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PREFACE 

The Foreign Relations volumes have been compiled on an annual 
basis since the publication of diplomatic correspondence which 
accompanied President Lincoln’s first annual message to Congress 
(December 3, 1861). Originally entitled Papers Relating to Foreign 
Affairs Accompanying the Annual Message of the President, the 
name of this series was changed in 1870 to Papers Relating to the 
‘Foreign Relations of the United States, and in 1947 to the present 
title. 

Publication of these volumes, except for the year 1869, has been 
continuous. In addition to the annual volumes, supplements have 
also been published, among them the World War Supplements, the 
Lansing Papers, the special 1918-1919 Russia volumes, the Paris 
Peace Conference, 1919, series, and Japan, 1931-1941. 

The principles which guide the compilation and editing of Foreign 
Relations have recently been restated in the Department of State 
Regulation 297.1 of October 27, 1947. The text of this regulation is 
printed below: 

297.1 Epitine or tHe Documentary REcorp or THE Foreren Rewa- 
TIONS OF THE Unirep Sratss: (Effective 10-27-47) 

I. Scope of Documentation. The publications entitled Foreign Rela- 
tions of the United States constitute the official published record of 
United States foreign policy. These volumes include all papers relat- 
ing to major policies and decisions of the Department in the matter 
of foreign relations, together with appropriate materials concerning 
the events and facts which contributed to the formulation of such 
decisions or policies. 

II. Responsibility of the Division of Historical Policy Research 
(RE). The responsibility for editing the basic documentary record 
of American foreign policy in Foreign Relations of the United States 
is vested in RE. 

ITI. Completeness of Record. 
A. It is assumed that the documentation will be substantially com- 

plete as regards the files of the Department. Within these limits, 
certain omissions of documents or parts of documents are per- 
missible: 

1. To avoid publication of matters which would tend to impede 
current diplomatic negotiations or other business. : 

2. 'To condense the record and avoid repetition of needless details. 
3. To preserve the confidence reposed in the Department by other 

governments and by individuals. 

lil



IV PREFACE 

4. To avoid needless offense to other nationalities or individuals. 
5. To eliminate personal opinions presented in despatches and not 

acted upon by the Department. To this there is one qualification: — 
in connection with major decisions it is desirable, where possible, 
to show the alternatives presented to the Department when the 
decision was made. 

B. No deletions shall be made without clearly indicating the place 
in the text where the deletion occurs. 

IV. Clearance To Be Obtained by RE. In discharging its respon- 
sibility for selecting materials for publication in Foreign Relations 
of the United States, RE shall: 

A. Refer to the appropriate policy offices such papers as would 
appear to require policy clearance. 

B. Refer to the appropriate foreign governments requests for per- 
mission to print certain documents originating with them which it 
is desired to publish as part of the diplomatic correspondence of 
the United States. Without such permission the documents in ques- 
tion will not be used. 

V. Responsibility of the Division of Publications (PB). The 
Division of Publications (PB) shall: 

A. Proofread and edit the copy. 
B. Prepare lists of papers and indexes. 
C. Arrange for distribution of printed copies. 

The increase of correspondence in the Department’s files has been 

reflected in an increase in the number of annual volumes, five being 
required for 1932 as compared with two or three for previous years. 

As a consequence, it has been found advisable to rearrange the con- 

tents under certain new groupings. For 1932 the grouping of vol- 
umes is as follows: Volume I, General; Volume II, British Com- 

monwealth, Europe, the Near East and Africa; Volumes III and 

IV, the Far East; Volume V, American Republics. 

In the selection of papers the editors have attempted, in keeping 

with their directive, to give a substantially complete record of 
American foreign policy as contained in the files of the Department 

of State, together with as much background material as possible, 

while keeping the volumes within reasonable limits with respect to 

size and number. In the preparation of Foreign Relations for the 

decade preceding World War II special attention is given to the 
inclusion of documents of significance with respect to the origins 

of that conflict. 

The research staff is guided in compiling the record by the prin- 
ciple of historical objectivity. It is the rule that there shall be no 
alteration of the text, no deletions without indicating the place in 
the text where the deletion 1s made, no omission of facts which
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were of major importance in reaching a decision, and that nothing 
should be omitted with a view to concealing or glossing over what 
might be regarded by some as a defect of policy. 

Mr. G. Bernard Noble, Chief of the Division of Historical Policy 
Research, and Mr. E. Wilder Spaulding, Chief of the Division of 
Publications, have contributed greatly in the forwarding of the 
Foreign Relations program. The basic research and selection of 
papers for the 1932 volumes was done by Mr. Gustave A. Nuerm- 
berger, Mr. Victor J. Farrar, Mr. John G. Reid, and Mr. William 
R. Willoughby. Miss Elizabeth A. Vary and the staff of the For- 
eign Relations Editing Branch of the Division of Publications have 
done painstaking work in editing of copy and in preparing the lists 
of papers and indexes. 

K. R. Prrxins 

Editor of Foreign Relations
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MESSAGES OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES TO CONGRESS 

MESSAGE OF DECEMBER 6, 1932 

To THE SENATE AND House or REPRESENTATIVES : 
In accord with my constitutional duty, I transmit herewith to the 

Congress information upon the state of the Union together with 
recommendation of measures for its consideration. 

Our country is at peace. Our national defense has been main- 
tained at a high state of effectiveness. All of the executive depart- 
ments of the Government have been conducted during the year 
with a high devotion to public interest. There has been a far larger 
degree of freedom from industrial conflict than hitherto known. 
Education and science have made further advances. The public 
health is to-day at its highest known level. While we have recently 
engaged in the aggressive contest of a national election, its very 
tranquillity and the acceptance of its results furnish abundant proof 
of the strength of our institutions. 

In the face of widespread hardship our people have demonstrated 
daily a magnificent sense of humanity, of individual and community 
responsibility for the welfare of the less fortunate. They have 
grown in their conceptions and organization for cooperative action 
for the common welfare. 

In the provision against distress during this winter, the great 
private agencies of the country have been mobilized again; the gen- 
erosity of our people has again come into evidence to a degree in 
which all America may take great pride. Likewise the local authori- 
ties and the States are engaged everywhere in supplemental measures 
of relief. The provisions made for loans from the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation, to States that have exhausted their own 
resources, guarantee that there should be no hunger or suffering 
from cold in the country. The large majority of States are showing 
a sturdy cooperation in the spirit of the Federal aid. 

The Surgeon General, in charge of the Public Health Service, 
furnishes me with the following information upon the state of public 
health : 

Ix



xX MESSAGES TO CONGRESS 

MORTALITY RATE PER 1,000 OF POPULATION ON AN ANNUAL BASIS FROM REPRESENTA- 
TIVE STATES 

General | Infant 

First 9 months of— 
1928.2 CD 67.8 
1929__- | 12.0 65. 8 
1980__..0 Cd 62. 0 
1931_._._..........__..____.__..._-.__-...._.--..--| 11.2] 60.0 
1982__-. 10.8 55. 0 

The sickness rates from data available show the same trends. 
These facts indicate the fine endeavor of the agencies which have 

_ been mobilized for care of those in distress. 

Economic SITuaTIon 

The unparalleled world-wide economic depression has continued 
through the year. Due to the European collapse, the situation de- 
veloped during last fall and winter into a series of most acute 
crises. The unprecedented emergency measures enacted and policies 
adopted undoubtedly saved the country from economic disaster. 
After serving to defend the national security, these measures began in 
July to show their weight and influence toward improvement of con- 
ditions in many parts of the country. The following tables of cur- 
rent business indicators show the general economic movement during 
the past eleven months. 

MONTHLY BUSINESS INDICES WITH SEASONAL VARIATIONS ELIMINATED 

| [Monthly average 1923-1925—100] | 

Indus- 
Indus- Depart- Building] trial 
trial | Factory] Freight-| ment con-_ |electric 

Year and month | produc-| employ- car store |Exports,|Imports,| tracts, | power 
tion ment j|loadings] sales, value value jall types| con- 

value sump- 
tion 

1931 
December _____ 74 | 69.4 69 81 46 48 88 | 89.1 

1982 ee 
January _______ 72) 68.1 64 78 39 42 81 | 93.9 
February ______ 69 | 67.8 62 78 45 41 27 | 98.8 
March _______- 67 | 66.4 61 72 41 37 26 | 88.0 

. April _________ 63 | 64.3 59 80 38 36 27 | 82.2 
May __._____-| 60] 62.1 54 73 37 34 26 | 82.0 
June __________ 59 | 60.0 52 71 34 36 27 | 78.1 
July _ .-_-____ 58 | 58.3 51 67 32 27 27 | 79.2 
August __-__ 60 | 58:8 51 66 31 29 30 | 73.5 
September _____ 66 | 60.3 54. 70 33 32 30 | 84.0 
October _______ 66 | 61.1 erro 70 33 32 29 | 84.4 

The measures and policies which have procured this turn toward 
recovery should be continued until the depression is passed, and then
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the emergency agencies should be promptly liquidated. The expan- 
sion of credit facilities by the Federal Reserve System and the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation has been of incalculable value. 
The loans of the latter for reproductive works, and to railways for 
the creation of employment; its support of the credit structure 
through loans to banks, insurance companies, railways, building and 
loan associations, and to agriculture has protected the savings and a 
insurance policies of millions of our citizens and has relieved mil- 

lions of borrowers from duress; they have enabled industry and 
business to function and expand. The assistance given to Farm Loan 
Banks, the establishment of the Home Loan Banks and Agricultural 

Credit Associations—all in their various ramifications have placed 
large sums of money at the disposal of the people in protection and 
aid. Beyond this, the extensive organization of the country in 
voluntary action has produced profound results. 

The following table indicates direct expenditures of the Federal 
Government in aid to unemployment, agriculture, and financial relief 
over the past four years. The sums applied to financial relief 
multiply themselves many fold, being in considerable measure the 
initial capital supplied to the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, 
Farm Loan Banks, etc., which will be recovered to the Treasury. 

Public works ! Atltef nde. 
financial loans 

Fiseal year ending June 30— 
1980__----_-_- ee ____________| $410, 420, 000 | $156, 100, 000 
1931__00 | 874, 870, 000 196, 700, 000 
1982_ 00 | 655, 880, 000 772, 700, 000 
1983_..--- | 717, 260, 000 52, 000, 000 

Total___-___ | 2, 858, 480, 000 | 1, 177, 500, 000 

1 Public building, highways, rivers and harbors and their maintenance, naval and other 
vessels construction, hospitals, etc. 

Continued constructive policies promoting the economic recovery 
of the country must be the paramount duty of the Government. 
The result of the agencies we have created and the policies we have 
pursued has been to buttress our whole domestic financial structure 
and greatly to restore credit facilities. But progress in recovery 
requires another element as well—that is fully restored confidence 
in the future. Institutions and men may have resources and credit 
but unless they have confidence progress is halting and insecure. 

There are three definite directions in which action by the Govern- 
ment at once can contribute to strengthen further the forces of 
recovery by strengthening of confidence. They are the necessary
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foundations to any other action, and their accomplishment would at 
once promote employment and increase prices. 

The first of these directions of action is the continuing reduction 
of all Government expenditures, whether national, State, or local. 
The difficulties of the country demand undiminished efforts toward 
economy in government in every direction. Embraced in this prob- 
lem is the unquestioned balancing of the Federal Budget. That is 
the first necessity of national stability and is the foundation of 
further recovery. It must be balanced in an absolutely safe and sure 
manner if full confidence is to be inspired. 

The second direction for action is the complete reorganization at 
once of our banking system. The shocks to our economic life have 
undoubtedly been multiplied by the weakness of this system, and 
until they are remedied recovery will be greatly hampered. 

The third direction for immediate action is vigorous and whole- 

souled cooperation with other governments in the economic field. 
That our major difficulties find their origins in the economic weakness 
of foreign nations requires no demonstration. The first need to-day 

is strengthening of commodity prices. That can not be permanently 

accomplished by artificialities. It must be accomplished by expan- 

sion in consumption of goods through the return of stability and 

confidence in the world at large and that in turn can not be fully 

accomplished without cooperation with other nations. 

BaLANCING THE BupGEetT 

I shall in due course present the Executive Budget to the Congress. 

It will show proposed reductions in appropriations below those 

enacted by the last session of the Congress by over $830,000,000. In 

addition I shall present the necessary Executive orders under the 
recent act authorizing the reorganization of the Federal Govern- 

ment which, if permitted to go into force, will produce still further 

substantial economies. These sums in reduction of appropriations 

will, however, be partially offset by an increase of about $250,000,000 

in uncontrollable items such as increased debt services, etc. 

In the Budget there is included only the completion of the Federal 

public works projects already undertaken or under contract. Speed- 
ing up of Federal public works during the past four years as an aid 

to employment has advanced many types of such improvements to 

the point where further expansion can not be justified in their use- 

fulness to the Government or the people. As an aid to unemploy- 
ment we should beyond the normal constructive programs substitute 

reproductive or so-called self-liquidating works. Loans for such
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purposes have been provided for through the Reconstruction Finance 
Corporation. This change in character of projects directly relieves 
the taxpayer and is capable of expansion into a larger field than 
the direct Federal works. The reproductive works constitute an 
addition to national wealth and to future employment, whereas 
further undue expansion of Federal public works is but a burden 
upon the future. 

The Federal construction program thus limited to commitments 
and work in progress under the proposed appropriations contem- 

plates expenditures for the next fiscal year, including naval and other 
vessel construction, as well as other forms of public works and main- 
tenance, of a total of $442,769,000, as compared with $717,262,000 for 
the present year. 

The expenditure on such items over the four years ending June 30 
next will amount to $2,850,000,000, or an amount of construction 
work eight times as great as the cost of the Panama Canal and, except 
for completion of certain long-view projects, places the Nation in 
many directions well ahead of its requirements for some years to 
come. A normal program of about $200,000,000 per annum should 
hereafter provide for the country’s necessities and will permit 
substantial future reduction in Federal expenditures. 

I recommend that the furlough system installed last year be con- 
tinued not only because of the economy produced but because, being 
tantamount to the “5-day week,” it sets an example which should be 
followed by the country and because it embraces within its work- 
ings the “spread work” principle and thus serves to maintain a 
number of public servants who would otherwise be deprived of all 
income. I feel, however, in view of the present economic situa- 
tion and the decrease in the cost of living by over 20 per cent, that 
some further sacrifice should be made by salaried officials of the 
Government over and above the 814 per cent reduction under the 
furlough system. I will recommend that after exempting the first 
$1,000 of salary there should be a temporary reduction for one year 
of 11 per cent of that part of all Government salaries in excess of 

the $1,000 exemption, the result of which, combined with the furlough 
system, will average about 14.8 per cent reduction in pay to those 
earning more than $1,000. 

I will recommend measures to eliminate certain payments in the 
veterans’ services. I conceive these outlays were entirely beyond the 
original intentions of Congress in building up veterans’ allowances. 
Many abuses have grown up from ill-considered legislation. They 
should be eliminated. The Nation should not ask for a reduction 
in allowances to men and dependents whose disabilities rise out of
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war service nor to those veterans with substantial service who 
have become totally disabled from non-war-connected causes and 
who are at the same time without other support. These latter 
veterans are a charge on the community at some point, and I feel 
that in view of their service to the Nation as a whole the responsi- 
bility should fall upon the Federal Government. 
Many of the economies recommended in the Budget were presented 

at the last session of the Congress but failed of adoption. If the 
Economy and Appropriations Committees of the Congress in can- 
vassing these proposed expenditures shall find further reductions 
which can be made without impairing essential Government services, 
it will be welcomed both by the country and by myself. But under 
no circumstances do I feel that the Congress should fail to uphold 

the total of reductions recommended. : 
Some of the older revenues and some of the revenues provided 

under the act passed during the last session of the Congress, particu- 
larly those generally referred to as the nuisance taxes, have not been 
as prolific of income as had been hoped. Further revenue is necessary 
in addition to the amount of reductions in expenditures recom- 
mended. Many of the manufacturers’ excise taxes upon selected in- 
dustries not only failed to produce satisfactory revenue, but they are 
in many ways unjust and discriminatory. The time has come when, 
if the Government is to have an adequate basis of revenue to assure 
a balanced Budget, this system of special manufacturers’ excise taxes 
should be extended to cover practically all manufactures at a uniform 
rate, except necessary food and possibly some grades of clothing. 

At the last session the Congress responded to my request for 
authority to reorganize the Government departments. The act pro- 
vides for the grouping and consolidation of executive and administra- 
tive agencies according to major purpose, and thereby reducing the 
number and overlap and duplication of effort. Executive orders 
issued for these purposes are required to be transmitted to the Con- 
gress while in session and do not become effective until after the 
expiration of 60 calendar days after such transmission, unless the 

Congress shall sooner approve. 

I shall issue such Executive orders within a few days grouping or 

consolidating over fifty executive and administrative agencies includ- 

ing a large number of commissions and “independent” agencies. 

The second step, of course, remains that after these various 

bureaus and agencies are placed cheek by jowl into such groups, 

the administrative officers in charge of the groups shall eliminate 

their overlap and still further consolidate these activities. Therein 

he large economies.



MESSAGES TO CONGRESS XV 

The Congress must be warned that a host of interested persons 
inside and outside. the Government whose vision is concentrated on 
some particular function will at once protest against these proposals. 
These same sorts of activities have prevented reorganization of the 
Government for over a quarter of a century. They must be disre- 
garded if the task is to be accomplished. 

BANKING 

The basis of every other and every further effort toward recovery 
is to reorganize at once our banking system. The shocks to our 
economic system have undoubtedly multiplied by the weakness of 
our financial system. I first called attention of the Congress in 1929 
to this condition, and I have unceasingly recommended remedy since 
that time. The subject has been exhaustively investigated both by - 
the committees of the Congress and the officers of the Federal Re- 
serve System. 

The banking and financial system is presumed to serve in furnish- 
ing the essential lubricant to the wheels of industry, agriculture, 
and commerce, that is, credit. Its diversion from proper use, its 
improper use, or its insufficiency instantly brings hardship and 
dislocation in economic life. As a system our banking has failed 
to meet this great emergency. It can be said without. question 
of doubt that our losses and distress have been greatly augmented 
by its wholly inadequate organization. Its inability as a system 
to respond to our needs is to-day a constant drain upon progress 
toward recovery. In this statement I am not referring to individual 
banks or bankers. Thousands of them have shown distinguished 
courage and ability. On the contrary, I am referring to the system 
itself, which is so organized, or so lacking in organization, that in 
an emergency its very mechanism jeopardizes or paralyzes the action 
of sound banks and its instability is responsible for periodic dangers 
to our whole economic system. 

Bank failures rose in 1931 to 1014 per cent of all the banks as 

compared to 114+ per cent of the failures of all other types of 

enterprise. Since January 1, 1930, we have had 4,665 banks suspend, 

with $3,300,000,000 in deposits. Partly from fears and drains from 

abroad, partly from these failures themselves (which indeed often 

caused closing of sound banks), we have witnessed hoarding of cur- 

rency to an enormous sum, rising during the height of the crisis to 

over $1,600,000,000. The results from interreaction of cause and 

effect have expressed themselves in strangulation of credit which at 

times has almost stifled the Nation’s business and agriculture. The
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losses, suffering, and tragedies of our people are incalculable. Not 
alone do they lie in the losses of savings to millions of homes, injury 

by deprival of working capital to thousands of small businesses, but 

also, in the frantic pressure to recall loans to meet pressures of hoard- 

ing and in liquidation of failed banks, millions of other people have 

suffered in the loss of their homes and farms, businesses have been 

ruined, unemployment increased, and farmers’ prices diminished. 

That this failure to function is unnecessary and is the fault of our 

particular system is plainly indicated by the fact that in Great Brit- 

ain, where the economic mechanism has suffered far greater shocks 

than our own, there has not been a single bank failure during the 

depression. Again in Canada, where the situation has been in large 
degree identical with our qewn, there have not been substantial bank 
failures. 

The creation of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation and the 

amendments to the Federal Reserve Act served to defend the Nation 

in a great crisis. They are not remedies; they are relief. It is incon- 

celvable that the Reconstruction Corporation, which has extended 
aid to nearly 6,000 institutions and is manifestly but a temporary 

device, can go on indefinitely. 

It is to-day a matter of satisfaction that the rate of bank failures, 

of hoarding, and the demands upon the Reconstruction Corporation 

have greatly lessened. The acute phases of the crisis have obviously 

passed and the time has now come when this national danger and 

this failure to respond to national necessities must be ended and the 

measures to end them can be safely undertaken. Methods of reform 

have been exhaustively examined. There is no reason now why solu- 

tion should not be found at the present session of the Congress. 
Inflation of currency or governmental conduct of banking can have 

no part in these réforms. The Government must abide within the 

field of constructive organization, regulation, and the enforcement 
of safe practices only. 

Parallel with reform in the banking laws must be changes in the 
Federal Farm Loan Banking system and in the Joint Stock Land 
Banks. Some of these changes should be directed to permanent 
improvement and some to emergency aid to our people where they 
wish to fight to save their farms and homes. 

I wish again to emphasize this view—that these widespread bank- 
ing reforms are a national necessity and are the first requisites for 
further recovery in agriculture and business. They should have im- 
mediate consideration as steps greatly needed to further recovery.
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Economic Coorrration Wita Oruer Nations 

Our major difficulties during the past two years find their origins 
in the shocks from economic collapse abroad which in turn are the 
aftermath of the Great War. If we are to secure rapid and assured 
recovery and protection for the future we must cooperate with 
foreign nations in many measures. 

We have actively engaged in a World Disarmament Conference 
where, with success, we should reduce our own tax burdens and the 
tax burdens of other major nations. We should increase political 
stability of the world. We should lessen the danger of war by 
increasing defensive powers and decreasing offensive powers of 
nations. We would thus open new vistas of economic expansion for 
the world. 

We are participating in the formulation of a World Economic 
Conference, successful results from which would contribute much to 
advance in agricultural prices, employment, and business. Cur- 
rency depreciation and correlated forces have contributed greatly to 
decrease in price levels. Moreover, from these origins rise most of 
the destructive trade barriers now stifling the commerce of the world. 
We could by successful action increase security and expand trade 
through stability in international exchange and monetary values. 
By such action world confidence could be restored. It would bring 
courage and stability, which will reflect into every home in our land. 

The European governments, obligated to us in war debts, have 
requested that there should be suspension of payments due the United 
States on December 15 next, to be accompanied by exchange of 
views upon this debt question. Our Government has informed them 
that we do not approve of suspension of the December 15 payments. 
I have stated that I would recommend to the Congress methods to 
overcome temporary exchange difficulties in connection with this 
payment from nations where it may be necessary. 

In the meantime I wish to reiterate that here are three great fields 
of international action which must be considered not in part but 
as a whole. They are of most vital interest to our people. Within 
them there are not only grave dangers if we fail in right action 
but there also lie immense opportunities for good if we shall suc- 
ceed. Within success there lie major remedies for our economic 
distress and major progress in stability and security to every fire- 
side in our country. 

The welfare of our people is dependent upon successful issue of 
the great causes of world peace, world disarmament, and organized 
world recovery. Nor is it too much to say that to-day as never 

644212482
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before the welfare of mankind and the preservation of civilization 
depend upon our solution of these questions. Such solutions can not 
be attained except by honest friendship, by adherence to agreements 
entered upon until mutually revised and by cooperation amongst 
nations in a determination to find solutions which will be mutually 
beneficial. 

OrueErR LEGISLATION 

I have placed various legislative needs before the Congress in 
previous messages, and these views require no amplification on this 
occasion. I have urged the need for reform in our transportation 
and power regulation, in the antitrust laws as applied to our national 
resource industries, western range conservation, extension of Federal 
aid to child-health services, membership in the World Court, the 
ratification of the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway Treaty, revision 
of the bankruptcy acts, revision of Federal court procedure, and 
many other pressing problems. 

These and other special subjects I shall where necessary deal with 
by special communications to the Congress. 

The activities of our Government are so great, when combined 
with the emergency activities which have arisen out of the world 
crisis, that even the briefest review of them would render the annual 
message unduly long. I shall therefore avail myself of the fact 
that every detail of the Government is covered in the reports to the 

- Congress by each of the departments and agencies of the Govern- 
ment. 

CoNnOLUSION 

It seems to me appropriate upon this occasion to make certain 
general observations upon the principles which must dominate the 
solution of problems now pressing upon the Nation. Legislation in 
response to national needs _ will be effective only if every such act 
conforms to a complete philosophy of the people’s purposes and 
destiny. Ours is a distinctive government with a unique history 
and background, consciously dedicated to specific ideals of liberty 
and to a faith in the inviolable sanctity of the individual human 
spirit. Futhermore, the continued existence and adequate function- 

ing of our government in preservation of ordered liberty and stimu- 
lation of progress depends upon the maintenance of State, local, 
institutional, and individual sense of responsibility. We have builded 
a system of individualism peculiarly our own which must not be 
forgotten in any governmental acts, for from it have grown greater 
accomplishments than those of any other nation. |
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On the social and economic sides, the background of our American 
system and the motivation of progress is essentially that we should 
allow free play of social and economic forces as far as will not 
limit equality of opportunity and as will at the same time stimu- 
late the initiative and enterprise of our people. In the mainte- 
nance of this balance the Federal Government can permit of no 
privilege to any person or group. It should act as a regulatory 
agent and not as a participant in economic and social life. The 
moment the Government participates, it becomes a competitor with 
the people. As a competitor it becomes at once a tyranny in what- 
ever direction it may touch. We have around us numerous such 
experiences, no one of which can be found to have justified itself 
except in cases where the people as a whole have met forces beyond 
their control, such as those of the Great War and this great depres- 
sion, where the full powers of the Federal Government must be 
exerted to protect the people. But even these must be limited to an 
emergency sense and must be promptly ended when these dangers 
are overcome. 

With the free development of science and the consequent multitude 
of inventions, some of which are absolutely revolutionary in our 
national life, the Government must not only stimulate the social and 
economic responsibility of individuals and private institutions but 
it must also give leadership to cooperative action amongst the peoplé 
which will soften the effect of these revolutions and thus secure social 
transformations in an orderly manner. The highest form of self- 
government is the voluntary cooperation within our people for such 
purposes. 

But I would emphasize again that social and economic solutions, 
as such, will not avail to satisfy the aspirations of the people unless 
they conform with the traditions of our race, deeply grooved in their 
sentiments through a century and a half of struggle for ideals of 
life that are rooted in religion and fed from purely spiritual springs. 

Hergert Hoover 

Tue Wire Hovusg, December 6, 1982.
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MESSAGE OF DECEMBER 19, 1932 

| To THE Senate AND House or REPRESENTATIVES: 
I indicated in my message on the state of the Union of December 6 

that I should communicate further information to the Congress. 
Accordingly, I wish now to communicate certain questions which 
have arisen during the past few days in connection with the war 
debts. These questions, however, can not be considered apart from 
the grave world economic situation as it affects the United States 
and the broader policies we should pursue in dealing with them. 

While it is difficult in any analysis of world economic forces to 
separate the cause from the effect or the symptom from the disease, 
or to separate one segment of a vicious cycle from another, we must 
begin somewhere by determination of our objectives. 

It is certain that the most urgent economic effort still before 
the world is the restoration of price levels. The undue and con- 
tinued fall in prices and trade obviously have many origins. One 
dangerous consequence, however, is visible enough in the increased 
difficulties which are arising between many debtors and creditors. The 
values behind a multitude of securities are lessened, the income of 
debtors is insufficient to meet their obligations, creditors are unable 
to undertake new commitments for fear of the safety of present 
undertakings. 

It 1s not enough to say that the fall in prices is due to decreased 
consumption and thus the sole remedy is the adjustment by re- 
duced production. That is in part true but decreased consumption 
is brought about by certain economic forces which, if overcome, 
would result in a great measure of recovery of consumption and thus 
recovery from the depression. Any competent study of the causes 
of continued abnormal levels of prices would at once establish the 
fact that the general price movement is world-wide in character 

and international influences therefore have a part in them. Further 
exploration in this field brings us at once to the fact that price 

levels have been seriously affected by abandonment of the gold 
standard by many countries and the consequent instability and 

depreciation of foreign currencies. These fluctuations in themselves, 

through the uncertainties they create, stifle trade, cause invasions of 

unnatural marketing territory, result in arbitrary trade restrictions 

and ultimate diminished consumption of goods, followed by a 
further fall in prices. 

The origins of currency instability and depreciation reach back 
again to economic weaknesses rooted in the World War which
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have culminated in many countries in anxieties in regard to their 
financial institutions, the flight of capital, denudation of gold re- 
serves with its consequent jeopardy to currencies. These events 
have been followed by restrictions on the movement of gold and 
exchange in frantic attempts to protect their currencies and credit 
structures. Restrictions have not alone been put upon the move- 
ment of gold and exchange but they have been imposed upon 
imports of goods in endeavor to prevent the spending of undue sums 
abroad by their nationals as a further precaution to prevent the 
outflow of gold reserves and thus undermining of currency. These 
steps have again reduced consumption and diminished prices and 
are but parts of the vicious cycles which must be broken at some 
point if we are to assure economic recovery. 
We have abundant proof of the effect of these forces within our 

own borders. The depreciation of foreign currencies lowers the 
cost of production abroad compared to our costs of production, thus 
undermining the effect of our protective tariffs. Prices of agri- 
cultural and other commodities in the United States are being 
seriously affected and thousands of our workers are to-day being 
thrown out of employment through the invasion of such goods. 

I concur in the conclusions of many thoughtful persons that 
one of the first and most fundamental points of attack is to re- 
establish stability of currencies and foreign exchange, and there- 
by release an infinite number of barriers against the movement 
of commodities, the general effect of which would be to raise the 
price of commodities throughout the world. It must be realized, 
however, that many countries have been forced to permit their 
currencies to depreciate; it has not been a matter of choice. 

I am well aware that many factors which bear upon the problem 
are purely domestic in many countries, but the time has come when 
concerted action between nations should be taken in an endeavor to 
meet these primary questions. While the gold standard has worked 
badly since the war, due to the huge economic dislocations of the 
war, yet it is still the only practicable basis of international settle- 
ments and monetary stability so far as the more advanced industrial 
nations are concerned. The larger use of silver as a supplementary 
currency would aid stability in many quarters of the world. In any 
event it 1s a certainty that trade and prices must be disorganized 
until some method of monetary and exchange stability is attained. 
It seems impossible to secure such result by the individual and 
separate action of different countries each striving for separate 
defense. 

It is for the purpose of discussing these and other matters 
most vital to us and the rest of the world that we have joined in the
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World Economic Conference where the means and measures for the 
turning of the tide of business and price levels through remedy to 
some of these destructive forces can be fully and effectively con- 
sidered and if possible undertaken simultaneously between nations. 

The reduction of world armament also has a bearing upon these 
questions. The stupendous increase in military expenditures since 
before the war is a large factor in world-wide unbalanced national 
budgets, with that consequent contribution to instable credit and 
currencies and to the loss of world confidence in political stability. 
While these questions are not a part of the work proposed for the 
Economic Conference, cognizance of its progress and possibilities 
must be ever in the minds of those dealing with the other questions. 

The problem of the war debts to the United States has entered 
, into this world situation. It is my belief that their importance, 

relative to the other world economic forces in action, is exaggerated. 
Nevertheless in times of deep depression some nations are unable 
to pay and in some cases payments do weigh heavily upon foreign 
exchange and currency stability. In dealing with an economically 
sick world many factors become distorted in their relative im- 
portance and the emotions of peoples must be taken into account. : 

As Congress is aware the principal debtor nations recently 
requested that the December payments on these debts should be 
postponed and that we should undertake an exchange of views upon 
possible revision in the light of altered world conditions. 
We have declined to postpone this payment as we considered that 

such action (a) would amount to practical breakdown of the in- 
tegrity of these agreements, (0) would impose an abandonment of 
the national policies of dealing with these obligations separately 
with each nation, (c) would create a situation where debts would 
have been regarded as being a counterpart of German reparations 
and indemnities and thus not only destroy their individual char- 
acter and obligation but become an effective transfer of German 
reparations to the American taxpayer, (d@) would be no real relief 
to the world situation without consideration of the destructive forces 
militating against economic recovery, (¢) would not be a proper call 
upon the American people to further sacrifices unless there were 

definite compensations. It is essential in our national interest that 

we accept none of these implications and undertake no commit- 

ments before these economic and other problems are canvassed and 

so far as possible are solved. 

Of the total of about $125,500,000 due, Czechoslovakia, Finland, 

Great Britain, Italy, Latvia, and Lithuania have met payments 

amounting to $98,685,910, despite the difficulties inherent in the times.
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Austria, Belgium, Estonia, France, Greece, Hungary, and Poland : 
have not made their payments. In the case of some of these 
countries such failure was unquestionably due to inability in the 
present situation to make the payments contemplated by the agree- 
ments. 

Certain nations have specifically stated that they do not see 
their way clear to make payments under these agreements for the 
future. ‘Thus our Government and our people are confronted 
with the realities of a situation in connection with the debts not 
heretofore contemplated. 

_ It is not necessary for me at this time to enter upon the subject 
of the origins of these debts, the sacrifices already made by the 
American people, the respective capacities of other governments 

to pay, or to answer the arguments put forward which look toward 
cancellation of these obligations. I may, however, point out that 
except in one country the taxation required for the payments upon 
the debts owing to our Government does not exceed one-quarter 
of the amounts now being imposed to support their military estab- . 
lishments. As their maintained armaments call for a large in- 
crease in expenditures on our defensive forces beyond those before 
the war, the American people naturally feel that cancellation of 
these debts would give us no relief from arms but only free large 
sums for further military preparations abroad. Further, it is not | 
amiss to note that the contention that payment of these debts is con- 
fined to direct shipment of goods or payment in gold is not a proper 
representation since in normal times triangular trade is a very 
large factor in world exchanges, nor is any presentation of the 
trade balance situation complete without taking into account services 
as for instance American tourist expenditure and emigrant re- 
mittances alone to most of the debtor countries exceed the amount 
of payments. I may also mention that our country made double 
the total sacrifice of any other nation in bringing about the mor- 
atorium which served to prevent the collapse of many nations of 
Europe with its reactions upon the world. This act of good will on 
our part must not now be made either the excuse or opportunity 
for demanding still larger sacrifices. 

My views are well known; I will not entertain the thought of 
cancellation. I believe that whatever further sacrifices the Ameri- 

can people might make by way of adjustment of cash payments must 

be compensated by definite benefits in markets and otherwise. 

In any event in protection to our own vital interests, as good 

neighbors and in accord with our traditional duty as wise and fair 
creditors whether to individuals or nations, we must honor the
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request for discussion of these questions by nations who have sought 
to maintain their obligations to us. 

The decision heretofore reached to exclude debt questions from 
the coming World Economic Conference or from any collective con- 
ference with our debtors is wise as these are obligations subject 
only to discussion with individual nations and should not form 
part of a collective discussion or of discussion among many nations 
not affected, yet it seems clear that the successful outcome of the 
Economic Conference would be greatly furthered if the debt problem 
were explored in advance, even though final agreement might well 
be contingent on the satisfactory solution of economic and arma- 
ment questions in which our country has direct interest. 

Thus from this present complex situation certain definite con- 
clusions are unavoidable: 

1. A number of the most serious problems have now arisen and we 
are bound to recognize and deal with them. 

2. It is of great importance that preparatory action should be 
taken at once, otherwise time will be lost while destructive forces are 

| continuing against our agriculture, employment, and business. 
3. Adequate and proper machinery for dealing with them must 

be created. It is clear that ordinary diplomatic agencies and fa- 
cilities are not suitable for the conduct of negotiations which can 
best be carried on across the table by specially qualified repre- 
sentatives. 

4. As I have pointed out, the discussion of debts is necessarily 
connected with the solution of major problems at the World Eco- 
nomic Conference and the Arms Conference. The ideal way would 
therefore seem to be that some of our representatives in these matters 
should be selected at once who can perform both these functions of 
preparing for the World Economic Conference, and should exchange 
views upon the debt questions with certain nations at once and to 
advise upon the course to be pursued as to others. It would be an 
advantage for some of them to be associated with the Arms Con- 
ference. Some part of the delegates appointed for this purpose 
could well be selected from the members of the Congress. On the 
side of the Executive this is no derogation of either Executive au- 
thority or independence; on the side of the Congress it is no com- 
mitment, but provides for the subsequent presentation to the Con- 
gress of the deliberations, intricacies, reasoning, and facts upon which 
recommendations have been based, and is of first importance in en- 
abling the Congress to give adequate consideration to such con- 
clusions. 

5. Discussions in respect to both debt questions and the World 
Economic Conference can not be concluded during my administra- 
tion, yet the economic situation in the world necessitates the 
preliminary work essential to its success. The undertaking of these 
preliminary questions should not be delayed until after March 4.
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I propose, therefore, to seek the cooperation of President-elect 
Roosevelt in the organization of machinery for advancement of con- 

sideration of these problems. 
A year ago I requested that the Congress should authorize the 

creation of a debt commission to deal with situations which were 
bound to arise. The Congress did not consider this wise. In the 
situation as it has developed it appears necessary for the execu- 
tive to proceed. Obviously any conclusions would be subject to 
approval by the Congress. 

On the other hand, should the Congress prefer to authorize by 
legislative enactment a commission set up along the lines above 
indicated it would meet my hearty approval. 

I had occasion recently in connection with these grave problems 
to lay down certain basic principles: 

If our civilization is to be perpetuated, the great causes of world 
peace, world disarmament, and world recovery must prevail. They 
can not prevail until a path to their attainment is built upon honest 
friendship, mutual confidence, and proper cooperation among the 
nations. 

These immense objectives upon which the future and welfare of all 
mankind depend must be ever in our thought in dealing with im- 
mediate and difficult problems. The solution of each of these, upon 
the basis of an understanding reached after frank and fair dis- 
cussion, in and of itself strengthens the foundation of the edifice 
of world progress we seek to erect; whereas our failure to approach 
difficulties and differences among nations in such a spirit serves but 
to undermine constructive effort. 

Peace and honest friendship with all nations have been the 
cardinal principles by which we have ever guided our foreign rela- 
tions. They are the stars by which the world must to-day guide its 
course—a world in which our country must assume its share of 
leadership and responsibility. 

The situation is one of such urgency that we require national 
solidarity and national cooperation if we are to serve the welfare 
of the American people and, indeed, if we are to conquer the forces 
which to-day threaten the very foundations of civilization. 

Hersert Hoover 

THe Wuite House, December 19, 1932.
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tional Monetary and Economic Conference; Director, Bank of Poland. 
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PARTICIPATION OF THE UNITED STATES IN INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS FOR 

DISARMAMENT . 

I, THE CONFERENCE FOR THE REDUCTION AND LIMITATION OF ARMAMENTS, GENEVA, 
FEBRUARY 2-JULY 23, 1932 

(1) The Nine-Point Proposal of the American Delegation, February 9 

Date and Subject Page 

1982 ; . . . 
Jan. 19 | Zo the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation 1 

Delegation of authority to Hugh Gibson as Acting Chair- 
man, and expression of the Secretary’s views on some of the 
questions which will come before the Conference. 

Jan. 21 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 12 
(16) Information obtained from the Secretary General of the 

League of Nations that first session of the Conference will 
be confined to general declarations and will be of short 
duration. 

Jan. 22 | From the British Ambassador 12 
Memorandum (text printed) concurring with U. S. views 

on naval disarmament and advocating agreement among the 
signatories of part III of the London Naval Treaty upon 
entering the Disarmament Conference. 

Jan. 26 | To the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 16 
(19) Opinion that failure to set up technical commissions at 

the plenary session of the Conference and suspension of all 
negotiations for 2 or 3 months will have an unfavorable 
effect on public opinion. 

Jan. 831 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 16 
(2) Approval of opening speech suggested by the Secretary; 

insertion by the delegates of an introductory paragraph, and 
an additional brief paragraph. 

Jan. 31 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tet. ) 17 
(3) Extract from amended text of opening speech. 

Feb. 1 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 18 
(4) Plans for opening sessions of the Conference, and indica- 

tion that general discussions are expected to begin February 
8; information that Secretary General of the League and 
President of the Conference are in sympathy with the neces- 
sity for work continuing without long adjournments. 

Feb. 38 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 19 
(1) Disapproval of introductory paragraph of opening speech 

because of principles involved, and instructions to begin 
speech as originally cabled. 
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INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS FOR DISARMAMENT—Continued 

I. THE GENERAL DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE—continued 

(1) The Nine-Point Proposal of the American Delegation—Con. 

Date and Subject Page 

1932 Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation 20 
Feb. 8 Report by Mr. Gibson of British and French opening 

speeches, and request for approval of an insertion (text 
printed) in the opening statement of the American delega- 

tion. 

Feb, 8 | Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation 24 
Department’s approval, with certain changes, of American 

proposals to be inserted in opening address. 

Feb. 8 | Lo the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 25 
(6) Reference to Mr. Gibson, for his subsequent action, of 

British recommendation that London Naval Treaty powers 
be in agreement with respect to naval problems. 

Feb. 9 | Address Delivered by Mr. Hugh S. Gibson, Acting Chairman 25 
of the American Delegation, at the General Disarma- 
ment Conference, Geneva 

Full text of opening speech containing American 9-point 
proposal. 

Feb. 9 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 30 
(17) Report of favorable comment on the American address, 

with particular attention given to points 7 and 9 of the 
9-point proposal. 

Feb. 9 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 31 

(18) Meeting of representatives of American States for con- 
sideration of a joint declaration in favor of limitation and 
reduction of armaments and of pacific settlement of inter- 
national disputes. 

Feb. 10 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 31 
(19) Report of Italian, Japanese, and Polish opening addresses. 

Feb. 11 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 32 

(22) Report of Russian opening speech proposing total general 
disarmament and criticizing French plan for League of 
Nations army. 

Feb. 11 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 33 
(9) Suggestions by the Secretary of the Navy and the Chief 

of Naval Operations of certain criteria for limitation of 
expenditure on matériel. 

Feb. 12 | Memorandum by Mr. Norman H. Davis, Member of the 84 
American Delegation 

Conversation with Tardieu, French delegate, regarding 
American opinion of the French plan and the part the United 
States would play in upholding the peace of the world. 

Feb. 16 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 839 

(29) Report of Argentine opening address proposing that coun- 
tries not signatories of Washington and London Naval 
Treaties undertake not to build or acquire capital ships of 
more than 10,000 tons and that the Conference lay down 
essential principles on contraband of war.
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INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS FOR DISARMAMENT—Continued 

I, THE GENERAL DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE—Ccontinued 

(1) The Nine-Point Proposal of the American Delegation—Con. 

Date and Subject Page 

1982 
Feb. 16 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 40 

(30) Request for guidance as to delegation’s attitude toward 
Argentine proposal regarding contraband and free shipment 
of foodstuffs. 

Feb. 16 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 40 
(31) Message for War and Navy Departments from General 

Simonds and Admiral Hepburn requesting studies as to. 
effect on national defense of certain aviation limitations. 

Feb. 17 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 41 
(14) Authorization to express approval in principle of the sub- 

stance of the Argentine proposal. 

Feb. 17 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel. ) 41 
(36) Information that only the German delegation will make a 

second speech, therefore American delegation will reserve 
further statements for later. 

Feb. 18 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 42 
(37) Report of Germany’s second speech submitting proposals 

based on the theory of one system of disarmament equally 
applicable to all countries. 

Feb. 18 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 44 
(39) Request by Simonds for instructions from the War De- 

partment regarding the delegation’s attitude toward German 
proposals and for approval of the policy that coastal guns 
must equal the calibre of naval armament that might be 
used against them. 

Feb. 18 | From the Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs 45 
Transmittal of copy of Italian opening speech, and indica- 

tion of agreement in general spirit with the American and 
British delegations. 

Feb. 23 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 46 
(45) Report of Bureau meeting and transfer of authority for 

setting up committees and handling procedure to the General 
Commission over protest of American delegate. 

Feb. 24 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 47 

(47) Explanation by Drummond, Secretary General of the 
League, that the transfer of Bureau authority to the General 
Commission was to expedite work of the Conference, and 
that return to regular procedure can be expected once ele- 
mentary decisions as to order of work have been taken in 
the larger body. 

Feb. 25 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 48 

. (28) Instructions for General Simonds that the War Depart- 
ment is unalterably opposed to any limitation on coastal gun 
calibers but is prepared to accept limitations of calibers of 
mobile artillery generally agreed to by all other great 
powers.
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INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS FOR DISARMAMENT—-Continued 

I, THE GENERAL DISABMAMENT CONFERENCE—Ccontinued 

(1) The Nine-Point Proposal of the American Delegation—Con. 

Date and Subject | Page 

1982 | 
Feb. 25 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 48 

(50) Rejection by the General Commission of Soviet proposal 
for complete disarmament, and acceptance of British pro- 
posal to carry on discussions within the framework of the 
draft convention; Commission’s determination to establish 

. five committees. 

Feb. 26 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 49 
(52) Report of Bureau meeting and reversion to normal pro- 

cedure; notification made to the Secretariat of the American 
members of the five committees. 

Mar. 2 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 50 

(54) Information that work on major problems of the Con- 
ference will be postponed until after the French and German 
elections; that it is believed expedient to refrain from in- 
sistence on immediate action. 

Mar. 3} Zo the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 51 
(27) Approval of American delegation’s conclusions regarding 

method of procedure. 

Mar, 11 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 52 
(33) Navy Department’s instructions for Admiral Hepburn 

relative to questions on aviation limitations, and opinion 
that a clear definition of objectives to which all weapons 
should be limited will prevent their misuse most effectively. 

Mar. 11 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 52 

(34) War Department’s instructions for General Simonds rela- 
tive to aviation limitations, and its opinion that the total 
abolition of military and naval aviation is the most accept- 
able proposal. 

Mar. 16 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 53 

(80) General Commission’s adoption of American delegate’s 
_| resolution for continuous session (beginning April 11) of 

the Commission or the Political Committee until sufficient 
decisions on principle have been reached to enable technica! 
committees to function usefully. Decision to have study 
made by technical experts defining aggressive weapons for 
memorandum to be introduced before end of recess. 

(2) The American Proposal of April 11 

1932 
Mar. 17 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel. ) 54 

(85) Report of a conversation with Tardieu, who explained 
the French position and indicated a realization of the ad- 
vantages to be derived from cooperation with the American 
Government. 

Mar. 26 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 59 
(93) Opinion that United States should present to the Con- 

ference a plan of procedure; suggestion that the address 
dealing with a formula for the computation of effective 
forces continue by advocating the abolition of all offensive 
weapons, as they are the key to the question of security.
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Mar. 30 | Memorandum of Conversation in the Office of the Assistant 62 

Secretary of State 
Résumé of the principal problems confronting the dele- 

gates to the Disarmament Conference and their possible 
solution; discussion of the U. S. position. 

Mar. 30 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 67 
(95) Information that the Italian Government is interested in 

some measure of Disarmament Conference success before the 
convening of the Lausanne Conference and is of the opinion 
that the British should take the initiative, particularly on 
the question of abolition of aggressive arms. 

Mar. 81 | Zo the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 68 
(48) Approval of suggestion in telegram No. 98, March 26, for 

addition to next address of American delegation; informa- 
tion that the President is considering making a speech on 
the disarmament question. 

Apr. 1 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 69 
(99) Opinion that a statement by the President at this time 

would be disadvantageous. 

