscionable speculators or colonialists.
Nor were all Americans self-seeking politicians or newspapermen.
However, Brandt observed, while most Americans probably did see the
war as an altruistic sacrifice of American blood and money without desire
for gain, the majority of citizens hardly ever got involved in politics, and
when they did, they were usually unknowingly and unwillingly manipu-
lated by those who actually controlled affairs in public life. For Brandt,
the recent outpouring of public sentiment for intervention and war was
mainly the result of public indignation provoked by two incidents: the
intercepted private letter of Dupuy de Ldéme, Spanish minister in
Washington, and the explosion of the Maine in Havana harbor. The letter
had dismissed McKinley as weak and had cast doubts on Spain’s good faith
in negotiating on the Cuban question. Although the Spanish minister
resigned, the episode caused great resentment among the American pub-
lic. Similarly, the explosion of the Maine under mysterious circumstances
served to galvanize public opinion, uniting all classes of Americans in a
groundswell of support for intervention that made any further hesitation
on the part of the administration impossible.??
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On the question of the execution of the war, Brandt found much
ground for criticism of the United States. Conceding that it was impossible
to justify or condone the Spanish mismanagement in Cuba, Brandt at the
same time pointed out that the risings in Cuba would never have been
possible had they not been organized and supported by certain groups
within the United States. And while such Spanish atrocities as driving the
population out of their homes was inexcusable, Brandt also pointed to the
equally reckless behavior of the insurgents, who destroyed haciendas to
deprive the state of revenues.?* Brandt also criticized the United States for
alienating governments and people in other countries that were also dis-
satisfied with Spanish mishandling of Cuba and the Philippines. Brandt
faulted the United States for its failure to suppress the training and sup-
plying of the Cubans on American soil, and for putting pressure only on
Spain, and not also on the insurgents, for a cease-fire.2* He accused the
United States of trying to establish a new principle of international law
whereby a third party wishing to intervene in a conflict would need to
demand a cessation of hostilities from only one of the belligerent parties
in order to establish peace.?

As for the impact of the war on German and other European interests,
Brandt claimed that the only correct attitude was to observe neutrality.
However, he pointed out that the new situation resulting from the
American victory would make for a complicated international order. For
example, Brandt believed that the problems the United States hoped to
solve by intervening would only create more. The occupation of Cuba and
the Philippines, Brandt claimed, would contradict the avowed goals of the
American action, involve the United States in the internal problems of the
two lands, and start it on a new path of overseas domination that would
bring it many difficulties. Nor would the establishment of independent
governments under a protectorate of the United States be advisable, since
historical experience did not provide any encouraging examples for the
establishment and maintenance of stable democracies in tropical lands.
The only alternative would be to leave Cuba and the Philippines to fend
for themselves. This, however, would improve the situation neither for the
native populations nor for those who have intercourse with them. In the
end, Brandt insisted that the only correct attitude for the European pow-
ers was to observe strict neutrality, although this would not prevent them
from feeling a certain sympathy for the young king and the queen-regent
of Spain.?

While the future of Cuba and the Philippines was still unclear, Brandt
urged the United States to proceed with caution: “These are questions
that will be decided only after the weapons have fallen silent, and for
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whose best solution one can only wish the United States will find that
which has been most often missing in its policies to the present: respect for
the rights and dignity of others.”® In another article, Brandt wrote that
Germany’s position on the disposition of the former Spanish territory of
the Philippines should be based on the same attitude it took during the
war: the correct and proper insistence on the maintenance of German
trading interests in the event of annexation by the United States.?

Actually, the Spanish-American war served to sour relations between
Germany and the United States. As Manfred Jonas points out, in the
framework of international relations at the end of the nineteenth century,
the United States began to see its interests better served by cooperation
with Britain. With its active Weltpolitik, Germany came to be considered a
competitor and potential threat to American interests. Although public
opinion in Germany was pro-Spanish, the German government observed
strict neutrality, even refusing efforts by Britain and other powers to send
a strong note to the United States urging peace. However, public opinion
was affected by British anti-German press reports, and some German mis-
takes, such as the presence of German warships in Manila. Although
Britain, France, and Japan had also sent warships to the area, the large
size of the German fleet and disagreement between Dewey and the
German commander over interpretation of the rules of blockade led
American public opinion to see German intrigues at play. The United
States government also became annoyed at what it considered Germany’s
unwarranted meddling by raising the possibility of German support for
American annexations in return for a free hand in Samoa and naval bases
and coaling stations in the former Spanish territories, although the idea
was given up when American intentions became clear.??

