Introduction: A Spring of Upheaval

Lor ot brief interval, Wilson stood alone for mankind. Or at least he seemed to stand for
ik, And in that brief interval there was a very extraordinary and significant wave of
reapronse (o bim throughout the earth. So eager was the situation that all humanity leapt to
e epland glorify Wilson—for a phrase, for a gesture. It seized upon him as its symbol. He
s transfigured in the eyes of men. He ceased to be a conumon statesman; he became a
Messialr. Millions believed him as the bringer of untold blessings; thousands would gladly
e died for bim. That response was one of the most illuminating events in the early
neenticth century. Manifestly the World-State had been conceived then, and now it stirred
i the woamb. It was alive.

And then for some anxious decades it ceased to stir.

—H. G. Wells, The Shape of Things to Come

n June 1919, Nguyen Tat Thanh, a twenty-eight-year-old kitchen assistant

trom I'rench Indochina, set out to present a petition to the world leaders then
wsembled in Paris for the peace conference. The document, entitled “The
CLiims of the People of Annam,” echoed the rhetoric of the president of the
Uhnited States, Woodrow Wilson, who had recently emerged in the interna-
noal arena as a champion of the right of all peoples to self-determination. In
the tumultuous months following the end of the First World War, Wilson was
hailed around the world as the prophet of a new era in world affairs, once in
wluch justice, rather than power, would be the central principle of interna-
nonal relations. 'The young man from Indoching, who signed the pettion as
Npuyen Ai Quoc, or “Npuyen the Patdon,™ soughe a personal audience with
the American president to plead hiv peaple’s cose betore Wilsoa, Accordimg to
some accounts, he even rented a formnl mormng s me preparanion tor the
pecaston. The meeting, howevar, didd nor mptenalize, Wilson probahly neve
even saw Npuyen's petithon, amd he certatnly did nor rospord vo i Withan lows
than a year the man, whn wonhd ives become known o o world as o Chi
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Minh, adopted Bolshevism as his new creed, and Lenin replaced Wilson as his
inspiration on the road to self-determination for his people.'

Ho’s experience in the wake of the Great War was far from unique. The
war, which had begun in August 1914, lasted more than four years and left
many millions dead. When the armistice was finally declared on November 11,
1918, millions around the world celebrated the end of the carnage and hoped
that the peace would bring a different world. The war saw the collapse of
several major empires: the Russian empire of the Romanovs, the Austro-
Hungarian empire of the Habsburgs, the Ottoman Empire, and the German
empire under the Hohenzollerns. It delivered serious blows, too, to some who
were among the victors: Britain and France both suffered great losses, human
and economic, that left them far weaker than they had been before the war.
The United States, on the other hand, was the one major power to emerge from
the war more powerful, economically, militarily, and politically. Its material
and financial resources had underpinned the Allied war effort, its entry into the
war in April 1917 appeared to have tipped the scales in favor of the Allies, and,
finally, the armistice agreement had been based on the principles outlined in
Wilson’s famed Fourteen Points. When the U.S. leader shortly thereafter
announced his decision to travel to Europe to participate personally in the
peace negotiations—an unprecedented move for a sitting American presi-
dent—he seemed to be poised to lead the world into a new era in international
affairs.

The major leaders who convened for the peace conference in Paris in
January 1919 were concerned mainly with fashioning a settlement in Europe.
But Europeans were not the only ones who had high hopes for the conference.
For colonized, marginalized, and stateless peoples from all over the world—
Chinese and Koreans, Arabs and Jews, Armenians and Kurds, and many
others—the conference appeared to present merecedented opportunities to
pursue the goal of self-determination. They could now take the struggle
against imperialism to the international arena, and their representatives set
out for Paris, invited or otherwise, to stake their claims in the new world order.
A larpgely unintended but eager audience for Wilson’s wartime rhetoric, they

often imagined the president as both an icon of their aspirations and a poten-
tinl chiampion of their cause, a dominant figure in the world arena committed,
e had himselt declared, to the principle of self-determination for all peoples.