Apr. 2 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 70 
(52) Agreement of President and other officials on the abolition 

of tanks, mobile land artillery over 155 mm. in caliber, and 
all toxic gases. 

Apr. 2 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 70 

(53) Opinion that the plan for abolishing aggressive weapons 
would be more effective if presented in a separate speech; 
instructions that speech on formula be temporarily withheld. 

Apr. 4 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 71 
(102) Acquiescence in decision to present proposals in separate 

speeches; request for reconsideration of instructions con- 
cerning speech on computation of effectives. 

Apr. 4 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 73 
(55) Agreement of Government officials on abolition of bom- 

bardment aviation, if submarines are also abolished. 

Apr, 5 | Zo the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 73 
(58) Postponement of final decision on speech dealing with the 

computation of effective forces pending further discussion. 

Apr. 7 | from the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 74 
(107) Information that speech on abolition of aggressive weapons 

will not stress bombardment aviation question. 

Apr. 9 | “rom the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 75 
(111) Request for approvul of a. suggested statement (text 

printed) of American attitude toward inclusion of capital 
ships in aggressive weapons to be abolished. 

Apr. 11 | fo the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 76 
(68) Disapproval of suggested statement on abolition of capital 

Ships, and instructions to discourage any attempt to liken 
treatment of naval and aerial weapons to proposals for land 
weapons, —



XLII LIST OF PAPERS 

INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS FOR DISARMAMENT—Continued 

I. THE GENERAL DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE—Ccontinued 

(2) The American Proposal of April 11—Con. 

Date and Subject Page 

1932 
Apr. 11 | Address Delivered by Mr. Hugh 8S. Gibson, Acting Chairman 76 

of the American Delegation, Before the General Com- 
mission of the Conference, Geneva 

Complete text of speech on abolition of aggressive weapons. 

Apr. 11 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 83 
Approval in general of speech on abolition of aggressive 

weapons except for overemphasis on American initiation of 
the plan. 

Apr. 11 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 84 
(114) Favorable reception of speech except by the French. 

Apr. 12 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 86 
(115) Report of French speech attacking American proposal, and 

information that Tardieu believes plan to be the result of 
British and American collaboration. 

Apr. 12 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 87 

(116) Opinion that effort to exclude discussion of air and sea 
weapons until complete agreement has been reached in re- 
gard to land weapons is not within the power of a single 
delegation. 

Apr. 18 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 88 
(117) Discussion by other delegations on the various proposals; 

Uruguayan surprise support for a League of Nations force 
along the lines of the French proposal. 

Apr. 138 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 89 
(68) Information that American public opinion demands con- 

tribution of Land Powers equivalent to that of Naval Powers, 
and instructions to refuse to be drawn into agreement extend- 
ing abolition principle to other categories pending affirma- 
tive action on the part of Land Powers. 

Apr. 138 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 90 
(119) Continuation of discussion of various proposals. 

Apr. 15 | From the Minister in Uruguay 92 

(259) Memorandum of a conversation with the Uruguayan For- 
eign Minister on April 14 (text printed) in which he stated 
that it was Uruguay’s policy to support any proposal that 
might strengthen the League of Nations, but that any mem- 
ber of the Uruguayan delegation indicating opposition to the 
U. 8S. point of view would be immediately disavowed by the 
Government. 

Apr. 20 | From the Acting. Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 95 
(181) Statement before the General Commission postponing 

American proposal on computation of armed forces because 
of uncompleted studies.
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Apr. 20 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 96 
(132) Report of (1) Commission’s acceptance of draft resolution 

concerning the determination of criteria for the limitation 
and reduction of armaments; (2) British resolution approv- 
ing the principle of qualitative disarmament; (3) Yugoslav 

. resolution embodying the abolition of warships and the pro- 
hibition of aerial bombardment, chemical and bacteriological 
warfare. 

Apr. 21 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 98 
(138) Speech in support of British resolution, with the under- 

standing that it does not exclude other means to achieve the 
desired end. 

Apr. 21 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 99 
(139) British delegate’s appeal, in vain, to French delegate to 

abandon opposition to the British resolution in order to help 
restore world confidence in Conference proceedings. 

Apr. 21 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 100 
(140) Report of debate on British resolution noting that the only 

direct opposition came from France. 

Apr. 22 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 102 
(145) Commission’s acceptance of British resolution in amended 

form, and its acceptance of new British resolution relative 
to procedure. 

_ Apr. 24 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 103 
(150) Information that the General Commission will adjourn 

until the land, air, and sea commissions have reported their 
selections of those weapons most specifically offensive, effica- 
cious against national defense, or threatening to civilians. 

(3) Secretary Stimson’s Visit to Geneva and the First Phase of Private Con- 
versations, April-June 

1932 
Apr. 19 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 104 
(129) From the Secretary: Information that conferences have 

been held with various delegates and there is some hope of 
a solution of difficulties. 

Apr. 21 |.From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 104 
(136) _ From the Secretary: Further report of interviews with 

delegates; opinion that the French will agree to no reduction 
or limitation until their demand for security has been met 
in some way. 

Apr. 25 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 106 

(151) For Castle and the President from the Secretary: Results 
of further discussions with delegates, particularly the Brit- 
ish, who are strong for an agreement, and the French, who 
have admitted they will concede little.
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Apr. 26 | Memorandum of Conversation Among Members of the Amer- 108 

tcan, British, and German Delegations 
Discussion of German problems and suggestions for their 

partial solution. 

Apr. 29 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 1i2 
(161 For Castle and the President from the Secretary: Opinion 
bis) that a start has been made toward French and German com- 

promise through direct discussions between the chief dele- 
gates of the leading powers. Information that these conver- 

| sations will continue within a fortnight; that the Secretary 
intends to sail for the United States May 4. 

Apr. 80 | Zo the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 114 
(93) For the Secretary: Opinion of the President that the Sec- 

retary should remain in Geneva if there is the remotest 
chance that his presence at conversations might be helpful. 

May 1} From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 114 
(165) For Castle and the President from the Secretary: Opinion 

that it would be unwise to remain longer at Geneva since 
negotiations will relate to questions peculiarly European and 
political. 

{May 7?]| From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 115 
(176) Information that the American formula for military effee- 

tives was explained to the French, who have referred it to 
the Council of National Defense; suggestion that an explan- 
atory speech be presented as soon as the General Commission 
reconvenes. 

May 7 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 117 
(177) Information that informal discussions will be held in Paris 

and London on the situation presented by MacDonald’s illness 
and the possibilities of resuming early conversations between 
the great powers. 

May 10 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 117 
(165) | From Gibson: Conversations with British officials in 

which the Franco-German conversations were discussed . 
briefly and a decision made to examine the situation more 
thoroughly at another meeting. 

May 10 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 119 
(166) From Gibson: Conversation with Vansittart, British 

Under Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, reiterating the 
U. S. belief that greatest Anglo-American usefulness in 
Franco-German conversations lay in being present in a 
friendly capacity and facilitating the approach to difficult 
problems; Vansittart’s opinion that Conference should set 
certain limited objectives. 

May 10; From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 120 

(167) From Gibson: Conversation with Malcolm MacDonald, 
who expressed the opinion that his father would favor con- 
tinuing Franco-German conversations but someone else would 
have to represent Great Britain, as the Prime Minister 
could not deal with disarmament questions until after the 
Lausanne Conference.
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May 10 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 120 
(182) Request for instructions relative to the abolition of chem- 

ical warfare. 

May 18 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 121 
(169) From Gibson: Conversation with Baldwin and Simon dur- 

ing which Gibson stated that the American position would 
be one of trying to adapt itself to the situation created by 
such agreements as might be reached by European Govern- 
ments among themselves; and Baldwin unofficially suggested 
a drastic disarmament plan with the hope that it would be 
referred to the U. S. Government for consideration. 

May 18 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 125 
(170) From Gibson: Conversation with the Prime Minister, who 

expressed the opinion that political upheaval in France would 
delay Franco-German conversations, but that informal dis- 
cussions among other interested powers might be carried on, 
keeping the French informed. 

May 14 | Zo the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 126 
(103) Instructions to the effect that any agreement on chemical 

warfare must be universal; that refraining from peacetime 
preparation or manufacture of toxic gas would be of little 
value in view of the impracticability of interfering with 
civilian industry ; that some service department must be re- 
tained until abolition of gas warfare has been shown to be 
an accomplished fact. 

May 14 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 127 
(319) From Gibson: Conversation with Tardieu, who was pessi- 

mistie of early progress in disarmament because of the con- 
fused French political situation, and who stressed the fact 
that the German situation and the irresponsible attitude of 
the Hitlerites who dominate the German army constitute a 
genuine problem for France. 

May 16 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 429 
(104) Request for further information relative to Baldwin’s dis- 

armament plan, and the position taken by the American dele- 
gation on the question of abolition of capital ships. 

May 16 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 429 
(188) Information that the treaty envisaged for abolition of gas 

warfare is universal; that Senator Swanson believes refusal 
to refrain from peacetime preparation and manufacture of 
toxic gas would show mistrust of international agreements. 
Request for further instructions. 

May 17 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 130 
(189) Further report anent Baldwin’s plan, and information that 

the American viewpoint on the abolition of capital ships was 
clearly explained but Baldwin argued that their abolition 
might overcome other opposition to abolishing the submarine. 

May 21 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 122 
(193) From Norman Davis: Information that a meeting has 

been arranged between Davis and Herriot (who will head 
new government in France). |
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May 22 | Memorandum by Mr. Norman H. Davis of a Conversation 132 

With M. Hdouard Herriot 
Herriot’s conviction that British, French, and American 

cooperation is essential, and that the accomplishment of 
something tangible on disarmament in the near future is 
necessary. 

May 23 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 189 
(199) Plan to inform Bruening of possible forthcoming confer- 

ence with Herriot and MacDonald, and necessity for his 
attendance to counteract effect of Stresemann letters upon 
the French. 

May 24 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 140 
(202) Possibility of the General Commission’s being reconvened to 

discuss effectives; necessity for redrafting speech to empha- 
size the consultation and cooperation which have preceded 
its presentation; inquiry as to willingness of the President 
to have authorship ascribed to him. 

May 24 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 141 
(109) Memorandum (text printed) indicating views of Chief of 

Staff as to why the United States should maintain original 
position on chemical warfare, as set forth in telegram No. 
103 of May 14. 

May 241 To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 142 
(110) Approval of meeting with MacDonald, Herriot, and Bruen- 

ing; suggestions concerning several points of procedure. 

May 24 | From Mr. Norman H. Davis of the American Delegation 142 
Information that Baldwin’s plan was influenced by possible 

necessity for economy; therefore consideration might be 
given to satisfactory counterproposals. 

May 25 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 144 
(208) Reply to the Secretary’s No. 110, May 24, relative to sugges- 

tions for informing Bruening of the meeting with MacDonald 
and Herriot. 

May 28 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 145 
(219) Information that no general discussions will be permitted 

before the General Commission until the French Cabinet has 
been formed and has received a vote of confidence. Trans- 
mittal by mail of revised version of the speech on effectives. 

(Footnote: Information that discussion of the effectives 
formula was subordinated to conversations on President 
Hoover’s disarmament plan following its announcement on 
June 22.) 

May 28 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 145 
(220) Résumé of American proposals and American attitude to- 

ward other plans or suggestions; request for instructions on 
the future position to be taken by the American delegation. 

May 31 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 150 
(224) Request for Department’s suggestions as to rules to be 

adopted for control of aerial warfare, with possibility of 
using Report of Commission of Jurists (1923) as basis for 
elaboration.
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May 31 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 150 
(225) Report of meeting of Land Commission in which American 

delegate criticized the Technical Committee’s failure to dis- 
tinguish between tanks and armored cars. 

June 1] To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 152 

(119) -Permission to regard Report of Commission of Jurists as 

basis for elaboration of rules for control of aerial warfare. 

June 5 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 152 

(231) Information that the change of government in Germany has 
tended to reunite opinion on maintaining a firm attitude until 

. the line Germany will take can be foreseen. 

June 7% | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 153 

(122) Advice that U. S. position is limited by responsibility to 
prevent spread of war in the Pacific, therefore Baldwin’s 
proposal to abolish battleships is impossible, although tonnage 
might be reduced; suggestions for other minimum reductions 
and limitations of land and sea forces. 

June 7 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 157 
(233) Understanding that Sir John Simon has come out whole- 

heartedly for Baldwin’s plan and that the Cabinet is consider- 
ing it. 

June 7 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 157 
(172) Message for Baldwin and Simon reminding them of U. S. 

policy concerning capital ships and of the serious conse- 
quenees that might result from a proposal by Great Britain 
for their abolition. 

June 8 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 158 
(198) Explanation by Simon and Baldwin that they had merely 

expressed personal views, and that there was no question of 
the abolition of capital ships, but that the financial advantage 
of limiting their size had been mentioned. 

June 9 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 160 
(208) Baldwin’s desire that it be a matter of record that no pro- 

posals had been advanced by a member of the British Govern- 
ment in discussions with Gibson and Davis, and that if the 
Cabinet reached any decision on disarmament proposals for 
formal presentation at Geneva which in any way affected 

. U. S. interests, the U. S. Government would be consulted 
beforehand. 

June 91] To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 161 
(125) Caution not to make counterproposals nor to permit Depart- 

ment’s minimum concessions to become known without further 
authority, since evidently no comprehensive proposal contain- 
ing the radical features previously reported will be made by 
the British Government. 

June 10 | Zo the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 161 
(127) Suggestions as to method of presentation of speech on mili- 

tary effectives, and opinion that President Hoover might be 
referred to as the originator of the plan.
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June 10 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 163 
(239) American delegation’s concern over possible impairment of 

relations with other delegations by making private, unofficial 
conversations the subject of official diplomatic represenia- 
tions. 

June 11 | To the American Delegation (tel.) 166 
(181) EXxplanation of the Secretary’s use of diplomatic channels 

in delivering message to Baldwin, and opinion that effect has 
been to lift a cloud from the situation; belief that the British \ 
plan will be much more moderate than Baldwin’s. 

June 11 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 168 
(242) Conversation with Cadogan, of British delegation, who said 

that the British proposal would be subject to possible modifi- 
cation after talks with Herriot and U. S. delegates. 

June 12 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 168 
(243) Appreciation of Secretary’s telegram of explanation and 

encouragement (No, 181 of June 11). 

June 14 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 169 
(244) Conversation with MacDonald and Simon in which an agree- 

ment was made to collaborate in trying to persuade France 
and Germany to include in the new treaty the military clauses 
of the Treaty of Versailles applying to Germany. 

June 14 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 171 
(247) Decisions of the Bureau of the Conference (1) to defer con- 

sideration of the reports of the special commissions on quali- 
tative disarmament until after private conversations; (2) to 
place the Soviet proposal on private manufacture on the 
agenda; (3) to appoint a committee to discuss the terms of 
the resolution setting up the effectives commission. 

June 15 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 171 
(248) Opinion in regard to possible French, British, and Italian 

support of effectives proposal. 

June 15 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 172 
(249) Unofficial release of effectives story by the French in press 

conference and scathing criticism of the plan in French 
papers; Herriot’s apology and attestation of ignorance of 
colleague’s action. 

June 15 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 174 
(250) Conversation with a French delegate reporting conference 

with the British June 14 in which MacDonald proposed a 
5S-nation conference on qualitative disarmament, and the 
French refused to discuss the political question of German 
equality before disarmament measures had been accomplished. 

June 15 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 175 
(253) Conversation with Paul-Boncour in which he agreed to the 

resumption of informal conversations June 20, and indicated 
readiness to consider suppression of certain aggressive 
weapons but inability to assume responsibility for reduction 
in effectives,
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June 15 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 177 

(251) Conversation with MacDonald and Simon in which it was 
apparent that the Prime Minister was anxious to keep in 

touch with disarmament problems; Simon’s suggestion that 
consultations might be resumed June 17. 

June 18 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 178 

(254) Conference with the British during which positions on land 
armament were defined, but discussions on air and naval 

armament were inconclusive. 

June 20 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 178 

(263) Informal memoranda (texts printed) dealing with aviation 
and chemical warfare, resulting from meetings between mem- 
bers of French, British, and American delegations. 

a 

(4) President Hoover’s Plan of Disarmament, June 22 

ee en rarest anne rent 

1982 
May 24 | From President Hoover 180 

Memorandum (text printed) read by the President at Cab- 
inet meeting suggesting a change in American policy in rela- 
tion to the Disarmament Conference, and enumerating a 10- 
point proposal for the abolition and reduction of land, sea, 
and air forces. | 

May 25 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 182 
Opinion that some of the points suggested in the President’s 

proposal are highly controversial; itemized summary of com- 
ment on the 10-point proposal. 

May 25 | From the Under Secretary of State to the Secretary of State 185 
Opinion that the President’s proposal has certain advan- 

tages, since America will appear to be a mere obstructionist if 
nothing more is done than to oppose the piecemeal action now 
in progress. . 

June 18 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 186 
(136) Rough draft of statement to be made publicly by the Presi- 

dent (text printed) calling for a proportionate reduction of 
land, air, and sea forces which will result, over a 10-year 
period, in a 10-billion dollar cut in world expenditure for 
arms. 

Undated | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 189 
Trans-Atlantic telephone conversation, June 19, between the 

President, the Secretary, Mr. Gibson, and Mr. Davis in which 
it was decided to consult with the British and French in re- 
gard to the President’s proposal, and the suggestion was made 
that it be presented to the Conference simultaneously with the 
release of the statement in Washington. 

June 19 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 191 
(138) Revision of paragraph on aviation in President’s statement 

to include retention of military aviation for scouting purposes 
over land aS well as sea. 

644212—48—4
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June 19 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 191 
(257) Suggestions for changes to be made in the President’s state- 

ment in line with the feeling at Geneva. 

June 20 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) | 194 
(258) MacDonald’s agreement with the President’s proposal for 

land and air armaments, and his concern over attempt to 
modify the London naval agreements. 

June 20 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 194 
(262) Suggested paragraph on reduction in the cruiser class of 

ships to be inserted in the President’s proposal. 

| June 20 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 195 

(141) Transmittal of revised text of President’s statement indi- 
cating increased cruiser reduction and restoration of absolute 
parity between Great Britain and the United States; permis- 
sion to use paragraph suggested in telegram 262, June 20, 
if deemed advisable; approval of suggestion for simultaneous 
presentation of proposal. 

June 21 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 196 
(265) Information that arrangement for General Commission 

meeting is impossible before 4:30, June 22; that a 24-hour 
delay has been requested by Sir John Simon, who is anxious 
to have MacDonald attend Conference to give his unqualified 
support. 

June 21 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 197 
(142) Approval of suggestion to postpone President’s statement 

until June 22, 

Undated | Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation 197 
Discussion by the President, the Secretary of State, Mr. 

Gibson, and Mr. Davis, June 21, of the procedure to be fol- 
lowed in the presentation of the President’s proposal and of 
the possibility of getting British support. 

June 21 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 202 
(268) Suggested paragraph on American policy for incorporation 

in the President’s statement. 

Undated | Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation 202 

Report by Davis to the President and the Secretary of State 
(June 21, 2:10 p. m.) of his conversation with Simon, who 
was very much disturbed that the proposal would be presented 
before the Prime Minister could discuss it with his Cabinet ; 
President’s opinion that the statement would have to be given 
at once or not at all, but that it need not be presented to the 

Conference at this time. 

Undated | Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation 207 
Report by Davis to the President and Secretary of State 

(June 21, 5 p.m.) of telephone conversation with MacDonald, 
who said he would do his best to support the President. Deci- 
sion to release the statement on the morning of the 22d as 
information to the American people. Disapproval by the 
President and Secretary of insertion suggested in telegram 
No. 266 of June 21.



LIST OF PAPERS LI 

INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS FOR DISARMAMENT —Continued 

I, THE GENERAL DISARMAMENT CONFEBENCE—continued 

(4) President Hoover’s Plan of Disarmament—Con. 
on 

Date and Subject Page 

1932 , 

June 21 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 210 
Inquiry of Italian Ambassador if United States had offered 

to trade debt cancellation for armament reduction; Under 
Secretary’s reply that no such proposition had been made. 

June 21 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 211 
(145) Transmittal of final text of President’s statement (text 

printed), and instructions on technical considerations to be 
presented by the delegation. 

June 22 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 214 
(146) Information that the President’s statement was issued to 

the press, together with certain background information. 

Undated | Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation 215 
Gibson’s report to the Secretary and the President (June 

22, 3:30 p. m.) of the warm reception given the President’s 
proposal by the various delegations. 

June 22 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 218 
(147) Messages of appreciation (texts printed) to be delivered 

to British, French, Japanese, and Italian delegates for their 
consideration and support of the President’s proposal. 

June 22 | To the Ambassador in Italy (tel.) 219 
(48) Message of appreciation (text printed) to Mussolini for 

Italy’s wholehearted support of the President’s proposal. 

June 22 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 220 
(268) Text of Gibson’s remarks in presenting the President’s 

fo proposal. 

June 24 | From the Ambassador in Italy 221 
Information that Mussolini had inquired whether the Presi- 

dent intended to hold to his statement and what the prospects 
were of agreement by England and France. 

June 25 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 222 
(275) Sir John Simon’s reply (text printed) to the Secretary’s 

message of appreciation, stating that the British delegates 
would do their utmost to promote the acceptance of concrete 
proposals covering the whole field. 

June 25 | From the Chargé in France (tel.) | 222 
(894) Press statement by Herriot in which he promised to con- 

tinue to give serious study to the President’s plan, but re- 
affirmed the French position on international control of 
Inilitary forces. . 

Undated | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State of a Con- 223 
versation With the Italian Ambassador, June 28, 1982 

Ambassador’s reference to newspaper stories to the effect 
that (1) disarmament and debts were separate topics, and 
(2) America would not make a consultative pact, but might 
agree to consultations and conferences whenever the interna- 
tional peace was threatened; Assistant Secretary’s reply that 
this was substantially the American attitude. 

nn
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June 24 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 225 
(272) Summarization of the general situation after presentation 

of the President’s proposal showing the possibility of drawing 
up a treaty of limited objectives; opinion that United States 
should not urge the adoption of a minimum program. Re- 
quest for instructions. 

June 24 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 227 
(278) French inquiry if United States would be willing to sign a 

treaty of limited scope and adjourn to consider the President’s 
plan. 

June 24 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 228 
(274) Request for instructions and comments on questions pend- 

ing in private conversations on the President’s plan, includ- 
ing limitations the French are willing to consider on artillery 
and tanks, proposals for reduction in expenditures and for a 
convention on the private manufacture of arms, 

June 25 | From the Chargé in France (tel.) 232 
(391) Information that the New York Herald, Paris edition, car- 

ried a story concerning a bilateral agreement between Great 
Britain and the United States; that a denial of the story is 
being sent to the French Foreign Office. 

June 25 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 233 
(151) Department’s views on (1) the importance of the Confer- 

ence committing itself on the President’s plan as a whole, 
creating a small standing committee to prepare a draft agree- 
ment and subsequently adjourning for further study of the 
plan; and (2) the disadvantages of concluding a treaty of 
limited scope. 

June 25 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 234 
(276) Conversation between De Jouvenel and Davis regarding 

French attitude toward the Hoover plan, with particular at- 
tention to questions of security and consultation; Davis’ 
opinion that part 6 of the draft convention furnishes the idea 
of consultation; that collaboration with the United States 
and Great Britain in disarmament would mean more for the 
security of France than European treaties of mutual assis- 
tance. 

June 25 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 
(277) Apprehension of the Japanese delegation that their Govern- 23). 

ment will feel that the President’s plan for reduction of fleets 
bears more heavily on the weaker than on the stronger powers.
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June 26 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 237 

(278) Confidential conversation between MacDonald, Davis, and 
Gibson in which the Prime Minister requested advice as to the 
next step the British Government should take in regard to the 
President’s proposal; American delegates’ opinion that no 
immediate statement by the British is necessary, but a con- 
ference might be held between Cabinet Ministers now in 
Geneva and the American delegation and the matter taken 
up with the Cabinet on MacDonald’s return to London. - 

June 27 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 240 
(279) British disclosure to the press of the meeting with Mac- 

Donald. 

June 27 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 240 
(152) Acquiescence in American delegation’s position in respect 

to next steps to be taken by the British. Instructions to con- 
vey to MacDonald the Secretary’s appreciation of his atti- 
tude; also the information that maintenance of naval ratios 
with Japan is vital and unalterable. 

June 28 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 241 
(281) Request for approval of a short visit to Geneva by Mr. 

Kellogg,“who is enthusiastic about the Hoover plan, and whose 
comments would receive wide publicity, especially in Kurope. 

June 28 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 242 
(154) Approval of Mr. Kellogg’s visit to Geneva. 

June 28 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 242 
(282) Conversation at Lausanne with MacDonald, who said that 

the Secretary’s message strengthened his hand for the next 
steps. Accidental meeting with Herriot, who said that after 
further study of the President’s plan he liked it better than 
at first. 

June 29 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 248 
(283) Report of meeting of Davis and De Jouvenel, who said that 

the entire French delegation were conferring in the hope of 
finding a way to accept the President’s plan in principle. 

June 29 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 244 
(158) Disagreement with Davis’ interpretation (as set forth in 

telegram 276, June 25) of part 6 of the draft convention, and 
disapproval of encouraging the French to enter a disarma- 
ment treaty in reliance upon any form of agreement for con- 
sultation; eapproval of Davis’ opinion that the increased 
strength of defense given to France by disarmament would 
be more important than any covenants for assistance



LIV LIST OF PAPERS 

INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS FOR DISABMAMENT—Continued 

I. THE GENERAL DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE—continued 

(5) The Second Phase of Private Conversations—Con. 

vteben Subject Page 

1932 

June 29 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 246 
(284) Report of interest in and approval in principle of the Presi- 

dent’s plan by certain groups of small states. 

June 29 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 247 
(285) Amendment to article 52 of the draft convention proposed 

by the French (translation printed) providing for local in- 
vestigation in the case of certain complaints; Italian agree- 
ment to such a right in the event of a treaty of real reduction ; 
request for Department’s views. 

June 30 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 248 
(160) Agreement with Davis’ argument that it should mean a 

great deal to France to have the signature of the United 
States and Great Britain to a disarmament treaty which 
fixes the armaments of all nations. 

June 80 | Zo the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 249 
(163) Approval of possibility of accepting right of inspection 

along the general line of French proposed amendment if a 
treaty of real reduction can be concluded; opinion that such 
reversal of American opinion might be used as trading point 
with the French. 

June 30 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 249 
Conversation with the French Chargé in which the Secre- 

tary summarized events leading up to the President’s plan 

and the conversations between French and American dele- 
gates, and explained the American position on a consultative 
pact. 

July 1 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 251 
(293) Inquiry relative to the Department’s intention to eliminate 

German naval effectives from the calculation of military effec- 
tives, in which case it would be necessary to modify the draft 
speech on effectives and the accompanying quantitative chart. 

July 1 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 251 

(165) Opinion that it would not seem necessary to modify draft 
speech on effectives or recalculate quantitative chart, as the 
point is one of detail suitable for adjustment in Geneva. 

July 1 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 252 

(294) Indications that the British are seeking Japanese coopera- 
tion in opposition to the naval portion of the President’s 
proposal. . .
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July 1 {| Memorandum by Jay Pierrepont Moffat of the Division of 252 

Western Huropean Affairs 
Conversation with Jules Henry of the French Embassy, who 

. | pointed out Herriot’s precarious political position in France 
and indications that his successor would be Caillaux, a pro- 
tagonist of Franco-German rapprochement; also the reports 

| from French Ambassador in Berlin that the German conserva- 
tive leaders are making a real effort to reach an agreement : 
with France. , 

July 2 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 253 
(295) Indications that a move will be made to sidetrack the 

President’s proposal; belief, therefore, that a draft resolution 
for presentation either in the Bureau or at the conclusion of 
the consideration of the President’s plan in the General Com- 
mission would be most effective. 

| July 2 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 255 
(296) Text of draft resolution suggested in telegram No. 295 of 

July 2. 

July 2} To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 258 
(166) Instructions not to risk precipitating a general discussion 

of the President’s proposal if it might have certain disad- 
vantageous results; to consult with Great Britain and France 
before taking any action. 

July 2 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 258 
(300) Suggestion that those states whose total effectives are less 

than 40,000 be exempted from application of the President’s 
plan for a one-third cut of the defense contingent in effectives. 

July 2 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 259 
(168) Approval of draft resolution when modified to eliminate 

references to numbers of airplanes and limitation of their 
maximum unladen weight, and the expenditures limitation 
which is still unacceptable to the Department. 

July 8 | Zo the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 261 
(169) Agreement that effectives formula should be modified in 

favor of the smaller countries, but disapproval of delegates’ 
Suggestion; counterproposal to exempt the first 10,000, or 
possibly 15,000, of every defense component. Instructions 
from the President that no change should be made in original 
plan unless modification would increase support of the plan 
and the possibility of its adoption.
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Undated | Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation 263 

Report by Davis to the Secretary (July 5, 10:05 a. m.) of: 
(1) a confidential conversation with a British official who 

oe stated that a disarmament plan had been adopted by the 
Cabinet but not announced; that passage of a resolution on 

oe the Hoover proposal seemed possible; (2) an invitation from 
the Prime Minister to discuss at Lausanne British procedure 
on the President’s proposal. 

July 5 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 266 
(304) Bureau’s decision for a meeting of the General Commission 

July 7 to give certain states the opportunity of expressing 
their views on the Hoover proposals; suggestion by Simon 
that a resolution be introduced at the close of the declara- 
tions. 

July 5 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 268 
(305) Request that Secretary reconsider his decision of July 2 

(telegram No. 168) inasmuch as point 9 of opening statement 
of American delegation favored a limitation of expenditure 
and other delegations will want this point included in reso- 
lution. 

July 61] To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 269 
(170) Approval of the inclusion in the resolution of a paragraph 

on limitation of expenditure on matériel; any further limita- 
tion unacceptable. 

July 6 | Zo the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 269 
(171) Views of the War and Navy Departments on certain ques- 

tions pending in private conversations on the Hoover proposal. 

July 6 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 271 
(306) Report of conversation with MacDonald and Simon in 

which it was agreed that a copy of the statement to be made 
in the House of Commons by Mr. Baldwin with regard to the 
Hoover plan be transmitted to the President of the Conference 
rather than presented orally before the General Commission. 

July 6 | To President Hoover 272 
Transmittal of memorandum of the telephone conversation 

with Norman Davis on July 5; opinion that relations with the 
British are improving. 

Undated | Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation 272 
Information from Gibson (July 7, 9:40 a. m.) that the 

British statement includes an unacceptable proposal for an 
international naval agreement; Secretary Stimson’s instruc- 
tions to express confidence in the ability of Great Britain and 
the United States to work out any differences. Davis’ report 
of a conversation with Simon.
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Undated | Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation 277 

Gibson’s report to the Secretary (July 7, 3:35 p. m.) of 
speeches in favor of the President’s program, and information 
that a letter explaining Baldwin’s statement was read and 
copies circulated to the delegates; Gibson’s intention to urge 
Simon to give stronger support to the resolution in order to 
correct any impression that Britain and the United States 
are at odds. 

Undated | Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation 279 
Gibson’s report to Under Secretary Castle (July 8, 4 p. m.) 

: of further speeches in support of the President’s proposal and 
of decision to circulate draft resolution and then call a 
meeting for its adoption. Davis’ report of conversation with 
MacDonald and Simon and their decision to support the 
President’s plan, and insist on substantial disarmament. 

July 8 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 283 
(314) More detailed account of speeches reported in Mr. Gibson’s 

telephone conversation with Mr. Castle. 

July 8 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 284 
(315) Text of draft resolution prepared by Sir John Simon. 

July 9 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 287 
(316) Report of ehanges in the draft resolution agreed to by 

Sir John Simon in order to bring it into closer conformity 
with the American proposal. 

July 9 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 290: 
(317) Request that some expression of the Department’s apprecia- 

tion be given to the Latin American States for their support 
of the President’s proposal. 

(Footnote: Dispatch of letters to the representatives in 
the United States of the particular countries. ) 

July 9 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 290 
(318) Request. for Department’s views on the preliminary draft 

of the resolution for use in working with the other delegations 
in private conferences. 

July 9 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 291 
(174) Suggestions for strengthening and improving the draft 

resolution. 

July 10 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (iel.) 292 
(320) Information that most of the Secretary’s suggestions have 

been incorporated in the draft resolution; that paragraph 
on contingent character of naval reductions, if not adopted for 
inclusion in the resolution, may be included in identic letters 
to be sent to the Chairman of the Conference by the British 
and American delegations.
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July 13 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 293 
(179) Considerations to be kept in mind in connection with naval 

proposals. 

July 13 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 293 
(325) Information that revised text of resolution resulting from 

attempt to coordinate the several drafts presented is weaker 
than previous draft and as such is unacceptable to the United 
States and Italy. 

July 14 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 204 
(330) Acknowledgment of Department’s telegram No. 179, July 13, 

and assurance of delegation’s awareness of importance of the 
problem. 

July 15 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 295 
(333) Transmittal of a paragraph to be included in the resolution 

on the subject of limitation of expenditures (text printed) 
acceptable to the French and American delegations. 

July 17 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 295 
(183) Disapproval of paragraph on limitation of expenditures 

because it seems to be inconsistent with the American position 
. as indicated in Department’s No. 170 of July 6. 

July 19 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 296 
(343) Transmittal of revised text on limitation of expenditure 

acceptable to Italians, French, and British; opinion that this 
version can be accepted without prejudicing the American 
position. 

July 19 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 297 
(187) Opinion that new version of paragraphs on limitation of 

expenditure still unacceptable; instructions to devise some 
phraseology that will specifically exempt the United States 
from an acceptance of the principle of global limitation of 
expenditure, if the subject cannot be avoided altogether. 

July 20 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 298 
(850) Request that the text on limitation of expenditure be 

re-examined, since it omits any mention of global limitation 
and has the approval of the entire delegation, as well as of 
the Italian and British delegations, who are even more in- 
transigent than the United States on this question; suggestion 
that Gibson’s speech might specifically except the United 
States from acceptance of the principle of global limitation. 

Undated | Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation 299 
Discussion (July 20, 9:55 a. m.) between Gibson and the 

Secretary, who reiterated his disapproval of paragraph on 
limitation of expenditure, and gave instructions for a state- 
ment to be made by Gibson specifically objecting to the 
principle of global limitation. Davis’ report on discussion of 
the formula on artillery.
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July 20 | To the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 304 
(188) Congratulations to delegation for its achievement in retain- 

ing elements of strength in the resolution and direct relation- 
ship with the President’s plan. 

July 20 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 305 
(352) Report of presentation of the resolution to the General 

Commission, and of Gibson’s delivery of speech, which was 
apparently well received. 

July 20 | Address Delivered by Mr. Hugh S. Gibson, Acting Chairman 305 
of the American Delegation, Before the General Commis- 
sion of the Conference, Geneva 

Complete text of speech in explanation of the U. S. attitude 
toward the resolution presented to the General Commission. 

July 21 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 309 
(359) Report of conversation with German delegate in which 

Gibson explained what a bad effect a German veto of the 
resolution would have on world opinion. 

July 21 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 310 
(360) Report of discussion on resolution and amendments pro- 

posed by various delegations. 

July 22 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 311 
(361) Information that text of resolution as originally drafted 

was maintained, except for the inclusion of State manufacture 
of arms with private manufacture in the section on subjects 
for study; report of comments and reservations. 

July 22 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 312 
(362) Information that German veto will prevent adoption of 

resolution, but expected majority vote will permit procedural 
sections of the resolution to be carried on. 

July 28 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 314 
(363) Decision to delay presentation of memorandum and charts 

on effectives formula until Bureau meeting in September. 

July 28 | Zo the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 815 
(198) Report of conversations with the German Ambassador 

concerning the position taken by the German delegation at 
the Conference and its probable effect on public opinion. 

July 28 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 816 
(366) Results of the vote on the resolution in the General Com- 

mission in which 41 delegations voted in the affirmative, 2 
in the negative, and 8 abstained from voting; and on the 
extension of the armaments truce in the plenary session in 
which 49 delegations voted in the affirmative and China 
abstained from voting. 

July 28 | Resolution Adopted by the General Commission 318 
Complete text of the resolution.



LX LIST OF PAPERS 

INTERNATIONAL NEGOTIATIONS FOR DISARMAMENT—Continued 

II, WORK OF THE BUREAU OF THE GENERAL DISARMAMENT CONFEBENCE, 
SEPTEMBER 21—DECEMBER 13, 1932 

ataber Subject . Page 

1932 
Aug. 15 | Memorandum of a Meeting of Representatives of the State, 322 

War, and Navy Departments 
: General discussion of preparations for future developments 

at Geneva in which it was decided that Hugh Wilson, U. 8. 
Minister in Switzerland, would be the U. S. representative at 
the Bureau meeting; that naval conversations should be 
conducted first with the British; that United States should 
not be represented at the budgetary committee meeting on 
September 26. 

Sept. 14 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 327 
(79) Receipt of information that Germany would not send a rep- 

resentative to the Bureau meeting, since no satisfaction in its 
claim to equality of treatment had been obtained. Opinion 
that the Bureau should continue its work without Germany; 
suggestion that some action might be taken in Washington. 

Sept. 14 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 828 
(82) Request for instructions relative to a proposal that Hender- |: 

son inquire as to what progress has been made or what steps 
are contemplated for the naval conversations. 

Sept. 15 | To the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 828 
(63) Information that naval conversations have been postponed ; 

suggestion that British and American colleagues consult and 
prepare an identic answer to be made to Henderson. 

Sept. 16 | Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western Euro- 329 
pean Affairs 

Conversation between the Secretary, the French Chargé, 
and Mr. Moffat in which the Chargé said that because of the 
German démarche the British were anxious to postpone the 
Bureau meeting, but the French could not consent for reasons 
stated in a memorandum (text printed); the Secretary re- 
plied that it would be unfortunate if the meeting were 
delayed, and that Germany’s activities should not prevent 
the continuation of the work of the Conference. 

Sept. 21 | From the American Delegate on the Bureau of the General 332 
(379) Disarmament Conference (tel.) 

Suggestion made at opening sessions that the Bureau could 
work on a number of questions simultaneously through com- 
mittees. 

Sept. 21 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 333 
(380) Suggestion for reconsideration of the American position on 

the question of preparation for gas warfare in time of peace 
to bring it into line with the views of the other great powers. 

Sept. 22 | Zo the American Delegate (tel.) 833 
(207) Instructions to avoid commitments on peacetime prepa- 

ration either for or against gas warfare until more specific 
information has been received.
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Sept. 22 | From the American Delegate (tet.) 334 

(381) Information that discussions on procedure have been con- 
cluded. 

Sept. 24 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 335 
(384) Understanding that Henderson intends to propose that a 

meeting of the General Commission be summoned about 
November 10 in order to have a body competent to handle 
larger political questions; disagreement with this proposal, 
and decision to urge that provisions of the Resolution be 
carried out step by step; request for Department’s opinion. 

Sept. 24 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 336 
(385) Request for instructions in regard to artillery limitations 

and maintenance of the distinction between fixed and mobile 
guns. 

Sept. 25 | Zo the American Delegate (tel.) 337 
(209) Emphasis on the importance of cooperation between the 

three principal members of the Bureau, and subordination 
of minority opinions on questions of procedure; approval of 
Wilson’s arguments for not reconvening the General Commis- 
sion at this time, and instructions to follow out his suggestion 
if Simon and Paul-Boncour cannot agree with one another. 

Sept. 26 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 338 
(388) Postponement, upon Wilson’s suggestion supported by Paul- 

Boncour and Simon, of consideration of Henderson’s proposal 
until abéut October 10, when Bureau shall have had oppor- 
tunity to determine progress. 

Sept. 29 | To the American Delegate (tel.) 838 
(211) Opinion that U. S. views on the artillery question should 

be adapted to fit within the framework of the resolution, 
since United States voted for its adoption. Specific instruc- 

, tions concerning coastal guns. 

Oct. 6 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 340 
(402) Discussion by the Committee for the Regulation of Trade 

in and Manufacture of Arms in which France advocated total 
abolition of private manufacture, and Spain suggested a 
tripartite system of control with a central office in Geneva: 
Wilson’s opinion that Spanish suggestion merits consideration 
as a means of conciliating different points of view. 

Oct. 8 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 8340 
(403) Request for further instructions on the regulation of traffic 

in and manufacture of arms for use in discussion of specific 
points in the Committee. 

Oct. 9 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 841 
(404) Information that BeneS intends to discuss with Herriot a 

plan for informal conversations by the four great powers on 
major political problems; opinion that the plan has certain 
advantages, but that Germany should be apprised and invited 
o attend.
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Oct. 18 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 342 
(409) Henderson’s efforts to bring the French and German dele- 

gations together to discuss their difficulties; Bureau’s decision 
that the General Commission should meet during the week 
beginning November 21. . 

Oct. 14 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 343 
(410) Information that the arms committee has made no sub- 

stantial progress toward a settlement of the different points 
of view on manufacture; that the traffic in arms convention 
will be the next subject for discussion. Request for instruc- 

. tions. 

Oct. 17 | Zo the American Delegate (tel.) 344 
(219) Instructions that abolition of only private manufacture of 

implements of war is unacceptable; that the prohibition of 
the manufacture of prohibited types of weapons is a necessary 
corollary of the President’s proposals although Congress and 
the Courts must be the final arbiters of the constitutionality 
of such an arrangement. 

Oct. 21 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 346 
(416) Opinion that it would be inadvisable to agree to any 

prohibition or control of private manufacture by the Federal 
Government when there is doubt as to its constitutionality ; 
that explanation of such a change in attitude would be neces- 
sary. 

Oct. 29 | From the Chargé in France (tel.) 348 
(631) From Davis: Conversation with Herriot on the plan to be 

presented by Paul-Boncour. Information that Paul-Boncour 
intends to present the French plan November 3, although 
Davis requested that it be postponed until after the German 
elections. 

Nov. 1 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 851 
(426) Suggestion for a statement on the subject of control (text 

printed) to be made at the Bureau meeting. 

Nov. 1 | To the American Delegate (tel.) 351 
(227) Opinion that avoidance of a discussion on the supervision 

and control of the manufacture of and traffic in arms would 
be preferable until more positive progress is made toward the 
reduction and limitation of armament; that a conventional 
arrangement prohibiting all manufacture of prohibited types 
of weapons would be justified ; that such agreement would not 
imply any obligation to agree to the international control of 
the manufacture of arms. 

Nov. 1 | To the American Delegate (tel.) 3538 
(228) Suggestion for rewording of sentence in proposed statement 

on control to avoid implying acquiescence to further measures 
of supervision and control.
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Nov. 2 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 354 
(428) Explanation of strategy involved in wording of the sen- 

tence, and request for reconsideration of its use. 

Nov. 2 | Yo the American Delegate (tel.) 355 
(229) Approval of Wilson’s suggestion for handling the problem 

of control. 

Nov. 8 | From the American Delegate (tel.) . 355 
(429) Request for further instructions on the subject of chemical 

warfare, and acquiescence in Department’s suggestion to 
refrain from entering this debate as: long as possible. 

Nov. 3]! From the American Delegate (tel.) 356 
(480) Further details on the French plan; French delegate’s de- 

sire that the obligation for consultation envisaged in Secretary 
Stimson’s speech of August 8 be formalized, and that a nega- 
tive commitment on the part of the U. 8S. Government not to 
obstruct action taken by other states under article 16 of the 
Treaty of Versailles be incorporated in the treaty. 

Nov. 8 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 858 
(432) Information that the report of the rapporteur for the arms 

committee will refer to Wilson’s reservation to the draft 
convention of 1929. Request for instructions on the constitu- 

. tionality of the Federal Government’s supervising or con- 
trolling the manufacture of war implements within the States 
of the Union. 

Nov. 4 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 859 
Conversation with the French Ambassador in which the 

Secretary explained the U. S. position on a consultative pact, 
and the Ambassador promised to explain to his Government 
that insistence on this point would be retrogressive. 

Nov. 4] From the American Delegate (tel.) 360 
(434) Summarization of Paul-Boncour’s explanation of the French 

plan envisaging a plan for disarmament and control applying 
specifically to continental nations rather than to all powers. 

Nov. 4 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 361 
(435) Bureau discussion of question of investigation on the spot; 

Wilson’s suggestion that he propose that (1) investigation be 
exceptional rather than periodical, that it be used only after 
formal complaint by a state and a vote by a substantial 
majority of the Disarmament Commission, but that (2) the 
state complained against may request an immediate investi- 
gation. 

Nov. 5 | Zo the American Delegate (tel.). 363 
(232) Instructions to request the rapporteur to delete from his 

report the section referring to Wilson’s reservation to the 
draft convention of 1929, and in future discussions to avoid 
any reference to constitutional questions.
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Nov. 5 | To the American Delegate (tet.) 3864 
(233) Approval of Wilson’s suggestion for a statement on spot 

investigation, except that further clarification of the necessity 
for a formal complaint is required. 

Nov. % | From the American Delegate (tel.) 364 
(438) Suggestion that the American reservation to the draft con- 

vention of 1929 should remain in the rapporteur’s report, but 
should be withdrawn with an explanatory statement (text 
printed) when the report comes up for discussion. 

Nov. 8 | To the American Delegate (tel.) 366 
(234) Instructions in regard to chemical warfare indicating that 

the agreement should be universal in scope, but permitting 
certain alternatives, and pointing out the difficulties inherent 
in the prohibition of preparation or training for chemical 
warfare in peacetime. 

Noy. 8 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 367 
(440) Concluding discussion of the report on control, and the 

tentative adoption of part I of the report on chemical warfare. 

Nov. 9 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 868 
(441) Continuation of the debate on chemical warfare, and gen- 

eral agreement on the universality of the treaty by the Bureau 
members; establishment of a technical committee to study 
the abolition of preparation and training. 

Nov. 10 | Zo the American Delegate (tel.) 370 
(236) Objection to method of procedure suggested by Wilson in 

his No. 438 of November 7, and reiteration of Department’s 
suggestion for the deletion of the American reservation with 
possibly a brief, informal statement of explanation. 

Nov. 11 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 371 
(446) Agreement to delete reservation from the rapporteur’s re- 

port and explain this change in position privately in order 
to forestall emphasis on it in Bureau discussions; request for 
approval of a statement (text printed) for presentation to 
the Bureau should the occasion arise. 

Nov. 11 | To the American Delegate (tel.) 872 
(240) Suggestion for an extemporaneous explanation (text 

printed) of American withdrawal of reservation, should such 
a statement appear to be necessary. 

Nov. 12 | To the American Delegate (tel.) 373 
(241) Instructions to make a statement in the Committee or 

Bureau to the effect that the United States is prepared to 
support the inclusion of measures of supervision and control 
of the private manufacture of arms, provided that these 
measures also apply to state manufacture and that a sub- 
stantial reduction and limitation of armaments is agreed upon.
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Nov. 12 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 374 
(448) Proposed text dealing with sanctions to be used against 

states which have used chemical, incendiary, or bacteriological 
weapons. 

Nov. 12 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 375 
(449) Postponement of action on the proposed text dealing with 

sanctions ; request for Department’s criticism of the document. mo 

Nov. 12 | To the American Delegate (tel.) 376 
(242) Further instructions in regard to the position of the United 

States on the use of chemical warfare. — 

Nov. 14 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 377 
(452) Report of technical ecommittee’s proposals for the control 

of private and state manufacture of munitions, to which the 
delegation is opposed; opinion that a sympathetic attitude 
might be shown toward the proposal regarding publicity. 