The question of how to dispose of Spain’s former colonies of Cuba and
the Philippines provoked widespread discussion and debate in the United
States. Just as Brandt saw the question of intervention in Cuba as a func-
tion of American domestic politics, he also foresaw important implications
for the makeup of the political system of the United States as a result of
the new imperialist course. For example, in one of his articles Brandt
viewed the resolution of the Philippines question as an important domes-
tic problem for America, and considered it might become an issue in the
1900 presidential election. He predicted that differing opinions on the
issue of annexation could result in the split of the Republican Party and
the formation of a new political alignment comprised of the conservative
wing of the Republicans and the Democrats, if the latter would drop the
silver/paper standard policy from its platform.®

Brandt predicted that the United States, as an imperialist power in the
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international scene, would face difficulties in trying to establish effective
control in the Philippines. Given the sad history of the treatment of native
Americans by the United States government, such as the “Trail of Tears”
in which whole tribes were effectively driven off their land, Brandt
claimed that the Filipinos would perhaps in future have reason to look
back on Spanish rule with nostalgia. Similarly, drawing a parallel with the
recent laws excluding the Chinese from the United States, Brandt pointed
out that the Chinese in the Philippines would also not fare well under
American rule, although it would be difficult to exclude them entirely
because of the proximity of the Philippines to China.?!

In his analysis of the significance of the new imperialist course of the
United States in the aftermath of the war with Spain, Brandt made some
interesting observations on the nature of American politics and society.
For example, he explained the desire for colonial acquisition in the
United States as a result of two things: 1) the pressure of capitalist interests
and political circles, especially in Hawaii, and 2) popular indignation at
the Maine incident. The relationship between capitalism and politics was
closer in the United States than anywhere else, Brandt claimed.
Furthermore, he cautioned his readers that one should not underestimate
the emotional element in US politics. In this regard, Brandt cited with
approval such organs of the American press as Scribner’s Magazine and
Harper’s Magazine as more reasonable, since they treated the question of
annexation more calmly than the daily press. In Brandt’s view, both
Scribner’sand Harper’s saw the new American imperialist role as something
to be discouraged, yet at the same time the United States must face its
responsibility to administer the affairs of the foreign lands now under its
control. Brandt also approved of the two magazines’ appraisal of the
imperialist spirit as a counterweight to the prevailing attitude that
glorified commercial and industrial activity as the only form of distinction
for Americans. Public life used to be a counterweight against the tyranny
of businessmen, but now the rich and big business had the biggest
influence in America. The colonial service, if administered justly and hon-
estly, could make a person more prominent than a millionaire. However,
Brandt concluded, it was hard to say whether a diversion to external
affairs would lead to real change in the United States’ political character,
or only result in the emigration of party bosses and caucuses. In the end it
all depended on whether the colonial administration would be partisan,
or honest and fair.

When addressing the question of the annexations of Hawaii and the
Philippines, Brandt viewed the United States as another player in the
game of international power politics. He saw the expansion of the United
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States as a natural development. In one of his articles, Brandt first out-
lined the history of the annexation of territory by the United States—the
Louisiana Purchase, Texas, territories acquired after the Mexican-
American War, Oregon, and Alaska—and argued that just as the objec-
tions brought against them (such as the high price of labor, low price of
land, harsh climate, poor quality of land) had proved unconvincing in the
past, so now would they be insufficient to deter annexation of Hawaii and
the Philippines. As for the wider significance of the annexations, Brandt
declared that he had written the article with two purposes in mind. The
first was to dispel the mistaken belief of certain individuals and parties in
Germany that the United States could develop and grow as a great nation
without colonial ambitions. Brandt insisted that one should not under-
estimate the desire and capacity of the United States for expansion. The
second purpose of his article was to make people in Germany realize that
it was detrimental to the fatherland to put a crimp on the natural expan-
sion of empire.? For Brandt, expansion was an important part of the
dynamic development of nations, and it determined the basis of relations
among the great powers. He clearly viewed the United States as an impor-
tant element in the framework of international politics, in which the
major nations competed for power and influence in the world.