Bised on these perceptions, groups aspiring, to self-determination formed
defogations, selected representatives, formulated demands, launched campaigns,
el mobilized publios Behind them, They composed and circulated a flood
ol declirations, petitions, and memoranda divected at the world leaders assem-
Bledh fin Panin e divectod it pablic apimon acrone the world, Many of the
petitioners adopred Wilson's chetorie of selb determtnation and the equality of

gt o forendate thelr demands and Joseidy thetr anpirations, both because
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they tound his language appealing and, more importantly, because they believed
' waonld be effective in advancing their cause. They quoted at length from the
president’s Fourteen Points address and his other wartime speeches, praised his
plan for a League of Nations, and aimed to attract his support for their struggles
(0 attain self-determination.
[lundreds of such documents, many addressed to President Wilson
himself, made their way to the Paris headquarters of the American Commis-
lun to Negotiate Peace at the Hotel Crillon, but most got no further than the
president’s private secretary, Gilbert Close. The president read only a small
ftaction of them, and he acted on fewer still. The complex and contentious
waies of the Buropean settlement were foremost on his mind during his
months in Paris, and relations with the major imperial powers—DBritain,
I'tunce, Japan—loomed larger in the scheme of U.S. interests as Wilson saw
them than did the aspirations of colonized groups or weak states. Though the
dipensation of territories that belonged to the defunct empires—German
colonies in Africa and the Pacific, Ottoman possessions in the Arab Middle
It ~was an important topic in the peace negotiations, the leading peace-
mikers had no intention of entertaining the claims for self-determination of
dependent peoples elsewhere, least of all those that ran against their own
mterests. To himself and to others, Wilson explained this lapse by asserting
that the peace conference already had enough on its plate and thar <he League
Nations would take up such claims in due time.

Many in the colonial world who had followed Wilson’s increasingly
dvamatic proclamations in the final months of the war, however, came
(o expect a more immediate and radical transformation of their status in
miternational society. As the outlines of the peace treaty began to emerge in
the spring of 1919, it became clear that such expectations would be disap-
pomted and that outside Europe the old imperial logic of international rela-
tions, which abridged or entirely obliterated the sovereignty of most non-
Iuropean peoples, would remain largely in place. The disillusionment that
fullowed the collapse of this “Wilsonian moment” fueled a series of popular

i

protest movements across the Middle East and Asia, heralding the emergence
ol anticolonial nationalism as a major force in world affairs. Although the
principle of self-determination was honored in Paris more in the breach,
the events of w919 established it at the center of the discourse of legitimacy in
mternational relations. Thus, the Wilsonian moment beginn the process that
IHedley Bull called “the expansion of miternational society™ mothe twentieth
century. It launched the teanstornition of the ormm ad standards of interna
tional relations that establinhied the welt deternotig natton state s the only
lepitimate political form throughout the glabe, an coldomized and marginalized
peoples demanded and evestaally attatned vecopntiom an sovereign, ndepen

dent actors in interonttonal s e
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This book is an effort to reconstruct the story of the colonial world at the
Wilsonian moment. Most historians have told the story of the Paris Peace
Conference from the inside out, focusing on the views and actions of the
leaders of the great powers of Europe and North America. This book aims
to tell it from the outside in, from the perspectives of peoples who were on the
margins of the peace conference and of international society more generally.
The period on which the narrative centers opened with the U.S. entry into the
war in April 1917, when it began to appear that Wilson would play a major role
at the peace table, and ended with the conclusion of the Versailles Treaty in
June 1919. During this time, Woodrow Wilson’s vision for the postwar world
was disseminated to a growing global audience, and, when peace came,
colonial peoples moved to claim their place in that world on the basis of
Wilson’s proclamations. The crucial period—the Wilsonian moment itself—
lasted from the autumn of 1918, when Allied victory appeared imminent and
Wilson’s principles secemed destined to shape the coming new world order,
until the spring of 1919, as the terms of the peace settlement began to emerge
and the promise of a Wilsonian millennium was fast collapsing.