Nov. 14 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 378 
(453) From Davis: Information that Simon intends to repeat in 

the Bureau a speech he made in Parliament on November 10 
with regard to disarmament and the German demands; that 
he feels that an indication of the American attitude would 
expedite Germany’s return to the Conference; request for 
Department’s opinion. 

Nov. 15 | From the American Delegaie (tel.) 380 
(455) French proposals (text printed), contained in Conference 

Document 146 entitled “Memorandum by the French Dele- 
gation”. 

Nov. 15 | To the American Delegate (tel.) . 386. 
(245) Agreement with delegation’s opposition to technical com- 

mittee’s proposals relating to control of private and state 
manufacture of arms, and instructions to support proposal , 
that any system of publicity of manufacture should apply also 
to material in stock, both private and state. Request for 
information on developments anent the convention of 1925. 

Nov. 15 | To the American Delegate (tel.) 387 
(247) For Davis: Nonobjection to a statement to be made by 

Davis if it would be helpful in assisting Germany’s return to 
the conference. 

Nov. 15 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 387 
Conversation with Recouly, French journalist, during which 

the Secretary explained his method of trying to develop co- 
operation with the nations of Europe and stated that he has 
never feared American interference in League action toward 
an aggressor; Recouly replied that an American pact not to 
interfere might influence French disarmament. 

 644212—48-—5
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Nov. 16 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 388 
(458) From Davis and Wilson: Opinion that the French plan 

is disappointing in that emphasis is laid on complicated theses 
rather than on disarmament; belief that the French should 
be informed of this opinion in conversation. 

Nov. 16 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 890 
(459) From Davis and Wilson: Comment on French proposals, 

and request for instructions on how to proceed when the plan 
comes up for discussion. 

Nov. 16 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 393 
(460) Information that certain suggestions concerning the method 

of handling the situation created by the French plan will be 
submitted to the Department after the presentation of Simon’s 
statement and subsequent private conversations. . 

Nov. 17 | From the American Delegate (tel.) . $98 
(461) Speech made by Davis at Bureau meeting (text printed) | 

reiterating the necessity for the successful outcome of the 
Conference, the incentives induced by the various proposals, 
and the hope that Germany will join with all other nations 
in the task at hand. . 

Nov. 17 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 395 
(462) Résumé of address by Sir John Simon advocating the return 

of Germany to the Conference and containing certain sug- 
gestions regarding disarmament; comments of other dele- 
gations. 

Nov. 18 | From the Chargé in Germany (tel.) 897 
(221) Antagonism in Germany toward the French plan as not 

realizing Germany’s equality claim and not being a disarma- 
ment plan but merely a political organization of Europe to 
safeguard French security by maintaining the status quo; 
more favorable reaction to Simon’s speech. 

Nov. 21 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 398 
(465) From Davis and Wilson: Criticism of the too-ambitious 

objectives of the French and other proposals which would 
require too long a period of time for accomplishment; general 
suggestion for a convention of limited duration (details to 
follow). 

Nov. 21 | From the American Delegate (tel.) | 401 
(466) From Davis and Wilson: Detailed suggestions for a con- 

vention of limited duration as a method of preventing the 
situation from growing worse and as an earnest of the real 
desire to achieve a more far-reaching general disarmament 
treaty ; description of the functions of a Permanent Disarma- 
ment Commission to be set up immediately ; suggested induce- 
ments for German cooperation.
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Nov. 22 | Zo the American Delegate (tel.) 404 
(249) Concurrence in estimate of French plan and inadequacy of 

Simon’s speech; complete approval of suggested convention 
of limited duration. 

Dec. 1] From the American Delegate (tel.) | 405 
(470) Request for information on Federal and State licensing sys- 

tems for manufacture of and traffic in arms. 

Dec. 1] To the American Delegate (tel.) 406 
(254) Request for any pertinent information and for comments in 

connection with Department’s intention to urge favorable 
action on the convention of 1925. 

Dec. 2 | 7'o the American Delegate (tel.) 406 
(255) Information in reply to telegram No. 470, December 1; 

assertion that any international system of licensing or con- 
trol would likely arouse strong opposition in the Senate. 

Dee. 2 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 407 
(471) Suggestion that the Department withhold its efforts to urge 

favorable action on the 1925 convention until the committee 
concerned has made more progress. 

Dec. 81] To the American Delegate (tel.) 408 
(258) Instructions to endeavor to restrict to European states the 

provisions of the report on chemical warfare relating to viola- 
tions, sanctions, ete., since it is American policy to avoid 
being drawn into the “inner concentric circle” of the French 
project with its elaborate organization, rules, and plans for 
joint action. 

Dec. 5 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 408 
(473) From Davis: Information that text of Japanese naval 

proposal has been received and requires study for complete 
understanding; suggestion that text can be cabled to Depart- 
ment if desired. 

Dec. 6] To the American Delegate (tel.) 409 
(259) Request for telegraphed summary of Japanese naval pro- 

posal and transmittal of full text by mail. 

Dee. 8 | From Mr. Norman H. Davis of the American Delegation 409 
Transmittal of complete text of Japanese naval proposal 

(text printed). 

Dec. 18 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 415 
(492) Report of secret session of the Bureau in which it was pro- 

posed that the Bureau reconvene January 23 and the General 
Commission January 31. 

Dec. 14 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 415 
(496) Report of session of the General Commission in which a 

declaration of the Five Powers was discussed, the method of 
‘| private conversations was criticised by smaller powers, and 

Germany was welcomed back to the Conference; adjournment 
until January. 
een een ee
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Aug. 17 | To the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 416 

(97) Request for confirmation of United Press story from Berlin 
that France and Germany are about to start negotiations 
concerning the limitations placed on German armaments by 
the Treaty of Versailles. 

Aug. 18 | From the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 417 
(162) Confirmation by Foreign Office official of report of imminent 

Franco-German conversations. Information from French 
Embassy that no official negotiations are expected to take 
place, but that it had recommended to its Government a more 
conciliatory attitude toward the German demands. 

Aug. 29 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 417 
(502) Confirmation that Franco-German conversations will take 

place on the insistence of the German Government. Informa- 
tion that the French are unwilling to grant the increases and 
changes the Germans are demanding because of the uncer- 

. tain attitude and state of mind in Germany. Request for 
instructions on possibility of supporting the French position. 

Sept. 2 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 419 
(311) Information concerning (1) conversation with the German 

Chargé, who was told that America favored disarmament, 
and would look with disfavor upon anything which resembled 
a move in the opposite direction, as did Germany’s present 
demands; (2) conversation with the French Chargé, who was 
authorized to inform his Government of the conversation with 
the German Chargé. Authorization to explain the U. S. posi- 
tion to the Foreign Minister if he should bring up the subject. 

Sept. 7 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 421 
Conversation with the British Chargé, who preserted an 

aide-mémoire (text printed) concerning Simon’s representa- 
tions to the German Government against Franco-German 
conversations at this time, and asked if the United States 
intended to make any similar representations; Secretary’s 
reply that he intended to investigate, but that in general he 
sympathized with Simon’s attitude. 

Sept. 8 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 424 
Conversation with the German Chargé, who delivered a 

copy of a paper presented to France (text printed) and ex- 
plained the history of the situation; Secretary’s message to 
Germany that the utmost patience and forbearance should be 
exercised and German influence used in seeking to stabilize 
the world. 

Sept. 10 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 429 
(525) Conversation with Herriot in which he explained France’s 

need for security in the face of reports of secret stores of 
German arms and purchases of forbidden categories of 
weapons from Russia and Holland, and stated that France 
would refuse to enter into confidential conversations with 
Germany.
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Sept. 16 | Zo the Ambassador in France (tel.) 431 
(325) Advice that the American attitude toward the German 

demand for arms equality concerns (1) its effect upon the 
course of disarmament, which would be jeopardized by an 
increase in German armaments, and (2) its relation to inter- 
national regard for treaty obligations, which would be affected 
if the basic principle of treaty modification through consulta- 
tion among the interested nations is disregarded. 

Sept. 18 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 432 
Conversation with the British Chargé, who presented a copy 

of a statement (text printed) on questions arising out of the 
notes exchanged between the German and French Govern- 
ments; Secretary’s opinion that the phraseology was too diplo- 
matic to impress German psychology and refute the current | 
opinion that Great Britain is backing German demands. 

Sept. 19 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 437 
. (274) Conversation with Simon, who inquired if the Department 

had commented on the British statement on disarmament; 
Chargé’s reply that any comments would probably be trans- 
mitted to Simon through the British Embassy. 

Sept. 19 | from the Ambassador in France (tel.) 437 
(542) Conversation between French and U. S. officials in which 

French apprehension of German and Italian aggression was 
reemphasized, and the Americans pointed out that other 
nations had similar fears; that armament would never end 
if it was felt necessary to arm against every possible alliance 
or contingency. 

Sept. 20 | Zo the American Delegate to the Bureau of the General Dis- 439 
(205) armament Conference (tel.) 

Instructions not to take the initiative in the matter of the 
German démarche, but, if Simon should inquire, to explain 
that America has a deep interest in general disarmament, but 
is unwilling to take sides in any legal European questions 
preceding or involved in it. 

Sept. 21 | From the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 439 
(190) Report of news story giving President Hoover’s statement 

of the American position on Germany’s claim for equality and 
Von Biilow’s interpretation of it as definitely approving the 
German thesis; request for instructions for reply to German 
Secretary of State’s inquiry whether this was the official 
American attitude. 

Sept. 22 | From the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 441 
(191) Further report of conversation with Von Biilow, who said 

that he was deeply impressed with the President’s appeal to 
Germany to rejoin the Conference, but that Germany would 
be forced to maintain her refusal unless the Conference would 
agree first to discuss and settle Germany’s rights to equality.
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Sept. 22 | 7’o the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 442 
(115) Secretary’s personal conclusion, based on a study of the 

documents, that the German contention is without legal 
foundation; instructions to point out U. S. concern lest 
Germany fail to cooperate in working out and evolving a wide 
measure of general disarmament. 

Sept. 23 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 444 
(383 ) Conversation with Simon, who analyzed the German situa- 

tion and listed four methods of approach, on some of which 
concessions might be made, although he said he suspected 
that Germany was more interested in justifying a renuncia- 
tion of the Versailles military clauses. 

Sept. 24 | From the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 445 
(194) Presentation to Von Biilow of U. S. attitude, with emphasis 

on concern as to the consequences of the action taken by 
Germany. 

Sept. 26 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 446 
(389) Request for the Secretary’s opinion on conceding Germany 

“sample types” of prohibited weapons which may be permitted 
to other powers as a result of the treaty. 

Sept. 26 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 447 
(390) Receipt of information concerning conversations between 

Simon and Von Neurath in which the latter stated that Ger- 
many’s attitude was a waiting one, and Simon brought up the 
question of “sample types”, raising many objections. 

Sept. 28 | From the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 448 
(198) Conversation with Von Papen in which the Chancellor 

stated that he saw no way out of the impasse with regard to 
Germany’s claim for equality of armament and her non- 
attendance at the Disarmament Conference, and the Am- 
bassador explained U. 8S. concern at Germany’s position. 

Sept. 30 | Zo the American Delegate (tel.) 449 
(212) Comments on Simon’s four methods of approach toward 

solving the problem of Germany’s demand, and opinion that 
subject should be approached from the point of view of the 
policy of other, nations in determining what they are willing 
to do in the Disarmament Convention (1) to modify or sup- 
plant part V of the Treaty of Versailles, and (2) to carry 
out their legal and moral obligation to reduce their own 
armaments. 

Oct. 8 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 450 
(393) From Davis: Report of a conversation in which Simon 

suggested a meeting in London under the Consultative Pact 
of July 18, and wondered what would be the best procedure 
to facilitate American attendance; Davis’ suggestion that the 
Secretary of State be consulted.
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Oct. 8 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 452 
(394) From Davis: Information that Simon is sending instruc- 

tions to Vansittart to propose the London conversations as 
within the framework of the Disarmament Conference and 
as a continuance of the informal conversations previously 
carried on. 

Oct. 8 | From the British Chargé 452 
Message from Simon indicating that invitations to the 

London meeting have been sent out, and suggesting that 
Norman Davis be authorized to attend for the United States. 

Oct. 3 | To the American Delegate (tel.) 453 
(218) For Davis: Information that Simon’s invitation has been 

received, but the answer is being postponed until the Secre- 
tary can be assured that the plan will be acceptable to France 
and Germany and that all the participants are convinced that 
the conversations offer the best means of persuading Germany 
to continue her cooperation in disarmament; suggestion that 
the conversations be held within reach of Geneva. 

Oct. 4] From the American Delegate (tel.) 454 
(399) From Davis: Information that Simon and Herriot are 

meeting in Paris regarding the London conversations; initial 
French reaction seems unfavorable to meeting in London, 
although conversations in Geneva within the scope of the dis- 
armament discussions would apparently be acceptable. 

Oct. 5 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 455 
(283) Foreign Office statement (text printed) announcing pos- 

sibility of the meeting in London. 

Oct. 6] From the Chargé in France (tel.) 456 
(582) From Davis: Receipt of information that Herriot was re- 

luctant to refuse to attend the London meeting but thought 
the chances of failure were great. 

Oct. 6 | From the Chargé in France (tel.) 457 
(583) From Davis: Further information that Herriot has ex- 

pressed willingness to enter the proposed discussions but 
believes they should take place in Geneva. 

Oct. 7 | From the Chargé in France (tel.) 457 
(585) Report of conversation between Davis and Herriot in which 

the latter elaborated on his attitude toward the proposed 
London conversations, and stated that at present he was 
studying a disarmament project forwarded to him by Paul- 
Boncour. 

Oct. 8 | From the Chargé in Germany (tel.) 460 
(203) Summary of the German acceptance of the British invita- 

tion, and information that Germany preferred London as a 
meeting place but would not necessarily object to Geneva.
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Oct. 10 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 461 
(288) From Norman Davis: Account of long discussions with 

Simon regarding disarmament, in which Simon emphasized 
importance of U. S. participation in the proposed London 
meeting. 

Oct. 14 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 462 
(296) From Norman Davis: Information that Herriot had 

reached an agreement with the British for conversations at 
Geneva, that Italy had accepted, but that Germany had re- 
fused to consider Geneva as a meeting place; that Von 
Neurath had suggested The Hague as a compromise or, as a 
last resort, Lausanne. 

Oct. 15 | From the Chargé in Germany (tel.) 464 
(207) Conversation with Dieckhoff, of the Foreign Office, who 

explained Germany’s change of position on the location of 
the disarmament discussions. 

| Oct. 17 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) . 465 
(297) From Norman Davis: Conviction that U. S. active col- 

laboration is essential to the success of the Disarmament 
Conference and that the fate of the Conference will depend 
on the forthcoming conversations among the leading powers. 

Oct. 20 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 467 
(278) For Norman Davis: Opinion that the preservation of the 

world’s peace machinery is of more immediate concern than 
a limited agreement on disarmament; authorization for 
Davis’ participation in preliminary discussions. 

Oct. 21 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 468 
(306) From Norman Davis: Appreciation of guidance contained 

in the Secretary’s telegram No. 273. 

Oct. 22 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 469 
Conversation with the Italian Ambassador, who outlined 

Mussolini’s disarmament plan, which included recognition of 
Germany’s right to juridical equality. 

Oct. 29 | From the Chargé in Czechoslovakia 470 
(849) Conversation with the Foreign Minister, whose impressions 

on recent developments in matters relating to disarmament 
. were distinctly pessimistic. 

Nov. 1] From the American Delegate (tel.) 472 
(427) From Davis: Conversation with Secretary General of the 

League, who is convinced that Germany sincerely desires to 
reach an early agreement with France. Information that the 
new French plan (text on page 380) has been favorably 
received in Berlin.
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Nov. 22 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 473 
(467) From Davis: Conversation with Von Neurath during 

which he outlined Germany’s meaning of “equality of rights,” 
and Davis emphasized U. S. interest in general armament 
reduction and the fact that Germany and France have more 
to gain from the success of the Disarmament Conference and 
more to lose from its failure than any other country, to which 
Von Neurath agreed. 

Nov. 25 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 475 
(469) From Davis: Information that 5-power conversations are 

expected to begin December 2 if Von Neurath, after consulta- 
tion with Hindenburg, agrees; that Davis is leaving for Paris 
to secure French agreement for an early preliminary con- 
vention. 

Nov. 28 | rom the Chargé in France 476 
(3117) Transmittal of a memorandum (text printed) of a conver- 

sation between Davis and Herriot on various aspects of the 
disarmament problem. 

Nov. 29 | From the Chargé in France | 481 
(3122) Transmittal of a memorandum (text printed) of a con- 

versation between Davis and Herriot covering certain aspects 
of the French plan, and the program to be followed in the 
5-power conversations at Geneva; Davis’ outline of the idea 
of a preliminary convention, which Herriot said he found 
immensely interesting and would discuss with Paul-Boncour. 

Nov. 29 | From the Chargé in France (tel.) e 486 
(679) From Norman Davis: Information. that MacDonald and 

Simon are expected at Geneva, where the Prime Minister 
would like to discuss the situation in regard to the proposed 
world economie conference. : 

Nov. 80 | From the Chargé in France (tel.) 487 
(683) From Norman Davis: Information that Herriot and Paul- 

Boncour both stated they were convinced of the wisdom of 
formulating a preliminary convention, and that Simon’s 
preliminary reaction was favorable. 

Dec. 1 | From the Chargé in France (tel.) 488 
(685) From Norman Davis: Conversation with the British Am- 

bassador, who recounted a conversation in which Herriot 
expressed apprehension that Germany would seek U. S. sup- 
port in getting France to accede to her demands; Davis’ 
reiteration of U. 8S. desire merely for the greatest measure 
of disarmament immediately possible.
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Undated | Jiemorandum of the Five-Power Conversations at Geneva 489 

Regarding Disarmament and the Return of Germany to 
the Disarmament Conference, December 2-12, 1932 

Record of preliminary conversations between the British, 
French, and Americans on draft preliminary convention, 
December 2-4; and of the formal conversations, December 
5-12, 

Annexes A-M (texts printed), including drafts of pre- 
liminary convention and of five-power declaration, memo- 
randa circulated by the German representative, and final 
text of the Five-Power Declaration signed December 11. 

IV. CONVERSATIONS ON NAVAL QUESTIONS 

1932 
Sept. 9 | Z'o the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 528 
(237) For Sir John Simon from Norman Davis: Information that 

Davis will be prepared to discuss naval questions (as sug- 
gested earlier by Simon and MacDonald) with a view to 
resolving Anglo-American differences, if Simon still thinks 
such discussion would be desirable. 

Sept. 10 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 529 
(260) For Norman Davis: Information that Simon would be 

happy to discuss naval matters with Davis. 

Oct. 8 | From the American Delegate to the Bureau of the General . 529 
(397) Disarmament Conference (tel.) 

From Davis: *Information that Simon has invited Davis 
to London for naval conversations. 

Oct. 11 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 529 
(292) From Davis: Discussion of naval matters with the First 

Lord of the Admiralty, including questions of the need for 
reconciling U. S. and British proposals, of taking up technical . 
matters, and of talking with the Japanese. 

Oct. 19 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 531 
(801) From Davis: Information that Hepburn and Dulles, of the 

American delegation, have been holding informal conversa- 
tions with the Admiralty and Foreign Office on technical 
questions, and that a memorandum was prepared (text 
printed) upon which agreement might be reached. Comment 
by Hepburn and Dulles on various points of the memorandum. 

Oct. 19 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 5384 
(802) From Davis: Request for Department’s opinion on the 

importance of pressing the British to go further than the 
memorandum, and also as to whether the memorandum pre- 
sents a possible basis for collaboration between the two 
Governments.
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Oct. 20 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 535 
(305) From Davis: Information that U. S. representatives have 

stressed the need for further naval reduction and the in- 
. | adequacy of British programs in this respect. 

Oct. 25 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 536 
(308) — From Davis: Conversation with MacDonald and other 

officials in which Davis emphasized the necessity of examin- 
ing the possibility of further naval reductions along the lines 
of the Hoover proposal. Later conversations in which ques- 
tions regarding the scrapping of battleships and the abolition 
of submarines were discussed. 

Oct. 26 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 539 
(309) From Davis: Request for instructions as to the possibility 

of making further progress with the negotiations before leav- . 
ing London, and for advice on several suggestions for further 
action. 

Oct. 26 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) | 840 
(277) For Norman Davis: Information that due to unavoidable 

circumstances the guidance requested in cable No. 309 can- 
not be given at the present time; that the situation should be 
explained to MacDonald and Simon, and that Davis will be 
authorized to communicate with them later. 

Oct. 27 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 541 
(311) From Davis: Information that the Prime Minister and 

others have been informed that a more detailed study of the | 
naval questions is necessary than is possible before Davis’ 
departure; suggestion that conversations might be continued 
at Geneva on the basis of instructions from the Department. 

Oct. 28 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 542 
(314) From Davis: Information that the Japanese have formu- 

lated a naval plan which, according to Matsudaira, is a com- 
promise between the American and British plans. 

Oct. 28 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 542 
(315) From Davis: Transmittal of certain information gleaned 

by Hepburn in his talks with the Admiralty which he believes 
may prove useful in interpreting British attitude on technical 
points that may arise later. 

Nov. 1 | From the Ambassador in Japan 548 
(175) Information that Japan is expecting a 5-power conference 

. to develop from the naval discussions in London and has in- 
structed Matsudaira accordingly. Comment that Japan’s 
purpose might be to wreck the conference by rejecting the 
Hoover proposal, opposing the Baldwin plan on most points, 
and introducing a counterproposal which will be entirely 
unacceptable to the United States and Great Britain, result- 
ing in an impasse.
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1932 
Nov. 8 | From the American Delegate (tel.) . 545 
(481) From Davis: Information that both Italy and France 

would welcome U. S. cooperation in effecting a naval agree- 
ment between the two countries ; request for advice on accept- 
ing Mussolini’s invitation to Rome. 

Nov. 4 | To the American Delegate (tel.) 546 
(281) For Davis: Criticism of the memorandum transmitted in 

telegram No. 3801 of October 19; instructions to regard the 
completion of the London Naval Treaty (by bringing in 
France and Italy) as an immediate and concrete objective; 
reply to the questions outlined in telegram No. 809 of 
October 26. 

Nov. 8 | From the Chargé in Italy (tel.) 548 
(101) From Davis: Comments on the Secretary’s criticism of the 

London memorandum and on his views on the general picture 
of the naval and diplomatic problems; disagreement on the 
relative importance of completing the London Naval Treaty. 

Nov. 8 | From Mr. Norman H. Davis of the American Delegation 550 
Transmittal of two memoranda (texts printed) covering 

conversations with Mussolini and Italian officials concerning 
the disarmament conversations and the prospects for France 
and Italy to reach an agreement on naval questions, including 
a general outline by the Italian representatives as to how the 
problem might be approached. 

Nov. 9 | From the Chargé in Italy (tel.) 556 
(104) From Davis: Further comment on the Secretary’s views 

on naval problems. 

Nov. 12 | Zo the American Delegate (tel.) 558 
(244) For Davis: Opinion that efforts to conclude a long-term |. 

naval treaty might be unsuccessful now, but that completion | . 
of the London Treaty would facilitate subsequent negotiations 
and ensure the stabilization of the relative positions of all 
five powers before the convening of the 1935 conference. 

Nov. 15 | From the American Delegate (tel.) .- 559 
(457) From Norman Davis: Information that Davis has told the 

British that, pending further progress toward bringing France 
and Italy into the London Treaty, the U. S. representatives 
prefer to postpone further conversations regarding joint U. S. 
and British naval problems. _ 

Undated | Memorandum Respecting Naval Conversations, October 7 to 560 
. December 14, 1932 

Relation of the London conversations to the subsequent 
negotiations respecting a Franco-Italian aceord. Record of 
the Geneva conversations looking toward completion of the 
London Treaty: Proposal formulated by Italian naval ex- 
perts; principles acceptable to the French experts; British 
position with respect to the French and Italian proposals; 
memorandum prepared by the British and Americans and 
presented to the French and Italians outlining basis for 
Franco-Italian settlement; analysis of the memorandum and 

. of its probable reception.
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1982 | 
Aug. 8 | Address Delivered by the Secretary of State Before the 575 

Council on Foreign Relations at New York on August 8, 
1932 

Appreciation of the Kellogg—Briand Pact, which has illegal- 
ized war, relies upon the sanction of public opinion to make 
it effective, represents a new world viewpoint as illustrated 
by the action of the United States and the Assembly of the 
League of Nations in refusing to recognize Japan’s subjuga- 
tion of Manchuria, and to which discussion and consultation 
are necessary and implied adjuncts. 

E¥FORTS OF INTERESTED GOVERNMENTS To ACHIEVE A READJUSTMENT OF WAR DEBT 
PAYMENTS TO THE UNITED STATES 

I. NEGOTIATION OF AGREEMENTS LEGALIZING THE HOOVER MORATORIUM 

1932 
Feb. 26 | To the Ambassador in France (circ. tel.) | 584 

Instructions to inform the Government to which accredited 
{ that the Secretary of the Treasury is now prepared to proceed 

with negotiations toward postponing the payments due dur- 
ing the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1931, and requests that 
a representative duly authorized to confer with him at Wash- 
ington be designated. 

(To be repeated to diplomatic missions in Austria, Bel- 
gium, Czechoslovakia, Estonia, Finland, Germany, Great 
Britain, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, 
Rumania, and Yugoslavia. ) 

Austria 

1982 
May 9 | Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State 585 

Information that the Austrian Minister was given a copy 
of the moratorium agreement and that authorization to sign 
would be requested from his Government. 

May 23 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 585 
Conversation with the Austrian Minister, who indicated 

that he would report to the Treasury as soon as instructions 
from his Government had been received. 

June 29 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 586 
(187). Information that the Treasury is prepared to sign an agree- 

ment with Austria similar, mutatis mutandis, to the U. S.- 
British agreement of June 4, 1982; request for comment or 
suggestions from Leith-Ross or his assistant.
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19382 
July 1 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain 586 
(188) Transmittal of comment (text printed) by Pinsent, British 

‘Treasury Assistant, on the debt postponement agreement 
between the United States and Austria. 

Sept. 19 | To the Minister in Austria 588 
(189) Transmittal of a copy of the U. S.-Austrian agreement 

signed September 14. 

Belgium 

19382 
Mar. 24 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State of a Conversa- 588 

tion With the Belgian Ambassador 
Belgian Ambassador’s fear that the intransigent attitude 

of Congress might result in its maintaining its position what- 
. ever the situation might be; Under Secretary’s reply that a 

nation literally unable to pay its debt would be treated in 
the usual broadminded, friendly American manner. 

Apr. 21 | To the Chargé in Belgium (tel.) 589 
(14) Instructions to inquire into and report on the status of the 

draft moratorium agreement which was handed to the Bel- 
gian Ambassador some time ago. 

Apr. 22 | From the Chargé in Belgium (tel.) 589 
(34) Information that the Treasury draft agreement is now 

under consideration by government officials. 

May 12 | To the Chargé in Belgium (tel.) 590 
(18) Instructions to inform the Belgian Government that failure 

to put its acceptance of the President’s proposal in legal 
form would have serious consequences. 

- May 14 | From the Chargé in Belgium (tel.) 590 
(38) Conversation with the Belgian Under Secretary of State, 

who stated that negotiation on the moratorium agreement 
had been placed in the hands of the British Government; 
that when Great Britain signs the agreement, or gives definite 
assurance of signing, Belgium will follow. 

May 18 | From the Chargé in Belgium (tel.) 591 
(40) Information from the Belgian Under Secretary of State 

that the Cabinet crisis would delay action on the moratorium 
agreement. 

May 28 | To the Chargé in Belgium (tel.) 592 
(20) For the Ambassador: Instructions to advise the Belgian 

Government of the intention of the British and Italian Gov- 
ernments to sign immediately; also of the increasing danger 
in the United States of misunderstanding and recriminations 
against those nations who accepted the debt postponement 
but have failed to put it into legal effect.
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1982 
May 24 | From the Chargé in Belgium (tel.) 592 

(42) Information from the Under Secretary for Foreign Affairs 
that a new Cabinet is being organized and the debt postpone- 
ment agreement will be the first question to come before it. 

May 26 | From the Chargé in Belgium (tel.) 3 593 
(48) Information from the Foreign Office that full powers are 

being forwarded to the Belgian Ambassador to sign the 
agreement. 

June 27 | To the Chargé in Belgium 593 
(610) Transmittal of a copy of the U. S.-Belgian agreement 

signed June 10. 

Czechoslovakia 

1932 
Apr. 23 | To the Minister in Czechoslovakia (tel.) 593 

(15) Instructions to inquire into and report on the status of the 
draft moratorium agreement which was handed to the 
Czechoslovak Minister some time ago. 

Apr. 25 | From the Minister in Czechoslovakia (tel.) 504 
(15) Czechoslovak Government’s designation of the Minister at 

Washington as its representative in negotiating the mora- 
torilum agreement. , 

May 24 | To the Minister in Czechoslovakia (tel.) . 504 
(19) Advice that the Czechoslovak Legation is still without 

authority to complete the moratorium agreement; instruc- 
tions to inform the Czechoslovak Government that failure to 
sign will be regarded by the American people as a repudiation 
of the agreement. 

May 28 | From the Chargé in Czechoslovakia (tel.) . 505 
(21) Information from the Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs 

that the Government is disposed in principle to sign, but 
for reasons of internal politics prefers to wait until other 
powers have agreed. 

June 27 | To the Chargé in Czechoslovakia  - 595 
(165) Transmittal of a copy of the U. S.-Czechoslovak agreement 

signed June 10. 

Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania 

1982 7 
May 16 | To the Chargé in Estonia (tel.) 595 

(1) Instructions to inquire into the status of the draft mora- 
torium agreement which was handed to the Estonian Vice 
Consul in April, and to urge that action be expedited so that 
the agreement may be signed by May 25.
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1932 
May 20} From the Minister in Latvia 596 
(361) Information that the Lithuanian Government has made no 

budgetary provision for payment of interest upon expiration 
of the moratorium inasmuch as it was hoped that an agree- 
ment might be reached for postponement of the December 15 
interest payment. 

May 24 | From the Chargé in Estonia (tel.) 598 
(1) Memorandum received from the Estonian Government (text 

printed) stating that the moratorium agreement signature 
would be delayed while the Government is investigating its 

. ability to pay. 

May 26 | To the Chargé in Estonia (tel.) 598 
(2) Instructions to reply to the Estonian memorandum that the 

agreement does not represent a new obligation but the method 
of paying an old one; that a refusal to put the terms of the 
postponement into legal form will be regarded as repudiation 
of the agreement. 

May 28 | From the Chargé in Estonia (tel.) 599 
(2) Hstonian counterproposal that the debt be distributed over 

a period of 52 years at 3% percent interest rate to correspond 
with the terms of the original debt-funding agreement. 

May 81 | To the Chargé in Estonia (tel.) . 599 
(3) Instructions to reply to the Estonian counterproposal that 

there can be no deviation from the terms of the Joint Resolu- 
tion of Congress of December 23, 1931. 

June 2 | From the Minister in Latvia 600 
(409) Information that the moratorium agreement will probably 

be signed by Estonia and Latvia; observation that the signing 
of the agreement by the British Government removed the 
last vestiges of opposition. 

June 8 | From the Minister in Latvia 601 
(423) Letter from the Chargé in Estonia (text printed) contain- 

ing information that the Estonian budget for the current 
fiscal year does not provide for the making of normal pay- 
ment on December 15; also that the Foreign Minister hopes 
the United States will agree to the reduction, if not the com- 

. plete cancellation, of Estonia’s debt. 

June 6 | From the Chargé in Estonia (tel.) 604 
(4) Receipt of Foreign Office note verbale agreeing to sign the 

postponement agreement, preferably at Tallinn, and suggest- 
ing an exchange of notes assuring for Estonia the benefit of 

' | any preferential treatment which the United States might 
give to any other country; request for instructions. 

June 7 | From the Secretary of the Treasury to the Acting Consul 604 
General of Estonia at New York, in Charge of Legation 

Notice of amount due on debt payable June 15, 1932, since 
Estonia has not entered into the agreement authorized by the 
Joint Resolution of Congress.
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1932 
June 7% | To the Chargé in Estonia (tel.) 605 

(4) U. S. desire that the signing take place at Washington, and 
instructions to request that full powers be sent to the Estonian 
Vice Consul at New York: instructions to inform the Foreign 
Minister that there can be no deviation from the terms of the 
Joint Resolution. 

June 14 | Z'o the Chargé in Lithuania 605 
(7) Transmittal of a copy of the U. S8.-Lithuanian agreement 

signed June 9. 

June 28 | To the Chargé in Estonia 606 
(8) Transmittal of a copy of the U. S.-Hstonian agreement 

signed June 11. 

June 28 | Zo the Chargé in Latvia 606 
(72) Transmittal of a copy of the U. S.-Latvian agreement 

signed June 11. 

Finland 

1932 
May 4] From the Finnish Minister 606 

Request that the following information be forwarded to the 
| Secretary of the Treasury: No Government of any foreign 
country is indebted to the Government of Finland in respect 
of war, relief, or reparation debts. 

May 9 | To the Finnish Minister 607 
Acknowledgment of Finnish Minister’s note of May 4, a 

copy of which has been transmitted to the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

May 31 | To the Minister in Finland 607 
(90) Transmittal of a copy of the U. S.-Finnish agreement signed 

May 23. 

France 

1932 
Mar. 26 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 607 
(119) Information that the Treasury draft of the moratorium 

agreement has been handed to the French Ambassador; in- 
structions to inquire informally whether prompt action can | - 
be expected. 

Apr. 19 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 608 
(239) Information that the French Government will take action 

on the draft agreement as soon as the German Government 
bas replied to their note inquiring whether interest at the 
rate of 4 percent will be paid on the deferred reparations 
obligation. 

644212—48—-6 ° .
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1932 
May 11 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 608 
(311) Conversation with French Minister of Finance, who stated 

, that France was ready to sign the agreement as soon as 
advice was received that the 4 percent interest arrangement 
was acceptable to Germany. 

May 23 | Jo the Ambassador in France (tel.) 609 
(202) Instructions to advise the French authorities of Italian and 

British plans to sign; and of the danger of misunderstanding 
and recriminations in the United States against those nations 
who accepted the Hoover agreement but have failed to put 
it into legal effect. 

May 24 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 609 
(329) Information that Germany has accepted the 4 percent in- 

terest rate and that France is now prepared to sign the post- 
ponement agreement but desires first to know the method of 
calculation adopted for repayment. 

May 26 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 610 
(333) Conversation with Minister of Finance, who indicated Min- 

istry’s willingness now to sign the agreement, but its opinion 
that paragraph 3 is unnecessary; Ambassador’s explanation 
that the clause is customary and that failure to approve it 
might be misconstrued in the United States. 

May 27 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 611 
(205) Information that paragraph 3 is included in all Hoover debt 

postponement agreements; that no new obligation is created; 
that war debt payments have been calculated on the London 
Conference actuarial method of computing annuities. 

May 28 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 611 
(209) Instructions to see Tardieu, the Foreign Minister, and urge 

him to facilitate his successor’s understanding of the matter, 
looking toward early conclusion of negotiations. 

May 28 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 612 
(339) Conversation with Tardieu, who promised to see his suc- 

cessor as soon as the new Cabinet was formed and urge the 
conclusion of the agreement. 

June 7 | To the Chargé in France (tel.) 613 
(218) Information that British and Italian representatives have 

signed the moratorium agreement, and that the French pay- 
ment due June 15 must be requested unless France signs at 

. once. 

June 8 | From the Chargé in France (tel.) 614 
(365) Expectation that authorization to sign the agreement will 

be telegraphed to the French Ambassador before June 11. 

June 27 | To the Chargé in France 614 
(1180) Transmittal of a copy of the U. S.-French agreement signed 

June 10.
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1982 
Mar. 19.| From the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 614 

(60) Aide-mémoire from the German Foreign Office (text printed) 
requesting the postponement of the interest due the end of | 22 ~ 
March, because of budgetary difficulties and because other | **"_ 
countries would consider such a payment a breach of the | @.*. 
Hoover moratorium. Re 

Mar. 28 | To the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 615 
(31) Instructions to inform the German Chancellor that German 

obligations to the United States are of two kinds: army of 
occupation payments which are postponed under the Presi- 
dent’s proposal, and the Mixed Claims Awards which cannot 
be suspended under that agreement; and to formally ask the 
German Government to take the necessary steps to sign the 
agreement and to pay the March 31 interest installment on 
the mixed claims in accordance with its formal undertaking 
of June 23, 19380. 

Mar. 24 | From the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 618 
(62) From Wiley: Presentation of memorandum in accordance 

with the Secretary’s telegram of March 23. 

Mar. 80 | From the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 618 
(66) Information that Germany will pay the interest installment 

on the mixed claims, but attaches great importance to pro- . 
tracting negotiations dealing with army costs until after the 
general reparations conference. 

Apr. 5 | To the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 619 
(36) German Ambassador’s assertion that his Government is 

prepared to discuss the agreement with the Treasury Depart- 
ment immediately and to sign promptly; that his Government 
indicated a reservation would be made analogous to that made 
regarding the report of the London Conference. 

May 11 | To the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 619 
(50) Instructions to inquire about Germany’s attitude toward 

changing the interest rate in the postponement agreement 
with France and Italy from 3 to 4 percent, as the signing of 
the agreements with the United States is being delayed pend- 
ing notification of Germany’s compliance. 

May 12 | From the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 620 
(95) Opinion that the postponement agreement will be submitted 

to the Cabinet after the adjournment of the Reichstag, and 
that a favorable solution can be expected. 

. 

May 12 | To the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 620 
(52) Request to clarify the meaning of the phrase “favorable 

solution” in telegram No. 95 of May 12, - 

May 18 | From the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 621 
(98) German aide-mémoire (text printed) indicating willingness 

in principle, as soon as the agreements between the United 
States and Germany have been concluded, to increase the 
interest rate for France and Italy.
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1932 
May 26 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 622 

Receipt of note (text printed infra) constituting reserva- 
tion Germany makes in signing the agreement with the 
Treasury. 

May 26 | From the German Ambassador 623 
(St. D.- German Government’s declaration that, in signing the agree- 
A.11) | ment with the Treasury, it expresses no opinion as to whether 

or not the obligations named therein, or similar obligations 
adjusted elsewhere, can actually be fulfilled. 

Great Britain 

1932 
Mar. 26 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 623 

(98) Information that the Treasury draft of the moratorium 
agreement has been handed to the British Ambassador; in- 
structions to inquire whether prompt action can be expected. 

Mar. 29 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 623 
(122) Advice that the British have delayed designating a repre- 

sentative because of the postponement of the Lausanne Con- 
. ference; that negotiations would be easier if delayed until 

after the Conference. 

Apr. 80 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 624 
(183) From Ogden Mills (Secretary of the Treasury): Opinion 

that failure of debtor countries to sign the Hoover agreement 
by May 20 will be regarded by the American people as repu- 
diation of the agreement; that every effort should be made 
to make the British Government realize the importance of 
prompt legalization of the agreement. 

May 8] From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.). 624 
(161) British note (text printed) advising that British Ambas- 

sador in Washington will be designated to confer with U. S. 
Government. 

May 141 From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) . 625 
(172) For Secretary Mills: Transmittal of Foreign Office in- 

quiry as to the significance of May 20 date mentioned in tele- 
gram 183 of April 30. 

May 16} To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 625 
(144) From Secretary Mills: Information that May 20 represents 

the date on which n8tice of payment due should be sent; 
understanding that other countries have left the matter in 
British hands as negotiator and spokesman; importance of 
prompt action. 

June 10 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain 625 
(74) Transmittal of a copy of the U. S.-British agreement signed 

June 4.
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1932 
Mar. 15 | From the Chargé in Greece (tel.) 626 

(12) Information that the Greek Minister in Washington has 
been authorized to-conduct negotiations regarding the mora- 
torium agreement. 

May 12 | From the Greek Minister 626 
Greek reservation to the effect that if more favorable terms : 

should be granted to other governments after Greece has 
signed the agreement, these should be extended also to the 
Greek Government. 

May 18 | From the Secretary of the Treasury to the Greek Minister’. 626 
Explanation that there can be no deviation from the terms 

of the Joint Resolution of Congress approved December 23, 
1931. 

May 31 | Zo the Chargé in Greece 627 
(893) Transmittal of a copy of the U. 8.-Greek agreement signed 

May 24. 

Hungary 

1932 
May 17 | From the Hungarian Minister 627 

(243 / Receipt of authorization to sign the moratorium agreement 
Res) with the reservation that if more favorable terms are granted 

to another debtor nation the same terms will be extended to 
Hungary. 

June 8 | To the Hungarian Minister 628 
Explanation that there can be no deviation from the terms 

of the Joint Resolution of Congress dated December 23, 1981. 

June 6] Zo the Minister in Hungary 629 
(98) Transmittal of a copy of the U. S.-Hungarian agreement 

signed May 27. : 

Italy 

19382 
Mar. 26 | Zo the Ambassador in Italy (tel.) 629 

(25) Information that the Treasury draft of the moratorium 
agreement has been handed to the Italian Ambassador; in- 
structions to inquire whether prompt action can be expected. 

Mar. 31 | From the Ambassador in Italy (tel.) — 629 
(29) Advice that the Italian Government is consulting with other 

governments and that action may be expected shortly. 

June 14 | To the Ambassador in Italy 630 
(652) Transmittal of a copy of the U. S.-Italian agreement signed 

June 3.
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1932 . 

Apr. 23 | To the Ambassador in Poland (tel.) 630 
(16) | Instructions to discuss the status of the Treasury draft 

moratorium agreement which was handed to the Polish Am- 
bassador some time ago, and upon which the Treasury re- 
quires prompt action. 

Apr. 26 | From the Chargé in Poland 630 
(1481) Information that action on the draft agreement will be 

delayed until the return from Paris of Finance Ministry 
officials; that unless the Hoover Moratorium is extended or a 
foreign loan can be obtained to offset temporarily Poland’s 
serious fiscal situation, Poland may not be able to continue 
debt payments. 

May 10] From the Chargé in Poland 632 
(1508) Information that Vice Minister of Finance has resumed his 

duties and has stated that certain points in the suggested 
agreement require close study; indication that prospect of 
action before the Lausanne Conference is slight, but that 
signature by any other Huropean power might have a’ favor- 
able effect on Poland. 

May 23 | To the Ambassador in Poland (tel.) 633 
(21) Instructions to advise Polish authorities of British and 

Italian preparations to sign immediately ; and of the danger 
of American misunderstanding and recriminations against 
those nations who accepted the Hoover proposal but have not 
expressed a willingness to sign the agreements. 

May 241] From the Ambassador in Poland (tel.) 633 
(28) Information that the Polish Ambassador has been given full 

powers to negotiate and sign the agreement if such action is 
consonant with the attitude of other signatories of the London 
protocol. 

June 28 | To the Chargé in Poland 633 
(333) Transmittal of a copy of the U. S.-Polish agreement signed 

June 10. 

Rumania 

1982 
June 28 | To the Minister in Rumania 634 
(248) Transmittal of a copy of the U. S.-Rumanian agreement 

signed June 11.
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1982 
Mar. 18 | From the Minister in Yugoslavia 634 
(1286) Yugoslavia’s designation of a representative to confer with 

the Secretary of the Treasury, although reiterating its posi- 
tion in rejecting the original debt recess plan, and declaring 
its unwillingness to assume any obligations which would re- 
sult from acceptance of the plan. 

May 31 | From the Yugoslav Legation 635 
Yugoslav Government’s refusal to accept the moratorium 

agreement, and protest against the putting into effect of the 
agreement for Yugoslavia without its consent. 

Il. THE LAUSANNE CONFERENCE, JUNE 16-sULY 9, 1932 

1931 : 
Dec. 29 | To the French Ambassador 636 

U. S. reasons for not participating in the conference on 
1982 reparations to be held January 18, 1982. 

Jan. 5 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 637 
(4) Information that the Reparations Conference will be held 

at Lausanne January 18 or 20; advice given to Baldwin, the 
Consul at Lausanne, to take no initiative to obtain informa- 
tion regarding the conference. 

Jan. 7% | From the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) . 638 
(5) Information that a proposal was made by the French Am- 

bassador to arrange a 6-month extension of the Hoover 
Moratorium on the convening of the Lausanne Conference 
and adjourn until after the French elections. 

Jan. 8 | To the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 640 
(5) Approval of Wilson’s advice to Baldwin, and instructions 

to inform him that he is not to allow anyone at the Lausanne 
Conference to put him in the position of being a medium of 
communication between the Conference and this Government. 

Jan. 11 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 640 
Conversation with the German Ambassador, who explained 

Chancellor Bruening’s statement to the effect that complete 
elimination of reparations would be to the best interest of 
everybody; Secretary’s reply that no solution could be 
achieved by Germany’s escaping all future reparations pay- 
ments. 

* Jan. 12 | From the Ambassador in Germany ( 648 
(1397) Information that the domestic-political situation and Ger- 

man policy toward reparations have been developing along 
parallel lines; that German expectations seem to be that the 
Conference will serve as the stage for a German move for 
entire cancellation of reparations.
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1932 
Jan. 16 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 647 

(41) Foreign Minister’s desire to suggest to Parliament an ex- 
tension of the Hoover Moratorium if acceptable to the United 
States; Ambassador’s reiteration of U. S. position that until 
the countries interested in German reparations have reached 
an arrangement, the United States can do nothing. 

Jan. 18 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 649 
(28) Authorization to say to the Foreign Minister that the policy 

of the U. S. Government is that debts due to the United 
States remain individual questions between the United States 
and the debtors separately and are not to be dealt with 
otherwise. 

Jan. 18 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 650 
(42) Foreign Minister’s intention to present to Parliament a 

proposal for the moratorium extension if such prolongation 
| has the approval of the United States. 

Jan. 20 | From the Ambassador in Italy (tel.) 651 
(13) Foreign Minister’s opinion that the Lausanne Conference 

had better be postponed unless some preliminary understand- 
ing is reached; his noneoneurrence with the French thesis 
that America should agree to cancel war debts before German 
reparations are cancelled. Request for Department’s views. 

Jan. 20 | From the Ambassador in Italy (tel.) 652 
(14) Information that the Foreign Minister sent instructions to 

Berlin in accordance with a British suggestion that the Italian 
‘| Government represent to Germany the danger of failure of 

the Lausanne Conference and suggest a preliminary agree- 
ment to extend the Hoover Moratorium. 

Jan. 20 | From the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 653 
(15) Information from Foreign Office official that the British 

Ambassador formally urged Chancellor Bruening to agree to 
a 1-year continuation of the moratorium under existing con- 
ditions, and that the German Government had declined on the 
ground that it was politically and economically: impossible; 
German intimation that if the Conference were delayed until 
May conditions might by then have altered sufficiently to 
permit a compromise. 

Jan. 21 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 654. 
Conversation with the French Ambassador, who expressed 

opinion that the Hoover Moratorium had killed the Young 
Plan and that Germany would not now pay, and asked if the 
Secretary had heard of the proposal of German railway bonds > 
as a form of settlement; Secretary’s opinion that some form 
of commercialization would be the best solution. 