Brandt’s Views on Japanese-American Tensions

So far we have described Brandt’s views on Japanese and American expan-
sion at the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth century.
We have seen how he considered the rise of Japan to great-power status in
East Asia as a threat not only to the economic interests of the other great
powers, but also as a destabilizing element in the system of international
power politics. Similarly, Brandt saw the expansion of the United States in
the Philippines as a possible threat to German and European trading and
commercial interests. He also saw the emergence of the United States as
an imperialist power after the Spanish-American War as representing a
major change in its basic foreign policy of non-intervention, with implica-
tions for the makeup of international relations.

Brandt had always seen Asian affairs as an important part of interna-
tional affairs, but with the increased expansion of Japan and the United
States from the end of the nineteenth century, Brandt saw a new era
dawning in international relations. Writing in the Miinchener Allgemeine
Zeitung in March 1900, Brandt asserted that recent events in East Asia,
including the American annexation of the Philippines, showed that the
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Pacific was becoming as important for world trade and politics as the
Mediterranean had been until then. He also predicted that the next great
war would be a trade war, and urged the strengthening of German naval
forces to protect Germany’s trading and shipping interests in East Asia.34

The Japanese victory in the Russo-Japanese War resulted in a shift in
the balance of power in East Asia in favor of Japan. By the terms of the
Treaty of Portsmouth, Russia recognized Japan’s interests in Korea, ceded
the southern half of Sakhalin, all Russian rights in the Liaotung
Peninsula, and the South Manchuria Railway. In August, the Anglo-
Japanese alliance was renewed. In November, Japan gained by treaty the
control of Korea’s foreign relations. Further treaties with France (June
1907) and Russia (July 1907), while providing for maintenance of the
“Open Door” and the integrity of China, in effect assured mutual recog-
nition for the respective spheres of interests of the contracting parties.
This meant that Japan’s paramount interests in Korea and Manchuria
were respected by all the major powers except the United States and
Germany. In fact, spurred on by these international agreements and the
growing tension between Japan and the United States, Germany attempted
to forge an alliance with the United States to thwart Japanese expansion
in East Asia. However, as scholars have pointed out, such an alliance was
unrealistic, mainly because Theodore Roosevelt decided that American
interests in Asia and the Pacific could be best served by reaching an agree-
ment with Japan rather than an alliance with Germany, which would com-
plicate American relations with Britain.%

In the years after the Russo-Japanese War, conflicting interests between
Japan and the United States sharpened considerably. The expansion of
Japanese influence in Manchuria, the presence of Japanese immigrants in
California, and the buildup of the navy in both countries produced an
atmosphere of heightened tensions. War scares often erupted in the press,
while Japanese and American negotiators tried to reach agreements on
the issues of Manchuria and immigration. In several articles written at this
time, Brandt addressed such issues as Japanese immigration to the West
Coast, naval expansion of the two countries, and conflicting interests in
China.

In one article written in 1907 entitled “Japan und die Vereinigten
Staaten” [Japan and the United States], for example, Brandt observed
that the center of Weltpolitik was shifting from West to East, specifically the
Pacific Ocean, after American expansion in Hawaii, Samoa, and the
Philippines and Japanese expansion in Korea and Manchuria. In this new
era of international relations, Brandt predicted, it was essentially eco-
nomic questions that would be the cause of conflicts between nations, and
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he warned of future conflicts between these two Pacific powers. He
argued that Japan’s long history of aggression and hostility against
Taiwan, China, and Korea, its recent military and political successes in
wars against China and Russia, its treaties with England and France recog-
nizing Japan’s claims in China and Korea, and the exaggerated admira-
tion in some Western circles for Japan’s politics, ethics, and literature, had
made it proud and adventuresome. He also predicted that the problem
of the exclusion of Japanese from California and Hawaii could easily lead
to a confrontation between the two powers, since the Japanese were as
emotionally excitable as the Americans.36