The use of the phrase the “Wilsonian moment” to describe this eventfu
time does not suggest that Wilson alone conceived or articulated the vision
that became so intimately associated with him. Others, including the British
prime minister David Lloyd George and, much more forcefully, the Russian
Bolshevik leaders V. I. Lenin and Leon Trotsky, had preceded Wilson in
advocating a peace settlement based on the principle of self-determination.
Nor does the term imply that rhetoric alone was responsible for creating the
far-reaching expectations that so many entertained in the wake of the war. The
experiences of the war itself, with its unprecedented decimation of human lives
and the myriad political, social, and economic dislocations it caused, served as
the crucial context for the articulation and dissemination of the Wilsonian
message and shaped the perceptions and responses to it. Nevertheless, the term
the “Wilsonian moment” captures the fact that, during this period, the Ameri-
can president became for millions worldwide the icon and most prominent
exponent of the vision, which many others shared, of a just international
society based on the principle of self-determination. His name, and in many
canes also his image, came to symbolize and encapsulate those ideas, and
Wilson appeared, for a brief but crucial moment, to be the herald of a new
crn e international affanrs,

I retronpect, of course, we know that the Wilsonian moment ended in

nonniiious collnpue, oy promise fuding mto bitter disillusion. But if we are to
e the events of the tie i thetr proper context, we must suspend for a while
hin vetrompective knowledge, 1oy be tempting, for e imple, to construe the
Weslomical exsence of i an o clash between Wilsonian and communist
iternationalisms "Wilson F e e the dntluental phiase that Armo
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Liver coined some decades ago.® But while the Wilson versus Lenin frame-

orlois helpful, as Mayer used it, for understanding the struggle over the
Furopean Left at the time, it cannot be extended to the colonial world in 1919,

oclist ideas were influential among some colonial intellectuals at the time,
il the Russian Bolsheviks also used the language of self-determination, but
il Late 1919 Wilson’s words carried far greater weight in the colonial world
than Lenin’s. The United States, after all, was a leading world power whose
imtervention in the war had appeared to tip the scales in favor of the Allies;
Wilson had set the terms of the armistice and seemed poised to do the same for
the peace settlement. The Bolsheviks, on the other hand, were struggling for
comtrol of a land that was devastated by the war and were engaged in a brutal
civil war whose outcome was far from certain. It was only after the collapse of
the Wilsonian moment and the stabilization of the Soviet state that Lenin’s
iifluence in the colonial world began to eclipse Wilson’s.

ilson’s promise of a new world order captured imaginations across the
W world. In the wake of a war whose consequences were widely felt, his
words captured the attention not only of political elites but also of much
hroader publics, even if their meanings and implications varied corziderably
mnong different groups. Some, of course, remained skeptical, and they were

oon joined by many others who grew disillusioned with their erstwhile hero
i the developments in Paris and elsewhere failed to fulfill their expectations.
It for a while, from mid-1918 to the early spring of 1919, the future of interna-
tonal society seemed to belong to Wilson’s vision and to depend on his
tilluence as the leading figure in world affairs. The Wilsonian moment, there-
lore, should be examined and understood as an international phenomenon not
hecause every individual on the face of the planet was aware of Wilson’s
thietoric, but because the scope of its dissemination and import transcended
the usual geographic enclosures of historical narratives.