Jan. 23 | From the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) | 655 
(18) Information that work of the Standstill Committee has been 

completed and its proposed report contains a résumé of the 
German economic situation, gives the substance of the new 
Standstill Agreement, and formally recognizes that German 
payments to other countries are intimately connected with 
interallied debts.
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1932 
Jan. 23 | To the Ambassador in Italy (tel.) 656 

(8) Reply to the Ambassador’s telegram No. 13 of January 20 
informing him that the Department’s views are contained in 
the aide-mémoire of December 29 and telegram No. 28 of 

January 18. 

Jan. 25 | From the Ambassador in France 656 
(2214) Chronological résumé of events since the aide-mémoire of | 

December 29. Impression that France is unwilling to con- 
template the possibility of reparations cancellation, but that 
Great Britain appears willing to cancel them, leaving debt 
negotiations with the United States for future consideration. 

Jan. 25 | From the Ambassador in Germany 662 
(1486) Information that (1) all political factions are convinced 

that Germany will not be able to resume reparations payments 
after the expiration of the Hoover Moratorium, and deny the 
French contention that Germany would then be in a more 
favorable position than other countries; (2) the Nazi and 
Nationalist groups may use the failure to obtain cancellation 
of reparations payments as proof that only a government 
dominated by Hitler and Hugenberg can hope to achieve 
foreign political results. 

Jan. 27 | From the Ambassador in Germany 665 
(1438) Transmittal of copies of the German Credit Agreement of 

1932 and the signed report of the Foreign Creditors’ Stand- 
still Committee; résumé of German press comment. 

Feb. 8 | From the Ambassador in Germany (tel.) 666 
(26) For the Secretary and the President: Opinion that the 

reparations question has become a stalemate; that France 
believes delays are working in her interest since America’s 
economic problems are so dependent on stability in Central 
Europe. Ambassador’s suggestion that an authoritative 
statement be made to the effect that American finance is 
immune to danger resulting from European failure to act. 

Feb. 10 | Memorandum by the Counselor of Embassy in Germany, Tem- 669 
porarily on Duty in the Department 

Endorsement of Ambassador’s suggestion in his telegram 
No. 26 of February 8 that an unequivocal statement be made 
on America’s strong financial position. 

Feb. 18 | From the Chargé in France (tel.) 670 
(97) Communiqué from the French Government (text printed) 

embodying an agreement among the interested governments 
that the purpose of the Lausanne Conference should be to 
settle the reparations question and remedy other economic 
and financial questions. Information that the “other finan- 
cial and economic question” with which the French Govern- 
ment is chiefly concerned is customs duties. 

Feb. 17 | To the Chargé in France (tel.) 671 
(65) Inquiry as to what the French have in mind on the question 

of customs duties.
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Feb. 19 | From the Chargé in France (tel.) 672 

(116) Information that the communiqué of February 13 was not 
based on a precise understanding of the exact extent to which 
the matters under reference would be dealt with by the Con- 
ference; that the French favor a simultaneous examination 
of and agreement on Huropean tariffs, but that the British 
prefer individual negotiations. 

June 1 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 673 
(163) Information that the Secretary sent for the British Ambas- 

sador and discussed with him (citing a statement by the 
French Finance Minister) the British Treasury’s evident mis- 
representation to France of American views on cancellation 
of German reparations, and explained to him the American 
viewpoint; instructions to convey these views to the British 
Treasury. 

(Footnote: Discussion on the same subject with the French 
Ambassador; copies of the memoranda of conversations sent 
to the Embassies in France, Germany, and Great Britain.) 

June 8 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 675 
(196) Assertion by Sir Warren Fisher of the British Treasury 

that he knew of no basis for the French Finance Minister’s 
writing such a note as that quoted in the Department’s tele- 
gram No. 163 of June 1; Fisher’s outline. of certain aspects of 
Franco-British conversations. 

June 4] To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 677 
(171) Instructions to correct any misapprehension that Fisher 

may have that the quotation in Department’s telegram of 
June 1 was from a formal note, as the statement was made 
orally. 

June 15 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 677 
Conversation with the German Ambassador, who presented 

the German attitude that there are two matters before the 
conference at Lausanne: a negative one, how to bring about 
the cancellation of reparations, and a positive one, the dis- 
cussion of world economic difficulties. 

June 23 | From the Consul at Basel (tel.) 678 
For Castle, Under Secretary of State: Information that 

little progress is being made at Lausanne; that various dele- 
gations are split. Outline of a relief pool plan recommended 
by the liberal French wing, whereby, after a limited mora- 
torium, Germany would pay a certain balance into a general 
fund to help reconstruction in Eastern Europe. 

June 27 | From the Consul at Basel (tel.) 679 
For Castle: Report of British proposal that Germany pay 

50 million dollars annually for 15 years beginning after a 
complete moratorium of 3 or 5 years. Elaboration of French 
relief pool plan, to which other European countries, as well 
as Germany, would contribute, and whose funds would be 
partitioned by B.I.S. for monetary reconstruction and debt 
liquidation; British disapproval of the plan.
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June 29 | From the Consul at Basel (tel.) 681 

For Castle: Information that the Reichsbank has stated 

Germany will not declare a general moratorium and has not 

eontemplated any plan for scaling down German private 

indebtedness. Understanding that the Lausanne Conference 

is seeking agreement upon a formula presenting the position 

of the various delegations in such a manner that the Con- 

ference may appear to be a success. 

June 29 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State of a Conversa- 682 

tion With the German Ambassador 

Ambassador's repetition of a statement made by Herriot to 

Von Papen to the effect that he could not agree to cancel 

German reparations because of the U. S. Government's dec- 

laration that there could be no rearrangement of Allied debts; 

the Secretary’s reply that he knew of nothing on which 

Herriot could have based this statement; that the United 

States would not be ungenerous in the case of general liquida- 

tion, but was unwilling to assume the entire burden. 

June 30 | From the Consul at Basel (tel.) 683 

For Castle: Outline of a plan which the Finance Ministers 

have agreed to recommend to their Premiers that Germany 

be granted an absolute moratorium for from 3 to 5 years, 

final payment to be made through German bond issue. 

July 2 { From the Consul at Basel (tel.) 684 

For Castle: Information that the plan discussed in tele- 
gram of June 30 is progressing; that the B.I.S. has been 
invited to advise whether it would be willing to certify that 

German economy at the time of the prospective marketing 

: would permit such a bond issue. Report of a proposal that a 
final reparations settlement now be reached, but that no 
parliament ratify it until U. S. attitude on war debt payments 

has been ascertained. 

July 6 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation to the 685 

(307) General Disarmament Conference (tel.) 
Conversations (1) with MacDonald, who said that an agree- 

ment at Lausanne would be difficult without some attempt to 
make it conditional upon a subsequent settlement of debts; 
(2) with Grandi, who stated that he had advocated a wiping 
clean of the slate in Europe without any reference to the debts 
to the United States but England had demurred; (3) with 
Herriot, who seemed hopeful about reaching a settlement at 
Lausanne. 

July 12 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 686 

(217) Excerpt from a statement by Chamberlain on the Lausanne 
Conference. 

July 12 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation to the 687 
(323) General Disarmament Conference (tel.) 

Refutation of a statement in the Paris edition of the New 
York Herald to the effect that all delegations at Lausanne 

consider readjustment of war debts inevitable and imminent, 
since the British and French kept in close touch throughout 

nego aE Ons with Washington through conferences with Davis 
an ibgon.
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July 12 | From the Consul at Basel (tel.) 687 

For Castle: Text of Gentlemen’s Agreement of July 8 
which states that the Lausanne Agreement will not come into 
final effect until after ratification, and that ratification will 
not be eftected so far as the creditor governments are con- 
cerned until a satisfactory settlement has been reached be- 
tween them and their own creditors. 

July 18 | From the Consul at Basel 688 
Comment on the Gentlemen’s Agreement of July 8; infor- 

ination that the Lausanne Agreement is looked upon as a big 
move forward, and that the outlook for acceptance by Ger- 
many appears favorable. 

July 14 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 690 
(225) Text of statement issued by the British Treasury to clear 

up a misunderstanding regarding Chamberlain’s reference to 
conversations with U. S. representatives, 

July 14 | From President Hoover to Senator William E. Borah 691 
. The President's explanation that the United States was not 

consulted regarding any of the agreements concluded at Lau- 
sanne and that it was not a party to, nor in any way com- 
mitted to any such agreements. een te Oe 

IM. THE ANGLO-FRBENCH DECLABATION OF JULY 18, 1932 
a 

1932 
July 13 | From the Chargé in France (tel.) 691 
(422) Information that an important statement is about to be 

issued by the Foreign Offices of London and Paris; that a 
British official said that any impression that this is in the 
nature of a Franco-British entente is to be avoided. 

July 14 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation 692 
With the British Ambassador 

Ambassador’s presentation of a paper containing the Franco- 
British Agreement plus some additional declarations; his 
assurance that no combination between the French and the 
British against the United States was intended; the Secre- 
tary’s reply that the difficulty was not with this agreement 
but with the “gentlemen’s agreement,” which seemed to be an 
attempt to compel the United States to give up the method of 
individual debt settlement. 

July 14 | From the British Embassy 694 
Text of Franco-British accord and additional declarations. 

July 14 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation to the 695 
(329) General Disarmament Conference (tel.) 

Conversation between Norman Davis and Sir John Simon 
during which the latter explained the accord with France, 
and Davis suggested that there was danger of its degenerating 
into a political combination; Davis mentioned Chamberlain’s 
statement in the House of Commons which had been construed 
to imply that American representatives had acquiesced in the 
Lausanne Agreement. Information from Simon later that 
statements would be issued rectifying Chamberlain’s comment 
and explaining more fully the true import of the Franco- 
British understanding.
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July 14 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation to the 698 

General Disarmament Conference (tel.) 
Letter from Simon (text printed) transmitting copies of 

two statements which were issued simultaneously in London 
.| and Geneva to correct any misunderstanding about the Anglo- 

French declaration and the “Gentlemen’s Agreement.” 

July 15 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 698 
(219) Advice that at the convening of the League Council Simon 

read the text of the Franco-British accord and explained that 
it is not concerned with extra-European matters, that Italy 
and Belgium have signified their adherence, and that the 
invitation is addressed to any European state. 

July 22 | From the Ambassador in Italy 699 
(1496) Information that while Italian public opinion is favorable 

to the accord, it is rumored that high officials were displeased 
that it was announced from London and Paris almost simul- 
taneously, indicating a certain disregard for Italy’s impor- 
tance in European affairs. 

Aug. 10 | From the Ambassador in Germany 700 
(1870) Foreign Minister’s assertion that Germany found no diffi- 

culty in adhering to the declaration, since the disparity 
between the French and British conceptions of the scope and 
meaning of the pact and its unwieldiness resulting from the 
adherence of so many small powers had rendered it mean- 
ingless. 

IV. BEQUESTS FOR SUSPENSION OF WAR DEBT PAYMENTS PENDING 
. A REVIEW OF THE QUESTION . 

| Belgium 

1982 
Nov. 15 | From the Belgian Embassy 700 

Request for extension of the debt moratorium for the period 
required for a reexamination of the intergovernmental debt 
problems in accordance with the principles adopted during the 
Lausanne Conference. 

Nov. 28 | To the Belgian Ambassador 701 
Explanation of the American position on the debt question; | — 

opinion of the President that some agency similar to the 
World War Foreign Debt Commission should be created to 
consider the question individually with each government con- 
cerned. Information that the Executive has no authority to 

. suspend the Belgian installment due December 15, and that 
no new facts have been presented for consideration by Con- 
gress; opinion that the prospects of a satisfactory approach . 
to the whole question will be greatly increased if the payment 
is made when due. 

Dec. 6 | From the Belgian Embassy 704 
Reasons why the Belgian Government believes an extension 

of the debt moratorium would be justifiable. 

Dec. 9 | From the Ambassador in Belgium (tel.) 707 
(86) Verification of Belgium’s economic crisis; information that 

there are a few encouraging signs, however.
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Dec. 18 | To the Belgian Ambassador 

U. S. readiness to cooperate in surveying the situation but 708 
unwillingness to postpone the payment due December 15. 

Dec. 138 | From the Ambassador in Belgium (tel.) 709 
(92) Conversation with the Foreign Minister, who explained the 

necessity for Belgium’s default of its December 15 debt pay- 
ment and declared that the new government proposed to study 
the financial problem with a view to getting back on a sound 
basis. 

Dec. 14 | From the Belgian Embassy 710 
Inability of Belgian Government to resume the payments 

suspended under the agreement of July 1981. 

Dec. 21.| From the Ambassador in Belgium (tel.) Til 
(98) Information that the Belgian default was a result of the . 

machinations of one man, the Minister of War, who because 
of it was left out of the new Cabinet. 

Czechoslovakia 

1932 
Nov. 21 | From the Czechoslovak Legation 711 

Request for the extension of the debt moratorium for the 
period required for the reconsideration of the intergovern- 
mental debt problem. 

Nov. 26 | To the Czechoslovak Minister 712 
Information that the Executive has no authority to suspend 

the Czechoslovak installment due December 15, and that no 
new facts have been presented for consideration by Congress ; 
opinion that the prospects of a satisfactory approach to the 
whole question will be greatly increased if the payment is 
made. 

Dec. 5 | From the Czechoslovak Minister 714 
Reasons why the Czechoslovak Government believes an ex- 

| tension of the debt moratorium would be justifiable. 

Dec. 18 | To the Czechoslovak Minister 17 
U. S. offer to cooperate in surveying the situation but un- 

willingness to postpone the payment due December 15. 

Dec. 15 | From the Czechoslovak Minister 718 
Czechoslovak decision to pay the December installment, and 

conviction that the present situation can be alleviated only 
if negotiations for reconsideration are entered into at the 
earliest possible date. 

Undated | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State of a Conversa- 718 
tion With the Czechoslovak Minister, December 29, 1982 

Minister’s inquiry concerning the debt situation and asser- 
tion that the French and Belgians appear to be in a better 
position than the countries who paid because they have a bar- 
gaining point; the Under Secretary’s assurance that neither 

Congress nor the Executive would discuss the debt question 
with the nations who had defaulted.
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Sept. 29 | From the Chargé in Estonia 719 

(158 Information of Estonia’s intention to request the postpone- 
' Dipl.) ment of interest due to the United States December 15; and 

of a press report that U. S. Treasury had announced the 
receipt of Hstonia’s request for the postponement of the 
principal. 

Nov. 28 | From the Estonian Minister for Foreign Affairs 720 
(6-R) Request that the United States enter into a friendly ex- 

change of views with Estonia regarding the change in Es- 
tonia’s capacity to pay, and agree in the first place to suspend 
the payment due December 15. 

Dec. 15 | To the Acting Consul General of Estonia at New York, in 722 
Charge of Legation 

U. 8S. offer to cooperate in surveying the situation but un- 
willingness to postpone the payment due December 15. 

Dec. 15 | From the Estonian Minister for Foreign Affairs to the Ameri- 723 
(Nr. can Chargé in Estonia 

844-W) Transmittal of a memorandum (text printed) setting forth 
the circumstances preventing payment of the amount due 
December 15 and justifying the request for a friendly ex- 
change of views. 

France 

1982 

Nov. 10 | From the French Embassy 727 
Request that, in accordance with the process followed at 

Lausanne, an extension of the debt moratorium be granted 
to the French Government in order that the study of the 
serious problems now under discussion may be continued and 
completed in the necessary atmosphere of mutual trust. 

Nov. 11 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation 728 
With the French Ambassador 

Ambassador’s assertion that there was danger of a conflict 
between the French Parliament and the American Congress: 
his suggestion that disarmament might be legitimately con- 
nected with debts as a quid pro quo to be offered to Congress; 
also that a “lump sum” settlement would have a marked . 
beneficial effect on the world. 

Noy. 12 | From the Chargé in France (tel.) 780 
(647) Assertion by a French Treasury official that there had been 

complete exchange of information between the British and 
the French, and that Norman Davis had been au courant for 
some time of their intentions to request postponement of the 
December 15 payments. 

Nov. 18 | From the American Delegate to the Bureau of the General 781 
(37) Disarmament Conference (tel.) 

From Norman Davis: Davis’ comment that neither the 
British nor French intentions were known to him; that he 
had been under the impression that they would- make the 
December 15 payments.
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Nov. 18 | From the American Delegate (tel.) 31 

(38) From Norman Davis: Receipt of information as to the 
French decision; expression of surprise at the decision, since 
France had withdrawn in a few months enough gold from the 
United States to pay 10 annual installments. 

Nov. 23 | To the French Ambassador (32 
Information that the Executive has no authority to suspend 

the French installment due December 15, and that no new 
facts have been presented for consideration by Congress; 
opinion that the prospects of a satisfactory approach to the 
whole question will be greatly increased if the payment is 
made when due. 

Dec. 1 | From the French Embassy 734 
Explanation of the French Government’s request for a re- 

examination of the problems arising from the intergovern- 
mental debts and an extension of the moratorium. 

Dec. 8 | To the French Ambassador 739 
U. S. readiness to cooperate in surveying the situation but 

unwillingness to postpone the payment due December 15. 

Dee. 9 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 741 

(704) Conversation with the British Ambassador who stated that 
Flerriot has decided to wage a fight before Parliament for 
authorization to make the December 15 payment providing the 
debt situation is reviewed before another payment is re- 
quired; that assurance of U. S. approval would be helpful; 
that Franco-British consultation should not be interpreted as 
collusion. 

Dee. 18 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 742 
(718) Information that the fall of the Herriot government seems 

imminent ; that informal assurances of the acceptability to the 
United States of a reservation to the effect that the December 
15th installment would be the last before satisfactory recon- 
sideration of the problem might be helpful. Request for 
instructions. 

Dec. 18 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 743 
(435) Disapproval of any understanding or commitment, however 

informal, as to any statement or reservation by the French 
Government. 

Dec. 18 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 743 
(714) Information that the Foreign Affairs Committee of the 

French Chamber of Deputies rejected a draft note to the 
United States (text printed) in which the French Government 
agreed to pay the installment due. 

Dec. 14 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 744 
(717) Information that the Herriot government fell following 

adverse vote on the proposal to pay the December 15th debt 
installment ; that the Chamber of Deputies passed a resolution 
(text printed) advocating a general conference connected 
with the World Economic Conference.
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Dec. 14 | From the Secretary of the Treasury 747 

Report of events culminating in the transmission of a state- 
ment (text printed), approved by the Secretary of State and 
the President, to Herriot reaffirming the President’s intention 
of examining the relationship of intergovernmental debts to 
world economy and the problem of recovery. 

Dec. 14 | From the French Ambassador 748 
Message from Herriot to the effect that as his government 

was overthrown he would be unable to continue the nego- 
tiations entered into with the U. 8S. Government. 

Dec. 23 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 749 
(745) Conversation with Paul-Boncour, the new Foreign Minister, 

who expressed his desire to find a solution of the difficulties 
now facing the two countries. Opinion that it would be most 
desirable at this stage if some plan could be devised to help 
-Boncour make a new presentation to the Chamber of Deputies. 

Dec. 27 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 751 
(455) Inforination that letters have been informally exchanged 

between the French Ambassador and the Secretary on Her- 
riot’s suggestion that such a step might move the Chamber to 
reconsider its vote; that the President’s message to Congress 
announced the disposition of the Administration to .discuss 
debts with any of the nondefaulting debtors; that both the 
President and President-elect, although not in accord as to 
method, are ready to have discussions begin. 

Great Britain 

1932 
Nov. 10 | From the British Ambassador 154 

(354) Suggestion that intergovernmental] financial obligations be 
reviewed, discussions beginning in Washington; that mean- 
while the payment due December 15 on the British war debt 
be suspended. 

Nov. 28 | Zo the British Ambassador 756 
Information that the Executive has no authority to sus- 

pend the installment due December 15, and that no new facts 
have been presented for consideration by Congress; opinion 
that the prospects of a satisfactory approach to the whole 
question will be greatly increased if the payment is made 
when due. 

Dec. 1 | From the British Embassy 758 
Reasons for British request to suspend the December in- 

stallment; belief that a discussion of the whole intergovern- 
mental debt situation might be helpful in reviving world 
prosperity. 

Dee. 5 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain 170 
(581) Report of a telephone call to Washington informing the 

Secretary of the Treasury that inquiry had been made relative 
to a tentative suggestion by the British Government to meet 
its debt payment by 1-, 2-, and 3-year British Treasury 
notes; and of a second call notifying the Secretary of the . 
Treasury that the British Government is unwilling to do so. 

644212—48-—7
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1932 
Dec. 7 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 770 
(337) Information that the Chancellor of the Bxchequer will 

explain to the French Government that should Great Britain 
pay the debt installment to the United States on December 
15 the question of the French debt payment to Great Britain 
will not be reopened. 

. Dec. 7 | To the British Ambassador 771 
Reply to the British note of December 1 disagreeing with 

certain statements but welcoming the suggestion for a reex- 
amination of the subject of intergovernmental debts in prepa- 
ration for the International Economic Conference; also 

. indicating that Congress will be willing to consider any rea- 
sonable suggestion to facilitate payment of the December 15 
installment. 

Dec, 12 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation 1% 
With the British Ambassador, December 11, 1982 

Ambassador’s presentation of a note (text infra) outlining 
certain conditions attached to the debt payment, and the 
Secretary’s indication that it is impossible for the Secretary 
of the Treasury to accept a conditional payment. 

Dee. 11 | From the British Embassy 7786 
Text of British note accompanying payment of the amount 

due December 15 stating that the payment is not to be con- 
sidered a resumption of the annual payments contemplated in 
the existing agreement, but rather a capital payment of which 
account should be taken in any final settlement; and urging 
an exchange of views before June 15 in order to obviate a 
general breakdown of existing intergovernmental agreements. 

Dec, 11 | Vo the British Ambassador 778 
Explanation that the Secretary of the Treasury has no 

authority to accept payment except as provided under the 
terms of the funding agreement, therefore acceptance of the 
December 15 installment cannot constitute concurrence in 
any policy inconsistent with the terms of the agreement. 

Dec. 12 | From the British Embassy 179 
Explanation that note of December 11 accompanying the 

payment of December 15 relates to the British position only, 
and they reserve the right to recur to these considerations in 
the examination of the whole question to which the United 
States has agreed. 

Dec. 18 | Memorandum of a Conversation Between President Hoover, 780 
Secretary Stimson, and Secretary Mills, Held at the 
White House, December 18, 1982, 11: 45 a. m. 

Consideration of Chamberlain’s speech clarifying the mean- 
ing of the British note accompanying the debt payment; 
decision that Secretary Stimson would make a verbal state- 
ment to the British Ambassador, and hand him an aide- 
mémoire of it, referring to the Chamberlain speech and saying 
that, in view thereof, Stimson is satisfied that acceptance of 
the payment by the Secretary of the Treasury cannot be 
interpreted as acceptance of an amendment to the debt fund- 
ing agreement.
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1982 
Nov. 1 | From the Hungarian Legation 780 

Explanation that the Hungarian Government does not have 
at its disposal the necessary foreign exchange and regrets its 
inability to make the payment due December 15. 

Italy 

1932 
_ Nov. 15 | From the Chargé in Italy (tel.) 781 

(108) Information that the Italian Government has decided to 
withhold payment of the December debt installment, but is 
waiting to learn what reception the United States accords 
to the British and French declarations. Opinion that the 
Foreign Office decision may be influenced by opinions or 
pronouncements from the United States. 

Dec. 15 | From the Italian Chargé 782 
Advice that the Italian Ministry of Finance has remitted 

to the U. 8. Treasury the amount due December 15. 

Latvia 

1932 
Sept. 14 | From the Chargé in Latvia (tel.) 782 

(66) Latvian Government’s desire to postpone for 2 years the 
payment and, if possible, the interest due December 15 in 
accordance with the provision in article 2 of the 1925 debt 
agreement. 

Sept. 23 | To the Chargé in Latvia (tel.) 783 
(34) Instructions to inform the Latvian Government that the 

: payment due on Bond No. 10 is being postponed, but that 
Bond No. 2—A does not come under the authority of the debt 
funding agreement and must be paid, with interest on entire 
debt, December 15. 

Nov. 23 | From the Latvian Consul General at New York 783 
. Renewal of the request of the Government of Latvia for 

the postponement of the principal and interest payable on 
December 15. 

Dec. 2 | From the Minister in Latvia 185 
(947) Report of a conversation during which the Latvian 

Foreign Minister stated that no reply had been received 
to the second request for postponement of the amount due 
December 15, and the Minister replied by showing him a 
newspaper copy of the reply to the French Government. 
Opinion that the payment will be made on the due date. 

Dec. 3 | From the Latvian Minister for Foreign Affairs to the Ameri- 788 
can Minister in Latvia 

Detailed explanation of the Latvian situation and reasons 
for renewed request for postponement of the payment due 
December 15.
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1982 | 
Dee. 15 | From the Latvian Minister for Foreign Affairs to the Ameri- 788 

(R. can Minister in Latvia 
763.00— Latvian decision to make payment of the unpostponed 
25882 ) amount of the Latvian debt; advice that this payment is 

not regarded as a resumption of the annual payments con- 
templated by the agreement of 1925, but is made because 
there has been insufficient time to discuss with and explain 
to the United States the financial and economic situation of 
Latvia. 

Dec. 22 | To the Latvian Consul General at New York 789. 
Acknowledgment of the payment made by the Latvian 

Government, and explanation of U. S. policy with respect 
to the debt funding agreement; advice that the President is 
disposed, through whatever agency may seem appropriate, 
in cooperation with the Latvian Government, to survey the 
entire situation. 

Lithuania 

1932 
Dec. 9 | From the Lithuanian Legation 720 

Request that the United States consent to reexamine the 
question of Lithuania’s indebtedness, and that the payment 
due December 15 be postponed or an adequate relief from 
strict compliance with the terms of the funding agreement 
be arranged. 

Dec. 18 | From the Chargé in Lithuania (tel. ) 797 
(22) Information that preparations for payment by Lithuania 

of interest due December 15 are being made despite the 
request for revision or postponement. 

~ Dee. 15 | Zo the Lithuanian Minister q97 
Reply to the Lithuanian note of December 9 expressing 

readiness to cooperate in surveying the situation but un- 
willingness to postpone the payment due December 15. 

Dee, 15 | From the Lithuanian Minister 798 
Lithuanian Government’s decision to pay the installment 

due December 15, and hope that by making this payment 
it is not placing itself in a less favorable position than that 
which may result to any of the other countries from the 
eventual reconsideration of the general question of inter- 
governmental debts. 

Poland 

1932 
Sept. 14 | From the Polish Chargé 799 
(537/32) Note postponing for 2 years the payment of principal falling 

due on December 15 in conformity with the provisions of 
paragraph 2 of the debt funding agreement of 1924.
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1982 
Sept. 26 | To the Polish Chargé 799 

Acknowledgment of the Polish Government’s note, and 
notification that the principal of Bond No. 3-A and the semi- 
annual interest on the entire indebtedness will be due Decem- 
ber 15. 

Nov. 22 | From the Polish Embassy 800 
Request for pustponement of the payment due December 15, 

and suggestion that the Polish and U. 8. Governments confer 
regarding the conditions of the postponement and the recon- 
sideration of the agreement of 1924. 

Noy. 26 | J'o the Polish Ambassador 800 
Reply to the Polish proposal of November 22 explaining the 

American attitude and giving the opinion of the President 
regarding the creation of an agency to consider the question 
individually with each government concerned; information 
that the Executive has no authority to suspend the Polish 
installment due and that no new facts have been presented 
for consideration by the Congress; opinion that the prospects 
of a satisfactory approach to the whole question will be 
greatly increased if the payment is made when due. 

Dec. 8 | From the Polish Embassy 801 
Reasons prompting the Polish Government to request post- 

ponement of the installment due December 15. 

Dee. 15 | To the Polish Ambassador 806 
Reply to the Polish note of December 8 expressing readiness 

to cooperate in surveying the situation but unwillingness to 
postpone the payment due December 15. 

Dec. 21 | From the Polish Embassy 807 
Information that the Polish Government holds itself fully 

at the disposal of the U. S. Government for the survey of the 
problem of Poland’s war debt to the United States with a 
view to safeguarding the general interests of both countries. 

Dee. 22 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 807 
Comment to the Polish Ambassador, when he presented the 

note of December 21, that if the United States took any 
initiative toward discussion of the settlement of any nation’s 
war debt, it would probably be with those nations which had 
met their December 15th installment. 

PRELIMINARIES TO THE INTERNATIONAL MONETARY AND ECONOMIC CONFERENCE To 
Bre Herp at LoNdON In 1933 
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1932 
May 26 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (iel.) 808 
(154) Information that the Department's views on the possibility 

of convoking an international monetary and economic con- 
ference were presented to the Prime Minister by telephone, 
and it was agreed that certain limitations be set for such 
a conference and that the silver question might be discussed. 
Instructions to discuss the matter with British officials.
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1932 
May 31 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 811 
(188) Conversation with Sir John Simon, the Foreign Secretary, 

who said that he would welcome suggestions and emphasized 
the connection between the proposed conference and the 
Lausanne Conference, and suggested that the experts at 
Lausanne might be instructed to prepare data for later use 
at London. 

May 31 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 812 
(159) Instructions to suggest to Simon, in view of misleading 

press reports from London, that he explain to the French 
and Italians that the British had merely inquired if the 
United States would participate in a conference; statement 
for the press (text printed). 

June 1 | 7'o the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 813 
(164) U. S. agreement in general with Simon’s suggestions for 

the conference; decision to defer suggestions for the agenda 
until after consideration by interested Government Depart- 
ments. 

July 18 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 814 
(217) Information from the League Secretariat as to present 

plans on the organization, location, and title of the Con- 
ference. . 

July 14 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 816 
(100) Conversation with Drummond, Secretary General of the 

League, who pointed out that the Organizing Committee of 
the Conference is expected to invite the United States and 
Belgium to become members of the Committee, and that he 
would appreciate advice as to the’ more convenient course 
to pursue in issuing the invitation. 

July 15 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 816 
(218) Adoption by the League Council of resolution for the con- 

voking of the Conference, which provides for Organizing 
Committee and the Preparatory Committee of Experts. 

July 16 | To the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 817 
. (99) Instructions to inform Drummond that the United States 

requires assurance that the Conference will not consider 
questions of debts and reparations, or tariff rates, before it 
can accept participation in the Organizing Committee; also 
that the invitation should specifically state that the Con- 
ference will deal with “monetary matters, including silver”. 

July 25 | From the Acting Chairman of the American Delegation to 818 
(372) the General Disarmament Conference (tel.) 

Information that the U. S. conditions for participation in 
the Organizing Committee were made known to Simon, who 
promised to give the desired assurances before dispatching 
the invitation. 

July 28 | From the British Chargé 818 
(238) Transmittal of two notes from British Government invit- 

ing the United States to be represented on the Organizing 
Committee, and to appoint two experts to sit on the com- 
mittee charged with the preliminary examination of finan- 
cial and economic questions.
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1932 
Aug. 2] To the British Chargé 819 

Acceptance of the invitations to be represented on the 

committees of the Conference. 

Aug. 18 | From the British Embassy 819 
Request for U. S. approval of British proposed course of 

action in arranging for meeting of the Preparatory Com- 

mittee of Experts. 

Aug. 15 | To the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 820 
(220) Instructions to discuss informally and confidentially with 

Simon the possibility of appointing Sackett (U. S. Ambas- 
sador to Germany) as U. S. representative on the Organizing 
Committee and Norman Davis as an associate or alternate. 

Aug. 15 | To the British Chargé 821 

Approval of British proposal relative to the Preparatory 

Committee of Experts, and suggestion that the second half of 
September would be a suitable time for its first meeting. 

Aug. 20 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 821 
(245) Advice from Simon that nomination by the U. S. Govern- 

ment of a representative and an alternate or associate would 

be quite in order. 

Sept. 2 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 822 

(232) For Atherton: U. S. preference for London as place of 
meeting for the Conference; preference also that the Con- . 
ference not meet before November 15. 

Sept. 10 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 822 
. (260) For Norman Davis: Information that Simon is going to 

Geneva, and will attempt to have the Organizing Committee 
assemble October 3. 

Sept. 12 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 823 

(77) Request of League Secretariat for U. S. opinion as to date 
for meeting of the Organizing Committee. 

Sept. 14 | To the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 823 
(61) Authorization to inform the Secretary General of the 

League that Sackett and Davis have been appointed as repre- 
sentatives on the Organizing Committee, and that the United 
States prefers that the first meeting of this Committee be held 
not before the first week of October. 

Oct. 8 | To the American Representatives on the Organizing Com- 824 
(16) mittee for the International Monetary and Economic 

Conference (tel.) 
Information that the title “Economic and Financial Con- 

ference’, understood to have been adopted by the League 
Secretariat, might be embarrassing since appropriations were . 

- yoted by Congress for a “monetary” conference. Instructions 
| to explain to the Organizing Committee that it appears 

advisable to the Department to restore the word “monetary” 
to the title.
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1932 
Oct. 3 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 824 

(18) From Sackett and Davis: Report of action taken by the 
Organizing Committee; information that Sackett is leaving 
for Washington immediately and will discuss with the Depart- 
ment the idea of leaving to the Experts Committee the entire 
work of preparing the agenda. 

Oct. 5 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 826 
(20) From Davis: Information that the Conference title can be 

reconsidered by the Organizing Committee when it meets in 
November. 

Oct. 6 | Memorandum by the Consul at Basel 827 
Résumé of qualifications of various European experts on 

the Preparatory Committee; opinion that the American ex- 
perts will be under certain handicaps, since many of the others 
have worked together at important conferences and under- 
stand one another’s problems, history, and policies. Informa- 
tion on the attitudes of various powers. 

Oct. 7 | To the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 833 
(152) Instructions to discuss the possible change of the Con- 

ference title with the Secretariat, as omission of “monetary” 
may cause embarrassing congressional criticism. 

Oct. 10 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) . 834 
(294) Secretariat’s assurance that name “Monetary ard Economic 

. Conference” will immediately be resumed. 

Oct. 12 | To the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 834 
(158) Instructions to inform the Secretary General that Edmund 

HE. Day of the Rockefeller Foundation and John H. Williams 
of Harvard University have been appointed American repre- 
sentatives on the Preparatory Committee of Experts and will 
sail for Geneva October 18. 

Oct. 18 | To the American Representatives on the Committee of Faperts 834 
for the International Monetary and Economie Conference 

Notification of appointment as American representatives on 
the Committee of Experts, and authorization to participate in 
an expert capacity in the discussions of the Committee but 
not to bind the Government in any way nor to act as spokes- 
men of definite official policy. 

Oct. 29 | From the Chargé in Switzerland 836 
(2750) Transmittal of League’s invitation to the United States to 

be represented at the proposed Monetary and Economic Con- 
ference to be held in London. 

Nov. 15 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 836 
(40) From Davis: Request for instructions as to attitude to be 

taken regarding date of the Economic Conference; opinion 
that the Conference should not be held until April or May, 
as preparatory work has barely begun. 

Nov. 16 | Z'o the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 836 
(33) For Davis: Suggestion that decision on the Conference date 

be postponed, if possible, until after the President has con- 
ferred with Mr. Roosevelt,
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Nov. 22 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 837 

(46) From Davis: Meeting of Organizing Committee at which 
it was decided, at Davis’ suggestion, to propose that China, 
the largest silver-using country, be added to the membership 
of the Preparatory Committee; and at which Davis suggested 
that a statement (text printed) regarding the agenda for the 
Conference be included in the minutes of the meeting and 
brought to the attention of the Preparatory Committee. 

Nov, 22 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 838 
(47) From Davis: Request for instructions on the most satisfac- 

tory date for meeting of the Preparatory Committee, and 
confirmation of American agreement on the inclusion of a 
Chinese expert. 

Nov. 26 | Zo the Ambassador in France (tel.) 838 
(418) For Mr. Norman H. Davis: Advice that American experts 

agree to the inclusion of a Chinese member on the Preparatory 
Committee; and that they would prefer some delay in fixing 
actual date of next meeting. 

Dec. 1 | From the American Representatives on the Preparatory Com- 839 
mittee of Experts for the International Monetary and 
Economic Conference 

Transmittal of report on work of the Committee. 

Dec. 3 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 840 
(54) From Davis: Request for early advice as to convenient 

date for next meeting of Preparatory Committee of Experts. 

Dec. % | To the American Representatives on the Organizing Com- 841 
(46) mittee for the International Monetary and Economic Con- 

co ference 
For Davis: Desirability that meeting of the Committee of 

Experts be held as late in January as is acceptable to the 
other members, since American policy has not been formu- 
lated. 

Dee. 8 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) R41 
(60) From Norman Davis: Information that notices calling the 

Preparatory Committee meeting for January 9 are being sent 
out; that this is the latest date which would permit the 
Committee to prepare the agenda for the Organizing Com- 
mittee meeting. 

Dec. 9 | To the American Representatives on the Organizing Com- 842 
(47) mittee for the International Monetary and Economic Con- 

ference 
For Davis: Advice that the American representatives will 

be present at the Preparatory Committee meeting January 9. 

Dec. 29 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 843 
(456) Understanding that the Chinese expert was appointed in a 

full: and regular capacity; information that if this is con- 
firmed, the American experts will consent to the addition of 
an Indian representative.
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Dec. 29 | T'o the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 843 
(190) Instructions to ascertain whether the appointment of a |. 

Chinese expert in full capacity is settled, and, if so, to inform 
the League Secretariat that the American representatives 
have no objection to the appointment of an Indian representa- 
tive. 

Dec. 80 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 844 
(372) Secretariat’s understanding that the Chinese expert is 

entitled to full membership, although reversal of the British 
and Japanese reservations was never put in writing. Request 
for further instructions. 

1933 
Jan. 441 Jo the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 845 

(2) Authorization to inform Secretariat that the Americans on 
the Organizing and Preparatory Committees are agreeable to 
inviting a representative of the Indian Government on the 
same terms as those extended to the Chinese representative. 

PROPOSAL FOR AN ECONOMIC CONFEDERATION OF DANUBIAN STATES 

1981 
Oct. 21 | From the Minister in Austria 846 
(397) Report of conflicting statements by Austrian, Hungarian, 

and Czechoslovak officials relative to a rumored customs 
union. 

1932 
Jan. 27 | From the Minister in Austria (tel.) 848 

(10) Understanding that the British Ambassadors in Germany 
and Italy have inquired as to what the attitude of those 
countries would be toward an economic federation of Danube 
tates. 
(Footnote: Information on distribution of this telegram 

to the interested missions. ) 

Feb. 11 | From the Minister in Yugoslavia 848 
(1264) Conversation with Acting Foreign Minister, who said that 

the Yugoslav Government hopes that an economic agreement 
between the six Danube States can be effected provided polit- 
ical entanglements can be avoided. 

Mar. 9 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State of a Conver- 849 
sation With the Italian Ambassador 

Ambassador’s information that Italy reserved judgment on 
the plan for a federation of Danube States, being appre- 
hensive of its effect on commercial relations with other states. 

Mar. 14 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 850 
(168) Information that the Foreign Ministers of France and Great 

Britain conferred on the question of the economic position 
of Central Europe and the Danube region and agreed that 
the four powers, Great Britain, France, Italy, and Germany, . 
should invite the five principal Danubian countries to partici- 
pate in an economic conference in the near future.
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Mar. 24 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State of a Conver- 851 

sation With the Czechoslovak Minister 
Minister’s assertion that he was not optimistic of an early 

successful conclusion of the negotiations concerning proposed 
Danube Confederation, but he felt it was important that the 
matter was being considered in a friendly way by the various 
governments. 

Apr. 41 From the Minister in Rumania 851 
(864) Indication that Rumania favors the Tardieu Plan for.a 

Danube union but is doubtful as to what degree it can be 
earried out. Finance Minister’s opinion that an agreement 
must be reached by the four great grain-consuming countries 
before negotiations can usefully begin between the Danubian 
countries. 

Apr. 5 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State of a Conver- 852 
sation With the Italian Ambassador 

Under Secretary’s comment that the U. S. Government 
could not take a strong stand on the matter of the Danubian 
Confederation, but looked upon it benevolently ; Ambassador’s 
assertion that Italy feared French financial domination of the 
region. 

Apr. 5 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State of a Conver- 853 
- gation With the Polish Ambassador 
Ambassador’s expression of fear that a Danube Confedera- 

tion would create trade barriers ; Under Secretary’s reply that 
increased prosperity in the Danubian countries would result 
in stimulated trade with all outside nations. . 

Apr. 5 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State of a Conver- 853 
sation With the Rumanian Minister 

Under Secretary’s indication, in reply to queries by the 
Minister, that a good understanding economically would lead 

. to better political understanding; that tariff agreements 
would be acceptable provided that all great powers were 
treated alike; that the U. 8S. Government would not oppose 
private loans if the scheme proceeded in the hoped-for way. 

Apr. 5 | Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western Euro- 854 
pean Affairs of a Conversation With the Czechoslovak 
Minister 

Discussion of the proposed confederation in relation to the 
principle of unconditional most-favored-nation treatment. 
Favorable attitude of the Minister toward the idea of the 
confederation. 

Apr. 6 | From the Chargé in Poland 855 
(1433) Information that Poland approves of and would assist an 

arrangement which would increase the purchasing power of 
the Central European States, but could not approve of the 
formation of a self-sufficient group. 

Apr. 7 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation 856 
With the Austrian Minister — 

The Secretary’s summary, in reply to Minister’s inquiries, 
of the American attitude toward the Danubian Union and 
U. S. policy on loans; Minister’s opinion, with which the 
Secretary agreed, that the proposed 10 percent reciprocal 
concession was insufficient to offset the competition of power- 
ful industries in larger outside nations.
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Apr. 7 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation 856 

With the Italian Ambassador 
Ambassador’s comment that Italy would favor the Danubian 

Union if it were purely economical and not a strengthening 
of the Little Entente. U. S. position that no preferences 
should be given to outside powers. 

Apr. 8 | From the Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs to 857 
the Under Secretary of State 

Conversation with the Bulgarian Minister, who said that 
his Government was disappointed at Tardieu’s exclusion of 
Bulgaria from the proposed Danubian Union. 

Apr. 8 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 858 
(187) Information that the four-power Danube Conference ended 

without reaching an agreement, but each country is to address 
to the other three a statement of its views, which might 
result in further discussion. 

Apr. 13 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State of a Conver- 858 
sation With the Swedish Minister | 

Minister’s opinion that a Danubian Confederation would be 
disastrous for Germany; Under Secretary’s response that 
anything which would increase the prosperity of Europe 
should be useful to Germany. 

Apr. 13 | From the Minister in Czechoslovakia 859 
(721) Information that the collapse of the four-power Danube 

Conference caused no surprise in Prague; that some such 
economic federation is believed inevitable, but the success 
of later conferences cannot be expected until Germany changes 
its attitude. 

May 19 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Oonwersation 860 
With the Rumanian Minister 

Minister’s opinion that the inclusion of Germany in a cus- 
toms union is important. 

Aug. 29 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State of a Con- 860 
versation With the Bulgarian Minister 

Minister’s comment that he hoped the World Economie 
Conference would work out a solution of the Danubian situ- 
ation, for otherwise the Danubian States would be driven to 

, turn to Germany for an economic arrangement, which would 
lead to German domination and increase the instability of 
the political balance in Europe. 

TENSION ARISING FROM GERMAN-POLISH RELATIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE POLISH 
CoRRIDOR AND DANZIG 

1932 
May 26 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation 861 

With the Polish Ambassador 
Ambassador’s explanation of elements of tension in the 

Danzig situation, giving as an example the excitement created 
in Poland by. the public reading of order at time of disband- 
ment of the Hitler troops, particularly since the troops in 

| Danzig have not disbanded and are making trouble.
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1932 
June 9 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation 861 

With the Polish Ambassador 
Ambassador’s advice that an aide-mémoire (text infra) is 

being sent to several countries to combat German propa- 
ganda accusing Poland of having aggressive intentions against 
Danzig. 

June 7 | From the Polish Ambassador 862 
Statement refuting German propaganda and explaining that 

the propaganda continues in spite of Polish representations 
to the German Government in March and April. 

June 23 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State of a Conversa- 863 
tion With the Polish Ambassador 

Information that the German fleet is proceeding to Danzig 
without prior notification to Poland; that Polish marines 
have been fired on by men wearing the Hitler insignia. 

Sept. 22 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation 864 
With the Polish Chargé 

Chargé’s report that the Danzig situation has improved, 
| that apprehension has subsided but has not passed. 

PARTICIPATION OF THE UNITED STATES IN THE INTERNATIONAL RADIOTELEGRAPH 
CONFERENCE, MApRID, SEPTEMBER 3~DECEMBER 9, 1932 

1982 , 
Aug. 18 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation 865 

Instructions to Eugene O. Sykes as chairman of the Ameri- 
can delegation to the International Radio Conference and as 
chairman of the American representatives to participate in 
the International Telegraph Conference, both scheduled to 
convene at Madrid on September 3. 

' (Footnote: Information that some sessions were joint 
meetings, others were separate. ) . 

Oct. 4 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 871 
(21) Request for instructions relative to the possible invitation 

for the next conference to be held in the U.S.8.R.; also as to 
whether, at time of signature of convention, the delegation 
should make a statement relative to unrecognized regimes. 

Oct. 18 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 872 
(29) Instructions not to attempt formally to prevent the Soviet | . 

invitation from being extended or accepted, but to communi- 
cate with the Department for further instructions in such 
ease; also to make no statement regarding unrecognized 
regimes. 

Dec. 10 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 872 
(147) Information that the convention, general radio regulations, 

and final radio protocol were signed December 9, and that 
telegraph regulations, telephone regulations, and the final 
telegraph protocol will be signed December 10. 

Dec. 9 | Convention Between the United States of America and Other 873 
Powers 

Text of International Telecommunication Convention, 
signed at Madrid.
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DESIRE OF THE UNITED STaTEs FoR HARLY IMPLEMENTATION OF THE CONVENTION 
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1982 
. Aug. 4 | Yo Certain Diplomatic Officers 897 

Instructions to urge the ratification of the Convention for . 
Limiting the Manufacture and Regulating the Distribution of 
Narcotic Drugs by a date which will admit the deposit of the 
ratification before April 18, 1933, and to report the attitude 
of the Government to which accredited in regard to (a) rati- 
fication or accession by it, and (0) the possibility of its urg- 
ing upon other Governments the desirability of ratification or 
accession by them. 

Oct. 81 | From the Consul at Geneva 899 
(396 Conversation with Sir Eric Drummond, Secretary General 

Political)| of the League, during which he was advised of the American 
Government’s desire that the Convention be made operative 
in 1933, of its hope that the League will endeavor to bring 
about early implementation, and of its willingness to defray 
its proportionate share of the expenses. 

Dee. 10 | To the Consul at Geneva 900 
Department’s disapproval of the suggestion of certain 

League officials that the Consul’s conversation with Drum- 
mond regarding U. S. position on the Narcotics Limitation 
Convention be made the subject of a League communiqué, 
since it would set a precedent and other Governments have 
already been informed through diplomatic channels. 