The exclusion question was indeed very emotional. Many Japanese, still
eager for equal treatment and recognition in the circle of great powers,
especially after its defeat of Russia, considered the policy racist. Some
Americans warned of the danger of being overrun by a tide of cheap
Japanese immigrant laborers. Sensationalist and jingoistic elements on
both sides of the Pacific engaged in warlike talk. The tension reached cri-
sis proportions in 1906 and 1907, with incidents of anti-Japanese school
segregation, and other forms of discrimination and even riots. As
Raymond Esthus observes, this was the most serious problem yet in
Japanese-American relations, “a crisis that was to leave such ugly memories
on both sides of the Pacific that the cordiality that had characterized pre-
vious relations could never be fully restored.””

Brandt addressed the question of American exclusion of Japanese
immigrants in another article written in 1907. Here, Brandt wrote that the
exclusion of Japanese children from California public schools was only a
symptom of a greater conflict in Japanese and American relations. The
action against the twenty-four children involved was the immediate result
of the reaction of American workers against a perceived threat of compe-
tition from cheaper Asiatic labor. In Brandt’s view, the incident had
received so much publicity because of the importance of the workers’
organizations in California politics. A deeper cause of the tension in
Japanese-American relations lay in the American belief that because of its
recent acquisitions in Hawaii and the Philippines, it was destined to
become the master of the Pacific, which would become a new
Mediterranean Sea. However, this belief had been challenged by expan-
sion into the same area by the Japanese, with their long history of aggres-
sion and adventurousness bolstered by recent military and political
successes. While Brandt considered the war scare an exaggeration of the
sensationalist press, he maintained that a conflict would come eventually.
For the moment, Japan was in a stronger position, but the United States
would eventually become dominant. Not only did the United States have
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more people, more capital and more industry, but the opening of the
Panama Canal and the establishment of a Pacific fleet would also strength-
en its position.®

Brandt had also addressed the problem of immigration in an earlier
article. Writing in 1897, Brandt reported on a recent incident in which
some 500 Japanese immigrants were deported from Hawaii. The newspa-
pers in Hawaii had been describing the recently increasing numbers of
Japanese immigrants as a danger to all trading nations, and feared that
Japan would try to annex the island. Although the deportation was in vio-
lation of a treaty that regulated Japanese immigration, Brandt considered
it justified because of the danger of Japanese expansion in the Pacific after
the Sino-Japanese War. Furthermore, Brandt described the Japanese as
adventurous by nature and interested in the exotic, pointing out that
Japanese had engaged in lively trade before the period of isolation from
1637 to the 1870s. On the other hand, Brandt also pointed to other rea-
sons for Japanese emigration, such as population pressure (which, how-
ever, could be relieved by the settlement of Hokkaido), and the need for
new markets for native industries. Brandt cited a Japanese newspaper that
called for the government to support Japanese emigrants in places like
Hawaii, San Francisco, Vancouver, Australia, the Philippines, Singapore,
Vladivostok, and Korea, even protecting them with military force, if nec-
essary. Brandt maintained that it is only natural that such views of the
press and the jingoism of the Japanese and their statesmen should pro-
voke a fear and mistrust of the Japanese, even in places where the term
“yellow peril” was not yet common.%

The term “yellow peril” was often heard in the period of heightened
tensions between Japan and United States in the context of the immigra-
tion issue. As Heinz Gollwitzer points out, the term “yellow peril” has a
wide and varied usage. The term apparently came into circulation around
the time of the Sino-Japanese War, when the German Emperor William II
commissioned a drawing depicting the armies of Europe prepared to bat-
tle the forces of East Asia. Gollwitzer maintains that Brandt encouraged
William’s fear of a “yellow peril” and that he may have been the spiritual
father of the Kaiser’s famous sketch.% It is true that in the advice he gave
to the German Foreign Ministry to enter the Triple Intervention, Brandt
did warn of the possibility of Japan and China overcoming their differ-
ences, at least temporarily, to form an alliance against the Western powers.
He even compared this possible alliance with the Mongol hordes and
Turkish armies that once controlled much of Eurasia. “We would then
have an alliance of the yellow race that could lead to a result similar to
that of the unification of the Mongolian or Turkish tribes in earlier cen-
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turies.” However, at the same time Brandt maintained that there was no
danger of an invasion of Europe, but rather that a conflict with China and
Japan would be on the economic front.!