Quite apart from Wilson’s own intentions when he uttered the words of
the Fourteen Points address or his other well-known speeches, different groups
md individuals adopted the language of self-determination to varying extents
ind adapted it to varying circumstances. Perhaps most famously, it was used
by many of the national groups that emerged from the wreckage of the

I labsburg and Romanov empires in Fast-Central Furope, and helped shape
the postwar settlements that created Czechoslovalin, Poland, and the King
dom of the Serbs, Croats, und Slovenes as independent states,” But the
language of self-determinntion wan alva adapted by groups thae made claims
directed at the victorious powers, cither to demnd politieal independence, ns
in Ireland, or to ask for vecogmition of vighios within an exinting polity, o with
leading African-Amertcnm aetbv st Bl WO B D Beds and Williwin Maonro

Irotter.” ‘l‘ll(' ,l1|||.¢l|||(| ol the ansuanpe of selb determination, moreover, wa
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not limited to groups that saw themselves as oppressed or marginalized. In fact,
as the H. G. Wells quote that opens this chapter testifies, a wide array
of progressives and radicals in Europe and North America entertained for a
time near-millennial expectations for a more peaceful world order based on
Wilsonian principles.®

The focus of this book is on the specific significance of the Wilsonian
moment in the colonial world, defined broadly as the dependent or semi-
dependent territories that encompassed at the time almost all of Asia and
Africa.” Even within these narrower geographical and conceptual bounds,
however, an effort to cover the colonial world in its entirety would have
yielded either a broad, general synthesis or else required a multivolume work
of encyclopedic proportions. On the other hand, telling the story of the
Wilsonian moment in only one region or within a single group would have
failed to capture fully the international context of the experiences of colonial
peoples at the time, and would have forgone the insights that a broad,
integrated perspective can provide. In order to combine fine-grained detail
with a broad perspective, therefore, the book focuses on the experiences of
four groups: Egyptians, Indians, Chinese, and Koreans. It recounts the
responses of these four emergent nations to the Wilsonian moment, probing
their evolving perceptions of its challenges and opportunities and tracing its
impact on their rhetoric, actions, and goals. It also reconstructs the sprawling
international campaigns they launched, in which diasporic communities and
unprecedented popular mobilizations both played important roles, and relates
them to the broad, transformative protest movements that erupted in all four
places in the spring of 1919. Nationalism, as an ideology and as a form of
political practice, evolved conceptually and historically within an interna-
tional context, and it cannot be fully understood outside that context.

There were, of course, many differences among these societies in their
histories, structures, and relationships to imperialism. Still, Egyptians, Indians,
Chinese, and Koreans shared important elements of historical condition and
experience. All four societies had long histories as integrated socioeconomic
and political entities and well-established elites imbued with consciousness of
distinet coltural and historical identities. Moreover, in each of these four
soctetien there had developed by 1914 influential groups of literate, socially
maobile mdividuals, whose members were conversant in Western languages and
ilens and had begun 1o develop and circulate notions of national identity
vtculated momaodern idioms,” The Wilsonian moment presented these elites
with unprecedented opportunities to advance claims in the name of these
ll|¥ ey
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vtitiencies than ever before behind campaigns for self-determination. In
pring of 1919, sweeping protest movements against imperialism erupted
nont simultaneously in all four societies: the May Fourth movement in
I, the launching of Gandhi’s nonviolent resistance movement in India,

iin Revolution in Egypt, and the March First movement in Korea.
I all four societies, and not only there, the period between 1917 and 1920