CONDITIONAL PROMISE BY THE UNITED STATES Not To OBJECT TO THE ADHESION OF 
THE SovieT UNION TO THE SPITZBERGEN TREATY OF FEBRUARY 9, 1920 

1931 
Nov. 17 | From the French Ambassador 901 

Inquiry relative to the attitude of the U. S. Government 
concerning the possible adherence of the U.S.S.R. to the Spitz- 
bergen Treaty. 

Dec. 21 | Zo the French Ambassador 901 
Advice that the U. 8. Government would raise no objection 

to the adherence of the Soviet Union to the Spitzbergen 
Treaty, provided it is clearly understood that the absence of 
such an objection should not be construed as constituting 

1932 U. S. recognition of the Soviet regime. 

Feb. 20 | From the French Ambassador 902 
Inquiry relative to the willingness of the United States to 

subscribe to an arrangement drawn up by all the signatory 
powers which would permit the U.S.S.R. to accede to the 
Treaty of February 9, 1920. 

(Note: No record of a reply to this note found in the files. ) 

ne
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SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO THE REGULATIONS PROPOSED BY THE INTERNATIONAL 
CONFERENCE ON SAFETY OF LIFE AT SEA, 1929 

Date and Subject Page 

1931 ° 
Dec. 31 | From the British Ambassador 903 
(455) Transmittal of copy of a memorandum (text printed) em- 

bodying suggestions for the amendment of the revised text of 
the collision regulations proposed by the International Con- 
ference on Safety of Life at Sea, 1929; request for the views 
of the U. 8S. Government by March 1, 1932. : 

1932 
Apr. 19 | From the British Ambassador 907 
(138) Observations on the effect upon various dates specified in 

the International Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea of 
the simultaneous ratification of the convention and the date 
upon which it will be brought into operation. 

Apr. 19 | From the British Ambassador 908 
(139) Request for an early reply to note No. 455 of December 31, 

19381. 

Apr. 29 | To the British Ambassador 909 
U. S. views regarding the suggested amendments to the 

revised collision regulations of the Cenvention for Promoting 
safety of Life at Sea. 

June 14 | From the British Ambassador 910 
(200) Request that the United States reconsider its opinion on 

the amendment to article 2 of the revised regulations, since it 
has been accepted by all other principal maritime powers; 
inquiry whether the date January 1, 1933, is acceptable for 
putting the amended regulations into operation. 

June 25 | 7o the British Ambassador 911 
Information that the United States is not prepared to set 

a date as to when it will be ready to adopt the revised colli- 
Sion regulations, inasmuch as any change in the present regu- 
Jations may be made only by treaty or by act of Congress; 
that the amendment to article 2 of the revised regulations is 
acceptable to the U. S. Government. 

Aug. 8 | From the British Chargé 912 
(247) Postponement of the date on which the revised collision 

regulations are to go into force. 

Nov. 5 | From the British Ambassador 913 
(350) Information that the International Convention for the 

Safety of Life at Sea has been ratified by the requisite num- 
ber of countries and will come into force in accordance with 
the provisions of article 65 thereof on January 1, 1933. 

Sn eee ee 

REPRESENTATIONS BY FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS REGARDING CERTAIN CONGRESSIONAL 
SHIPPING Bitts DEALING WitH “Tourist CRUISES” AND “FIGHTING SHIPS” 
ee 

1932 
Feb. 11 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 914 

(60) British anxiety at the effect the passage of bills H. R. 8874 
and ti R. 8875 would have on international commercial 
relations.
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REPRESENTATIONS BY FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS REGARDING CERTAIN CONGRESSIONAL 
Surpring Buits Dearing WitH “Tourist Cruises” ann “FicHting Sures”— 

Continued 
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1932 
Feb. 11 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State of a Conversa- 916 

tion With the German Ambassador . 
Ambassador’s opinion that the bills which have been intro- 

duced in Congress seem very unfair interference with foreign 
shipping and would be a great blow to German shipping 
interests. 

Feb. 15 | From the British Embassy 916 
Explanation of Great Britain’s disapproval of the bills deal- 

ing with “Tourist Cruises” and ‘Fighting Ships’, and request 
that the State Department take what measures are possible to 
prevent the enactment of these measures. 

Feb. 16 | From the Netherlands Minister 919 
(536) Netherlands protest against the enactment of H. R. 8875. 

(Footnote: Supplementary note of March 2, stating that 
objections to H. R. 8875 applied “in equal measure” to S. 
3502. ) 

Feb. 16 | From the Netherlands Minister 920 
Netherlands protest against the enactment of H. R. 8874. 
(Footnote: Supplementary note of March 2, indicating 

that objections to H. R. 8874 applied “in equal measure” to 
S. 3501.) 

Feb. 24 | From the Swedish Minister . 921 
Swedish Government’s hope that H. R. 8875, if enacted, may 

be so worded that it does not extend the coastwise trade of 
the United States beyond the meaning accorded to the term 
by international law. 

(Footnote: Advice from the Swedish Minister, March 18, 
that his Government considered H. R. 8874 also objection- 
able. ) 

Feb. 25 | From the French Ambassador 922 
French Government’s opinion that the adoption of S. 3501- 

H. R. 8874 and S. 3502-H. R. 8875 would be susceptible of 
causing a serious prejudice to French merchant marine inter- 
ests and would mark a profound modification in maritime 
international law. 

Feb. 27 | From the German Embassy 924 
German protest against the enactment of the shipping bills 

based on considerations of international law and treaty rights. 

Mar. 2 | From the Canadian Legation 926 
Canadian representations that the shipping bills, if enacted, 

would have a seriously detrimental effect on Canadian ship- 
ping interests and on travel facilities between nations. 

Mar. 2 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State of a Con- 931 
versation With the British Ambassador 

Assistant Secretary Bundy’s observation that the energy 
behind the shipping bills seemed to be the result of Cunard’s 
action on the Cuba Line; suggestion that the Ambassador 
consult with the British interests to see if the matter could 
be settled among themselves,
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1932 
Mar. 3 | From the Italian Embassy 931 

Opinion of the Italian Government that H. R. 8874 and 
H. R. 8875 would injure the principles of international law 
and reciprocal treaty rights. — 

Mar. 30 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State of a Con- 933 
versation With the British Ambassador 

Ambassador’s complaint that after he conferred with the 
British shipping interests in an attempt to reach an amicable 
arrangement, the American interests were unreasonable in 
their terms; Bundy’s reply that he would confer with the 
Secretary of Commerce to see if anything could be done to 
help in the situation. 

Apr. 7 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State of a Con- 934 

versation With the British Ambassador 
Information that negotiations between various shipping 

interests have broken down. Bundy’s assertion that, although 
he could not commit the Administration to any future action, 
he did not feel inclined to support the pending legislation. 

Apr. 11 | From the British Ambassador 934 
Transmittal of a memorandum (text printed) putting on 

record that the objections previously urged against H. R. 8874 
apply with equal force to the redrafted bill H. R. 10674; and 
copy of a letter (text printed) summing up the conference 
between the shipping lines. 

(Footnote: Information that the Netherlands, Sweden, 
France, Germany, Canada, and Italy also lodged formal rep- 
resentations against H. R. 10674.) 

Apr. 15 | From Mr. Franklin D. Mooney, Chairman of the Committee 938 
of American Steamship Lines, to Mr. Joseph Mayper of 
the Trans-Atlantic Passenger Conference 

Explanation of the position of the American flag Lines in 
their decision to insist upon a minimum duration for cruising 
voyages by foreign flag Lines. 

Apr. 25 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain 940 
(14) Information concerning the status of the shipping bills, and 

opinion that an agreement still may be reached among the 
shipping interests. Request that any information on the 
attitude of Cunard or other interests in Great Britain be 
forwarded to the Department. 

(Footnote: Substance of this instruction sent, on April 25, 
to the American representative at the capital. of each of the 
countries that lodged representations against H. R. 8874 and 
H. R. 8875 and identic S. 3501 and S. 3502.) 

May 7 | From the Danish Legation 941 
Danish protest against the enactment of the shipping bills 

on the grounds that they are not in accordance with the 
international principles generally recognized or with U. S.- 
Danish treaty provisions. | 

May 11 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain 942 
(78) Transmittal of information gained through discussions with 

representatives of American shipping in Great Britain as to 
the resentment felt by British shipping interests against 
U. S. mercantile shipping policy. 

§644212—48--8
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1931 
Dec. 22 | From the Netherlands Minister 944 
(4385 ) Reiteration of the Netherlands protest against the King 

Bill—Senate Bill No. 7 (same as S. 202 in preceding session 
of Congress). 

Dec. 23 | From the Swedish Legation 945 
Swedish objections to 8. 7. 

Dec. 24 | From the German Hmbassy 945 
(St. D.A. Reiteration of the German protest against S. 7, and request 

48) that the Department use its influence to the end that the bill 
may be given a thorough reexamination. 

Dec. 28 | From the Norwegian Minister 946 
Reiteration of Norwegian objections to S. 7. 

Dec. 28 | From the Italian Embassy 948 
Italian objections to S. 7. 

1932 
Jan. 2 | From the Netherlands Legation 949 

(8) Reassertion of the Netherlands objection to S. 7, and re- 
quest that full consideration be given by the U.-S. Govern- 
ment to the Netherlands interests which would be endangered 
by the enactment of the bill. 

‘Jan. 5 | From the British Embassy 951 
British protest against the enactment of bill H. R. 4648 

and identic bill S. 7. 

Jan. 9 | From the Danish Legation 054 
(96.E. Danish objections to identic bills 8S. 7 and H. R. 4648, and 
a/4) request that they be brought to the attention of the proper 

Committee of Congress. 

Jan. 15 | From the Belgian Embassy 955 
Belgian protest against S. 7, as it seems to go contrary to 

certain customs generally accepted in.international law and 
would create serious difficulties for Belgian ships. 

Jan. 22 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State of a Conversa- 956 
tion With the British Ambassador 

Information, in reply to a British inquiry, that the State 
Department and the Department of Commerce will be repre- 
sented at the hearing before the Committee of the Senate. 

Jan. 27 | From the Canadian Legation 956 
Canadian objections to 8S. 7 and identic H. R. 4648, and 

earnest hope that the bill will not become law. 

Feb. 15 | From the French Ambassador 057 
Note referring to previous representations against the King 

Bill and stating further that its provisions are in opposition | | 
to French legislation relative to the composition of the crews 
of French vessels, since the Indo-Chinese are considered to be 
French, whether they are French subjects or protégés.
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RELATING TO PAYMENT OF ADVANCE WAGES TO SEAMEN ON FOREIGN VESSELS 
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1932 
Jan. 14 | From the Swedish Legation 959 

Representations that Senate Bill No. 1559 would have the 
effect of extending the limits over which a law-making power 
has jurisdiction and would be contrary to international comity 
and to the fundamental principles of international law. 

Jan. 29 | From the British Embassy 959 
(36) Reference to previous memoranda on British objections to 

S. 314, which is identical to the present bill No. 8. 1559. 

Apr. 4 | From the Swedish Legation 960 
Application to Senate Bill No. 1558 of the same arguments 

set forth in memorandum of January 14 concerning S. 1559.
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PARTICIPATION OF THE UNITED STATES IN INTERNA- 
TIONAL NEGOTIATIONS FOR DISARMAMENT 

I, THE CONFERENCE FOR THE REDUCTION AND LIMITATION OF 

ARMAMENTS, GENEVA, FEBRUARY 2-JULY 23, 1932’ 

(1) The Nine-Point Proposal of the American Delegation, February 9 

600.41544/789 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Gibson ) 

WasHInaTon, January 19, 1932. 

Dear Mr. Gisson: The President has appointed me Chairman of 
our Delegation to the General Disarmament Conference. As I am 

unable to leave Washington at this time, due to the pressure of many 
other international affairs, he desires you to assume charge of the 
Delegation as Acting Chairman. I know you will inform me when 
you think that my presence would contribute to the successful con- 

clusion of the Conference. 
For your guidance, I am setting forth my views on some of the 

questions which will come before the Conference. They are based 
on the series of conferences held in the Department by the members 
of the Delegation? and the representatives of the State, War and 
Navy Departments, on the principles and certain of the problems 
which will come before the Conference. These considerations are 
not in any way mandatory, and are merely destined for your guidance 
as I rely on the discretion of the acting head of the Delegation in all 
cases, and realise that changes in circumstances are sure to arise in 
the course of the Conference which may call for radical alterations 
in the points of view set forth here. I know that you will consult 
with me by telegraph when such occasions arise. 

Wor previous correspondence, see Foreign Relations, 1981, vol. 1, pp. 471 ff. 
The proceedings of the plenary sessions and of the several commissions are 

printed in League of Nations, Conference for the Reduction and Limitation 
of Armaments, Geneva, 1932: Journal; Records of the Conference, Series A, 
Verbatim Records of Plenary Meetings; Series B, Minutes of the General 
Commission, vol. 1; Series C, Minutes of the Bureau, vol. 1; Series D, vol. 1, 
Minutes of the Land Commission; vol. 11, Minutes of the Naval Commission ; 
vol. m1, Minutes of the Air Commission; vol. 1v, Minutes of the National 
Defence Expenditure Commission; vol. v, Minutes of the Political Commission; 
and Conference Documents, vols. I-11. 

>For the personnel of the American delegation, see Foreign Relations, 1931, 

vol. 1, p. 534. 
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It is understood that the Draft Convention elaborated by the 
Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference which 
met in Geneva from 1926 to 19380, inclusive, will serve as a basis for 

discussion. The Draft Convention represents the principles upon 
which the various governments have thus far been able to agree, and 

the methods of technical progress in definition and precision. It 1s 
| a frame-work which contains no quantitative factors, and the task 

of the Conference will be to adjust these principles to reality and to 
give life to the convention by an agreement for limitation and reduc- 

tion. It is:not anticipated that the Draft Convention will survive 
without considerable alteration of form. | 

The general guiding principles for the American participation in 

the Conference may be set forth along the following lines: 
The principal purpose of the Conference is to arrive at a general 

treaty limiting and, as far as possible, reducing all armaments, thus 

removing the menace of competition in arms and relieving the world 
of the heavy burden of unproductive expense. The practical uni- 

versality of such a treaty implies new bases of relativity, and hence 
new conceptions of the essentials for defense. The basis for the 
whole Conference is the principle already generally accepted in the 

Kellogg-Briand Pact ‘ that the principal function of armaments other 
than the maintenance of internal order is defense. Therefore it is 
necessary to renounce plans and equipment destined to give aggres- 
sion a probable chance of success. This country has always main- 
tained the policy of a reasonable posture of defense, and it should 
be our purpose not to fall below that level in the new conditions 

created by generally accepted limitation. The very nature of the 
projected treaty should, however, preclude any nation retaining arma- 
ments likely to be used for successful aggression particularly initial 

surprise attacks and it will be the purpose of this Government to 
work against any such possibility. 

It must be borne in mind that any world-wide limitation would in 

itself be a step in advance, since the determination of the relationship 
in armaments between one country and the others has been, to a great. 

extent, dependent upon the fear of surprise which world-wide limita- 

5’ For correspondence on the work of the Preparatory Commission, see Foreign 
Relations, 1926, vol. 1, pp. 40ff.; ibid., 1927, vol. 1, pp. 159 ff.; ibid., 1928, vol. 
1, pp. 235 ff.; ibid., 1929, vol. 1, pp. 65 ff.; and ibid., 1930, vol. 1, pp. 187 ff. 

For text of the draft convention, see League of Nations, Documents of the 
Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference Entrusted With the 
Preparation for the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Arma- 
ments, Series X, Annex 20 (C.P.D.292-2), pp. 597-620; Department of State 
Conference Series No. 7: Report of the Preparatory Commission for the Dis- 
armament Conference and Draft Convention (Washington, Government Print- 
ing Office, 1931), pp. 71 ff. 

‘Treaty for the Renunciation of War, Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 1538.
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tion would remove. Limitation, if it does nothing else, paves the 
way for subsequent reduction. 

It would seem that consonant with the obligations which the major 
portion of the world has assumed in the Kellogg-Briand Pact, the 
principle of an absolute minimum force should be admitted for the 
preservation of internal order and in addition some increment for 
defense, in which the principle of relative strength should apply, 

- and in which stringent reductions be sought. 
If, for example, the present German Army may be considered as 

containing the appropriate number necessary for the maintenance of 
internal order in that country, on the same basis the American Army 
of approximately 130,000 would be well under the minimum allowed 
by this method of calculation. Therefore, it would seem that an 
estimate of the armed forces in each country computed by a separation 
into the portion necessary for the maintenance of order and the 
additional contingent essential for defense would clearly bring out 
where reductions could be made since the defense contingent would 
necessarily be a relative matter. On the other hand the minimum | 
army for internal order would be an absolute number not subject to 
reduction. Therefore, for example, if the conference should consider 
any projects for the reduction by a given percentage of the expendi- 
ture of land forces, the costs and maintenance of the personnel and 
the equipment of that portion of the army computed upon the basis 
of the amount necessary for internal order should not be included 
in such a percentage of reduction. It would seem rather that it 
should be computed separately as not bearing upon the similar quota 
of another nation. | 

In the Draft Convention, personnel on active duty is limited, but 
not trained reserves. This omission has been severely criticised by 
“liberal” publicists in this country. It is however effectively im- 
possible quantitatively to limit the trained reserves of a country 
unless conscription is abolished. This Government has never accepted 
the idea of conscription for itself, except in time of war; and 
American public opinion has always viewed voluntary armies as 
essentially defensive. We recognize, however, that most Continental 
Powers, with equal conviction, believe that compulsory military 
service is a guarantee of a pacific policy and a logical development of 
democracy in that it imposes equal burdens on all, whereas a voluntary 

or professional army presents the dangers of a Pretorian guard. 

Five years of earnest discussion throughout the Preparatory Com- 
mission failed to bridge this basic difference of viewpoint. 

With a view to breaking the deadlock on trained reserves, Mr. 

Gibson on April 26, 1929, made the following declaration :
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“Allow me in a few words to recapitulate the attitude of the 
American delegation on this problem. We have always maintained 
that trained reserves should be included with peace time armaments 
since both actually exist in time of peace. In our eyes a nation which 
possesses an adequate and equipped trained reserve is in a position 
promptly to undertake offensive battle. Such a nation is therefore in 
a markedly more favorable position than one which must train its 
personnel and equip it. Untrained civilians cannot be turned into 
efficient fighting men without many months of training. Starting 
with these premises the American delegation reached the conclusion 
that logic and fairness called for trained reserves being included 
among peace time effectives in the Draft Convention. 

“These principles for which we stood during the first session we 
still believe. Nevertheless, as I indicated the other day, I fully 
recognize that other delegations which hold opposing views believe 
their thesis with the same conviction. Therefore if we are to reach 
an agreement—if we are to be able to join in a common draft—it will. 
be necessary for concessions to be made not only on the part of one 
but on the part of every delegation here present. With this in mind I 

_ am ableto declare that the American Government as a practical matter 
is disposed to defer to the views of the majority of those countries 
whose land forces constitute their chief military interest and in 
the Draft Convention before us to accept their ideas in the matter 
of trained reserves.” 5 

While the circumstances which led to this statement have some- 
what altered, it would not seem opportune to press for the inclusion 
of trained reserves in the Convention unless there is any likelihood 
that the support of the United States could bring about a change 
of attitude on the part of the principal military powers. 

It seems quite possible that within the field of limitation of ex- 
penditure resides the best hope of concrete achievement in the forth- 
coming Conference. We have previously been opposed to this form 
of limitation, believing that reduction in personnel and matériel 
is the most effective and direct method, since it does away with pos- 
sibilities of surprise and uncertainty which are resident in limitation 
of expenditure without concomitant limitation of men and arms. 
Furthermore, the difference in costs, living conditions and wages in 
the various countries make comparisons of budgets between countries 
entirely misleading. However, since it has been made clear that 
limitation of expenditure is not designed to serve as a basis of com- 
parison of expenditure between nations, but is designed to be a check 
on each nation’s individual military development, and to serve as a 
basis of comparison of military development within any given 
country over a period of years, the problem has altered. Further- 
more, emphasis is henceforth to be placed not on a limitation of 

‘For complete text of declaration, see Documents of the Preparatory Com- 
mission, Series VIII, Minutes of the Sixth Session (First Part), p. 114.
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credits but on a limitation of actual expenditures. If limitation of 
expenditure should be coupled with limitation and reduction of 
matériel, preferably by categories, it might be possible to agree on 
this as a complementary method. Any fair proposals on this basis, 
which, jointly with direct reductions, would bring about a just and 
proportionate reduction in expenditure, might well be acceptable. 

Throughout the sessions of the Preparatory Disarmament Com- 
mission discussion centered on two methods of limiting land matériel : 
the direct, which consists in agreement not to exceed certain specified 
numerical items by categories, and the indirect, or limitation by ex- 
penditure. Only one-half the States represented at the Preparatory 
Disarmament Conference were willing to adopt the thesis of direct 
limitation; all the States represented, excepting the United States, 
were willing to accept indirect limitation in some form, either alone 
or as complementary to direct limitation. 

There is reason to believe that if we should, at the outset of negotia- 
tions, let it be known that in return for some measure of direct 
limitation by categories, we would be willing to agree to some form 
of limitation by expenditure, and thus prevent a qualitative race in 
matériel once a quantitative race had been ruled out, it would be 
probable that the great majority of nations would go a considerable 
way to meet us. 

Whether the discussion turn on direct or indirect limitation of land 
matériel, the following division into categories, suggested by the War 
Department, would seem logical, avoiding on the one hand such detail 
as would make application of treaty terms difficult, and on the other 
would appear to be all-inclusive. 

1. Rifles. 
2. Machine guns. 
3. Trench Mortars, 37 mm and similar weapons. __. 
4, Light Artillery. 
5. Medium Artillery. 
6. Heavy Artillery. 
7. Tanks. : 
8. Armored Cars. 

It is obvious that a limitation in expenditure should refer only to 
actual military activities, whether or not they appear in the budgets 
for the War and Navy Departments or in other sections of the 
national budget. Conversely, the non-military activities which form 
a part of every military budget, such as administration expenses, 
war graves service, engineering activities on behalf of the civil govern- 
ments, et cetera, should be omitted. Similarly, non-recurring ex- 
penses (the details and definition of which must be left to the tech- 
nical advisers) should receive special examination. Non-recurring
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expenses such as permanent fortifications, which are essentially for 
defense and cannot serve any aggressive purpose, hospitals, et cetera, 
should receive special attention. 

Limitations of matériel already in force among the five naval 
treaty powers and the consequent limitation of personnel have auto- 
matically limited the budgets of those powers for naval defense, and 
it is believed that there is little possibility of reduction of budget 
figures on navies during the terms of the present treaties. If, how- 

ever, it is proved that by greatly increased expenditure it would be 
possible so to improve the efficiency of a ship already limited by tons 
as to result in a new form of competition in construction, the pos- 
sibility of determining the cost of future construction per ton in the 
different categories on a proportionate basis to post-war building 
figures may be studied. 

We have informed the British Government that in so far as the 
Parties to Part III of the London Naval Treaty ® are concerned the 
figures to be inserted in any disarmament convention should be kept 
within the limitations already agreed to at the Washington and 
London Naval Conferences.? However, it does not seem that the 
time limit of any general convention which may come out of the 

, forthcoming Geneva Conference should be limited to so brief a time 
as the period up to December 31, 1936. This Government feels since 
no treaty could possibly be signed until late in 1932, it could not 
obtain sufficient ratification to put it into force until late in 19883. 
This would mean a new general conference of all the nations in 1935, 
which would prepare the way for the termination of the treaty in 
19386. 

We would be willing, if the French and Italian Governments com- 
plete the Treaty of London by adhering to Part III, to consider 
favorably the prolongation of the Washington and London Treaties. 
If this is not feasible, it seems possible that some provisions should 
be inserted whereby the High Contracting Parties agree that if there 
were any changes of naval strength for the signatories of the Wash- 
ington and London Naval Treaties resulting from the Conference 
provided for in Article 23 of the London Treaty, all High Contracting 

| Parties which had entered naval figures in the proposed treaty for 

the categories limited by these treaties, should meet in accordance 

*Signed April 22, 1930, Foreign Relations, 1930, vol. 1, pp. 107, 120. 
*See memorandum to the British Embassy, December 30, 1931, ibid., 1981, 

vor D. recpondence concerning the Washington Conference on the Limitation 
of Armament, November 12, 1921-February 6, 1922, see ibid., 1922, vol. 1, pp. 
1 ff.; the treaty for the limitation of naval armament, signed February 6, 1922, 
is printed on p. 247. For correspondence concerning the London Naval Con- 
ference, January 21-—April 22, 1980, see ibid., 1980, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff.
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with Article 58 of the Draft Convention to advise as to the revisions 
that might be necessary. Thus the naval provisions of the forth- 
coming General Convention would be coterminous for all practical 
purposes with the London and possibly the Washington Treaty; 
while on the other hand, should the provisions of either or both of 
these treaties be continued no changes in the General Disarmament 
Treaty would be required. In this way it would seem that a greater 
element of stability could be achieved for the General Disarmament 
Convention than would be possible should provisions for all arma- 
ments terminate in 1936. 

The President in his message to Congress stated : 8 

“Both our Army and Navy have been maintained in a high state of 
@efficiency. The ability and devotion of both officers and men sustain 
the highest traditions of the service. Reductions and postponements 
in expenditure of these departments to meet the present emergency 
are being made without reducing existing personnel or impairing 
the morale of either establishment. | 

“The agreement between the leading naval powers for limitation 
of naval armaments and establishment of their relative strength and 
thus elimination of competitive building also implies for ourselves 
the gradual expansion of the deficient categories in our Navy to the 
parties provided in those treaties. However, none of the other na- 
tions, parties to these agreements, is today maintaining the full rate 
of construction which the treaty size of fleets would imply. 

“Although these agreements secured the maximum reduction of 
fleets which it was at that time possible to attain, I am hopeful that : 
the naval powers, party to these agreements, will realize that estab- 
lishment of relative strength in itself offers opportunity for further 
reduction without injury to any of them. This would be the more 
possible if pending negotiations are successful between France and 
Italy. If the world is to regain its standards of life, it must further 
decrease both naval and other arms. The subject will come before the 
General Disarmament. Conference which meets in Geneva on Feb- 
ruary 2 next.” 

Therefore in accordance with this expression it would be our pur- 
pose to work for reductions within the limits of existing naval treaties 
maintaining the present ratios. Certain possibilities present them- 
selves, namely, the general abolition of submarines and the consequent 
reductions which could then be made by all powers in the destroyer 
category, as well as marked proportionate reductions in the aircraft 
carrier category in which no nation is built up to its allowed limits.® 

With respect to the problem of the size of battleships at present 
limited by the Washington Treaty at 35,000 tons, the question is 

’ Message delivered December 8, 1931; for full text, see Foreign Relations, 
1981, vol. I, p. IX. 

° The original bears a notation that the clause beginning “as well as . . .” was 
later excised. See footnote 31, p. 24.
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purely academic at this time, since there are no battleship replace- 
ments to be completed before 19387. A conference is provided in 1935 
for the consideration of this problem. What progress may be made 
in the technique of construction before that time it is impossible to 

. say, although it is a general principle that large ships are necessary 
on account of their resistance and fuel carrying capacity. The naval 
advisers of the American delegation feel that this is particularly the 
case in respect to the United States, owing to the absence of naval 
bases. It cannot, however, be excluded that some reduction in size 
from the present tonnage may be possible in view of the advance of 
the art of construction. It is possible psychologically that the mere 
fixation at the present time of a lower figure for capital ships would . 
act as an encouragement to further building, as soon as permitted,® 
whereas, the maintenance of the present large and costly capital ships 
would act as a deterrent to their being replaced and in favor of their 
life being yet further prolonged. 

The Draft Convention provides for the reduction and limitation 
of air armaments on the basis of two factors: (1) number of planes; 
(2) total horse power. The American experts are of the opinion that 
the second factor is misleading and that the direct limitation by num- 
bers, with a possible concomitant limitation of expenditure, would 
produce every desired effect. : 

In view of the difficulties of measuring the air forces of those 
countries that maintain a separate establishment for air with those 
whose air services are component parts of the Army and Navy, it 
would seem desirable that every country be asked to enter figures in 
three columns: (1) airplanes allocated to service with the Army; (2) 
airplanes allocated to service with the Navy; (3) airplanes main- 
tained in a separate establishment. Thus the United States, for 
example, would enter figures only in columns (1) and (2), while 
Great Britain, for example, would enter in all three columns thus 
aiding the commensurability and adding a factor of information 
which would give stability to. the Treaty. 

It seems certain that the total abolition of military aircraft is un- 

likely at this time, as this would give superiority in the air and the 
greatest potential threat of attack to countries having the largest 
civilian aircraft development. Just as merchant shipping affords no 
danger in face of naval vessels, so the experts point out that civil 
aircraft 1s powerless against military aircraft. | 

Notwithstanding the difficulty of dividing aircraft into categories, 

should it be found possible to define the characteristics of a heavy 
bomber, it would seem that in line with the general proposition that 
armaments should serve for defensive purposes only, a proposal
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might be made or at least acquiesced in for its total abolition.. The 
threat of injury to the civilian population at the outbreak of war 
would thus be greatly diminished. If this solution is not feasible, 
some modification of the rules of war which should be generally ac- 
ceptable to prevent the bombing of civilian population by military 
planes or to restrict such activity to purely military objectives as in 
the case of the present rules of war governing bombardment on land 

or sea, would be desirable. | 
As at present drafted, the Convention contains an article dealing 

with chemical and bacteriological warfare. 

The following text lias been prepared by our military and naval 
advisers as the basis for discussion either as an article of the Con- 
vention or as a separate instrument: | 

“The High Contracting Parties undertake, as among themselves, 
to abstain from the use in war of asphyxiating or lethal gases, except 
within the boundaries, and in defense, of territory over which they 
exercised sovereignty or de jure control at the outbreak of war.” 

The present provision regarding bacteriological warfare is satis- 
factory. 

While it was generally admitted that some form of central body 
should be set up in connection with the Disarmament Treaty, the 
discussions in the Preparatory Disarmament Commission indicated 
a wide diversity of opinion as to its proper functions. The original 
continental conception of the Commission was that it should be 
equipped with power to make investigations within the territory of 
a state against which complaints were entered. This idea of super- 
vision or control was of course repugnant to us and many others and 
was reluctantly abandoned by its sponsors. Later, an attempt was 
made to give the Commission judicial attributes, which might be 
termed a disguised form of control. This too, was rejected. There 
may be attempts by certain powers to reintroduce the idea of super- 
vision and control in a direct or indirect manner. It is believed that 
any such provision in the treaty would find great difficulty of accept- 
ance by the American Senate. 

In our conception the Permanent Disarmament Commission should 
be a body set up for study and report, for the mobilization of public 

opinion and the coordination of information. Emphasis should be 
placed less on its negative duties, such as holding hearings on com- 
plaints, and reporting on the fulfillment of the Convention, than on 
its positive duties, which might well include a study of the technical 
development of armaments, as well as reports to the Governments 
as to possible new ways and means to accelerate the continuing pro- 
cess of disarmament.
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The next question to arise is whether all signatories to the Treaty 
are to be represented on the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
or only a limited number of states. On practical grounds, the latter 
appears the more desirable, as experience has proved that a smaller 
body can work more expeditiously and effectively than a larger and 
more cumbersome group. Perhaps the best solution would be to 
give permanent right of nomination to the larger military and naval 
powers, while a system of rotation in office should be evolved for the 
other states. 

An attempt to define in greater detail the rules of procedure of the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission would probably be a mistake. 
It is impossible to foresee at this juncture all possible circumstances 
that may arise, and any procedure laid down in the Convention, and 
consequently unalterable without a modification of the entire docu- 
ment, would in our opinion be too rigid to achieve the most effective 
results. | 

The article on derogation which was proposed by the American 
Delegation to the Preparatory Disarmament Commission, was orig- 
inally phrased so as to follow the wording of Article 21 of the 
London Treaty which reads: 

“If, during the term of the present Treaty, the requirements of the 
national security of any High Contracting Party in respect of vessels 
of war limited by Part III of the present Treaty are in the opinion 
of that Party materially affected by new construction of any Power 
other than those who have joined in Part III of this Treaty, that 
High Contracting Party will notify the other Parties to Part III 
as to the increase required to be made in its own tonnages within one 
or more of the categories of such vessels of war, specifying particu- 
larly the proposed increases and the reasons therefor, and shall be 
entitled to make such increase. Thereupon, the other Parties to Part 
III of this Treaty shall be entitled to make a proportionate increase 
in the category or categories specified; and the said other Parties 
shall promptly advise with each other through diplomatic channels 
as to the situation thus presented.” 

The debates in the Preparatory Disarmament Commission made it 
clear that the phrase “thereupon the other High Contracting Parties 
will advise as to the situation thus presented” used in a treaty with 
fifty or more signatories, was of a wider scope than a similar phrase 
used in a three-Power Treaty and providing for a contingency 
created by the building program of any one of a very limited number 
of outside powers. In the General Disarmament Treaty it is hoped 
that there will be no non-signatory Powers, or at least that such 
Powers as do not sign will be of so little importance from a military 
point of view as not to affect, for practical purposes, the universality 
of the Treaty.
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Now it was intended to include in this one general and simple 
undertaking to advise as to the situation arising from the suspension 
of the Treaty provisions, various contingencies. A state might have 
taken the serious step of suspending the Treaty in whole or in part, 
(a) as the result of a violation (or alleged violation) of the Treaty 
by another contracting party; (0) as the result of an altered circum- 
stance arising from some action of a contracting party, that did not 
violate the Treaty; (c) as the result of some action taken by a non- 
contracting party, et cetera. Whichever the cause, it would seem that 
the derogating Power should have an opportunity to join in the 
deliberations of the other contracting parties: (1) to give informa- 
tion explaining or justifying the serious step it had taken in suspend- 
ing part of the Convention; (2) to be on a footing of equality with 

the other state whose violation of the Treaty is alleged; and (3) to 
facilitate an adjustment of the difficulty and a consequent withdrawal | 

of the temporary suspension. In the circumstances, the second para- 
graph of this article might be rephrased as follows: 

“Thereupon the High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise 
as to the situation thus presented.” 

This article bears enough superficial likeness to a “Consultative 
Pact” to merit careful explanation. The fundamental objection to a 
Consultative Pact is that many people regard it not asa promise to 
consult, but as an implied promise to take some further step usually to 
carry out the recommendations not unanimously agreed to of the 
consultative body. No opportunity should be lost to make it clear — 
that an acceptance of this article does not carry with it any under- 
taking (1) to accept the conclusions of the deliberating High Con- 
tracting Parties; (2) to take action of a discriminatory nature 
against any other Power; or (3) to advise with the League of 
Nations or any organ thereof. The willingness “to advise” as to the 
situation presented is an undertaking assumed in all seriousness, 
voluntarily and not as a quid pro quo for concessions elsewhere, and 
upon the clear understanding of the delegates of other Powers that 
it means what it says and that it contains no hidden implications 

or commitments. 
Furthermore no prescription should be made as to the method by 

which the powers should advise among themselves, and thus there is 
no implication that a conference is mandatory every time a suspen- 
sion is claimed. There is every reason to presume that the purposes 
of this article would in most cases best and most speedily be carried 
out through diplomatic channels. 

With respect to the many matters of detail not treated here, I shall 
rely on your judgment as head of the Delegation as to whether it :
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will be necessary to ask for instruction or to decide the question on 
the basis of the general principles with which you are familiar. 

Sincerely yours, Henry L. Stimson 

500.A1544/747 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Berne, January 21, 1982—4 p. m. 
[Received January 21—2:10 p. m.] 

16. Your 15, January 19, 4 p.m.” In conversation with Drummond 

I learn that it is anticipated that first session of General Disarmament 
Conference will be confined to general declarations in plenary ses- 
sions and that it is not anticipated that it will be of many weeks 
duration. It is not contemplated by the Secretariat that commissions 
will be set up until the general discussion is terminated, perhaps not 

at first session at all. It is expected that adjournment will then be 
made until early in May. It is therefore probable that the first ses- 
sion of the Conference will be devoted to expositions of views and 
the ascertaining of points of view and difficulties of the various dele- 
gations without much endeavor to reach definite results since it 1s 
probable that chief delegates of certain states will only remain for 
opening: days. 

In view of foregoing and after conversation with Gibson I have 
decided not to take advantage of authorization in your 14, January 
14 [18], 6 p. m.!° to be present in Geneva during Council session since 
there will be ample time during the plenary session for ascertaining 
views of other delegations. 

Delighted you are planning to come. 
WILSON 

500.A15A4/833 

The British Ambassador (Lindsay ) to the Secretary of State 

WASHINGTON, 22 January, 1932. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary oF State: With reference to the memo- 
randum containing the views of His Majesty’s Government in the 
United Kingdom on the subject of the procedure to be followed with 
respect to naval disarmament at the forthcoming conference at 
Geneva, which I left with Mr. Castle on December 5th," and to that 

* Not printed. 
u Foreign Relations, 1981, vol. 1, p. 582.
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which Mr. Castle handed to Mr. Osborne on December 30th}? con- 
taining the views of the United States Government, I now enclose 
a memorandum setting forth certain further important points. Sir 
John Simon earnestly hopes that our two governments will find that 
they are in general agreement on these points before any of the | 
Powers concerned finds it necessary to define its attitude at the 
conference. 

The Japanese Government are being similarly approached. 
Believe me [ete. ] R. C. Linpsay 

[Enclosure] | 

The British Embassy to the Department of State 

MrEmMorANDUM 

His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom are glad to note 
that the United States Government agree to part 3 of the London 
Naval Treaty. being maintained until revised by the 1935 conference. 

2. As regards the duration of any convention resulting from the 
conference, it is possible that the United States Government may 
have taken the observations contained in the memorandum handed 
to Mr. Castle on December 5th as referring to the disarmament con- 
vention as a whole, whereas in fact they were intended to refer only 
to the Naval clauses of any such convention. His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment fully agree as to the desirability of the convention as a whole | 
running for a longer period than that for which the London Naval 
Treaty is still valid. | 

3. His Majesty’s Government understand the effect of the proposal 
which the United States Government now make in regard to the 
Naval clauses of the convention to be as follows: 

A. That so far as the parties to the Washington and London naval 
treaties are concerned the provisions of these treaties (supplemented, 
it is hoped, by an agreement with France and Italy) should repre- 
sent their contribution to the reduction of Naval armaments up to the 
end of 1936. 

B. That an agreement for a longer term should be negotiated by 
the other naval powers and incorporated in the naval clauses of the 
convention. 

C. That representatives of the Washington and London naval 
treaty powers should meet in conference in 1935 as already arranged 
in Article 23 of the latter treaty. 

D. That if as a result of this conference any changes in the naval 
strength of the Washington and London naval treaty powers were 
contemplated, all the high contracting parties which have entered 

2 Ibid., p. 535. 

644212 48—9 |
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in the proposed convention naval figures for the categories limited 
by the Washington and London treaties should meet to advise as to 
any revision of their own figures that might be necessary. 

4. His Majesty’s Government for their part readily concur in these 
proposals except that, in regard to proposal (D), they consider that 
the proposed conference should not result automatically from any 
changes in the naval strength of the Washington and London naval 
treaties but should only be summoned if any of the parties concerned 

_ should consider their security to be affected as a result of such 
changes. His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom also 
consider that any one of the Washington and London treaty powers 
should itself have the right to call a conference of all naval powers 
should an agreement reached at the 1935 conference for any changes 
in Washington or London limitations on the size or armament of 
types of ships render this desirable. 

5. As regards the form in which the contribution of the parties to 
the Washington and London naval treaties should be expressed, His 
Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom are considering in con- 
sultation with the Dominions the course which they will advocate but 
the following arguments against the insertion in the naval clauses 
of the convention of the figures appearing in Part 3 of the London 

Naval Treaty appear to merit serious consideration. 
6. In the first place, it is to be hoped that the smaller naval powers 

will be prepared to enter in the convention figures which they will 
not exceed for the whole term of the convention (subject only to re- 
vision in 1935 as proposed above) whereas the figures in Part 3 of 
the London Naval Treaty are agreed only up to December 1936 and 
represent in some cases tonnage levels which must be reached by that 
date but may be exceeded in the interval. Secondly, the negotiation 
of an agreement concerning construction by France and Italy up to 
1935 or 1936 would be greatly impeded if figures had necessarily to 
be entered in the convention by the Washington and London naval 

treaty powers. 

7. If this view were adopted it would seem to follow that in so 
far as those powers are concerned there would be in the convention 
a simple reference to the fact that their naval strength will be limited 
up to 1936 by those treaties and by any supplementary agreement in 
the nature of the bases of agreement of March 1, 1931,1% which may be 
reached with France and Italy. His Majesty’s Government in the 
United Kingdom will communicate again with the United States 
Government on this point as soon as possible but they are anxious that 
the United States Government should be informed at once that they 

: have the above considerations in mind. 

1% Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, p. 380.
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8. The enquiry which was addressed to the United States Govern- 
ment in the memorandum referred to in paragraph 2 above was 
simultaneously addressed to the Japanese Government. The latter 
replied that since the demands to be put forward by other countries 
such as France and Italy were unknown, it would be a mistake to 
regard the strength laid down at Washington and London as fixed. 
It was not desirable that a new treaty should have provisions char- 
acteristic of the London Treaty and therefore require the meeting of 
a further conference in 1935. In these circumstances the Japanese 

Government preferred to reserve their decision regarding the proposal 
of His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom until the con- 
ference met. 

9. While it is possible that the Japanese Government’s view may 
have been based on a misunderstanding of what His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment had proposed, it is also possible to interpret their communi- 
cation as meaning that they are in favour of an attempt being made 
at the forthcoming conference to extend the term of validity of the 
London Naval Treaty and so to dispense with a conference in 1935. 
His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom would see serious 
objections to any such proposal. The difficulties of the disarmament 
conference will be enormous, especially as it now appears that apart 
from the large number of smaller powers whose conflicting claims 
will have to be reconciled, there is no longer any prospect of a settle- 
ment of the Franco-Italian difficulty before the conference meets. 
From existing indications it is not clear by any means that His 
Majesty’s Government will be able to avoid recourse to Article 21 of 
the London Naval Treaty owing to the action of European powers, 
and it is unnecessary to emphasize the importance of doing nothing 
which might increase the existing difficulties. 

10. Furthermore, as the United States Government are aware, His 
Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom were only able to ac- 
cept the existing level of limitation as part of the agreement as a 
whole, which was negotiated in London in 1930, including in particu- 
lar a specific and limited duration. It would mean precipitating diffi- 

culties which need not arise until 1935 if an attempt had now to be 
made to find an acceptable limitation level for a period subsequent to 

1936. It would also no doubt mean the renewal by Japan of a claim 

to a higher ratio (probably 70%) of United States and British naval 
strengths in all limitable categories. 

11. If the parties to part 3 of the London Naval Treaty '* enter 

the Disarmament Conference in agreement amongst themselves, they 
will be in a strong position to influence the other powers to reduce 

% i, e., the United States, Great Britain, and Japan. France and Italy did 
not agree to part III of the Treaty. .
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their armaments in turn. If, on the other hand, these powers reopen 
the whole question between themselves they will be in no position to 
do this: their influence will be greatly reduced and with it the pros-. 
pect of success in bringing about any reduction on the part of other 
powers. 

WasHINaToN, 22 January, 1932. 

500.A15A4/777 : Telegram | | 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson ) 

WASHINGTON, January 26, 1932—6 p. m. 

19. Your 16 January 21,4 p.m. While I appreciate the advantages 
to be gained by holding a plenary session in February and then ad- 
journing the political discussions until early in May, I am somewhat 
disturbed by your hint that the technical commissions may not be set 
up and function during the period of adjournment. Apart from the 
fact that there are many technical problems that can usefully be de- 
bated and decided, I fear the effect on public opinion, which is 
already somewhat sceptical as to the Conference, if after a general 
exchange of views, all negotiations, even of a preliminary technical 
character, should be suspended for two or three months. You may 
convey these considerations orally to Drummond. For your personal 
information, Congress passed the authorizing legislation after pro- 
longed debate, and by a vote of approximately 3 to 2 only, and the 
actual appropriation bill has not yet been passed. One of the chief 
grounds of opposition has been a feeling that the European nations 
were not entering the Conference with an idea of serious work; if 
after the opening discussions our delegation should be left idle for 
months, this feeling would be seriously accentuated. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4/794 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, January 31, 1932—11 p. m. 
} [Received January 31—10:07 p. m.16] 

2. Your 23, January 29, 7 p. m.,17 to Berne.. I today read to the 
delegates your suggested opening speech. They were exceedingly 

% Congressional Record, vol. 75, pt. 2, pp. 2197-2198; 47 Stat. 4, 35. 
Telegram in two sections. 
1 Not printed. . a .
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pleased with your approach to the problem. Following your sugges- 
tion we have put in some alterations in phraseology and two additional 
paragraphs and to avoid any confusion I am re-telegraphing the en- 

tire amended text as my number 3, January 31, 12 p.m.38 | 
The first addition of substance is the introductory paragraph. This 

is inspired by a state of mind which is apparent on the Continent. 
Bruening’s recent statement relative to reparations has brought 

about for the first time in 18 years real discussion as to the realities 
of the continental situation. There is general questioning even of 
such fundamental law as the peace treaties which it has previously 
been considered heretical even to question. In other words Bruening’s 
statement plus the action of our Congress relative to debts’? has 

brought about a new standard of frankness in the discussion of pend- 
ing problems. We think it advisable and helpful to encourage this 
state of mind. The paragraph also seems a logical introduction for 
the admirable exposition you have furnished us. | 

The other additional or anti-penultimate paragraph recites briefly 
the President’s analysis of the forces required for the maintenance 
of internal order and those for defense. This would enable the dele- 
gation at a later date to refer to its opening speech when occasion 

comes to amplify it. 
The other changes are of phraseology in the interest of clarity and 

more lucid translation. 
As matters now stand it appears probable that there will be no 

appropriate occasion to deliver this address for several days but we 
should be glad to have your views as soon as convenient. 

GIBSON 

500.41544/795 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

{Extract*] 

GENEVA, January 31, 1932—midnight. 
[Received February 1—12:30 p. m.?4] 

8. Opening. The past months have brought to the peoples of the 
world a realization that the time has come to scrutinize with eyes 
open and unafraid, the relations of the states to each other and the 

1 Wxtract printed infra. 
Ror correspondence relative to Congressional approval of the Hoover 

Moratorium, see Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, p. 240. 
Except for certain additions referred to in subsequent documents, the omit- 

ted portions of this document conform with the final text of the speech as 
delivered on February 9, p. 25. 

Telegram in eight sections.
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efficacy of the inter-state arrangements already existing. Events 
have been precipitated in the realm of international treaties and in- 
ternational cooperation which make it necessary to face facts with 
a sense of realism and with a willingness to discard the prejudices 
and possibly the processes of the past. With this in mind, the 
American delegation enters this work prepared to elucidate its posi- 
tion now and whenever it may become necessary, with the directness 
which the present situation requires. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/798 : Telegram — 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 1, 1932—9 p. m. 
[Received February 1—6:50 p. m.]| 

4. The immediate plans for the Conference as developed in con- 
versations which I had today with Drummond and Henderson are 
for opening session tomorrow, Tuesday, 3:30 p. m., at which Presi- 
dent will make opening declaration and will propose the setting up 

of three committees. 