While recognizing the threat posed by a strong Japan and China to
Western economic and trade interests, Brandt usually avoided using the
term “yellow peril,” because he did not like its more sensational aspects.
For example, in an essay written in 1911 with the title “Die gelbe Gefahr”
[The Yellow Peril], Brandt criticized the chauvinistic and sensational
aspects of the term, and concentrated instead on what he saw as the
greater danger, namely, the enchantment of certain circles in Europe and
the United States with Oriental, including Japanese, culture, literature,
art, and philosophy. The “yellow peril,” according to Brandt, was not an
organized anti-Western conspiracy but, rather, only the natural antago-
nism that appéared whenever a native people was subjugated by foreign
rulers. In his view, the true yellow peril was the loss among Europeans and
Americans, but especially the Germans, of an appropriate sense of pride
and self-confidence in their own past and their own civilization and an
enchantment with the exotic quality of the art, literature, philosophy, and
other cultural aspects of the Orient.#

As significant as it was for the heightened tension in Japanese-American
relations, the immigration issue by itself would not lead to a war between
Japan and the United States, in Brandt’s opinion. Rather, war would come
from a collision over conflicting interests of the two countries as they both
expanded in the Pacific. In Deutsche Revuein March 1908, Brandt entitled
an article “Der kommende Kampf in Ostasien?” [The Coming Fight In
East Asia?] referring to a recent book on the potential for war between
the US and Japan. The movement of the American battleship fleet to the
Pacific Ocean in 1907, later expanded into an around-the-world cruise,
had been widely publicized. Despite reports in the press about the anti-
Japanese nature of this move, Brandt believed that it had little to do with
the immediate problem of Japanese immigration. For Brandyt, it was a
reaction to the expanding Japanese influence in Asia and the Pacific. As
he saw it, the dispatch of the fleet represented an American attempt to
assert its domination in the Pacific and to secure access to the Chinese
market by insisting on the observation of the Open Door policy, which
had been thwarted by Japanese ambitions to expand its position in
Manchuria and China. Brandt maintained that a conflict between the
United States and Japan would not be enkindled by an immigration issue,
unless the Americans committed a public outrage against the Japanese.®

The dispatch of the American fleet to the Pacific also served to involve
Brandt in a controversy in the pages of the Deutsche Revue. In March 1908,
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A. Laubeuf, a former French naval engineer, wrote an article in which he
predicted a confrontation of the American and Japanese fleets in the
Pacific. He further claimed that Japan would take the Philippines and
Hawaii, because it had larger, if fewer, ships and had more experienced
and better trained crews. In a postscript to the article, Brandt down-
played the problems of the American fleet and dismissed Laubeuf’s pre-
dictions as based on hypothetical assumptions. The immigration question
in itself, he argued, was neither a reason nor excuse for war, which would
come from other reasons.®

In its April issue, the Deutsche Revue published a letter from Laubeuf
along with Brandt's reply. Laubeuf reasserted his claims that the Japanese
fleet was superior because of the greater number of its large ships and the
quality of its crews, and challenged Brandt to demonstrate how his pre-
dictions of the future were hypothetical. In his reply, Brandt cited the
defeat of the Spanish Armada in 1588 to show that the question of
whether larger ships can defeat a greater number of smaller ships was
debatable, and repeated his claim that Laubeuf’s predictions of the locale
and course of the conflict was based on speculation. Brandt also referred
Laubeuf to his March 1908 article mentioned above, for an explanation of
his views on the improbability of war between Japan and the United
States. !