iw i sharp escalation of resistance to imperial penetration and control and
i

cimerpence or realignment of institutions and individuals that would
play central roles in subsequent anticolonial struggles. In Egypt, Sa‘d Zaghlul,
i veteran political figure who before the war had long worked within the
Hiitinhi-controlled political system, now established a delegation that de-
minded the opportunity to put before the peace conference a claim for
Fyuyptinn independence. To lead this campaign, Zaghlul, who is remembered
i Lpypt as the “Father of the Nation,” established a new political party that
iine to dominate Egyptian politics in the interwar years.” A similar shift from
commodation to confrontation occurred in India’s relationship with the
mpire during the same period, as the Indian National Congress, which before
thewar adhered to moderate positions toward the empire, became a vehicle for
mahilizing resistance to it. By 1920, the Congress came under the control of
{ihatma Gandhi, who had himself shifted in 1919 from a position of firm if
ritical support for Indian membership in the British empire to one of deter-
mined opposition to it. The newfound radicalism of the Gandhian Congress
nipnred an era of nationalist struggle that culminated in the dissolution of
Wit rule in 1947.% '
In China, the May Fourth protests that erupted in response to Chinese
linillusion with the Wilsonian promise unleashed broad currents of change in
the realms of thought, culture, literature, and politics. In the wake of May
IFourth, protests against foreign influence in China broadened and intensified.
vinong, the intellectual and political classes, the erstwhile admiration for the
lileral ideals advanced by Wilson was widely replaced with a growing interest
i other ideologies as models for building a strong Chinese nation and estab-
lishing, its status and dignity internationally. And in Korea, too, the March
Cint movement, which began as an effort to draw the attention of Wilson and
the peace conference to Korean claims tor independence, escalated and broad-
ned the resistance to |‘||\.1||(",r colonial rale, In the Korean case, even more
thinn in the others, diasporic orgaiizations played o crucinl role in the move
ment, establishing a provisional government in exile headed by Syngman
Ithee, a long-time independence activint aid former acquintance of Wilson

it Princeton University, Thi v Pl govermment survived, l|ml|11|| biarely,

through the imteewar yeurs, ared t g the Uitted States hielped the tonacions
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As this convergence of transformative events around the spring of 1919
suggests, one of the central features of the Wilsonian moment was its simulta-
neity across the boundaries of nations, regions, and empires within which the
histories of the anticolonial movements of the period are usually enclosed. It
was a brief but intense period in which people across the world directed
attention and actions toward the drama unfolding in Paris, with the U.S.
president as its leading protagonist. In part, the story of the Wilsonian moment
is one of the articulation and circulation of ideas, most prominently the idea
that all peoples had a right to self-determination and the related notion of a
liberal international order structured around a league of nations in which all
members would be equal in status if not in power. The emergence of Wilson’s
ideas about the postwar international order, their gradual articulation and
refinement in his wartime rhetoric, and their dissemination—both intention-
ally through the efforts of U.S. wartime propaganda, and circumstantially
through the contemporary infrastructure of global communications, which
was dominated by pro-Allied news agencies such as Reuters—are all important
components of the story told here.

But this is not only, nor even primarily, an intellectual history, a history
of the emergence, articulation, and circulation of ideas. To a greater degree,
the story of the Wilsonian moment in the colonial world is one about the role
of power, both real and perceived, in the dissemination, adoption, and oper-
ationalization—the conversion into purposeful political action—of the new
norms of international legitimacy and practice that Wilson championed. For
anticolonial nationalists, Wilson’s utterances were surely attractive as well as,
to some extent, also innovative. The most crucial feature of his utterances,
however, was that they came from a man widely viewed at the time as the most
powerful leader in the world arena, whose influence on the shape of the
postwar international order, it was assumed, would be decisive. Thus, the
perception of the stature of the United States as a major world power and

of Wilson's commitment to his peace plan were just as important as the
content ol the president’s wartime proclamations in creating the impact of
the Wilsontan moment in the colonial world. For a time in 1918 and early 1919,
Wilson, who appeared 1o wield extraordinary leverage over the Allies and
cinoy unprecedented popularity among their peoples, seemed to possess both
the will wid the power to implement his vision,"”