1. On credentials; 
2. On rules and procedure; 
3. On examination of petitions to the Conference; 

The only one of importance being the last inasmuch as the com- 
mittee will give hearings to the representatives of organizations from 
all countries now in Geneva and determine which of them are to be 
heard in plenary session. For this committee I suggested informally 

the name of Doctor Woolley and Mr. Henderson gladly acquiesced. 
The next meeting will probably be held on Friday *? to receive the 

reports of the three committees set up which will be working in the 
interval. A further plenary will be held on Saturday to receive 
petitions passed by' the committee. 

Both Drummond and Henderson readily understood the force of 
the argument used in your 19, January 26,6 p. m., to Berne as to the 
necessity for continuing work without long adjournments and ex- 
pressed themselves as in sympathy with this idea. We will take 
future occasion to impress this idea on leading members of the Con- 
ference. So far as Henderson and Drummond are able to foresee 

* February 5.
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they will try to keep work going either in plenary sessions or com- 
missions until time for an Easter recess of 2 or 3 weeks after which 
work will be resumed in such form as may then be possible. Hender- 
son understands that both French and German Governments desire 
that work should continue regardless of their impending elections. 

It is now anticipated that the general discussion will begin on 
Monday of next week. MacDonald has expressed the desire to make 
the first statement and Bruening to speak on Tuesday. We have 
canvassed the question of the most propitious moment for our state- 
ment and have come to the conclusion that it would be wise for us to 
speak on Tuesday before Bruening. In this way what we have to 
say can be considered on its own merits whereas if we make the same 
declaration after the French and Germans have possibly precipitated . 
a conflict the same statement might readily be construed as uphold- ~ 
ing the contentions of one side or the other, thereby lessening its 

effect. 
Unless I hear from you to the contrary I shall make arrangements 

to this effect. 
GIBSON 

§00.A15A4/816 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Gibson ) 

WasuinetTon, February 3, 1932—6 p. m. 

1. Your telegrams No. 2, January 31, 11 p. m., and No. 3, January 
31,12 p.m. In view of the events of the past few weeks I feel that 
it would be a mistake to retain the introductory paragraph you 
drafted, 1) because it countenances and generally accepts repudia- 
tion of obligations as a principle and 2) because it implies taking a 
position in relation to European disagreements which we ought to 
avoid at this stage at least. (See my telegram No. 102, September 
10, 11 p. m., to Wilson*4). Please therefore begin the speech as 

originally cabled you. 
In the sentence in paragraph 2 reading “our conference must not 

be diverted from achieving success on the vital questions by minor 
differences in the background” please substitute the words “of a 

technical nature” for the words “in the background.” 
Otherwise I approve all the changes you have suggested. 
The Department will release the text to the press here on receipt 

of a flash from Geneva next Monday or Tuesday that you are ad- 

% Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, p. 522,
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dressing the Conference. Please arrange with the representative of 
the Associated Press to send flash “For McDermott State Department 
Shoot”. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/44 

Memorandum of Trans-Atlantie Telephone Conversation ® 

Secretary: Hello, is that you Hugh? | 
Mr. Gipson: Good-morning, Mr. Secretary. I wanted to report 

to you on the opening session today and make a proposal from the 
delegation. We have this morning a statement by Sir John Simon 6 

- and by M. Tardieu,?? both of whom presented a rather complete pro- 
gram of definite proposals. We, independently in our delegation, 
came to the conclusion that we ought to make an addition to the 
speech we have prepared tomorrow and this afternoon we have given 
very careful study to the preparation of an addition which we would 

: like to submit to you and recommend for insertion before the last two 
paragraphs. 

SECRETARY: Just one minute, Hugh. I am familiar with the 
French proposition. You mean that was the one about the League 
police force and international armaments,?8 but I am not familiar 
with Sir John Simon’s. 

Mr. Grsson: His speech was on the basis of the proposal he made 
the other day. Sir John Simon had a number of different points 
which he brought out in his speech. He wanted to adopt the draft 
convention which we drew in the Preparatory Commission as the 
basis of the work. He supported the establishment of a permanent 
disarmament commission; he urged the abolition of gas and chemical 
warfare; the abolition of submarines. He touched upon construc- 
tion, but said that was a controversial subject and generally drew 
attention to French prohibitions or limitations which will weaken 
the attack. He spoke about the reduction in the size of ships, their 
maximum gun calibre and the heavy guns above a certain calibre. 
That was about the substance of what he brought forth. 

SECRETARY: Yes. 
Mr. Gisson: As we open tomorrow morning, we feel that we ought 

: to say something rather specific about what we are prepared to do, 

* Between Mr. Gibson in Geneva and Mr. Stimson in Washington, February 
8, 1932, 11:10 am. 

* For text of the statement, see Records of the Conference, Series A, Ver- 
batim Records of the Plenary Meetings, vol. 1, pp. 55-59. 

* Hor text of the statement, see ibid., pp. 59-64. 
* League of Nations, Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Arma- 

ments, 1932, Conference Documents, vol. 1, p. 113 (Official No: Conf. D. 56.)
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and we have prepared a draft to be inserted before the last two para- 
graphs in the speech as you have approved it, and if you have a 
stenographer there I should like to dictate it. This is the way it 
reads : 

The American Delegation has listened with interest to the speeches 
of Sir John Simon and M. Tardieu and has been interested to note 
that each of them has begun this general discussion by concrete pro- 
posals, setting forth at the very beginning of the Conference the 
contributions which their Governments can make to the cause for 
which we are assembled. These proposals and any others which they 
may put before the Conference will be examined with an open mind 
by my Government and we feel that the best road to success lies in a 
similar statement from every delegation that has something very 
positive to lay before us so that we may out of this discussion evolve 
something which it is felt possible to bring forward at the outset. 

The American Delegation has not attempted to formulate or sub- 
mit any comprehensive plan for overcoming all of the obstacles that 
exist in the way of achieving a general limitation and reduction in 
armaments. In the first place, we do not desire to raise new ques- 
tions which will increase the points of difference and thus delay tak- 
ing the forward step which could otherwise be taken. In the second 
place, we do not believe the human mind is capable of so projecting 
itself into the future as to devise a plan which will adequately pro- 
vide for all future developments and contingencies. 

As practically all the nations of the world have now pledged 
themselves not to wage aggressive war, we believe this conference 
should and can successfully devote itself to the abolition of those 
weapons which are devoted primarily to aggressive war and we are 
prepared to give earnest and sympathetic consideration to any plans 
or proposals which seem to furnish a practicable and sound basis 
upon which we may effect a general limitation and reduction of arma- 
ments and establish a more healthy and peaceful state of affairs. It 
is my purpose today to lay before you certain points which the 
American Delegation advocates. Let me say that this list is not ex- 
plicit [evclusive?] and contains merely some of the thoughts which we 

feel will carry on some of the propositions of the Conference. 

1. The American Government advocates consideration of the draft 
convention as containing the outlines of a convenient basis for dis- 
cussion, while expressing its entire willingness to give full considera- 
tion to any supplementary proposals calculated to invoke the end 

we all seek. 

3. We suggest the possibility of prolonging the existing naval 

agreements concluded at Washington and London, and we advocate
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completing the latter as soon as possible by the adherence of France 
and Italy. 

3. We advocate proportional reduction from the figures laid down 
in the Washington and London agreements on naval tonnage as soon 
as all parties to the Washington agreement have entered this frame 
work. 

| 4, We advocate, as we long have done, the total abolition of sub- 

marines. 
5. We advocate the prohibition of bombing of land objectives from 

the air except within the national territory and for its defense. 
6. We advocate the total abolition of lethal gases, bacteriological 

warfare, or if this is impracticable, similar restrictions as those al- 
ready stated for bombing, namely, the utilization solely within the 

national territory and for its defense. 
7. We advocate, as I have already stated, the computation of the 

number of armed forces on the basis of the effectives necessary for 
the maintenance of internal order and an additional increment neces- 
sary for defense. 

8. We agree in advocating special restrictions for tanks and heavy 
mobile guns, in other words, weapons of a military offensive 
character. | 

9. We are prepared to consider a limitation of expenditure on 
matériel as a complementary method to direct limitation, feeling that 
it may prove useful to prevent a qualitative race, if and when quan- 
titative limitation has been effected. 

As I have already said these nine points are in no sense explicit 
[eaclustve?] but I mention them merely in order to focus attention 
upon the method in which we have the greatest hope of early practical 
realization. That is the end of the draft. 

I want to say, under No. 8, Dr. Woolley wrote up a very sound 
objection to that and she feels in a way that it is a step backward 
from our signature of the draft protocol and Senator Swanson says 
that he feels entirely safe in assuming that we can get a total pro- 

hibition through the Senate. 
Secretary: A total prohibition on heavy tanks and guns—what 

did the Senator say ? 
Mr. Gisson: The Senator says he is convinced that the total pro- 

hibition can be put through the Senate. We drafted this in such a 
way that we could either use the first phrase or go on with the quali- 

fying phrase if you think it is wiser. 
Secretary: Yes. 
Mr. Gipson: There is only one other point that we want to call 

your attention to. Under Number 9 we drew very carefully a clause
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about budgetary limitation, contingent upon a satisfactory expendi- 
ture for matériel direct limitation. We feel that we are adequately 
safeguarded by that and that it is the one thing calculated to save us 
from the position of being the obstructionists and, furthermore, it 
will give the most force to what we have to say. 

SEcRETARY: Have you submitted that to the Army and Navy? 
Mr. Gipson: Everyone on the Delegation, but General Simonds 

says to remember your conversation with the Secretary of War.” 

He feels that it should be checked with the Secretary of War and 
that he would put in a reservation until that is done. Admiral Hep- 
burn said in that case may be he should be consulted by telephone also, 

although he sees no objection to it as it stands. 

Secretary: I don’t remember that there is any objection to it. 
Mr. Gipson: We put in the other matériel because we wanted to 

avoid the objection the Secretary of War had raised—that this was 

going to reduce our standard of living. It does avoid his objection 

as I understand it. 
Secretary: It is pretty hard to understand his objection, but 1 

guess you are right. 
Mr. Gipson: The General was very reasonable about it, only he 

felt he ought to tell the Secretary of War in view of a doubt existing 
in his mind. We are slated to speak tomorrow morning at ten o’clock 

but we would be very grateful if you could let me have the earliest 
possible decision on this because we must arrange for our transla- 

tions and all that. : 
Secretary: The only thing that will cause delay is that reference 

back to the War Department. 
Mr. Gisson: Don’t you think that could be done by telephone by 

somebody. | 
SECRETARY: Gibson, I am very pessimistic about my getting any 

affirmative assent to anything which involves budgetary limitation 
from the War Department unless I take it up with the President. 
The Secretary of War says that when this became a national matter, 

the Secretary would withdraw his objections. 
Mr. Grsson: Don’t you think the President’s proposals would 

cover that fully. We all feel it is the essential part of the statement. 

Secretary: All right, I will try to get it and telegraph you. 
Mr. Gisson: I shall stay here and could you telephone back as soon 

as convenient ? 
SEcRETARY: It is pretty hard. I shall try to call you as quickly 

as I can. 

* Patrick J. Hurley. Oe - Oo
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500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/64$ 

Memorandum of Trans-Atlantie Telephone Conversation®® 

CastTte: We want to have correct to give out here what you are 
| going to say. Do you hear me? 

Gisson: Yes. I have already telegraphed it in full as I read it to 
the Secretary. 
Caste: All right that is fine. Let us take up your different points. 

No. one is all right. 
Grsson: Check. 
Caste: No. two is all right. 
Grsson: Check. 

| Caste: No. three is all right. But in connection with that Hugh, 
the Secretary wants you to refer to page 18 of his letter of guidance 
to you. And in there it says, there is one possibility that might 
present itself to the Conference which was to seek a proportionate 
reduction in the aircraft carrier category because no nation is built 
up to its limit and what we want you to do is to strike out that 
clause.?1 

Gipson: Strike out. 
CastLe: Strike out the clause that talks about proportionate re- 

duction in aircraft carriers. 
Gipson: I haven’t said that. 
SECRETARY: That is in the instruction. I do not believe in giving 

up any of our spare tonnage in the aircraft carrier category. You 
have not said so yet but I have been alarmed you might get to it. 

Gipson: No I won't. 
Secretary: I don’t want to give it up. I should fight against it. 
CasTLE: Point four is all right. , 
Gigson: Check. 
Castie: No. Point five we do not like. Will you take down this 

language: “We will join in formulating the most effective measures 
to protect civilian populations against aerial bombing.” Now sub- 
stitute that for what you have. 

Gipson: In place of five. 
CasTiE: Yes, in place of five. 
Caste: Now six. We stand with Miss Woolley on that. 
Gipson: Good, I am glad you do. 
Caste: Stop after “bacteriological warfare.” Now seven. You 

| want to add at the end the following: “We advocate as I have al- 
ready stated the computation of the number of armed forces on the 

* Between Mr. Gibson in Geneva and Mr. Stimson and Mr. Castle in Wash- 
ington, February 8, 1932, 2 p. m. 

%t Reference is to p. 7, paragraph beginning “Therefore . . .”, clause beginning 
“as wellas,...”
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basis of the effectives necessary for the maintenance of internal order 
and additional increments necessary for defense.” ‘That is all right 
so far. Add to that Hugh as explaining it—“The former are ob- 
viously impossible of reduction. The latter is a question of rela- 
tivity[”]. Number eight is all right. 

Gipson: Check. 
Caste: No. nine is all right. We have consulted both the Chief 

of Staff ®? and Chief of Naval Operations ** and they say that is all 

right. That will calm your military people. 

500.A15A4/837 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the American 
: Delegation (Gibson) | 

WASHINGTON, February 8, 1932—6 p. m. 

6. On January 22 the British Ambassador left a memorandum,* 
the substance of which I understand has been sent you by Atherton, 
recommending that the signatories of Part III of the London Naval 
Treaty enter the forthcoming Conference in agreement amongst 
themselves with respect to naval problems and offering certain spe- 

cific suggestions as to a basis for agreement. 
In view of Points 2 and 3 of the nine points in your speech to- 

morrow, [ am informing the British Ambassador that, inasmuch as it 
appears desirable not to risk confusion and possible misunderstand- 
ing by discussing the problem concurrently at Washington and 
Geneva and since our delegation has full authority to deal with the 
question raised in the British communication, I am referring the 
entire matter to you. 

STMs0N 

500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/19 

Address Delivered by Mr. Hugh S. Gibson, Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation, at the General Disarmament Conference, 

Geneva, February 9, 1932 

The United States enters the first world conference on the limita- 
tion and reduction of armaments with the determination to leave 
nothing undone to achieve substantial progress. It assumes that the 
same will predominates among all the nations represented in this con- 
ference. Nothing is contributed to our deliberations, indeed our 

* General Douglas MacArthur. 
8 Admiral William V. Pratt. 
4 Ante, p. 13.
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efforts are only clouded with insincerity and pretense, if we fail to 
acknowledge the difficulties which just now surround the project be- 
fore us. The part of statecraft is, however, neither to gloss over 
difficulties and thereby contribute to defeat, nor to invite despair by 
over-emphasis on the difficulties in the foreground. The situation 
demands calm consideration of the facts as they exist and courageous 
efforts to obtain a substantial solution. The impediments are fa- 
miliar to the most elementary observer of international affairs of this 
kind. We meet with the necessity of coordinating motives and ma- 
turing agreement in a congress of nations larger than has ever before 
been assembled. We meet under the strain of economic distresses, 
international uncertainties and popular emotions which might easily 
engulf anything smaller in stature than the cause presented here. 

Our conference must not be diverted from achieving success on the 
vital questions by minor differences of a technical nature. The task 
before the nations of the world is not to minimize these problems but, 
fully mindful of them, to gather strength and determination from 
the conviction that the demand for a regime of international confi- 
dence, cooperation and peace will in the end have its way; that the 
men and nations of our own day who contribute to it will be counted 
in the end as enrolled in a victorious cause, and that in the long per- 
spective of history those who are today reluctant and preoccupied 
with smaller interests will stand only as temporary impediments to 
a world-wide and inevitable movement. 

The people of the United States have during the past generation 
played a useful and leading part in the movement for the limitation 
and reduction of arms. The Washington Conference of 1922 35 made 
the first concrete contribution in voluntary limitation. It met the 
then existing problem of armament at its most acute, its most threat- 

ening and its most conspicuous point, and by a restriction of naval 

armament among the powers who found themselves setting an un- 

happy example, made a long and decisive stride in the direction 

demanded by world opinion. Our people at that conference sacri- 

ficed, 1f not a real predominance, at least a potential predominance 
in weight and strength for warfare. The American people have been 

proud of the contribution which they made to that pact of temperate 
conduct and commonsense. In the London Naval Conference of 

1930 ® the principle of limitation established for capital ships at the 

Washington meeting was enlarged to cover the whole field of equip- 
ment for warfare at sea by the three most heavily armed of the na- 

tions, and some progress was made toward including the two other 

* See Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff. 
% See ibid., 1930, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff.
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powers most concerned. We enter the conference today with the : 
practicability of the limitation upon arms established, with the de- 
mand for it augmented by general pride and satisfaction in the 
achievement already made, and with the United States again willing 
to play its appropriate part in further progress. The American 
delegation is prepared to consider any form of military limitation 
and reduction which promises real progress toward the feeling of 
international security, protection against surprise and restraint on 
the use of arms for purposes of aggression. 

The burden and dangers of the gigantic machinery of warfare 
which are now being maintained in times of peace have reached a 
point where they threaten civilization itself. For two years past 
the people of every race have been confronted with an economic 

crisis from which no nation has been free. All the governments of 
the world have faced reduction of income, unsettled budgets, and 
dangers to the very stability of government itself. The United 
States while seriously affected by these difficulties has suffered some- 
what less severely than many of the other nations. It is today able 
to maintain the burden of armaments as readily as any of the nations 
but it views that burden as unnecessary and inexcusable. No one 
will doubt the political instability of the world of which these arms | 
are not alone the effect but also the cause. No one will doubt that 
they not only contribute to the economic debacle but that they 
threaten the peace of the world. Our American people look upon 
the statesmanship which permits the continuance of existing condi- 
tions as nothing less than failure. The time has gone by when the 
peoples of the world will long permit the continuance of this failure. 

There is a feeling sometimes expressed that the convictions of the 

United States in this field, the faith of our people in an orderly and 
stable regime among the nations, and our conviction that the very 

existence of armaments unbalances the equilibrium, are a product of 
our geographical isolation and of our lack of experience of and ex- 
posure to the rivalries and strains of the European Continent. In 

answer, the American people point to the fact that the system of 
competitive armament, of alliances and cross alliances which has 

existed for centuries in Europe has failed to maintain peace and 
seems indeed to have been provocative of war, the results of which 

are such that victors and vanquished are victims alike. Furthermore, 

the altered conditions of international relationships, the development 

of communication and transport within the last generation to a point 
where the whole world is knit together by strands of commerce, fi- 
nance and intimate contact, have today produced new international 

relationships which are utterly inconsistent with the older methods
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and formulas. America is convinced that the world should not go on 
to new movements and new tasks hampered by the garments of an 
older regime, and that the problem is only how promptly and 
smoothly mankind will cast aside the weapons and traditions of the 
old. 

In the past every nation has justified its level of armament how- 
ever high by the claim such levels were necessary for its national 
defense. Let us not forget, however, that new international commit- 
ments of binding force have introduced a new conception of what is 
needed by a nation for the purpose of defense. Such treaties and 
commitments bear upon practically all the nations here represented. 
In view of this new situation calling for new methods and new 
formulas the lessons of the old strategy must be unlearned in order 
that we may advance. The new conception of national armaments 
has never been put into words in any of our commitments but it is so 
implicit in their terms that it can be reduced almost to a formula. 
Every nation has not only the right but the obligation to its own 
people to maintain internal order. This obviously calls for an ade- 
quate military force for internal police work. Beyond and above 
this there is the obligation of each Government to its people to main- 
tain a sufficient increment of military strength to defend the national 
territory against aggression and invasion. We, therefore, have this 
formula dividing our military forces into two parts. Beyond this 
reasonable supplement to the police force we have taken an implicit 
obligation to restrict ourselves. Our problem is, therefore, to estab- 
lish by honest scrutiny and agreement the margin that now exists 
beyond what is essential for the maintenance of internal order and 
defense of our territories. Controlled by prudence but not by fear 
let us then proceed in a practical way to reduce armaments to the 
level to which we are all committed. 

The American Delegation has listened with interest to the speeches 
of Sir John Simon and M. Tardieu and has been interested to note 
that each of them has begun this general discussion by concrete pro- 

: posals, setting forth at the very beginning of the Conference the 
contributions which their Governments can make to the cause for 
which we are assembled. These proposals and any others which may 
be put before the Conference will be examined with an open mind 
by my Government and we feel that the best road to success lies in 
a similar statement from every delegation that has something posi- 
tive to lay before us so that we may set out upon our labors with the 
benefit of all the practical proposals which it is possible to bring 

| forward at the outset. 

The American Delegation has not attempted to formulate and 
submit any comprehensive plan for overcoming all of the obstacles
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that exist in the way of achieving a general limitation and reduction 
in armaments. In the first place, we do not desire to raise new ques- 
tions which will increase the points of difference and thus delay 
taking the forward steps which could otherwise be taken. In the 
second place, we do not believe the human mind is capable of so pro- 
jecting itself into the future as to devise a plan which will adequately 
provide for all future developments and contingencies. 

' Since practically all the nations of the world have now pledged 
themselves not to wage aggressive war, we believe this conference 
should and can successfully devote itself to the abolition of weapons 
which are devoted primarily to aggressive war and we are prepared 
to give earnest and sympathetic consideration to any plans or pro- 
posals which seem to furnish a practicable and sound basis upon. 
which we may effect a general limitation and reduction of armaments 
and establish a more healthy and peaceful state of affairs. It is my 
purpose today to lay before you certain points which the American 
Delegation advocates. Let me say that this list is not exclusive and 
contains merely some of the thoughts which we feel will carry on 
some of the purposes of the Conference. 

1. The American Government advocates consideration of the draft 
convention ®" as containing the outlines for a convenient basis for dis- 
cussion, while expressing its entire willingness to give full considera- 
tion to any supplementary proposals calculated to advance the end 
we all seek. | 

2. We suggest the possibility of prolonging the existing naval 
agreements concluded at Washington and London, and we advocate 
completing the latter as soon as possible by the adherence of France 
and Italy. 

38. We advocate proportional reduction from the figures laid down 
in the Washington and London agreements on naval tonnage as soon 
as a parties to the Washington agreement have entered this frame 

_ work. 
4. We advocate, as we long have done, the total abolition of sub- 

marines. 
5. We will join in formulating the most effective measures to pro- 

tect civilian population against aerial bombing. 
6. We advocate the total abolition of lethal gases and bacteriologi- 

cal warfare. 
T. We advocate, as I have already stated, the computation of the 

number of armed forces on the basis of the effectives necessary for the 
maintenance of internal order plus some suitable contingent for de- 
fense. The former are obviously impossible of reduction; the latter 
is a question of relativity. 

8. We agree in advocating special restrictions for tanks and heavy 
mobile guns, in other words, for those arms of a peculiarly offensive 
character. 

7 Documents of the Preparatory Commission, Series X, Annex 20 (C.P.D. 
292-2), pp. 597-620. | 

6442124810
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9. We are prepared to consider a limitation of expenditure on ma- 
tériel as a complementary method. to direct limitation, feeling that it 
may prove useful to prevent a qualitative race, if and when quanti- 
tative limitation has been effected. 

I have already said these nine points are in no sense exclusive but 
I mention them merely in order to focus attention upon the methods 
in which we have the greatest hope of early practical realization. 

The nations of the Western Hemisphere have long since prepared 
themselves for an international life in which the solution of diffi- 
culties will be sought by pacific means only. The problem of arma- 
ments is not of the Western Hemisphere. Of the five principal 

navies of the world only one belongs to an American nation and to 
this navy the principle of proportionate limitation and reduction has 
been comprehensively applied. Not a single American nation pos- 
sesses an army which brings fear to its neighbors. For half a cen- 
tury no international war has occurred between the nations of our 
hemisphere. There is no surer evidence that self-restraint from over- 
armament safeguards peace. There is more security to be had in 
friendly cooperation between nations than in reliance on force. The 
best defense a nation can have is the goodwill of its neighbors. 
Nevertheless, and in spite of the fact that we ourselves have reduced 
the personnel of our land forces to a figure below the proportion 
reached by any great European power, we are here to cooperate to 
the utmost of our ability. We are prepared to discuss and to extend 
to other fields the principles of limitation and reduction of arma- 
ments already established and to examine and accept new principles 
if they contribute genuinely to the end defined. We join our sister 
nations with the deep conviction that the cause at issue must not be 
diverted by lack of frank discussion, by preoccupation with the diffi- 
culties in the foreground or by a weak surrender to the obvious 
impediments to progress. The Delegation of the United States is 
representing not only a government but a people and the mandate 
from both is in the same unmistakable terms, that decrease in arms is 
an essential not alone to economic recovery of the world but also to 
the preservation of the whole fabric of peace. 

500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/6 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
| Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 9, 19382—3 p. m. 
[Received February 9—12: 03 p. m.] 

17. The comment on our speech has been favorable and in particu- 
lar the members of the Conference were gratified that we offered
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concrete and definite proposals which are very generally felt to be a 

real contribution to the work of the Conference. 
Points Nos. 7 and 9 elicited the most attention and seem, in general, 

to have been well understood. | 

. Gipson 

500.A15A4/838 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 9, 1932—6 p. m. 
[Received February 9—1: 55 p. m.] 

18. At the invitation of the Uruguayan delegation the representa- 
tives of the American States including all those here represented from 
South and Central America ®8 as well as the United States, Mexico 
and Canada, met this afternoon to consider the possibility of a joint 
declaration indicating the solidarity of these countries in favor of 
the limitation and reduction of armaments and of the pacific settle- 

ment of international disputes. 
Failing instructions from their Governments the question was put 

over until these could be consulted. Mr. Wilson stated in the meeting | 
that it was his opinion that any declaration to be of value should be 

unanimous. 
GIBSON 

500.A15A5 Plenary Sessions/7 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 10, 1982—3 p. m. 
; | [Received February 10—12: 25 p. m.] 

19. Signor Grandi who opened the general discussion today made 
a speech characterized by plain speaking and common sense. He 
restated the essential point of Italian diplomacy with respect to 

equality of rights between all states and equalization of armaments 
at the lowest levels. He likewise said that he was firmly convinced 
of the necessity for completing the London naval agreements and that 
his Government was willing to do all in its power to bring them to a 
successful conclusion at any time. He likewise felt that the draft 
convention drawn up by the Preparatory Commission formed a basis 

% The following were represented by accredited representatives: Argentina, 

Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominican Republic (first 
represented by an accredited observer), Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Panama, 
Peru, and Venezuela.
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for discussion although there is no reason not to examine other pro- 
jects. With respect to French proposal he merely said that it raised 
juridical, political and technical problems affecting the very struc- 
ture of the League Covenant and that it would be studied by the 
Italian delegation. He said his country would not hesitate to con- 
sider any problems tending to fortify the institutions of the League 
provided they would lead to an effective reduction of armaments. 
He said that his country was ready to accept an organic plan of 

limitation which would comprise: 

In respect of naval armaments 
(1)—The simultaneous abolition of capital ships and submarines. 
(2)—The abolition of air craft carriers. 

In respect of land armaments 
(1)—The abolition of heavy artillery of all kinds. 
(2)—The abolition of tanks of all kinds. , 

In respect of air armaments 
(1)—The abolition of bombing aircraft. 

In general 
(1)—The abolition of all kinds of aggressive means of chemical 

and bacteriological warfare. 
(2)—The revision of the laws of war so as to ensure a more 

complete and effective protection of civilian populations. 

Signor Grandi’s speech was followed by Matsudaira who acquitted 
himself well in his very difficult position. Specifically he said that 
his nation favored the restriction of bombing and the application of 
rules for submarine warfare to all types of ship and favored the total 
abolition of the aircraft carrier as well as arrangements to prevent 
the carrying of airplanes on any other type of ship. He supported 
the limitations already in force in the Washington and London 
agreements and made no reference whatever to possible changes in 
ratio. 

_ This speech was followed by a dry résumé by Zaleski of Poland 
giving the steps which Poland had contributed to the general problem 

of security and outlining their ideas on moral disarmament. 
GIBSON 

500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/9 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 11, 1932—2 p.m. 
[Received February 11—10: 45 a. m.] 

22. Litvinofi’s speech this morning consisted of a plea for the 
support of the Russian proposal for total general disarmament but
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added that his delegation had no illusions on the fate reserved for 
such a proposal and therefore it would be ready to discuss any pro- 
posal tending toward a reduction of armaments and he recalled that 
during the Preparatory Commission the Soviet delegation had pro- 
posed the absolute prohibition of the most aggressive categories of 

armament,?? namely: 

(1)—tanks and heavy artillery 
2)—naval vessels above 10,000 tons 

(3) naval gun mountings above twelve inches 
(4)—airplane carriers 
(5)—military dirigibles 
(6)—airplane bombers as well as all stores of aviation bombs 

and other destructive agents carried in airplanes. 
(7)—all the apparatus of chemical, bacteriological and in- 

cendiary warfare. 

He pointed out that all these proposals remained in full force and 

that he would be glad to go beyond them. 
He likewise delivered a detailed criticism of the French plan which 

he said had been absolutely rejected 18 years ago at the time of the 
foundation of the League of Nations. He felt that the creation of a 
new army would only add complexity to the situation and would be 
ineffective to stop wars of aggression since it would merely mean 
that in the calculations of an aggressor state it would have to assume 
that the state which [it?] proposed to attack would have as an ally 
the League army, whose strength it could calculate from the under- 
takings necessary to put the French plan into effect. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A44/851 : Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the. American 
Delegation (Gibson) 

Wasuineton, February 11, 1932—4 p.m. 

9. With reference to your speech of February 9, Point 9, the 
Secretary of the Navy and the Chief of Naval Operations have sug- 

_ gested that in appraising any proposed type of limitation of ex- 
penditure on matériel, the Delegation should take into account certain 
criteria. Specifically, any proposals of limitation by budgetary 
methods which would | 

(a) prevent our taking advantage of the total tonnage permitted 
by the Washington and London treaties 

* For text of the draft convention submitted by the Soviet delegation, see 
Annex 5 to minutes of the fifth session (1928), League of Nations, Documents 
of the Preparatory Commission, Series VI (C.165.M.50.1928.1X), p. 347; for 
correspondence, see Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, pp. 240-256 passim; ibid., 
1929, vol. 1, pp. 71-72 and 87.
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(6) prevent our building to the permitted size in types, viz: 10,000 
in cruisers—35,000 in battleships, et cetera 

(c) limit the size of guns permitted by present treaties or fix costs 
so that ships could not be adequately provided with defensive qualities 

(d@) prevent our taking advantage of the flying deck clause pro- 
vided for by the London Treaty : 

would be objectionable since these matters should be handled by the 
direct method as being more straightforward, less liable to mis- 
interpretation and less apt to create bad feeling. 

STIMSON 

500.A1544/1005% 

Memorandum by Mr. Norman H. Davis, Member of the American 
Delegation 

| GeENnEvA, February 12, 1932. 

Monsieur Tardieu having told me that he wanted to have a long 
talk with me we arranged to meet in his room in Les Bergues at 

3:30 P. M. this afternoon. 
He began the conversation by stating that since we had gone 

through the Paris Peace Conference together and had been friends 
: for years he thought it would be helpful to have an exchange of views 

with regard to the difficulties and possibilities of the Disarmament 
Conference. He then said he had completed a digest of the principal 
speeches made so far from which it was evident that each country 
had laid stress upon one point, namely the importance of curbing 
aggressive war by doing away with essentially aggressive instruments 
of war. While France as he had indicated, is sympathetic to this idea 
he thought it was very difficult to separate entirely offensive from 
defensive weapons and he did not think this was getting at the real 
root of the problem which was to establish a political foundation for 
peace from which disarmament would automatically follow. 

I told him that while the world must ultimately be organized for 
peace, if war and preparations for war are to be eliminated it was 
in my opinion necessary to make progress in every possible direction. 

Whether security should precede or follow disarmament is somewhat 
academic. It would, of course, be desirable to get all political ques- 
tions settled at once and to organize the world for peace but that is 
not possible. Any steps that can be taken, however, to relieve the 
tension that exists on account of the fears and resentments that are 
bred by inequality in armaments and even in security will foster good 
will, improve political relations and reduce the danger of armed 
conflict. Even agreements to stop competition and to eliminate the 
most aggressive weapons of war—to say nothing of actual reductions



NEGOTIATIONS FOR DISARMAMENT 30 

—would contribute to the creation of a state of mind that would 
make it easier to clear the political atmosphere and establish a greater 
measure of goodwill and understanding which after all would be the 
best security. : 

Tardieu said that France was prepared to do everything in her 
power to bring about understandings which would make it possible 
and practicable to reduce the size and the burden of her military 
forces but that he was not clear as to what was going to be the 
attitude of the United States and the role which it would be willing 
to play in changing the world definitely from a war to a peace basis. 
For instance he said he had gotten the impression that we consider 
this Conference as of secondary importance to us and that we seem 
so satisfied with what had been accomplished at the Washington 
Disarmament Conference as to feel that we had done our part, when 
as a matter of fact his own opinion confidentially was that what was 
done there had been one of the chief causes of trouble ever since in 
that it placed France in a difficult position for arriving at agreements 
with both Italy and England. 

I told him he was entirely wrong in thinking the United States : 
considers this Conference of secondary importance; that I could 
assure him that not only are the President, the Secretary of State 
and the entire Delegation keenly interested and desirous of doing 
everything which seems wise and practicable to achieve success, but 
that there is a growing sentiment in the United States in favor of 
reducing the menace and the burden of armaments. I further said 
that the American Delegates were not only prepared to consider with 
an open mind every proposal submitted but that we were willing to 
do everything in our power to contribute to the success of the Con- 
ference; that while we are interested in the success of any efforts to 
remove the obstacles to political appeasements in Europe which would 
facilitate a. general agreement for a limitation and a substantial re- 
duction in armaments we were unable and in fact unwilling, as. he 
must know, to make any commitment whatever to uphold any political 
settlements in Europe. He said he understood our attitude in that 
regard but that without the good offices of the United States and its 

cooperation in establishing a regime of peace it would be impossible 
to make any substantial progress. I told him that in my opinion it 
would depend largely upon just what would be involved in the estab- 
lishment of a so-called regime of peace. 

He then told me that with a view of making a constructive con- 
tribution towards a solution of the problem of disarmament they had 
after six months of earnest thought and effort prepared the plan*® 

“Conference Documents, vol. x, p. 118 (Official No: Conf. D. 56).
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| which they had submitted and that he would like to know what | 
thought of it. I told him while the time might come when there 
would be an international police force it would be after all nations 
have reduced their military forces to a mere police force but that 
even if it were ever wise and possible to establish such a force the 
world is certainly not yet prepared for it; and furthermore, that I 
could not see how an international police force controlled by the 
League could serve the purpose which he seemed to have in mind 
since some of the principal powers of the world were not members of 
the League. He said he realized that such a plan could not be com- 
plete unless all principal nations were members of a League but he - 
thought that a step might be taken in that direction and at least that 
it would be of value to get the world to thinking more about it. I 

| told him that it raised many difficult questions but that just now it 
seemed to me that the Council of the League itself was probably doing 
more to destroy the French proposal than anyone else, because as long 
as the Council is unable even to pass a moral judgment on such a 
flagrant violation of the League Covenant as has happened in the 
Far East *! there was not much ground for believing that it would 
be easier for it to pass proper judgment with regard to the use of 

an international armed force. 
He said that is one reason why he had suggested the necessity of 

strengthening the League. I told him that what was needed just 
now more than anything else was moral and not military strength. 
I also told him that I thought this question was a matter of con- 
siderable importance to France which has laid so much stress upon 
the sanctity of treaties because if France does not show her willing- 
ness to uphold the sanctity of the Covenant of the League, the Paris 
Peace Pact and the Nine Power Treaty there is apt to be an im- 
pression that she is only interested in the sanctity of treaties which 

directly effect her own security. 
I then told him I thought the Far Eastern problem had a direct 

- bearing upon the establishment of a regime of peace and upon the 

Disarmament Conference. He said he thought there was much in 

what I said and that France wished to be helpful in a solution of the 

~ Chino-Japanese controversy but he did not display any keen interest 

in the matter. . 
He then told me that so far France is the only power that has 

expressed a willingness to agree upon a definite limitation on arma- 

ments and expenditures for a specified number of years. I told him 

that we were a party to a Treaty that definitely limited our naval 

1 of For correspondence regarding the situation in the Far Hast, see vol. 11, pp.
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strength and that we were disposed to agree upon a general limita- 
tion. He then got out a chart to show that we had increased ex- 
penditures more than any other nation. I explained to him how 
this had happened with regard principally to the navy but that we 
had not even built up to the maximum limit to which we were entitled 
and, furthermore, that our navy was not looked upon as a menace 
and that it was not a disturbing political factor. 

He then showed me on a chart that France had reduced her army 
somewhat below what it was in 1918 and asked if it would not be 
reasonable if they should agree not to exceed what they now have. 
I told him that in 1913 they were facing other nations in Europe, 
all armed to the hilt and plunging headlong into war, but that since 
the chief enemy, Germany, had since been disarmed it would seem 
to me that France could at least make a substantial reduction in her 
army without in any way endangering her security and by so doing 
she would even increase her security by reducing fear and resentment 
which breed war and that she would furthermore improve her own. 

economic welfare and that of the rest of the world. He said that so 
long as they were facing a possibility of a combination between Italy 
and Germany the French people were afraid to make any reduction. 

I then told him that if the Far Eastern situation were solved and 
France and Italy would settle their differences the Franco-German 
problem would become isolated and easier of settlement. He agreed 
with that and said that he was making every effort to reach ‘an 
agreement with the Italians, that he had had several conversations 
with Grandi and that he was hopeful that with the good offices of 
England and perhaps ourselves it would be possible in the near future 
to bring about an agreement between France and Italy. 

He said that they also had some questions to settle with England 
which was necessary in order to get her cooperation, that they had 
just reached an agreement with regard to reparations but had some 
commercial and other matters to settle which he and Sir John Simon 
had been discussing. He said that if they could just get together 

with England and Italy, which was not impossible, then he felt the 

way would be prepared for further progress towards a settlement with 

Germany that would clear the atmosphere. 

I then asked him if he thought France and Germany could get 
together by themselves and he said no but that he thought that with 
the help of England and the United States it would be possible to do 
so once the road was cleared by an agreement with England and 
Italy. He said it had been very difficult for some time to deal with 
the British because they had somewhat lost their morale as a result 
of their financial difficulties but that in spite of that he was hopeful
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they would iron out their differences. He did not indicate in any 

more detail just what those differences were. 
He then said that one outstanding difficulty was the uncertainty 

as to what part the United States would play in upholding the peace 

of the world. I told him that I did not see how this uncertainty 

could be removed but that if there were some way to fit the United - 
States into a framework for a reduction and limitation of armaments 

and the promotion of the peace of the world that would not go 

counter to what we deemed to be our interests and our duties and 
would not involve obligations which we were unwilling to assume we 

would be glad to give it every possible consideration. He then said 

that the United States could be so helpful in settling some of the 

: problems which have such a direct bearing upon the political stability 

of Europe and upon disarmament. I told him that while the United 

States Government could not become involved in the political prob- 

lems of Europe I was sure that the American Delegates would be 

glad to be of any possible assistance in bringing about a better feeling 

and understanding. He said that was what he had in mind and also 

the fact that if there were some way to regularize the cooperative 

efforts of the United States with the League in cases where we were 

directly interested it would be helpful. As to that I told him I did not 

know what more could be done than was being done but that if the 

League should deal courageously and effectively with the Far Eastern 

question, which was the first major political problem dealt with by 

the League in which the United States was directly concerned, it 

would no doubt have an influence upon American opinion. 

He then asked what assurance there would be that the Senate 

would ratify whatever treaty we might sign here. I told him that 

while no assurance to that effect could be given the American Delega- 

tion would not sign a treaty which would not meet with the approval 

of the Administration and which it was believed would be rejected 

by the Senate. He said something about our failure to ratify the 

Treaty of Versailles and I told him that just because of that there 

would be, in my opinion, less probability of the Senate rejecting 

whatever treaty we might sign here. 

In concluding our conversation he said that the talk with me had 

been very helpful and that once we could clearly understand his 

difficulties and limitations and he could understand ours we could 

probably find a basis for effective collaboration and that we must 

continue our talks and efforts. He said that by working hard and 

patiently, by taking our time and not attempting too quickly to reach 

agreements on everything we ought to be able to make genuine 

progress.
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The net impression of my talk with Tardieu was that the French 
feel on the defensive, that they have about decided they cannot 
dominate Europe indefinitely, even by predominant military strength, : 
and that they are genuinely desirous now of going as far as they dare 
in making a, real peace, to be accompanied by or followed by a sub- | 
stantial reduction in armaments. 

Norman H. Davis 

500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/16 : Telegram | 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Secretary of State 

[Extract] 

GeneEvA, February 16, 1982—midnight [10 p. m.?]_ . 
[Received February 17—9: 40 a. m.] 

29. The representatives of the Argentine, Persia, Switzerland, 

Yugoslavia and New Zealand addressed the plenary session this 
morning. 

Bosch, Argentina, submitted the following four concrete points 
on behalf of his Delegation. 

1. He accepted the draft convention as a basis of discussion. 

2. He declared his support for the establishment of a permanent 
international supervision of armaments in application of any agree- 

ments concluded in Geneva provided that this supervision is accepted 
unanimously and without reservation and is carried on in a practical 
form and to the extent considered by the Conference to be compatible 
with the sovereign rights of each state. 

3. He proposes that an undertaking should be entered into between 
countries which did not sign the Washington or London Naval 
Treaties not to build or acquire capital ships of more than 10,000 

tons since these armaments have a definitely aggressive character. 
4. He considered that there was one conception, that of contraband 

of war, of which this Conference should endeavor to lay down at 
least the essential principles if it is not possible to define it more 
fully. He then proposed on behalf of his delegation that an inter- 
national agreement should be concluded under which the signatory 
states would agree never to regard as contraband of war certain food- 
stuffs to be mentioned specifically in the convention. He trusted that 
this proposal would receive the unanimous support of great and small 
powers and producing and consuming countries of those nations 
which passed through the war as well as those which although neutral
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were not spared by the world conflagration. No country could be 
sure if it attempted to conquer its opponents by these means that 
the weapon would not be used against it. The spectre of blame 
would then arise; there would be the risk of blockade of essential 
roads which would finally result in unrestricted submarine warfare. 

| GIBSON 

500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/17 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 16, 1982—11 p. m. 
[Received February 16—10:15 p. m.] 

30. Reference Argentine proposal regarding contraband and free 
shipment of foodstuffs in my 29, February 16, 10 p. m. [midnight?]. 

I invite attention to the similarity between this proposal and the 
idea in the President’s speech regarding “food ships’4* and request 
guidance as to the delegation’s attitude in this connection. 

. Gipson 

500.A15A4 Air Armaments/14 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 16, 1932—12 p. m. 
[Received February 16—10: 30 p. m.] 

31. General Simonds and Admiral Hepburn request that the fol- 
lowing message be transmitted to War and Navy Departments as 
coming from them: 

“Request studies be made as to effect on national defense of (1), 
abolition of bombardment aviation (2), prohibition of aerial bomb- 
ing (38), internationalization of civil aviation. Conclusions of 
Department to be furnished by cable as soon as practicable and 
completed studies to arrive Geneva not later than April 20”. 

Gipson 

2 Address of President Hoover at the Ceremonies on the BHleventh Anni- 
versary of Armistice Day Under the Auspices of the American Legion, Washing- 
ton Auditorium, Monday, November 11, 1929, at 8:30 p.m. (Washington, Gov- 
ernment Printing Office, 1929), p. 5.
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500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/25 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Gibson ) 

WasHInoTon, February 17, 19382—6 p. m. 

14. Your 30, February 16,11 p.m. We do not consider the present 
time opportune for us formally to revive the President’s “food ships” 
proposal, which was never officially submitted to any Government 
but merely put forth as a suggestion in the Prasident’s Armistice 
Day Address in 1929. While you may, if it becomes necessary, 
express approval in principle of the substance of the Argentine 
proposal,*? we should prefer to continue the policy we held to during 
the London Naval Conference of not permitting the direct issues of 
naval limitation and reduction to become befogged as a result of the 
concurrent discussion of such complicating political issues as the 
freedom of the seas, contraband, et cetera. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/21 : Telegram | 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 17, 1932—8 p. m. 
[Received February 17—4: 25 p. m.] 

36. We have given continued thought to how we could advan- 
tageously participate again in the debate of the plenary sessions 
with a view to utilizing the special qualifications of one or more of 
our delegates. It appears, however, that the plenary sessions will 
probably close within a few days and that no delegation will make 
a second speech with the exception of the German delegate who is 
depositing and explaining the project referred to by the Chancellor 
in his opening speech. 

In a meeting of the delegation today we canvassed various subjects 
which might profitably be put forward in a second pronouncement 
by the American delegation but we are agreed that under the circum- 
stances it would be wise to conform to the general practice and to 
reserve further statements for the public meetings of the general 
commission which will begin after the close of the plenary sessions. 
We feel that our opening statement has been well received and that 
it would be unwise to take the risk of detracting from the first 
impression by any further pronouncement at this time. 

GrBson 

* See telegram No. 29, February 16, from the Acting Chairman of the Ameri- 
can delegation, p. 39.
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500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/23 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 18, 1932—2 p. m. 
[Received February 18—1:10 p. m.]} 

37. Nadolny, the acting head of the German delegation, today read 
before the Conference the German proposals and explanation of them 

in the most tactless speech yet made since it did little except irritate 

every sore point in the whole disarmament question while adding 
nothing to what was already known of Germany’s attitude on the 

subject. He pointed out that Germany started from the fact that it 
and three other countries have already carried out disarmament under 
regulations set up by the powers which drafted article 8 of the 

Covenant and which had declared that the disarmament of the four 
countries was to be a first step toward general disarmament. He 
then proceeded to point out the defects in the draft convention as 
drawn up by the Preparatory Commission. Paragraph 1 provides 
insufficient limitation of land matériel; paragraph 2 air armament is 

allowed to exist in the draft. It excludes trained reserves and varied 

methods of recruitment from consideration under the personnel and 

furthermore departs in almost every decisive point the rules of 

disarmament imposed on Germany at the end of the war while ex- 
pressly maintaining those very rules for Germany. Therefore, Ger- 
many submits proposals not intended to be exhaustive hoping to be 
of fundamental importance in regard to the prevention of aggression. 
The proposals are based on the theory that there can be one system 
of disarmament equally applicable to all countries. 

The summary of the proposals is as follows: 

1. Land forces. 
(a) Personnel 

(1) Personnel of land forces shall be generally recruited 
only by means of voluntary enlistment. 

(2) If the system of recruitment is left to the countries 
themselves adequate allowances must be made for 
trained reserves and these included in general reduc- 

| ~ tion. 
(3) The special circumstances of states with militia must be 

taken into consideration. 
(4) The number of officers should be fixed at the lowest 

figure for all countries alike of a percentage of the 
total effective strength. 