As it turned out, the Japanese and Americans came to an understand-
ing on the immigration question through a series of diplomatic notes
known as the “Gentleman’s Agreement,” in which the Japanese govern-
ment agreed to voluntarily limit the emigration of workers to the United
States. Roosevelt had also put pressure on the authorities in California to
rescind the offensive legislation. Actually, both governments wished to
come to a solution, and the majority of people in both countries agreed
with the official policy of their governments. There were, however, certain
sensationalist and jingoistic elements in Japan and the United States that
were very vocal and contributed to the crisis and atmosphere of tension.#’
The crisis in Japanese-American relations was also alleviated by the Root-
Takahira Agreement of 1908, whereby Japan and the United States
pledged to respect the sovereignty of each other’s territorial possessions
and to preserve the common interests of all powers in China.

However, the potential for conflict remained. Competing interests in
Manchuria were a particular sore point, especially because of the empha-
sis that the Taft administration and the new Secretary of State, Philander
C. Knox, gave to securing entry of American capital in China, a policy
often called “dollar diplomacy.” In the spring of 1910, Brandt wrote an
article commenting on a speech by an American financier in New York in
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March 1910, who claimed to foresee war in East Asia because of Japanese,
Russian and British collusion to reduce China to a vassal state. Brandt also
cited the New York Times of 9 March 1910, which said that such a war in
East Asia would be an economic one fought between Japan and the
United States, mainly because Japan had failed to keep its promise to
maintain the “Open Door” principle. The newspaper pointed to the
Russian and Japanese opposition to Knox’s proposal for neutralization of
railroads in Manchuria as proof that China had only an appearance of
control there, since it could act only with the approval of Japan and
Russia. For this reason, Americans were justified to see the situation as
injurious to all treaties and agreements on the integrity of China, espe-
cially since the United States, which was the third largest trader in
Manchuria, stood to lose much if it didn’t insist on its rights.4

Brandt agreed with this assessment of the situation. However, he took a
wider view of the implications of the Manchurian situation, and put
responsibility not only on Russia and Japan but also on China and Britain.
China, for example, failed to build up its army after defeat by the Japanese
in 1895, and now found itself unwelcome as an ally to any of the powers.
However, China would probably become more serious about defending
itself against Russian and Japanese encroachments if Britain should
decide to expand its influence in the Yangtze Valley. Brandt also charged
England with hypocrisy, since it had criticized Germany in the past for not
supporting the integrity of China in Manchuria before the Sino-Japanese
war, but was now itself intent on a policy of recognizing Russian and
Japanese interests in Manchuria and Japanese interests in Korea in order
to gain the goodwill of those countries.®® For Brandt, the Manchurian
question was not only a problem in Japanese-American relations, it was
also an issue in the wider context of international relations. Of course,
conflicting interests in China and Manchuria continued to be a sore point
between Japan and the United States, eventually leading to war in 1941.

Conclusion

Our examination of Brandt’s views on Japanese and American expansion,
and the tension and antagonism that this produced, shows how he con-
sidered the rivalry between the two countries to be one played out in a
wider context of international power politics. Brandt’s hostility towards
Japan was quite obvious, as he viewed the Japanese expansion in China,
Manchuria and Korea as a threat to the balance of power among the inter-
national powers. He also saw the Japanese as having unfair economic
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advantages that would enable it to dominate trade and industry in China,
to the detriment of the economic and trade interests of Germany and the
other European powers. Brandt also saw the expansion of the United
States as a new, destabilizing element in the framework of international
relations in East Asia. In expressing his misgivings on the new imperialist
course of American policy, Brandt saw it necessary for Germany and the
European powers to insist on the maintenance of their rights in the
Philippines after the American annexation.

For Brandt, the expansion of Japan and the United States represented
a major shift in the balance of power in East Asia and the Pacific, an area
of the world that would assume greater importance in international
affairs. He predicted that the competition between the two rival Pacific
powers would eventually result in war, but he was wise enough to downplay
the war scares prevalent in the yellow press. As an astute observer of inter-
national affairs, he predicted correctly that the competition for power and
influence in the Pacific between Japan and the United States would be
one of the major factors in international relations in the decades to come:
“the struggle for domination in East Asia between Japan and America will
be one of the events to leave its imprint on the twentieth century.”’
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