Wil Bmse 10 e troe, b at best only a vague idea of how the
princtple of selt derermination would be practically implemented even in
Eorope, amd e devated Btle attention to e iimplications elsewhere. Never-
ihals the prestdents tatk abot the vight o selt-determination and his
wl 4 fithe Ledal i s bplad a4 new and more t‘t|l|il;|l)l(‘ model
oof international selatioms, and they tonk on a lile of their own, independent of
Vilsan aud | fanblang | Poattonahine the aceeptance of these
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principles as a basis for the armistice and their establishment as central tenets
nlihe coming peace settlement were sufficient reasons to expect great changes
i their own positions in international affairs. Wilson, in his wartime
wldresses, especially those that he delivered in the final months of the war,
hd couched his principles explicitly in sweeping, universal terms. Egyptians,
lidinns, Chinese, Koreans, and other colonial nationalists saw little reason
that they should not apply outside Europe as well as within it.

The Versailles peace is often seen as heralding the apex of imperial
xpansion, and indeed the empires of the victorious powers, especially the
Iritish, French, and Japanese, made significant territorial gains in the wake of
the war. Empire, however, cannot survive on territorial control alone. It
requires accommodation and legitimacy, at least among a portion of the popu-
lations in both the metropole and the periphery.” The adoption of the language
ol selt-determination by colonial nationalists, as well as by anti-imperialists in
the metropole, weakened these underlying supports of the imperial edifice. It
tendered the relationship between imperial powers and subject peoples, as
IMenri Grimal noted, “markedly different from the idea of timeless domination
which had characterized the previous period” and presented a major challenge
(0 the legitimacy and permanence of the imperial order in the international
wenat As James Mavyall has observed, at Versailles Lloyd George and the
I'tench premier, Georges Clemenceau, may have succeeded in the short run in
outwitting Wilson in their efforts to protect the interests of their empires. But in
i age of advancing popular democracy they could offer no substitute, either
domestically or internationally, to the principle of self-determination “as an
ordering principle for international society.”” Rather than bolster or expand
the imperial order, the events of 1919 in fact laid the groundwork for its demise.

The First World War itself had no doubt set the stage for the expectations
lor radical change that spread in its wake. It dealt a severe blow to the power
ind prestige of the leading imperial powers, and so made it easier for colonial
nationalisgs to challenge them. The war strained the resources of the European
powers, exposed as hollow their claims to superior civilization, and decimated
the image of Western military invincibility already tarnished by the Japanese
defeat of Russia in 1905." Moreover, peoples from the periphery who had made

sipnificant contributions to the Allied war effort felt it entitled them to a
jreater voice in their own government and in the international arena. If they
could die alongside Europeans, why could they not govern alongside them?
Almost a million Indians saw combat it the war and hundreds of thousands of
Chinese went to Europe as laborers, and wany returned home with new
experiences and ideas about vights g feeedom,” The economic crises and

dislocations of the war alvi comtrihited 10 prostwat divcontent i places Tl
Lgypt and India, though this factor did nor operate everywherer I Korea. foi

example, the war was o thine o telative prospen i
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The impact of the war alone, however, cannot explain the events that
occurred in its wake in the colonial world. Despite the war’s drain on European
power and prestige, there was surprisingly little agitation against empire during
the war itself, when the imperial powers were militarily most vulnerable,
neither did uprisings break out immediately after the war ended. It is true, as
a number of historians have noted, that the wartime spectacles of material
destruction and moral depravity helped to launch a broad critique of Western
civilization among Afro-Asian intellectuals. This insight, however, neglects the
widespread if short-lived adulation of that quintessential representative of the
West, Woodrow Wilson, as a quasi-millennial figure whose vision could redeem
the suffering of the war and usher in a new era of peace.” At the time of the
armistice in November 1918, nationalists across the colonial world believed that
the road to self-determination passed through Paris, and they launched broad
campaigns to receive a hearing there. It was only in the spring of 1919, as
it became clear that their efforts to claim these rights had failed, that upheaval
erupted. Thus, the campaigns to advance demands for self-determination
and international equality and the subsequent failure and disillusionment
helped launch major anticolonial protest movements and mobilize widespreaa
popular support behind them.