(5) Police forces, et cetera, must be limited to and excluded 
from use for military purposes.
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(5) Matériel 
(6) The following categories of arms shall be forbidden: 

(a) All guns of more than 75 millimeters and howitzers 
of more than 105 millimeters except in fortresses 
and field works where guns shall not be of more 
than 150 millimeters and howitzers of more than 
210 millimeters. 

(6) Mortars and trench mortars above 150 millimeters. 
(c) Tanks of all kinds. 

(7) The arms permitted under the above definitions shall 
be fixed for each state with a uniform allowance for 
replacements. 

(c) Fortifications | 
. (8) The construction and maintenance of fortresses, field 

works and works which constitute a direct menace to 
neighboring countries at the frontier shall be pro- 
hibited. 

2. Naval forces. 
(a) Matériel 

(9) The maximum tonnage of the various types of vessel 
shall be reduced together with the proportional re- 
duction of total tonnage. No vessel of war in the 
future shall exceed 10,000 tons nor carry guns above 
280 millimeters, 

(10) Aircraft carriers shall be abolished. 
(11) Submarines shall be abolished. . 
(12) The following definitions shall apply to all vessels of 

war: capital ships—those which exceed 6,000 tons 
with a gun above 150 millimeters. Cruisers—above 
800 tons with guns exceeding 105 millimeters. De- 
stroyers—those with standard displacement under 
800 tons and with guns under 105 millimeters. 

(18) Non-floating matériel shall be fixed both as regards 
categories and quantities. 

(6) Personnel 
(14) Naval personnel shall be recruited only by voluntary 

enlistment. 
(15) The number of officers and warrant officers shall be 

fixed as a percentage of the total strength. 
(c) Fortifications 

(16) Coast defense fortifications may be retained except 
those which control natural waterways between two 

| open seas. 
3. Air forces. 

17) Maintenance of air forces is forbidden. 
tS} Dropping of bombs from aircraft and preparation 

therefor is forbidden. 
(19) In order to enforce the prohibition of military aviation 

the following shall be forbidden: 
(a) Instruction of any person in military aviation. 
(6) Instruction of members of army in civil aviation.
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(c) Construction, maintenance or importation of air- 
craft, armoured, protected or constructed for 
mounting guns or dropping bombs. 

(d@) The maintenance of relations between the military 
or naval administrations and civil aviation corps 
for military purposes. 

4. General clauses. 
(a) Chemical arms 

(20) Prohibition of military use of asphyxiating, poisonous 
or similiar gases and means of bacteriological war as 
well as preparation therefor. 

(6) Traffic and manufacture of arms. 
(21) Export and import of war armaments, ammunition and 

matériel shall be prohibited. Countries without manu- 
facture shall be given the possibility of importing. 

(22) Manufacture of war armaments and matériel can only 
be carried out in a limited number of private or state 
factories which shall be made public. 

(23) There shall be full and frank exchange of information 
on the subject of the size of armaments and expendi- 
ture thereon. 

Note: The German Delegation does not feel that due to 
the differences in purchasing power limitation of 
expenditure is a useful guide and feels that direct 
disarmament would automatically be accom- 
panied by decrease of the heavy financial burdens. 

(24) The execution of disarmament clauses should be secured 
by procedure of control equally applicable to all 
countries. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4 Agenda/8: Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 18, 1982—5 p. m. 
[Received February 18—2: 25 p. m.] 

39. For War Department from Simonds. 

“German proposals re matériel land armaments provide for pro- 
hibition of maintenance and utilization of following categories of 
arms: : 

(a) Outside fortresses and field works: guns of more than 77 
millimeters and howitzers of more than 105 millimeters. 

(b) In fortresses and field works: guns of more than 150 milli- 
meters and howitzers of more than 210 millimeters. 

Proposals for matériel naval forces provide for limitation of guns 

to 280 millimeters. Unless otherwise instructed I shall state that
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policy of War Department is opposed to any hmitation on calibre 
of guns in our coast defenses which cannot possibly be used for 
purposes other than defense of our important harbors, and as a last 
alternative that the maximum calibres of coast defense guns should 
equal calibre of naval armament that might be used against them. 
In regard to limitation of calibre of mobile artillery has War De- 
partment any objection to accepting a limitation on calibre which 
would be generally accepted by all other great powers for their field 
forces?” 

Gipson 

500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/924 . 

The Italian Minster for Foreign Affairs (Grandi) to the Secretary 
of State ** 

Rome, February 18, 1932. 

My Dear Stimson: Enclosed herewith I am sending you copy of 
the speech I made last Wednesday at the Disarmament Conference.*® 
As you will note I am faithfully following the principles you are- 
acquainted with and the ideas I have on several occasions expounded 
to you. . 

I have come to Geneva with the conviction that the Conference 
must reach concrete results, and with the firm intention of working 
towards this end. The beginning of the debates I consider has been 
rather encouraging inasmuch as the general atmosphere appears 
favorable and I have the impression that the delegates intend making 
a real effort to achieve disarmament. 
We must not of course deceive ourselves. The results will be 

neither very great nor final. But, as you will note in my speech, I 
believe that a step forward must be made and although our ultimate 
goal is still distant, a continuity of our efforts is absolutely necessary. 

I am indeed pleased to be able to tell you that in the general spirit 
I am in full agreement with the American and the British Delega- 
tions. I believe we can closely collaborate for the good cause. I am 
however extremely sorry you are not here and that I am deprived 
of the advantage of your advice and of your company. I trust that 
general conditions will allow you to come later on. 
My wife joins me in sending to Mrs. Stimson the kindest regards 

and I beg you to believe me 
Yours very sincerely, GRANDI 

“Transmitted to the Secretary of State by the Italian Ambassador under 
covering letter of March 5. | 
“For text, see Records of the Conference, Series A: Verbatim Records of 

Plenary Meetings, vol. 1, pp. 71-74. 

6442124811
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500.A15A4 Steering Committee/7 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 23, 1982—10 p. m. 
[Received February 23—7:05 p. m.] 

45. The Bureau (Steering Committee of the Conference) met this 
afternoon and decided to recommend to the plenary session that 
Kaster recess of 2 weeks should commence on Saturday March 19th 
and continue to Monday April 4th. — 

The Secretary-General pointed out that the International Labor 

Conference desired to hold its meetings in Geneva from April 11th 
to May 5th and that while he could provide for the work of the 
committees during this time it would be extremely difficult to hold 
plenary sessions. However no account was taken of this in the set- 
ting of the recess. 

Thereupon the chairman introduced a resolution the purpose of 
which was to throw the entire organization of future work, the 
examination of all proposals and the setting up of committees to | 

~ deal with them, into the General Commission which consists of the 
chief delegates of all countries—in other words a resolution to emas- 
culate the Bureau by handing over all its functions to the General 
Commission save those of a purely honorary character. 

I definitely opposed this procedure on the ground that to send all 
existing proposals, 30 in number, to the General Commission was 
merely to invite endless general discussion and that it was idle to 
hope tedious methodical plan of work could be evolved out of a 
committee of fifty odd members meeting in public. Furthermore, I 
pointed out that it was my understanding that the Steering Com- 
mittee existed chiefly for the purpose of preparing the work and 
making recommendations thereon to the General Commission and © 
that if it were deprived of this function it would be reduced to 
making recommendations on official entertainments and the setting 
of dates of adjournment—its only achievements to date. 

I then made the definite alternative proposal that the Bureau 
should, before the meeting of the General Commission, prepare a 
detailed agenda for the guidance of the Commission in order to 
ensure orderly and expeditious procedure. This caused quite a flut- 
ter, Benes and Boncour expressing “serious constitutional scruples” 
and saying that the Bureau could not do this because it would involve 
deciding questions of substance which were of the competence of the 
General Commission. This was an obvious pretext as in previous 
conferences here the Steering Committee has always directed the 
work and have thereby materially contributed to expediting progress.
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It was pointed out by the Secretary-General that the rules of 
procedure now existing provided for the setting up of committees 
by the-Bureau. Nevertheless, the resolution advocated by Benes and 
strongly supported by Paul-Boncour and Nadolny was adopted giv- 
ing the General Commission the rights hitherto allocated to the 
Bureau both for the setting up of committees and for handling of 
procedure, this involving amendment of the rules of procedure. 

I was the only one to oppose this and after I had again made very 
clear my reasons for insisting on some orderly method of procedure 

through the Bureau the resolution was adopted. 
Immediately after the meeting [of?] the Bureau, the German and 

French press were informed by their delegations that the General 
Commission will tomorrow set up a committee to prepare the work . 
and decide on committees and subcommittees and both delegations 
stated that they would have a majority in that committee for their 
point of view. This confirms my feeling that the opposition to my 
proposal was based solely on the desire to engineer more favorable 

combinations in the new committee than now exist in the Bureau. 

We consider this of more importance than a mere point of pro- 
cedure as experience has shown here that orderly progress can be 
achieved only by keeping to classic lines. It seems evident that there 
was a considerable element of failure to grasp the significance of the 
resolution at the meeting of the Bureau and that when the matter 
comes up in the General Commission there will be a better oppor- 
tunity to bring procedure back on the rails. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4 General Committee/4 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 24, 1932—6 p. m. 
[Received February 24—4: 24 p. m.] 

47. Drummond explained to me before the plenary session this 
morning that the reason for throwing the whole mass of material 
into the General Committee was that fight would be staged as to the 
consideration of the French and German proposals and whether they 
should be broken up into parts or considered as a whole. Any de- 
cision, he said, that was reached by the Bureau would naturally have 
been unsatisfactory to one of the other side and would have been 
appealed to the General Committee where ultimate decision lies and 
the whole matter have to be fought all over again. Thus that what 
seems bad procedure in this case is destined actually to facilitate the 
progress of the Conference by permitting only one discussion of this .



48 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1932, VOLUME I 

subject and only one decision and that without appeal. I made very 
clear our position with regard to the surprise tactics and the non- 
circulation in advance of the resolutions for this purpose and-stated 
that I was still firmly of the opinion that the Bureau contained the 
only possible method of making progress. Drummond said that 
there was no question but that it could be got back on to the rails 
and serve its purpose once the elementary decisions as to the order of 
work had been taken in the larger body. I have confirmed this 
understanding to Henderson in writing. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4 Agenda/12: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 

Wasuineron, February 25, 1932—11 a. m. 

23. Your No. 39, February 18, 5 p.m. For Simonds from War 
Department. 

“Re inquiry on German proposals concerning calibers of artillery, 
the War Department is unalterably opposed to any limitation on 
calibers of guns on fixed mounts employed for seacoast defense. Such 
weapons are wholly divested of any aggressive character. Their 
replacement by smaller calibers would add nothing to a real effort 
for peace. To lower calibers would involve excessive cost of scrapping 
present defenses and installing lower calibers. This is unthinkable 
involving for us hundreds of millions of dollars. Your last alterna- 
tive entirely unacceptable for above reasons. Every effort should be 
made to retain existing coast defense railway artillery for similar 
reasons. In regard to limitation of calibers of mobile artillery, the 
War Department is prepared to accept such limitations as would be 
generally agreed to by all other great powers for their field forces, 
having regard to existing approximate equivalents in units of 
measurement used by the United States Army, for instance, the 
bracket inclusive of calibers 105 mm must embrace our caliber 155 
mm howitzer and gun. Be careful that no pitfalls permit scrapping 
of our elements because of slight difference of calibers from foreign 
services.” | 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4 General Committee/6 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
| Secretary of State 

_ Geneva, February 25, 19382—8 p. m. 
[Received February 25—3:48 p. m.] 

50. After a long and arduous debate the Soviet proposal that the 
Conference consider general and complete disarmament to the ex-
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clusion of the present draft convention was rejected and the British 
proposal was adopted in the following terms: 

“The General Commission request leave to carry on its discussions 
within the framework of the draft disarmament convention, full 
liberty being reserved to all delegations to develop their own pro- 
posals in subsequent debate and to move their amendments in the 
form of modifications, additions or omissions at the appropriate 
point”. 

The Commission then determined to establish five committees, 
namely, land, naval, air, national expenditure, and political. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/12 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 26, 1932—11 p. m. 
[Received February 26—10: 50 p. m.] 

52. The Bureau met this morning and took up question of organiz- 
ing the work of the Conference. Without discussion they reverted to 
the procedure I had advocated in the meeting of February 23 as 
reported in telegram No. 45.46 It was decided without any initiative 
on my part that Benes should draw up a synoptic analysis of the 
draft convention with all supplementary proposals inserted at the 
right places, to afford a basis for discussion by the General Com- 
mission and reference to the various committees organization in last 
sentence of my No. 50, February 25, 8 p. m., procedure seems thereby 
to have been brought back into normal channels. 

The Chairman announced that the five committees would meet 
tomorrow morning to choose their chairmen and other officers. The 
analysis will be distributed Monday afternoon or Tuesday morning. 
The Bureau will meet to adopt it on Tuesday and it is hoped that the 
General Commission can meet on Wednesday. 

The Bureau then passed to consideration of the Conference Docu- 
ment 75 embodying Spanish proposals for cooperation of women’s 
international organizations.47 Madariaga proposed the creation of an 

advisory body on which all women’s organizations should have the 
right to sit as well as to have their representatives attend all public 
and private meetings as observers or experts. This was not directly 
commented on in the subsequent discussion. I said that some govern- 
ments had considered that the most effective single step to utilize 

“February 23, 10 p. m., p. 46. 
* Conference Documents, vol. u, p. 3844 (Official No: Conf. D. 75.)
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women’s interest in the work lay in the appointment of women dele- 
gates; that we had adopted this course with what we considered 
gratifying results; that we did not feel that this represented all 
that could be done along these lines but that we did not feel the 
document before us contained sufficient material on which to base a 
considered decision and that I thought we might after giving further 
thought to the matter eventually set up a small committee to con- 
sider how the great potential influence of women’s organizations as 
well as other organizations could best be utilized to promote the 
success of our work; that I thought we would be unwise to look on 
this question of according “recognition” to organizations of any sort; 
that our sole interest should lie in finding practical methods of 
focusing influence where it would do the most good in promoting the 
ends we seek. Although no decision was taken I gather that this 
idea was generally agreed to. 

In confirmation of my telephone conversation this afternoon I 
have notified the Secretariat that our representation on the five com- 
mittees above referred to will be as follows: 

Political committee, Gibson; naval, Senator Swanson; military, 

Wilson; air, Davis; expenditure, Dr. Woolley. 
We are required to send in one name for each committee but there 

will of course be such use of our personnel as is necessary to secure 
adequate support for whoever is sitting on the various committees. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/896 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, March 2, 1982—9 p. m. 
[Received March 2—6:15 p. m.] 

54. It may be useful at this stage to give you certain views as to 
probable developments in the future. | 

Thus far progress through the general discussion and the setting 
up of Conference machinery has been normal in speed. For the 
moment we are unavoidably slowed up by the meeting of the Assem- 
bly which is occupying the major portion of the thought of the 
delegates. Further than this our confidential discussions disclose the 
fact that there is not only a general reluctance to come to immediate 
grips with the major problems but that both France and Germany 
are determined not to deal with essentials until they have disposed 
of their elections, this without prejudice to their desire to stage a 
public battle on certain carefully chosen questions for political pur-
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poses in both countries. I think it important to realize that far 
from indicating any disheartening hostility these battles have been 
carefully worked out and localized in frank visibility [dscussion?] 
between Tardieu and Nadolny and they both feel that the elite 
[formal] debate they propose to stage will not prejudice ultimate 
agreement. 

In view of the foregoing and of the acquiescence of the other 
powers it is clear that, although committees will be put to work on 
problems of secondary importance in order to keep up the appear- 
ance of activity, there will be no definite progress until after the 
French and German elections, or at least until after the holidays 
which terminate on April 4th. 
We have thus far refrained from trying to push other delegations 

into discussion of essential problems before they are ready for them 
and for the present, at least, we feel that that course should be 
continued. This is dictated to us by two considerations, first, that it 
seems highly improbable that we could induce the European powers 
to come to grips with the problem once they have made up their 
mind that the best hope of achievement lies in another direction, and 
in the second place, because if we press for immediate action they 
will almost inevitably counter with embarrassing conditions relating 
to America’s part in security as the price of accepting any sacrifice. 
Strategically, therefore, we are convinced that acquiescence with their 
desires for the time being is essential, particularly as we feel that 
the principal powers are desirous of coming to some sort of agreement 
which will best be promoted by refraining from undue insistence as 
to times and methods. Furthermore, much private conversation and 
shaping of views on essential problems are going on day by day and 
are going on in an increasingly favorable atmosphere. 

It is generally realized here that this protraction of the work of 
the Conference will cause criticism but it is felt that this is a reason- 
able price to pay for the opportunity to tackle the problems only 
after acute nationalistic feeling has been given a chance to die down 

with the elections. 
GIBSON 

500.A15A4/898 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Gibson ) 

Wasurneton, March 3, 1932—4 p. m. 
27. Your 54, March 2,9 p.m. The Department concurs in your 

conclusions as to method of procedure. 
STIMSON
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500.A15A4 Air Armaments/26 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the American 

Delegation (Gibson ) 

| Wasuineton, March 11, 1932—2 p. m. 

33. Your 31, February 16,12 p.m. Following from Navy Depart- 
ment for Admiral Hepburn: 

“Navy Department takes following position relative to questions 
propounded. (1) Abolition of bombardment aviation is imprac- 
ticable due to inability to delimit such a type, and even if it were 
practicable it would be detrimental to national defense. (2) Pro- 
hibition of aerial bombing is detrimental under existing international 
situation and status. (8) Internationalization of civil aviation is 
contrary to national policy and inimical to national defense. _ 

Navy Department is of opinion that clear definition of objectives 
to which all weapons should be limited will prevent misuse of wea- 
pons more effectively than any one or all of these proposals and will 
be free from many if not all of the objections thereto. 

Detailed study follows by letter.” 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4 Air Armaments/27 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Gibson ) 

Wasuineton, March 11, 1932—5 p. m. 

84. Your 31, February 16,12 p.m. Following from War Depart- 
ment for General Simonds: 

“In response to your request the War Department has made a 
study as to the effect on national defense of (1) prohibition of aerial 
bombing, (2) abolition of bombardment aviation, (8) internationali- 
zation of civil aviation. All of these proposals are relatively detri- 
mental to our national defense. None of them is effective as a 
measure for disarmament or sound as a basis for limitation of arma- 
ments. They serve only to shift the factors of air power from their 
present status to the advantage of certain nations and to the dis- 
advantage of the United States. Our pacific attitude towards the 
world, our standard of national ethics and our inherent strength in 
aviation make total abolition of military and naval aviation, rigidly 
enforced, the most acceptable proposal, and the only one embodying 
true disarmament. The studies requested are being forwarded by 
mail.” 

STIMSON
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50U.A15A4 Steering Committee/15 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, March 16, 1932—3 p. m. 
[Received March 16—11: 30 a. m.] 

80. The Bureau of the Conference met this morning and decided: 

(1) Not to start the discussions in the General Committee on 
article 1 of the draft convention until after the recess. 

(2) To prolong the recess one week, that is to say until April 11th, 
this will take care of the German elections and the parliamentary 
necessities of several of the chief delegates who are Ministers of 
Foreign Office. 

I took no part in this discussion at all and merely acquiesced in 
the generally expressed desire. 

However, in the General Commission I took occasion to introduce 
a resolution *® to the effect that when the General Commission re- 
convenes on April 11 that it or the Political Committee should sit 
continuously until they had arrived at sufficient decisions on prin- 
ciple to enable the technical committees to function usefully and that 
these commission meetings should not be interfered with by any 
meetings of the technical committees. This resolution was unani- 
mously adopted with strong support from France, Italy, England, 
Germany and many others. 

The Chairman of the Conference in a speech summarizing the work 
to the present, said that many delegations had submitted propositions 
which still remained unclarified and which they had not yet elabo- 
rated and therefore requested that during the period of the vacation 
all the memoranda possible should be submitted to the Secretariat 
tending to illustrate these proposals. With respect to the American 
delegation, the only one mentioned by name, he made particular 
reference to the proposal in our opening speech that the Conference 
could successfully devote itself to the abolition of weapons which 
are devoted primarily to aggressive war. ‘Therefore this would indi- 

cate that it would be very desirable to introduce some time before 
the end of the vacation a memorandum defining what the American 
Government regards as weapons of this character and the reasons 
for the belief. I shall have a study of this proposition made here by 
our technical experts for submission to you as soon as possible in 
order that it may be transmitted to the Secretariat during the 
vacation. 

* For text, see League of Nations, Records of the Conference for the Reduc- 
von and ae of Armaments, Series B: Minutes of the General Commis-
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There are further meetings of technical committees and sub-com- 
mittees for the remainder ofthe week. 

: GIBSON 

(2) The American Proposal of April 11 

500.41544/919 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State | 

Geneva, March 17, 1982—3 p. m. 
[Received 4:48 p. m.*?] 

85. At Tardieu’s request I had a long talk with him this morning 
with a view to seeing if we could work together to. expedite despatch 
of Conference business after the adjournment. As the atmosphere 
of the conversation seems essential to a clear understanding I am 
telegraphing you the whole text of the memorandum of my conversa- 
tion. Tardieu began by asking just how we are going to hit it off 
when we got to discussing the various French plans. I said I saw 
no reason why we need bother him if he confined himself to realities 
but of course if through an insistence on a universal symmetrical 
scheme he pressed for world wide arrangements we obviously should 
have to oppose him on many points but that it seemed clear to me 
that his only real concern lay in some agreement for Europe. He at 
first took issue with this on the ground that his plans were for 
members of the League and that this obviously meant that to a certain 
extent at least he must know what non-members were going to do but 
after some further discussion he agreed that real concern was for the 
situation in Europe but prospectively as a matter of strategy he would 
start with proposals of a broader scope and more far reaching than 
he expected to secure acceptance for. I then said that our attitude in 
these discussions would be in a large measure dependent on his own 
ingenuity in affording us justification for remaining out of the dis- 

cussion and said he would give serious thought during the adjourn- 
ment to how he could handle matters so as to facilitate our abstention. 

As regards the armed forces for the League he obviously antici- 
pates that the French proposal will not be accepted because of British 
and other opposition but believes that insistence on it at the beginning 
would increase his chances of securing agreement on some scheme 
for more effective and expeditious methods of consultation and mobi- 
lization of public opinion. 

He said that this had been his first experience at Geneva and that 

he had been shocked by his experience in the Council where the small 

* Telegram in six sections. . |
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powers with nothing at stake and no risks were insistent on sending 
the great naval powers into enterprises that might readily lead to 
war; that he felt that the powers that had to take the principal risks 
should have the say as to how their force was to. be used; and that 
to this end he was considering the possibility of an amendment to 
the Covenant under which, when the time came for examination of 
such problems, they would be referred to a subcommittee of those 
powers who would be called upon to take the risks. 

After this he expressed his real anxiety that some effective means 
be worked out for advising with us in the event of an emergency and 
said that after all, when they talked about security, what they had 
most in mind as regarding America was some expeditious way of 

setting up, or ready to work on the same problem * in the belief that 
usually such common or parallel work would insure our arriving at 
a common conception of the problem and how it was to be met. He 
said that of course if any way could be devised by which they would 
know that we would refrain from cutting across the course of action 
determined on by the League, that would be a maximum which could 
be hoped from America, but that he clearly recognized the difficulties 
of any such far reaching commitments and felt that the best course 
was to strive for an identity of treatment of the problem itself and 
leave the rest to work itself out in the Anglo-Saxon way. He said 
one great difficulty of America working with the League was the very 
widespread apprehension among the American people that when 
there was tall of consultation this was based on the desire of France 
to embroil America in European quarrels and extort from her com- 
mitments again to send American troops to ‘Europe. 

He is giving some thought to what he can do to make clear that — 
France understands perfectly that there is no question of America 
using her forces in such a way or taking sides in European quarrels; 
that active participation by America in European affairs is to his 
mind fantastic and can be dismissed from consideration but that he 
feels very deep and genuine concern that something should be de- 
vised to enable them expeditiously to learn our mind on any problem 
of common concern where the interests of America and Europe are 
alike involved. Tardieu then said that he anticipated that at the 
opening of the next session he would be obliged to deal with the 
German contention set forth in Nadolny’s speech of February 18 *! 
and with the German draft convention submitted at the same time. 
He stipulated he had been under considerable criticism in France for 

© Telegram is apparently garbled here. . 
‘Wor summary, see telegram No. 37, February 18, 2 p. m., from the Acting 

Chairman of the American delegation, p. 42. 

: 6
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not having answered Nadolny at once but that this had been rather 
difficult because he was at the time in Paris in the midst of a minis- 
terial crisis and the opening of the next session afforded an oppor- 
tunity to deal with the matter more calmly than if there had been an 
immediate reply. 

He said that he proposed to deal with the German contention first 
of all from the legal and historical aspect especially as regards their 
contention that article 8 of the Covenant involves a bilateral obliga- 
tion imposing upon the Allied Powers the obligation of disarming to 

German levels. In order to reply effectively he will address himself 
perhaps more to Count Apponyi, who spoke on February 18, than 
to the Germans as the Hungarian delegate went more thoroughly into 
the juridical aspect of the problem. He also desires to do this for 
the purpose of avoiding anything in the nature of an attack solely 
on Germany. 

He proposes at the start to contest the German claim that part V 
of the Treaty of Versailles *? is a contract and further that that con- 
tract was voided by German admission as a member of the League of 
Nations. He brings out the fact that at the time of signing the 
Locarno [treaties?]5* Germany exacted a special acknowledgment 
of her exemption from obligations under article 16 of the Covenant 
on the grounds that they were disarmed. In reply to the contention 

that the military clauses imposed on the defeated powers were the 
work of a moment of passion, he proposes to say that this was on the 
contrary the result of 7 years of careful thought on the part of 
responsible leaders and was designed to destroy the aggressive military 
machine just as at the Congress of Vienna similar measures were 
taken to destroy the aggressive power of the French military machine. 

He may raise the question of the fulfillment of the military clauses 
by Germany by stating that a long period of faithful observance 
might create a definite claim to revision but that he is not in a position 
to say that there had been such fulfillment and that if it is desired 
to go into this matter it might be possible to create a committee to 
examine all the facts, et cetera. 

I am rather disposed to think he will reconsider raising this ques- 
tion as it is his fundamental purpose to eliminate the German juridi- 
cal arguments while at the same time maintaining a good atmosphere 
for negotiation along other lines. Furthermore, the idea might well 
recoil on him. 

% Treaties, Conventions, etc., Between the United States of America and 
Other Powers, 1910-19238 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1923), vol. 
111, pp. 3329, 3398. 

°% October 16, 1925. For texts of agreements, see League of Nations Treaty 
Series, vol, Liv, pp. 289-863. 

a
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He brought up the subject of “control” and said he hoped we could 
work out something more effective than the provisions in the draft 
convention for the Permanent Disarmament Commission.54 I said 
that the very word “control” was obnoxious to us and anything which 
could properly bear that label was doomed so far as America was 
concerned. He made the obvious reply that a great deal of mis- 
understanding had arisen over the difficulty of translation of the 
similar French word but that he wanted us to understand that re- 
gardless of some of the enthusiastics in France and other countries 

- he was no more prepared to tolerate snooping parties in France than 
we were in America. His only concern was to provide for the cen- 
tralization and availability of exact and coordinated information in 
which we could have real confidence. He said he did not feel that 
the provisions of the draft*tonvention were really effective but that 
they could readily be amended so as to make them effective. I said 
that we would be very glad to consider any suggestions the French 

delegation might be able to draft to that end and suggested that he 
give them to us as far in advance of their presentation as possible in 
order that we might have full time to scrutinize them. | 

Tardieu then brought up the question of the Danubian Confedera- 
tion and said he was confident he would be able to achieve something 
positive; that he felt he had already persuaded the British that his 
scheme provided real measures for economic rehabilitation and was 
free from political and other objectionable features. He is going 
to receive the German delegate and some legal representatives of the 
Berlin Foreign Office this afternoon in an effort to persuade them 
that they can afford to acquiesce in the arrangement. As regards 
Italy, he feels that they can accept the plan when they understand 
what he has in mind. He added that he thought the plan would not 
only be free from objection from our point of view but that it was 
along the line of economic rehabilitation which we would approve. : 

I asked him what prospect there was of completing the London 
Treaty ® and he said that while he had not had any negotiations on 
the subject since coming here he had been improving the general 
atmosphere between France and Italy and that he felt the situation 
was very encouraging. He thought he could bring about the agree- 
ment with England and Italy at some time in the fairly near future. 
He said quite frankly that he was in no particular hurry to do this 
as he pulled several irons in the fire with both England and Italy 
and that he had told the British that he was holding this out on 

5% Nocuments of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, 
Series X, Annex 1 (C.P.D. 211.), p. 423. 

6 Treaty for the Limitation and Reduction of Naval Armament, signed at 
London, April 22, 1930, Fereign Relations, 1930, vol. 1, p. 107.
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| them expressly because if he completed the London Treaty now he 
was not at all sure that they would be of a mind to meet him on 
other subjects later on. I told him that as I had been involved 
in this more or less continuously from the beginning I felt justi- 
fied in impressing on him the great importance that we attach to 
the completion of the London Treaty, not only because of the fact 
that it was essential to continuing the movement for naval limita- 
tion but because of the great impetus it would give to the work 
of this Conference. Tardieu said quite soberly that he agreed with 
this and that he fully intended to bring about the agreement while . 
we were here and when I added that you would be deeply interested 
to know his views as to the prospects he said I might tell you in 
confidence that he was satisfied that the prospects and atmosphere 
were very good. 

Tardieu then brought up the question of the Lausanne Confer- 
ence °° saying that that was “going to bring all the pots to a boil 
at the same time and pretty much on the same stove”. He said the 
field of the Lausanne Conference was very broad and that he felt 
that he might bring in for concurrent discussion the next or perhaps 
final stage of the Danubian Agreement and wondered whether there 
was any hope of persuading the American Government of sending a 
representative or an observer. I said that so far as I knew there 
was none on the very reasonable ground that the purpose of calling 
the conference was to reach an agreement between Germany and her 
creditors and that if we sent a representative the inevitable tendency 
would be to pass the problem straight to us without any attempt 
to make satisfactory settlement among themselves. Tardieu said 

that was all very well but that it was of the utmost importance 
to have somebody with whom they could talk even if he were not 
there in the capacity of an observer; that he believed that the 
Financial Committee of the League would be so concerned with the 
Danubian question and perhaps others that it would be necessary 
to have it meet at Lausanne concurrently with the Reparations Con- 
ference and that one of the advantages of this from his point of 
view was that the American members of the Financial Committee 
(in this case Norman Davis) would be present in Lausanne. 
He told me of a conversation he had recently had on war debts 

with Schuler; I informed him I knew nothing of the questions 
raised. [ am merely forwarding Tardieu’s comments to Edge for 
information. 

The entire impression which I got from the conversation was that 
Tardieu was very much alive to the realities of the situation and to 

6 See pp. 636 ff.
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the practical advantages to be derived from cooperation with our 
Government and avoiding positions that will require us to take an 
attitude of opposition. 

GrIBson 

500.4A15A4/941 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, March 26, 1932—noon. 
[Received 1:40 p. m.57] 

93. For consideration during Davis’®® visit. We have lately had 
a growing realization of the necessity for us to present some compre- 
hensive and simple plan for the work of the Conference unless it is 
to peter out. Nobody seems to have any general conception for 
dealing with the problem of disarmament but rather a tendency to 
single out individual problems and deal with them separately. This 
is an ineffective method which cannot lead to comprehensive results. . 
The President’s plan ®® offers the key to the problem of effectives but 
if it is stated by itself we feel that while it would make a deep 
impression it is almost certain that after some friendly comment it 
will be relegated to subsequent consideration on the convenient ground 
that effectives cannot be dealt with unless and until some method has 
been devised for meeting the general demand for security. I think 
we all share a certain impatience with the assumption that America 
must supply the leadership and even the ideas which are to lead to | 
agreement in Europe but however unjustifiable this assumption may 
be the fact remains that unless we, from our somewhat detached 
position, lay down some obviously fair and simple plan it is doubtful 
whether any other nation will have the moral courage and the prestige 
to do so and when the Conference reconvenes it will almost inevitably 
tend to flounder in discussion of the long series of questions of prin- 
ciple on the agenda which in themselves bring about no real solution. 
We should like to submit for your consideration what seems to 

us a new conception of security which involves no commitment for 
America but which we are convinced brings more real security than 
the French plan or any other paper engagement. Moreover, it could 

Telegram in four sections. 
* Norman H. Davis, of the American delegation, who had returned to the 

Department for consultation. 
° Hxpressions of President Hoover’s formula for the reduction of land effec- 

tives, which he developed during the summer of 1931, are contained in the 
letter of instruction by the Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation, January 19, 1982, p. 1, and in point 7 of Mr. Gibson’s 
speech at the General Disarmament Conference, February 9, p. 29.
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not be considered as hostile to or exclusive of any other plan for 
local security. Our idea would be to deliver the draft speech © on 
the formula which Davis is bringing with any necessary changes and 
then continue that while we have indicated the margin where forces 
are relative and thereby subject to reduction by agreement we realize 
that many countries will still feel haunted by the fear of invasion 
and will be unable to act on our suggestion unless and until their 
fears are removed; that therefore the best course is to face the ques- 
tion of security and that we should like to state our conception of it. 

Obviously the whole demand for security arises from fear of invasion. 
Whatever the justification for that fear we feel that happily it can 
be removed. The solution may sound paradoxical but it is to make 
armies non-aggressive, to render them incapable of taking the offen- 
sive with any assurance of success and with the foreknowledge of such 
staggering losses as to make them renounce their aggressive designs. 
How can armies be thus made purely defensive? The answer lies in 
the fact that existing apprehensions are largely due to the existence 

. of certain weapons which now make invasion possible—the great 
mobile guns which can speedily reduce the strongest fortifications, 

| tanks which clear the way for infantry through trenches and barbed 
wire defenses once the forts have been reduced; bombing planes and 
guns which not only do great military damage but inspire terror in 
the civil population. If all these weapons had been abolished in 1914 
it seems safe to say that the fortresses of Liége and Namur would have 
been sufficiently difficult to take to render a sudden invasion of 
Belgium and France practically impossible and certainly to have 
given time for the complete mobilization and the preparation of 
defensive positions by these two armies. Briefly it was the existence 
of large howitzers in the German Army that enabled them to crush 
these frontier defenses in a few days. In offensive weapons therefore 
we have the key to the question of security. 
Through their abolition by universal agreement we could restore 

superiority to the defensive and enable a country by adequate 
frontier fortifications which threaten nobody, to be itself secure 
against invasion, the fears of civil populations would be minimized 
through the realization that they could put their trust in forti- 
fications and thus there would not be the insistent demand for 
large armies in addition; we in the United States are so favorably 
situated geographically that we enjoy nearly a complete impregna- 

bility and we offer this conception of security in order that other 

states of the world may feel equally impregnable within their own — 

frontiers. 

® Not found in Department files.
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If we could reach an agreement as to these offensive weapons 
the problem of limiting effectives would become as simple as it now 
seems difficult as there would be a popular demand for reduction of 
unnecessary expense. It is obvious that the picture as presented 
above applies more specifically to countries like France and Italy 
than it does to countries like Poland and Rumania. In the latter 
two countries with long contiguous frontiers with Russia mobile 
action is more possible. Nevertheless, the primary problem of the 
reduction of arms rests with France to retrench rather than with 
the other two countries mentioned. Furthermore, if such an agree- 
ment could be brought about there is no doubt that there would be a 
tremendous easing of the present tension between France, Germany 
and Italy. 

In discussing this matter it must not be forgotten that there 
is a difficult corner to negotiate in the question of our own railway 
guns for coast defense. As a matter of fact ours are not heavy 
mobile guns in the European sense for they are designed to take the 
place of fortifications and are a cheap and effective way of affording 
coast defense. They are not designed for use against either of our 
land neighbors whereas in Europe the essential purpose of these 
guns is to clear the way for an invasion by land and then to follow 
the invading forces step by step to reduce such obstacles as may be 
encountered by invading armies. It should be possible to find some 
way of maintaining this reasonable distinction in a general agree- 
ment perhaps by securing the acquiescence publicly stated of our two 
land neighbors to our retention of American weapons. Furthermore, 
the caliber of our guns is determined by the caliber of naval guns 
which would be brought into action against them a point which, so 
far as we know, no European country has thus far provided against 
as regards mobile guns. 

The foregoing is a skeleton of what we have in mind. If desired 
we can submit a draft of this portion of the proposed speech. There ~ 
has been so little clear thinking thus far about land disarmament 
that if you approve this idea we feel it should be presented in the 
General Commission fully and simply in order that it may get 
popular consideration even in those countries where some of our 
ideas might be unpalatable to the Governments. At present the chief 
justification for failure to produce results in the Conference lies in | 
the insistent propaganda which is being carried on in Europe as to 

the utter hopelessness of finding a beginning in this complex and 
baffing problem. If you approve the foregoing it would be our 
idea to present it in the General Commission at the earliest date after 

the reconvening of the Conference. 
6442124812
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You may feel that a clear-cut statement of the sort indicated 
would satisfy once and for all as far as this Conference is concerned 
the demand for American “leadership” and “initiative” and that the 
burden would thereafger be on other shoulders. We have not been 
able to see any valid Biocon to it from our point of view for even 
if our plan were accepted, effectives would not be reduced to a point 
which would affect our own, and as for offensive weapons, they are 
of a minimum of use to a country like ours which does not entertain 
a thought of embarking on aggressive wars. At that we have more to 
gain than to lose, perceivably, [by?] universal renunciation of these 

arms. | 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/94714 

Memorandum of Conversation in the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary of State (Rogers )* | 

[Wasuineton,| March 30, 1932.9 

Mr. Davis stated that the Disarmament Conference was reaching 
a stage where all nations, pushed by economic necessity, the state of 
public opinion at home, the fear of social disorders and the like, were 
resolved to make a genuine effort to solve the problems now before the 
Geneva Disarmament Conference. With this in view, they would 
approach the problem not in terms of lip service and offering to give 
up only such arms as were useless to them, but in a constructive at- 
tempt to reach a fair compromise which would result in limitation 

and reduction of armaments. 

Obviously there were certain underlying political problems between 

the European states, notably reparations, the Danubian Federation, 

et cetera, which individual nations were making strenuous efforts 

.to settle by private conversations. The key to the situation was to 

be found in France and Mr. Davis explained that he believed that 

Tardieu had come to appreciate that the French policy of encircling 

Germany and dominating Europe by military force was no longer 

practicable and that in turn he wished to substitute a friendship with 
England and Italy which would permit him to reach a more satis-_ 

6. Present: General Douglas MacArthur, the Chief of Staff; Admiral William 

Veazie Pratt, the Chief of Naval Operations; Mr. William R. Castle, Under 
Secretary of State; Mr. James Grafton Rogers, Assistant Secretary of State; 

Mr. Norman H. Davis, a member of the American Delegation to the General 

Disarmament Conference; Mr. Pierre de Lagarde Boal, Chief of the Division 

of Western European Affairs; Mr. Jay Pierrepont Moffat, of the Division of 

Western European Affairs. 

2 Transmitted by the Acting Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of 

the American Delegation under covering letter of April 7.
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factory relationship with Germany, and incidentally to make very 
_ real economies by the reduction of arms. Various factors had con- 

tributed to this change of heart, but among the principal ones Mr. 
Davis mentioned the realization that a prostrate Germany was as 
dangerous to France as a militaristic Germany. 

Coming down to disarmament problems, Mr. Davis began by 
explaining that England was emphatic in her desire to abolish sub- 
marines. Thus far the French have shown no inclination to give 
up this arm which they regard as a potential threat to England and 
are talking over the idea of building certain dreadnaughts which, 
however, they wish to reduce in size. Mr. Davis said that he had 
frequently pointed out to the British that they were making a mis- 
take in advocating smaller battleships, as in the first place we could 
not consent to it and in the second, France would never actually 
build dreadnaughts while they remained in their present size, whereas 
she might readily do so if they were reduced in tonnage. 

Joining France in her insistence on maintaining the submarine was 
Japan, and while the two stood shoulder to shoulder the problem 
was exceedingly difficult. Mr. Davis felt, however, that France might 
be induced to modify her stand as England would in all probability 

_ refuse to play ball with her on one or all of the following points: 
reparations, the Danubian Federation, financial deals, and a Franco- 
Italian rapprochement. If France should give way on submarines in 
order to obtain British support elsewhere, Mr. Davis felt that Japan 
would be isolated and that there was a reasonable chance of modify- 
ing her opposition. 

Admiral Pratt said that he attached the greatest importance to the 
abolition of the submarine, that our Navy had studied the pros 
and the cons and was convinced that its relative position would be 
strengthened particularly in relation to Japan. The whole Japanese 
plan of campaign is believed to be based on the use of submarines 
based on their mandated islands of the Pacific, and which threaten 
our communications between Hawaii and the Far East. One of the 
islands offering a suitable base for submarines was within a thousand 
miles of Honolulu. As far as submarines themselves were concerned, 
the Admiral considered that their cost in relation to value was such 
as to make them the most expensive of all arms or, to put it in another 
way, gave the least fighting power for the outlay. If they could be 
abolished, it would mean that all powers could reduce somewhat 

- their destroyer tonnage and the British would probably propose a 
further reduction in cruiser tonnage. The one category in which the 

United States could not consent to a reduction was that of the air- 
craft carriers. This led Admiral Pratt to explain that our superiority
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in the air was our greatest naval asset; that we were way below 
treaty strength in ships, but that this was to some degree compensated 
for, particularly with reference to Japan, by our superiority in the 
air, not only numerically but in the quality of our machines and 

above all in our superior flying personnel. The Japanese having 
slower reactions make poor aviators, far inferior to the American. 

Mr. Davis pointed out, however, the genuine fear of Europe of 
aerial bombardment and said that strong efforts were going to be 
made to reduce this menace. He explained at some length the Euro- 
pean idea of abolishing military and naval aviation as such, coupling 
this with an internationalization of civil aviation and the attribution 
to the League of Nations of an air fleet of pursuit planes which could 
take the air against any European power which should violate these 
provisions and attack another nation by air. He said that obviously 
the internationalization of civil aviation applied to Europe only 
and, not being a member of the League of Nations, we would not be 
asked to contribute our quota to the League. 

Admiral Pratt promptly replied that as long as the League held 
such a force we could not forego an aerial establishment. This was 
the more true as planes were the instrument most in use in ferreting 
out submarines and in destroying them by means of an aerial bom- . 
bardment. He, therefore, felt that the United States could only con- 
sider altering its present air establishment if concurrently submarines 
were abolished. This would result in our removing a dangerous 
threat and hénce acquiring an asset in return for giving up our 
present aerial superiority. He further pointed out that our entire 
naval strategy was based upon the use of observation planes and 
pursuit planes; that their existence enabled the fleet to do without 
many other scouting ships and was a source of actual safety to the 
fleet. | 

Here Mr. Davis pointed out that there had been many proposals 
toward limiting the use of bombardment air force to military objec- 
tives alone. This was not felt to meet the problem inasmuch as the 
definition of a military objective would be constantly open to dispute. 
Another proposal was to agree not to drop bombs from aircraft over 
land except on one’s own territory against an invader. This, it was 
felt, would not suit the stress of circumstances, as in the case of a 
war, the invading army would in all probability not agree to with- 
stand an aerial bombardment without retaliating in kind. The only _ 
remaining alternative was to agree not to drop any missiles from the 
air and concurrently to abolish the bombing plane. 

All present agreed that this solution was only practicable if sub- 
marines were abolished and that the two must be considered as
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forming part of an interlocking problem. Admiral Pratt cautioned 
Mr. Davis also that the period during which submarines must be 
scrapped should be a short one, preferably less than a year but in no 
case more than eighteen months. General MacArthur remarked that 
as far as the Army alone was concerned he would be satisfied with 
the complete abolition of military aviation but recognized that the 
needs of our national defense, from a Navy point of view, require the 
stand taken by Admiral Pratt. 

The subject of offensive weapons was next raised. Mr. Davis re- 
called that we had indicated in our opening speech a willingness to 
reduce offensive weapons and that we had now been called upon to 
explain in further detail what we meant. Admiral Pratt interjected 
that the words “offensive weapons” were a misnomer inasmuch as 
the weapon itself was neither offensive nor defensive but the use to 
which it was put. Mr. Davis, however, explained that what he had 
in mind was to explain our purpose in terms of doing away with 
weapons that would primarily assist the aggressor, which in terms 
of land armaments he felt should include the tank and heavy mobile 
artillery. General MacArthur explained that the Army was en- 
tirely ready to give up tanks. As regards heavy artillery, he felt that 
we must insist on fixed mounted guns of large caliber for coast 
defense, but quite agreed to concur in the abolition of heavy mobile 
cannon. He explained that these large caliber guns were not only 
the most destructive to private property (their use thereby marking 
a retrograde step in the development of war which .otherwise has 
shown a tendency to respect private property) but were at the same 
time the most expensive of implements of land warfare and did not 
in the last analysis decide the fate of battles. The question of our 
coast defense guns mounted on railway carriages was discussed. Gen- 
eral MacArthur said that these were relatively few in number, that 
they had not proved very satisfactory in experience and that he did 
not consider their maintenance a vital point. What we should do if 
there were a prohibition of heavy mobile artillery would be to mount 
the guns on fixed emplacements thereby taking them out of the mobile 

classification. Mr. Rogers asked if this would complicate the problem 
of the defense of Panama. General MacArthur replied, no, that our 
fixed defenses there were sufficient, assuming that the United States 
Navy was in being, and if the Navy should be destroyed the value of 
the Canal to us would be unimportant. General MacArthur accord- 
ingly felt that the abolition of heavy mobile artillery of more than 
6 inches in caliber would be one of the most effective steps that could 
be taken toward disarmament and was one which, in so far as he 
could see, would work no disproportionate hardship to any nation.
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The next question to arise was the question of budgetary limitation. 
Mr. Davis explained the pressure that was being brought to introduce 
a certain percentage cut but appreciated that it could not well be 
applied to the Navy without destroying the present treaty ratios 
(which are all important to us) and without freezing us in our 
present situation of inferiority. He queried, however, whether it 
would not be possible to adopt some such scheme with relation to 
the Army. General MacArthur explained that to his way of think- 
ing the principle of budgetary limitation was fallacious: (a) that 
it involved the question of our standard of living not immediately 
but ultimately as economies would eventually be sought in reducing 
the labor cost of all articles; (6) that the labor leaders were con- 
vincedly opposed and that it could not get political support; (c) that 
it was not an accurate yardstick of disarmament; and (d) that in- 

| asmuch as our armed establishments are virtually at a minimum, a 

proportionate budget cut, particularly if repeated, would destroy 
the very fabric of our defense, where it would not do so in the case 
of nations with larger establishments,—hence it would carry a per- 
manent loss to us. If thought of in terms of reduction to our 
federal budget or to our national wealth, our military expenditures 
were way below those of virtually every European power. He chal- 
lenged the good faith of those who sought to impose budgetary 
limitation as a method which would produce proportionate results 
to all nations and urged that it be not considered. Mr. Davis then 
asked whether it would not be possible to estimate the savings to be 
obtained by abolishing tanks, heavy mobile artillery, submarines and 
bombing planes and agree to reduce our budget by that amount pro- 
vided the abolitions went into effect. This was agreed to and Admiral 
Pratt undertook to prepare an estimate of the amount of savings 
which the Navy Department would make by abolishing submarines 
and General MacArthur by the abolitions affecting the War 
Department. 