Other factors, political and economic, figured prominently in these
postwar anticolonial mobilizations. The burdens of wartime inflation and
conscription among Egyptian and Indians, anger about the suspicious death
of a former emperor among Koreans, and mounting industrial grievances
among the rising Chinese working class were all significant in the respective
uprisings of 1919. Those factors can help to account for the prevalence of
popular disturbances and for the hostility toward foreign powers or colonial
rulers. Alone, however, they do not explain the specific timing, character, and
goals of the uprisings. The campaigns for self-determination and equality in
the international arena each had roots in internal developments within each
society. But they were also intricately enmeshed in the international context of
the Wilsonian moment, as the demands that nationalist leaders made on the
titernational torum assembling in Paris channeled a mix of grievances and
frustrations into anticolonial uprisings in the cause of self-determination. The
campaigns to lodge these demands, and the failure of the great powers to meet
at even address them, helped convert the expectations for a new era in

mternationalbaffairs into demonstrations in the streets of Cairo, Delhi, Beijing,
Seoul, and elsewhere, and endow those demonstrations with coherent mean-
gt parposes The anticolonin) revolts of 1919 owed at least as much to the

(AL TS they did to the wi

B dnternational seope of the story of the Wilsonian moment in the colonial
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and this book should not be read as an exercise that juxtaposes several distinct
cvents for comparative purposes. Rather, its s ope reflects the ways that the
historical actors themselves perceived their conditions, planned their actions,
nd proceeded to carry out their plans. Indeed, the Wilsonian moment as it
was perceived, experienced, and enacted by colonial peoples was both inter-
national and transnational in its scope, if we take “international” to refer
primarily to interactions between established nation-states and “transna-
tional” to mean actions and interactions that cross the borders of states but
e not necessarily performed by them.” It is abundantly clear that Wilson
saw himself as acting on a global stage. But an equally important insight, one
to which we will return in more detail in the conclusion of the book, is that the
iticolonial movements of 1919—commonly viewed in only the contex. of their
tespective national histories——profoundly transcended national enclosures in
their genesis, conduct, and aims. They were shaped by transnational networks
ol nationalist activists who imagined themselves as part of a global wave,
operated explicitly on an international stage, and aspired to goals that were
pecifically international; namely, the recognition of the pe()pleé and territories
they claimed to represent as self-determining, sovereign nation-states within a
new mternational society whose structure and dynamics would reflect Wilso-
Han precepts.
In retrospect, it is easy to see that the expectations for a more inclusive
micrnational order that Wilson’s rhetoric and global stature raised among
colonial nationalists went_ far beyond the president’s intentions and even
further beyond what he would achieve. But at the time, most Egyptian, Indian,
¢ hinese, and Korean nationalists, along with the millions who lined the streets
i the capitals of Europe to cheer Wilson as he drove by in his carriage,
believed that the peace conference would transform international order in
vays that would help them gain the right to self-determination. They were
feither naive victims of Wilson’s hypocrisy nor, outside a few exceptions,
tadicals intent on revolutionary transformation, but rather savvy political
iwtors who, keenly aware of their weakness vis-a-vis the British and Japanese
inperial projects, sought to harness Wilson’s power and rhetoric to the strug-
wle to achieve international recognition and equality for their nations. Thc:v
moved with dispatch and energy to seize the opportunities that the \X/i]mnia;l
moment seemed to offer to reformulate, e alate, and broaden their campaigns
Hamst empire, and worked to maobilize publics both at home and ;ll)l'l‘):ul
behind their movements, When it became cleas that the postwar settlement
ould fall far short of these pretatians and the vistons of international
ettty thae Wilson had evoled coli pwedy these maobilized nationalists
fnnched the simultaneous revolin that convila dothe colomianl waorld in 1he
pringe ol 1gig Despite the sitle of this bk 1 they, and not Wilson, whao

pethe i Protagonints of the story that follo