With regard to gas, neither General MacArthur nor Admiral Pratt 
attached much importance to the various gradations of gas which 
were non-lethal and said that they were prepared to advocate the 
total abolition of gas in all its forms. | 

Before leaving, Admiral Pratt inquired as to the accuracy of 

rumors that Japan intended to resign from the League and inquired 
in that case what would become of the mandated islands. Mr. Davis 
replied that when some months ago Sato had threatened to Sir Eric 
Drummond to withdraw from the League, the latter had said that 
deplorable as that would be, he felt that it would be less deplorable 
than having the League fail to live up to its covenant. The lawyers
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in Geneva had done some studying as to the status of the Japanese 
mandated islands which being C mandates give the mandated power 
the nearest approach to sovereignty possible. It was felt that the 
League could withdraw the mandate but would have no means of 
enforcing the withdrawal and that probably only moral persuasion 
over a period of years would succeed in forcing Japanese evacuation. 

Admiral Pratt also inquired as to what progress had been made 
in settling the Franco-Italian naval controversy.®** Mr. Davis replied 
that he was distinctly optimistic as to an eventual agreement but 
that the French did not wish to settle this problem until the political 
questions had been settled. In particular an effort was being made 
to find a colony for Italy and thus to relieve her expansion pressure; 
this would probably be found in one of the present Portuguese 
colonies, the other to be attributed to Germany. Portugal would be 
paid in cold cash for these acquisitions. 

It was agreed that a telegram would be drafted from Mr. Davis 
to Mr. Gibson setting forth the results of this conversation and that 
a copy would be submitted to General MacArthur and Admiral Pratt 
for their concurrence before being despatched. 

500.A15A4/951 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
: Secretary of State 

Geneva, March 30, 1932—9 p. m. 
[Received March 80—6:15 p. m.] 

95. Dunn has returned today from Rome where Vitetti informed 
him confidentially that the Italian Government is anxious to have 
some measure of achievement to the credit of the Disarmament 
Conference before the meeting of the Lausanne Conference in June, 
assuming it would be disastrous to have this Conference making no 
appreciable progress when a second difficult conference begins. 
Grandi therefore intends to discuss with MacDonald in London on 
his trip during the coming week-end the possibility of a British 
initiative on the reconvening of the Conference looking toward early 
agreement on those subjects on which agreement is readily possible 
and particularly on the question of the abolition of certain types of 
aggressive arms. He feels that if this idea were to be suggested in 
the first instance by Italy it would arouse French opposition and 
that opposition is less likely if the proposal comes from Great 
Britain. His idea is that the great powers should be consulted and 

@a Hor previous correspondence concerning the Franco-Italian naval contro- 
versy, see Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, pp. 358 ff.
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their acquiescence secured before any public pronouncement in the 
Conference. | 

In this connection you will remember that Grandi in his opening 
speech advocated more far-reaching measures than we did as regards 
the abolition of aggressive weapons including in this category battle- 
ships as well as submarines. You may feel that the suggestion in my 
93, March 26, noon, provides a more orderly and thoroughgoing 
presentation of the subject than has been evolved elsewhere and that 
the conception of the relation [between ?] security and aggressive wea- 
pons might, moreover, facilitate acceptance of some agreement by 
the great powers and give needed impetus to the work of the 

Conference. 
GIBSON 

500.A15A4/953 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 

. [Extract™] 

WaAsHINGTON, March 31, 1982—2 p. m. 

48. For Gibson from Davis. 

In view of time required to canvass situation and also of extension 
of time of recess to April 11, I have decided to sail on Berengaria 
April 6. Am going to New York today, returning here Monday 
morning. We then hope to give you final word on all the questions 
which are under discussion. Am making satisfactory progress re- 
garding aggressive weapons. Question of budgetary reduction ex- 

| tremely difficult. 
Suggestion in your 93 ® is looked upon most favorably by the Presi- 

dent and the Secretary. The question of the proposed speech which 
I brought along citing actual figures and names requires some further 
consideration as to the time and method of presenting it but hope to 
supply you Monday with the details to fill out your 93. 

| Strictly confidential. The President is wondering if he should not 
seek an early opportunity to say something on the disarmament ques- 
tion for the effect of opinion at home as well as abroad. I have 
expressed the opinion that if he confined himself to elaborating the 
thesis of dividing the forces into the component parts of police and 

* The portion omitted relates to routine personnel matters. 
* March 26, noon, p. 59.
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defense without going into details which I feel that you should do in 
Geneva, it might be all right. I will discuss this with him further 
Monday. | 

I suppose you have not yet traced the source of the Mowrer © 
indiscretion. At any rate repercussions here not serious as Depart- 
ment which knew nothing about it at the time fortunately was able 
to belittle it. . 

CASTLE 

500.A15A4/954 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 1, 1982—10 p. m. 
[Received April 1—8:11 p. m.] 

99. For Norman Davis. Your 48, March 31, 2 p.m. Referring 

to the paragraph marked strictly confidential the President may 
desire to give consideration to the fact that the relative apathy 
among the American people regarding this Conference is rather 
advantageous in that it will render negotiations at this end much 
simpler than if their expectations were too high or their in- 
terest unduly stimulated at this time. It may well be that within a 
short time it will be most important for the President to give guidance 
to public opinion on certain phases of the subject, and although I 
realize that we are not fully aware of the situation at home, I am 
reluctant to see him use his great influence now, when it will un- 
doubtedly be necessary at a fairly early date. 

In any event I question the wisdom of giving part of thestory of his 
formula, because it cannot be revealed to prove its effectiveness except 
by a full statement, which is obviously not the sort of pronouncement 
for the President to make. You will remember yourself how little 
impressed we all were with the idea until the production of the table 
which enabled us to see its real implications. This objection would 
be even more true of any general pronouncement made by the Presi- 
dent because anything he says will be seized upon by all the amateur 
calculators who will get to work to give highly colored versions of 
the implications of the formula. As regards the statement that 
further consideration must be given as to the time and method for 
presenting the formula you will remember that it 1s already on the 
agenda for early consideration, in fact it is the fourth item and in 

& Mowrer had reported upon a plan of the American delegation which he 
= had been submitted to the Department for approval (500.A15A4/927,
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all probability will in normal course come up for consideration within 
the first week after the convening of the Conference. 

We have thoroughly ventilated the whole subject of the Mowrer 
story. While there was some indiscretion on the part of a junior 
member of the delegation he had real grounds for misunderstanding 
the situation and inasmuch as the story was played down I have not 
thought it necessary to make any further reports to the Department. 
IT am convinced that this episode has had one very useful effect in 
impressing the necessity for scrupulous discretion on all members of 
the delegation. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4 Land Armaments/14: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 

| Wasuineton, April 2, 1982—2 p.m. 

52. Since arriving at Washington, Davis has conferred at length 
with the President, the Secretary of State, the Chief of Staff, and the 
Chief of Naval Operations, all of whom have concurred in the follow- 
ing principles: 

1. We are prepared to advocate the total abolition of tanks and 
of all heavy mobile land artillery over 155 mm. in caliber. This 
would of course not include heavy artillery on fixed mounts whether 
in fortifications or in coast defenses. We would install on fixed 
mounts our present coast defense railway artillery if this proposal 
is generally accepted. 

2. We are prepared to accept the abolition of the use of all toxic 
gases in war, not merely lethal gases as heretofore announced. 

I shall telegraph you at a later date regarding aviation questions. 
CASTLE 

500.A15A4/965 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 

Wasuineton, April 2, 1932—3 p. m. 

53. [From the Secretary.| In your 98, March 26, noon, you recom- 
mended that at the conclusion of the draft speech on the formula 

dealing with the computation of effectives which Davis brought 
home with him, you add a further section dealing with the develop- 
ment of security through the abolition of aggressive weapons. 

2. In our conception these two thoughts are not closely related.
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To combine them in one speech would run the danger of confusion 
in the public mind and would in any event subtract from the emphasis 
each would receive if delivered separately. 

8. Our feeling is that more immediate and concrete gains may be 
expected from presenting and developing as a separate contribution 
the plan for abolishing aggressive weapons suggested in Sections 
2 and 3 of your 98, confining yourself however to land weapons (that 
is, tanks and heavy mobile matériel) and not for the moment touching 
upon the question of bombardment planes or submarines. 

4. Please submit, at your early convenience, a draft of this speech 
as you finally develop it. We have hopes that it may prove a real 

contribution to the success of the Conference. 
5. It is my present idea that Gibson should make the speech on 

either April 11th or 12th before my arrival. 
6. As to the formula for the computation of effectives we are in- 

clined to the belief that it would be more effective to use the draft 
‘speech and the tables as a means of persuasion in technical com- 
mittee rather than to advance it dramatically as an American plan 
in the General Commission. We have not reached a final decision on 
this point, but in any event I do not wish that speech made during 

the early days of the new session. 
7. With relation to a possible speech by the President referred 

to in your 99,°* it is at this moment not practicable to give you a 
final decision. Davis asks me to say that he entirely concurs in your 
arguments, which will be brought to the President’s attention. 

CASTLE 

500.415A4/966 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 4, 1982—1 p. m. 
[Received April 4—11: 55 a. m.] 

102. From Wilson. I have consulted Gibson®? concerning your 53, 
April 2, 3 p. m. 

Points 1, 8, 4 and 7, no comment. 
Concerning 2, our preoccupation had been that the formula for 

figures should not be presented before the formula for security. We 
agree that the two speeches could well be separated provided security 

comes first. | 

® April 1, 10 p. m., p. 69. 
«Mr. Gibson had temporarily returned to his post as Ambassador in Belgium.
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Point 5. We will do our utmost to get the speech presented on 
the dates suggested. It may not however be feasible on these par- 
ticular dates since certain other states, notably France, have made 
earlier claims to the right to it at the beginning of the session. 
Nevertheless, I hope it can be done through Drummond and 
Henderson. 

Point 6. We respectfully beg reconsideration of the question raised 
in this point. We have given it the most careful consideration in 
the light of the situation here and are convinced that the speech 
perceiving the formula for effectives should be produced with the 
fullest possible publicity and flying of banners in order that its 
contents may be brought to the attention of the peoples as well as 
the governments of the Continent. Under this formula the wasteful 
burden of the defense contingent will be plain to the man in the 
street if it is presented in such way as to reach him. We have had 
considerable difficulty in getting this item placed on the agenda of 
the General Commission and only did so over obstacles placed by the 
Czechoslovaks and French in the Bureau and Secretariat. It is clear 
that these states are apprehensive of publicity on the President’s 
suggestion. We are considering submitting for your approval a draft 
resolution to be submitted with the speech to the General Commission 
in which the General Commission would straddle in attempting ® 
principles suggested and request the Land Commission to work out 
the details and report back. We earnestly state that we are convinced 
that in the experience of procedure over here this is the proper 
policy to pursue in this matter. 

Furthermore, it has been our experience that in any matter touch- 
ing general principles the Technical Commission have invariably 
refused to investigate the suggestion until the General Commission 
has given a ruling on the principle involved. Therefore if the 
procedure which you suggest were followed the Land Commission 
would undoubtedly refer the matter back to the General Commission 
with a request for a ruling and thus we would lose the opportunity 
of presenting this case on our own basis and could only present it 
after it had been sniped in public and private, for some days. 

Concerning the strictly confidential 52, April 2, 2 p. m., this wel- 
come information will enormously strengthen our case. Please let 
me know regarding aviation at the earliest convenient moment since 
the text of the speech will of course in some degree be dependent upon 
your decision. 

* Sentence is apparently garbled here.
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We hope to put a draft speech on the wire Thursday evening from 
Geneva. | 

GIBSON 

5600.A15A4 Air Armaments/43: Telegram | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
| American Delegation (Gibson) 

Wasuineron, April 4, 1932—7 p. m. 

55. Continuing my 52, April 2, 2 p. m. Following agreement 
reached regarding position on aviation: 

We regard the problems of aviation and submarines as interlocked, 
particularly as one of the chief uses of the bombing plane is the 
destruction of hostile submarines. If the abolition of submarines is 
agreed to, we would in turn be willing to abolish bombardment avia- 
tion. This could be effected by (a) the abolition of all bombing 
planes and (0) a general undertaking not to launch or drop bombs 
or missiles from the air. This does not include observation, attack, 
pursuit or similar planes, which may mount machine guns provided, 
however, that their use is limited by the rules already prescribed by 
international law for guns, and provided further that their use shall 
not invalidate the purpose of clauses (a) and (6) which in effect is 
to prevent the use of guns, missiles, bombs, or weapons from the air 
of any description against centers of civilization. We favor the basic 
principle of limiting all fighting from the air over land to armed 
objectives of the enemy. 

CastTLE 

500.A15A4/970 : Telegram | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson) 

Wasuineton, April 5, 1932—4 p. m. 

56. For Wilson from the Secretary. Your 102, April 4, 1 p. m. 
I am carefully considering the arguments you adduce for present- 

ing the proposed speech on the computation of effectives with the 
fullest possible publicity, and before reaching a final decision will 
discuss it further with the delegation on my arrival. 
Meanwhile it is important to stress the speech emphasizing security 

through the abolition of heavy mobile land weapons and I feel that 
enough time should elapse for this thought to crystallize in the public 
mind before introducing a second idea which is both new and 
complicated. 

Castiy
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500.A15A4/973 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 7, 1982—8 p. m. 
[Received April 7—4:19 p. m.] 

107. I am telegraphing under No. 108 ® the draft text of speech 
requested in the Department’s 53, April 2, 3 p. m. The lack of 
emphasis placed on bombing planes and submarines is intentional. 
We feel that as matters now stand we can get a maximum of accept- 
ance for those arms essentially used for destroying frontier defenses 
on land and that although the introduction of bombing planes and 
submarines would be a logical broadening of the presentation still 
the linking up of these two weapons would arouse a measure of hos- 
tility to the general plan which is not directed against its funda- 
mental purpose but solely towards the retention of the submarine. If 
we can secure general acceptance of our plan as put forward in the 
draft speech we believe we can subsequently attack the second step 
of the bombing plane linked with the submarine with greater pros- 
pects of ultimate success. 

I saw Henderson this afternoon. He feels that there has been 
time for the delegates to consult their governments during the ad- 
journment and that they are returning with an increased knowledge 
of what can be undertaken. He therefore feels that it would be wise 
to open the session with a few days of general discussion and is 
anxious that the opening speech should be of a constructive and 
helpful character with a specific objective. Therefore, unless Tardieu 
is insistent upon making his speech in reply to the Germans (see my 
102, April 4,1 p.m.) which right he had reserved before the adjourn- 
ment, Henderson proposes to call on me to initiate the debate on the 
ground that the new session is opening under the provisions of the 
resolution introduced by the American delegation (see my 80, March 
16,3 p. m.).7° The first meeting will be Monday afternoon at 3: 30.7 

GIBSON 

*® Not printed. 
® Ante, p. 58. 
" April 11.
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500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/96 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 9, 1932—11 p. m. 
[Received April 9—6: 35 p. m.] 

111. The delivery of the speech of which draft was transmitted in | 
my 108, April 7, 9 [8?] p. m.,” with later amendments will doubtless 
bring forth the suggestion that all types of so-called aggressive arms 
should be dealt with at once. Not only will it be proposed to include 
bombing planes with which, through your instructions, we are ade- 
quately equipped to deal but some will also press for the inclusion of 
the capital ship. 

We therefore feel that we should be in a position when this idea 
is advanced to deal with it on the spot and before repeated demands 
make it perhaps more embarrassing. We have therefore prepared an 

extemporaneous reply quoted at the end of this telegram which in 
our opinion deals adequately with this question and puts the burden 
where it belongs on the great land powers to make some effort towards 
reduction before they demand further sacrifices from us. Unless you | 
have contrary views I propose to use this text on the first occasion 
when the inclusion of capital ships is urged. 

IT am not communicating this to the Secretary?? but if the President 
approves the course suggested perhaps when you so inform me you 
will likewise inform the Secretary. 

“If there is a feeling that the capital ship is an aggressive weapon 
I am glad the question has been raised for my Government has cer- 
tain very definite views on the subject. 

So far as the United States is concerned we have regarded these 
as defensive weapons, as floating fortresses, essential to carrying out 
obligations which the United States has accepted both unilaterally 
and under international agreement such as the maintenance of free 
traffic through the Panama Canal at all times. 

Capital ships along with other forms of naval armament, are 
already strictly limited by international agreement among the great 
naval powers; they have been drastically reduced in number and 
their lives have been prolonged, thus obviating replacements and the 
danger of competition for a number of years to come. 

In the interest of general agreement among the naval powers the 
United States at the Washington Conference sacrificed predominance 
in naval strength in its most powerful category, and since it has 
always maintained the smallest land force of any great power by so 
doing it agreed to forego a military predominance in its preferred 
arm, an act of self denial unprecedented in history. 

The naval forces of the world have thus been limited and reduced. 

% Not printed ; for text of speech as delivered, see p. 76. 
™% Mr. Stimson was en route to Geneva.
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I am convinced, however, that my country would not refuse to deal 
: still more drastically with the subject of capital ships whenever other 

nations whose primary reliance on armaments is placed on land 
forces have made the sacrifice of possible superiority over their 
neighbors which the United States made at the Washington Con- 
ference and when they have agreed upon a balance which would 
afford mutual security and world wide relief.” 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/102 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 

American Delegation (Gibson ) 

WasuinetTon, April 11, 1932—3 p. m. 

66. Your 111, April 9,11 p.m. I have discussed this matter with 
the President and we see very serious objections to your proposed 
statement. In return for scoring a point in debate, your speech risks 
being read as implying (a) that we would be able to extend the 
principle of the abolition of aggressive weapons to other fields than 
the army; and (0) that if our land proposals were accepted we might 
alter our position on capital ships. It is highly important for you 
not to give either of these impressions. It should be sufficient for you 
to stress (a) that our proposals must be considered on their own 
merits and without enlarging their application; and (6) that em- 
phasis should be kept on land questions at least until the great land 
powers have made contributions to the cause of disarmament equiva- 
lent to those made by the naval powers. We attach particular im- 
portance to your being able to block any attempt to liken the treat- 
ment of naval and aerial aggressive weapons to that proposed for 
tanks and heavy mobile land guns, and urge you to bear this con- 
stantly in mind. If necessary you may say we are always ready to 
revise naval programs as a whole, but not in part and that naval 
revision must be a separate question. 

| CASTLE 

500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/104 

Address Delivered by Mr. Hugh S. Gibson, Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation, Before the General Commission of the Con- 
ference, Geneva, April 11, 1932 : 

You will remember that on March 16th" I explained that it was 
my hope that we could immediately, on the resumption of our work, 

4 See telegram No. 80, March 16, 3 p. m., from the Acting Chairman of the 
American delegation, p. 53.
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come to grips with the basic question before us. I quite realize as 
I then stated that a considerable amount of time was necessarily 
consumed in setting up and getting into motion the machinery of the 
biggest conference the world has ever seen. I realize that the weeks 
spent in listening to statements of the various delegations were well 
spent, but I believe that this preliminary phase of the Conference | 
has been given ample time, that we have completed our survey of the 
problem, that we know what measure of agreement exists, and what 
are the problems which must receive our serious attention. Since the 
American Delegation had the honor of introducing the resolution as 
to the method of work to be adopted, it may be felt that it should 
give some indication of the type of concrete problem that we feel will 
be considered. We have undoubtedly done what the rest of the 
delegations have done. We have attempted to analyze the various 
proposals submitted to the Conference and we are struck by the 
fact that one preoccupation seems to dominate in all these proposals, 
namely, finding a method by which reduction and limitation can be 
achieved without incurring risk to national safety. I believe that 
there has been a certain confusion of thought on this subject through 
the rather loose definition of all these proposals as plans for security. 
In large measure, this preoccupation has been instinctive on the part 
of the various delegations, but it is an instinct with which every 
nation must have the greatest sympathy, and this instinctive endeavor 
should be turned by some means into a conscious and definite pro- 
gram which will transmute into terms of disarmament this universal 

need for security. We have heard a great deal in the Conference 
and outside about the need for security but the whole subject has 
been enshrouded in such contradictory proposals and contradictory 
conceptions that it seems to me our first task should be to reduce 
this problem to its elements and to state it inan A, B,C form. I will 
confess that for a long time the American public had little sympathy 
with this idea perhaps for the rather human reason that we our- 
selves, thanks to our geographical position and our friendly neighbors 
feel little concern for our national safety. However, it is our 
earnest desire to find some method by which other nations may 
through an increase of confidence share the same blessing. 

Fundamentally, the demand for security arises from doubts on the 
part of a government and its people as to their ability successfully to 
withstand an invasion. Asa primary duty of government is to afford 
adequate defense to its citizens and its territory, apprehension on this 
score strikes at the very root of national confidence, and under stimu- 
lus of fear governments and peoples instinctively demand ever greater 
armaments and more men for national defense. It is idle to speculate 

644212—-48—18 OF
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as to whether such apprehension is well founded. Apprehension as to 
national safety is not to be dealt with by pure logic or peace estab- 
lished by argument alone. One reason it has been so hard for us to 
think clearly on this problem is that it is full of contradictions and 
thus devoid of logic. For instance it is clear that even some of the 
nations which maintain the highest level of armaments, adequate 
presumably to deal with any possible aggression, are among those 
most fearful for their national safety. This would seem to show 
conclusively that thought on the subject of security has not yet been 
made clear and definite. The solution is to remove the fear. More- 
over, if we remove the fear, we also remove the incentive for the main- 
tenance of the high level of-armaments which today constitutes such 
a menace to our civilization, and such a burden on the economic 
structure of the world. 

During the past few years, and especially at the opening session of 
this Conference, there have been submitted a variety of plans for 
achieving security. I do not propose to discuss these plans at this 
time. Fortunately, the plan I shall have the honor to submit to you, 
which stands by itself, is in no sense contradictory to or exclusive 
of any other reasonable plan for the achievement of security. Further- 
more, the American Delegation has welcomed the introduction of all 
such plans even those that we could not accept. 

Basically, the demand for security is founded on fear of invasion. 
It may well be asked why this feeling should be more acute today 
than in times past. I think the answer is rather simple. Before 
technical progress had reached its present proportions there was a 
certain inherent superiority in defense. A country that puts its faith 
in frontier fortifications was able to hold up armies of invasion at 
least until its defense forces could be mobilized and brought into 
action. Within the last generation, however, certain new weapons 
have been developed to a point where frontier defenses no longer 
constitute an adequate safeguard against invasion. At the beginning 
of the World War we saw the supposedly impregnable fortresses of 
Liége, Namur and Antwerp reduced in rapid succession by heavy 
artillery. I think we are justified in assuming that if the invading 
army had not had these guns these forts would have either acted 

as an effective deterrent of invasion or at least would have sufficed 
to delay the invasion until full defense forces of France, Belgium 
and Great Britain could have been mobilized and brought into action. 
Furthermore, since that time there has been a series of technical 
developments toward the mechanization of attack which will further 

, reduce the value of frontier defenses. A new war would see frontier 
fortifications rapidly demolished by heavy mobile artillery. Trench
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defenses with their barbed wire entanglements necessary for linking 
up the intervals between fortifications would be effectively de- 
molished by tanks and possibly after a gas attack the invading 
infantry would be able to advance with relative ease. It seems clear 
that it is this knowledge that frontier defenses are powerless to resist 
any attack of the sort I have indicated which gives rise to the feeling 
of insecurity not only. on the part of governments, but what is far 

more serious, on the part of the civil population. It is the feeling 
of inadequacy of the defensive force which gives rise to the insistent 
demand on the part of the peoples for the accumulation of military 
stores, the increase of armies and of military budgets; we might as 
well face the facts that unless and until this genuine apprehension can 
be allayed there is little hope of achievement here. I repeat the 
feeling of insecurity rests on fear of invasion. Fear of invasion is 
based on the existence of peculiarly aggressive weapons in land war- 
fare, tanks, heavy mobile artillery and the use of gas. The feeling 
of security will not be restored until we restore to defense the superi- 
ority over aggression which it enjoyed in former times. The only 
way to restore such superiority is to do away with the weapons which 

I have just mentioned. 
It is obvious that the abolition of these weapons can in no sense 

prejudice any other plan for achieving security. On the contrary, 
the very relaxing of tension which would ensue from a general 
agreement to do away ‘with these weapons would in itself favor fur- 
ther agreements. The tension existing today would inevitably be 
eased by such action, for every country would be bound to realize 
that if its neighbors are willing to forego the use of such weapons 
they can not be entertaining designs of aggression. We would 
moreover be paving the way for a removal of that other great fear 
complex which grows out of the danger not of mass invasions which 
break through national boundaries and result in the overrunning of 
territory, but of aerial bombardments and their threat to the civilian 
population. By establishing a feeling of security we would facilitate 
the acceptance of further and more drastic measures of reduction 
with the result that the problem of reduction will become as easy 
as it now seems insoluble. 

The advantage of the abolition of these weapons is not only that 
it would relieve existing fears but that it is in every way desirable, 
even from a strictly military point of view, in that the abolition of 
such weapons would restore the superiority of defense. With no 
existing cannon capable of reducing modern fortifications, with no 
tanks capable of destroying trench defenses, with no gas to terrorize 
armies, invasion would demand such staggering sacrifices in human — 
life as to make it far too costly to contemplate.
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Probably the first objection raised to this suggestion is that it is 
futile to hope that treaty engagements of this sort will be observed in 
time of war. I do not believe that this objection has sufficient force 
to impair the value of the suggestion, even if we admit the possibility 
that in a future war a nation would be guilty of the gross bad faith 
of repudiating the solemn engagement undertaken before the world 
for the abolition of these weapons. As a practical matter, it would 
require a period of months or years to produce these arms in sufficient 
quantities to have any decisive effect. And all advantage of surprise 
attack would thereby be lost. Furthermore, past violations of such 
undertakings have been of the most costly character to the wrong- 
doer. Could any of my colleagues who may be disposed to advance 
this objection point out a single instance where the violator has been 
the gainer in the end? Without being unduly optimistic, I believe 
that the passage of the years is building up an increasing sanction in 
world opinion to support any engagements taken here. We feel that 
we can put our faith in treaties of this character. We believe that such 
treaties will be observed and that any risk involved is less than the 
risk we now incur. The question is whether we are not prepared 
to accept an insignificant risk in the cause of peace, when it is certain 
that we may have all taken far greater chances in the cause of war; 
and if we are not ready to accept whatever risk may remain in order 
to bring about good understanding, we must realize that the alterna- 
tive is to continue our constantly increasing armaments and ever 
increasing risks. 

The past few years have demonstrated that no nation can maintain 
modern armed forces the equal of its neighbors without annually 
increasing expense for maintenance. Such increased expense is nearly 
all due to the increasing mechanization of forces. What we propose 
is to stop this mechanization in its most acute and expensive forms. 
With the abolition of tanks and heavy mobile artillery every one 
of us will be able to cut our budgets appreciably. These two items 
constitute the greatest single items of expense in connection with 
modern armies. It seems inconceivable to us that with the insistent 
demand for economy throughout the world we should fail to reach 
agreement to discard the most costly of our arms. In other words it 
seems incredible that the nations of the world could refuse to enter 
into an agreement that would at the same time increase defense and 
decrease expense and that is the purpose of my proposal. 

To illustrate the drain which these weapons cause to the budgets 
of the world I need only state that the largest type of heavy mobile 
gun without its mounting costs approximately $450,000 and that its 
life is not long. With respect to tanks the large armed type costs
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in the neighborhood of $45,000 each and their life is even shorter 
than that of the heavy guns and their number naturally far greater. 

It may be objected that the suggestions I have put forward do not 
deal adequately with the whole subject of aggressive warfare. I 
anticipate and disarm this objection by agreeing with it, but in my 
opinion one of our great difficulties in the past has been that we have 
sought to deal with too many problems at a time when the greatest 
hope of success lies in isolating problems and dealing with them 
effectively in succession. For that reason I have purposely sought to 
focus our proposals on the most acute phase of the security problem 
as we see it, that involved in land warfare. When definite results 
have been achieved in this field, I shall take occasion at an appro- 
priate time, to present the views of my government as to the best 
practical means of dealing with aggressive weapons in other fields, 

such as, for instance, bombing planes. 
However it seems to me that if we can deal effectively and expedi- 

tiously with the proposal I have the honor to submit today, it will 
facilitate our task in dealing with the more complicated measures 
which must be taken in regard to other methods of warfare. 

This plan obviously does not apply to heavy guns on fixed em- 
placement for defensive purposes. Nobody can charge aggression 
against guns so placed. Weapons of this character for the defense 
of frontiers can give legitimate concern to nobody. They are no 
more to be considered aggressive than the locks and bolts upon our 

doors. 
I quite recognize that the suggestion that we do away with all 

these weapons may be rather shocking to many of my colleagues but 
I confess to you that before we reached the decision to make this 
proposal we have faced and accepted the idea of sacrifice of our 
important and costly existing technical equipment. It was not easy 
for us to forego the use of our heavy railway guns. It was not easy 
for us to envisage the abolition of the tank equipment of our modern 
forces which we have already developed to a high standard. We 
would not have reached the decision to make this proposal if it were 
not for the deeply rooted conviction that the urgency of this problem 
demands sacrifices on the part of all of us and that if we were all 
unwilling to acquiesce in any reduction save on the part of our 

neighbors we might as well acknowledge that a conference of this 
sort is a farce. Furthermore, if we fail to agree upon drastic 
measures of reduction and even abolition we must realize that the 
world will inevitably embark upon a race in armaments the disastrous 
results of which no man can foresee. Justification for failure to 

agree is hard to find, for if everybody does away with these weapons 

we shall all gain together. |
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I therefore have the honor to submit a resolution for consideration 
by the General Commission with the request that our Chairman ap- 
point some suitable date, say within a week, for this body to discuss 
and vote upon it. The resolution is as follows: 

Whereas all states of the world are animated with the same legiti- 
mate concern for the defense of their territory and peoples; 

Whereas many states now feel that they exist under the menace of 
aggression from their neighbors; 
Whereas that fear of aggression is primarily caused and intensified 

by the existence of weapons which can only break down national . 
defenses such as fortifications, in other words, which give superiority 
to attack over defense; 

Whereas the establishment of a constant superiority of defense 
over attack would promote in the peoples of all states a feeling of 
security ; 
And whereas the General Commission believes that the abolition 

of aggressive weapons would constitute a first and essential requisite 
not only for the reduction of armaments but for the establishment of 
security, 

“The General Commission resolwes: 
1. (A). That the following weapons are of a peculiarly ag- 

gressive value against land defenses: tanks, heavy mobile guns 
and gases; and as such should be abolished; and 

(B). To request the Land Commission to draw up and submit 
to the General Commission a plan for scrapping tanks and mobile 
guns exceeding 155 millimeters in calibre and for the abolition 
of the use of gases in war. . 

9. (A). That an undertaking by the states not to avail them- 
selves of the aforementioned weapons in the event of war is 
equally essential; and , 

(B). To request the Political Commission to draw up and 
, submit to the General Commission texts for these purposes.[”’ | 

Mr. Chairman, without in any sense wishing to prejudice the full 
discussion of this subject which I hope the commission will under- 
take, I venture to express the hope that the simplicity of our pro- 
posals will commend them to the Conference and that it will be 
possible to refer the entire question to the necessary commissions 
with instructions to report back definite texts for our adoption. This 
hope is based on the profound conviction that in the abolition of 
aggressive weapons we have ready to our hand the key to the great 
problem of disarmament. No matter how long we may stay here 
and discuss principles and methods, we shall have accomplished 

nothing until we take this first decisive step. Most of my colleagues 
have already expressed in one way or another some conception of this 
necessity and I am confident that they will realize the value of taking 
this step immediately. Furthermore, I do not feel it is enlightening
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for us to adopt these solutions in principle only. What we need is 
definite and final agreement at the earliest possible date. Mere 
agreement in principle will not facilitate in maximum degree the 
solution of other and more difficult problems, but if we can reassure 
the world and encourage ourselves by demonstrating the possibility 
of a general agreement on this phase of the problem, we will have 
provided a firm basis for progress on other more complex problems 
which will still lie before us. It is difficult for me to believe that we 
can fail to take this step which will perhaps justify the faith of the 
peoples in whose names we are here assembled. 

500.A15A4/0883 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 

[Extract™] 

Aprin 11, 1932.76 

Your 108 ™ containing proposed speech was handed to me on em- 
barkation. Have not seen the suggestions which may have been 
sent you from the Department. In general I warmly approve of your 
thesis and I think that in singling out protection against invasion 
as the cardinal and chief feature of security you will be performing 
a very distinct service in the clarification of the main problem of the 
conference. Davis and I, however, both feel that there is tactical 
danger involved in the emphasis placed upon the American parentage 
of the plan to abolish these offensive weapons. Your speech several 
times repeats it as if it were a purely American proposal and we 
fear that will arouse unnecessary antagonism. The record of the 
conference negatives such a position and indicates that such proposals, 
at least in general, were made by a very large number of the nations. | 
We think your proposal would go further if it were treated more . 
as a product of the evolution of the work of disarmament to this 
point, 1. e., a8 a specific practical proposal for applying the general 
principles which have been enunciated by many others. To illustrate 
what I mean I discussed this thesis last August with Prime Minister 

MacDonald and found that it had been one of the chief results of 
the 6 months study made prior to that time by the British Three- 
Party Parliamentary Commission. The Italians have also made 

* The omitted portion of this telegram contains various textual changes sug- 
gested by Mr. Stimson. , 

™ Apparently sent from on board the Ile de France. Telegram in two sections. 
™ Not printed.
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similar concrete proposals. I therefore fear that it would have a 
very bad effect for us to give the very slightest impression of trying 

to appropriate it now. 
If in submitting your proposals, credit is given to others, who have 

advanced more or less similar ideas, although in less elaborate form, 
you not only enlist their support but are less apt to make others, 
particularly France, feel prompted for strategic reasons to offer op- 
position. With slight alterations, eliminations and additions your 
draft speech could be made to conform to above suggestions. 

STIMSON 

600.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/100 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

. Geneva, April 11, 1932—9 p. m. 
[Received April 11—8: 55 p. m.| 

114. The delivery of my speech was, from the indication which 
the members of the delegation received, well received and was im- 
mediately warmly supported by Motta and equally by Sir John 

| Simon. Both of these speakers, however, dealt at far greater length 
| on the necessity for some action on bombardment aviation noting that 

a reference had been made in my speech to future action thereon and 
stressing the necessity for it. Nadolny contented himself with saying 
that it was in accord with the spirit of the proposals which his 
Government had made and that he welcomed it on the understanding 
that it was merely a first step and not the complete achievement of the 
Conference since his Government could be content with nothing less 
than drastic reduction. The Italian delegate 7® likewise supported 

. it saying it represented a part of the proposals which his Govern- 
ment had submitted and that he would be glad as a practical step to 
see action taken even on this part. 

Although knowing the susceptibilities of the French and taking 
the precaution of explaining the plan in detail to Massigli and 
furnishing a copy of the speech in French to Mr. Tardieu, the latter 
completely lost his temper and in a tantrum threatened to get up and 
accuse us of having tried to leave France defenseless and that he 
would end his remarks by demanding that we sink our battleships. 
Before his turn came to speak, however, he had calmed down ap- 
preciably and limited himself to parliamentary language. He stated 

*% Count Ugo Cavallero.
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that while France approved of the spirit in which the proposals were 
conceived France had always maintained the theory of the inter- 
dependence of armaments and he could not contemplate the singling 
out of certain arms alone for action as he felt that there were other 
arms notably planes and ships of war above 10,000 tons that were 
equally susceptible to the definition of aggressive. Furthermore, there 
were proposals which antedated the American proposals and they 
had a right to be discussed at the same time and not to be shelved for 
the benefit of the new proposals. He likewise said that action was 
apparently going forward on two bases, the first, that of the Hague 
Convention before the war, and the second, that of the French 
delegation based on the Covenant of the League of Nations and 
representing a consistent and complete conception. 

The Chairman then suggested that as I had asked that a time be 
appointed for dealing with our resolution he would like to have the 
matter referred to the Bureau in order that he might have their 
advice as to the best manner of handling the question. I acquiesced 
and made clear that while we felt that our proposals were in the in- 
terest of simplicity and expedition we would not willingly give 
grounds for the feeling on the part of any delegation that we were 
seeking to prejudice proposals they had brought in before us and that 
as we all desired to achieve the same end I was satisfied that we 
would be able to work out agreement in the Bureau. Apparently the 
French press have been suitably stirred up so that a very bad reaction 
may be expected in tomorrow’s papers although Paul Boncour re- 

- mained after the meeting to tell me his regret that the matter had 
been referred to the Bureau instead of receiving immediate discussion 
in the General Commission which he felt 1t merited as the only prac- 
tical conception thus far brought forward which gave us something 
to take hold of. He said that he could not in any way see that our 
proposals need be considered hostile to the French conception as it 
was quite conceivable that these arms might be scrapped and for- 
bidden while a limited number might be retained for the use of the 
League of Nations if it was possible to reach agreement to establish 

- such a force. He assured me he would use his best efforts to bring 
Tardieu around to that view. 

GIBSON
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500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/101 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 12, 1982—4 p. m. 
[Received April 12—1:45 p. m.] 

115. This morning’s meeting was devoted to long reiteration by 
Litvinoff of the Soviet position followed by Tardieu who attacked 
the American proposals of yesterday. 

His speech was far below the level of the usual able French 
presentation and conception and was characterized on all sides as a 

lamentable exhibition. Unfortunately he showed some temper and 
used expressions distinctly offensive in this respect as regards our 
proposals, saying that they were “pas sérieux” hastily improvised 
and not studied. In an ironical phrase he referred to the omission 
of capital ships from my speech and that of Sir John Simon and at 
different times dwelt largely on this element of aggressive power. 
He contrasted the virtue of the French plan whereby these aggres- 
sive weapons are put at the disposition of the League of Nations. 

I presume you will receive the essential portions of the text through 

the press. Inasmuch as we were informed confidentially by one of 
the French delegates that Tardieu’s anger was chiefly aroused through 
the feeling that we had prepared this plan in consultation with the 
British and left him in the dark and as it has been emphasized to 
the French press that this was a surprise move you may care to 
explain to our press that Sir John Simon arrived in Geneva at 8. 
o’clock on Monday morning and Tardieu at 10:30; that Sir John 
Simon asked to see me and chose his own hour of noon; that as soon 
as I returned I got in touch with a member of the French delegation, 
explained the whole plan to him, and before the afternoon meeting 
gave Tardieu the French translation of my speech so that.he was 
apprised of our intentions practically simultaneously with Simon. 

Furthermore, the similarity of the American and British views was 
fortuitous, each project having been worked out independently. 

While you probably will not wish to prolong a press controversy 
if you should find it necessary to comment further you might think 
it well to point out that the only real conclusion to be drawn from 
Tardieu’s speech is that we not only cannot hope for any results 
but that it would actually be regrettable if we effected any reduction 
because, on the one hand it would leave law abiding states at the 
mercy of the aggressor, and on the other hand any money which 
might be saved would inevitably be spent in some other and more 

*i.e., Tardieu’s.
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pernicious manner such as in developing pocket cannon and pocket 
planes, apparently overlooking the fact that in our original pro- 
posals we had expressed our readiness to consider limitation of ex- 
penditure as a neutral method to prevent just this danger on matériel. 

Almost all the delegations were much struck by the fact that he 
had argued so strongly that treaties for abolition were mere scraps 
of paper while at the same time basing his whole scheme on a treaty 
for the institution of an international force, namely, the Covenant 
and a supplementary obligation to set up such a force. 

| GIBsoN 

500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/103 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

[Extract] 

Geneva, April 12, 1932—6 p. m. 
[Received April 12—5:04 p. m.8°] 

116. Your 66, April 11, 3 p. m. I trust you will bear in mind 
that the statement which I made yesterday with your authority 
contained an explicit commitment to consider in due course the logi- 
cal extension of the same idea to other categories of armaments. 
Furthermore, for us to make any effort to block the extension of dis- 
cussion to air and sea unless and until complete agreement has been 
reached in regard to guns and tanks, is not within the power of a 
single delegation and as you will note all these questions were raised 
yesterday and again today as I anticipated they would be when I 
asked for my instructions. I repeat, no single delegation is in a 
position to dictate under what conditions extension can be given to a 
subject under consideration and while we can press for consideration 
of one phase of the matter as a first step, we are not in a position to 
impose our view on the other delegations. While I feel that we have | 
considerable support for the simplification of the problem by break- 
ing it up into its elements, I think the chances of success in that 
effort would be lessened if we should show ourselves intransigent 
concerning future consideration of further extension. The only hope 
of securing the adoption of our plan is to make it clear, as we have 
done, that this is a first step and that it is our purpose to consider 

eventually other phases of the problem. . 
With reference to your statement that you did not wish us to 

© Telegram in two sections; section two not printed. .
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extend the principle of the abolition of aggressive weapons to other 
fields than the army you will recall that in my opening speech, © 
February 9, paragraph [point] 4,8 I stated the readiness of the 

United States to abolish the submarine so that we are already com- 
mitted on the question of abolition in one of the naval categories. 
Therefore, while we can refuse to agree to the abolition of another 
category we are not on solid ground if we try to rule out its consider- 
ation solely on the basis that revision of the fleet must be considered as 
a whole. Thus we must give other reasons than the interdependence 
of all naval categories for our position. 

I certainly had no intention of giving any impression that we 
were ready to scrap capital ships and in the following text,®* which 
we have prepared in accordance with your telegram 66, April 11, 
3 p. m., and telephone call, and which I shall use if pressed, I think 
you will find no such implication. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/106 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 13, 1932—3 p. m. 
[Received April 18—11: 55 a. m.] 

117. In this morning’s session Grandi supported his own proposals 
for complete suppression of “all aggressive weapons” (a document 
number 106 was circulated last night which is being mailed immedi- 
ately).88 In his conception this includes tanks, mobile guns above 
100 millimeters, capital ships, aircraft carriers, submarines, bombing, 
aviation and gas. He analyzed Tardieu’s speech of yesterday much 
to its detriment pointing out in a devastating way its lack of logic. 
He expressed the greatest sympathy for the American proposals and 
said that he could adopt them although he hoped we could go still 
further along the lines of his proposals. ° 

Brazil §* gave enthusiastic support to our proposal mentioning that 
the great navies were already under severe restriction and that at 
the time when the principal armies had reached the same point of 

1 Ante, p. 29. 
® Not printed. 
8 Teague of Nations, Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Arma- 

ments, Geneva, 1932, Conference Documents, vol. 1, pp. 181-185 (Official No.: 
Conf. D. 106.) ; not reprinted. 

* The speech was delivered by José Carlos de Macedo Soares, head of the 
Brazilian delegation.
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restriction a great step in advance in security would have been 
achieved. (You may wish to mention our appreciation to the 
Brazilian Ambassador). ° 

Tevfik Riistii, Turkey, argued in favor of his plan for a continuing 
reduction in forces tending to eventual equality. He gave support 
to the American proposal and hoped it would be brought out of the 
Bureau in such form that it could be dealt with effectively. 

Cosio, Uruguay, surprised us by making a fervid plea for a League 
of Nations force along the lines of the French proposal. He dis- 
missed the American plan with a word of faint praise. 
Khan Ala, Persia, urged the internationalization of the manufac- 

ture of arms as tending towards equality between the producing and 
non-producing countries. 

Marinkovitch, Yugoslavia, supported the French thesis for a 

League armed force in an able presentation which was most depres- 
sing in the assumption that there was no good faith among nations, 
that abolitions would be disregarded by any statesman in case of 
necessity, and that international undertakings had value only in so 
far as they could be enforced by sanctions. 

GrIBson 

500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/110 : Telegram | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 

American Delegation (Gibson ) 

| Wasurineron, April 13, 1932—4 p. m. 
68. Your 116, April 12,6 p.m. Our recent interchange of telegrams 

has clearly given you the impression that we are trying to impose 
on the Delegation a preconceived plan of Conference strategy. This 
is not the case and we perfectly well appreciate that no one Delegation 
can dictate the conditions under which a given subject will be 
considered. 

On the other hand, I fear that you may not fully have grasped 
our funddmental difficulties, and that you do not appreciate the extent 
to which American public opinion has been stiffening during the 
past 2 months. 

I doubt if we attach as much importance as you to the value of 

retaining, through further initiative, the position of leadership you 
have recently assumed. This country would like to see some con- 
structive leadership coming from the principal European nations. 
The Naval powers alone have thus far made contribution to disarma- 
ment and there is an insistent demand here for an equivalent contri- 
bution by the Land Powers as a gauge of their sincerity. Should
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the Conference decide not to discuss your proposals without their 
prior extension to other categories of armaments, (with the attendant 
risk of an endless discussion as to just which weapons are aggressive) 

there is no reason for you to be a party thereto. In fact, the only 
course of action we feel you can take, at least until after the Secre- 
tary’s arrival, is to refuse to be drawn further into agreeing to an 
extension of the principle, and to reserve your position on all other 
questions pending some affirmative action on the part of the Land 
Powers to the suggestions you have proposed. | 

As to the statement quoted in section 2 of your telegram under 

reference,®> we like it but notice that the last sentence seems aimed 
specifically at France rather than the Land Powers in general. 
Would it not serve your purpose to substitute for the words “have 
made the sacrifice of possible superiority over their neighbors which 
the United States made at the Washington Conference”, some more 
general clause? 

| CaAsTLE 

500.A15A4 Plenary Sessions/108 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

. Geneva, April 13, 1982—10 p. m. 
[Received April 18—9: 04 p. m.] 

119. At this afternoon’s meeting the Spanish, Polish, Japanese and 
Danish delegates continued the discussion: Madariaga, Spain, in a 
speech which again developed his plan for the organization of peace 
and supported by the French thesis criticized the Soviet proposal 
for automatic reduction of armaments as impractical since absolute 
figures are only of relative value. Such a method of reduction cannot 
be as effective as one which takes into consideration the special cir- 
cumstances of each national. The best solution was one which con- 
siders it to be progressive disarmament effected through the con- 
tinuous work of a commission. 

The Spanish representative reminded the Commission that his 
delegation had submitted a plan similar to the American and Italian 
proposals and explained that he thought there was no real opposition 
between the views put forth by France and Italy, that is between 
abolition of aggressive weapons and the constitution of an inter- 
national armed force as proposed by France. The latter is predicated 
on the former. He looked forward to a division of armaments into 

& See footnote 80, p. 87.
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four categories, (1) arms which were entirely abolished, (2) arms 
which are solely to be used in behalf of the League, (3) arms which 
remain national but are subject to the use of the League and, (4) 
arms which are reserved exclusively for national purposes. In the 
latter category he considered quantitative reduction possible. 

He considered it difficult to determine the distinction between offen- 
sive and defensive weapons and the only method of preventing their 
use lies in the creation of an international organization. 

Zaleski, Poland, whose speech was primarily directed against the 
danger with which Poland is faced in the East referred at some 
length to the Soviet proposal for automatic reduction which he con- 
sidered entirely inadequate. He favored the Italian proposal and 
all other proposals which would tend to limit the use of certain 
arms but before accepting such propositions wished to be reassured 
as to whether their authors would accept a system of control which 
would guarantee his country against surprises. Would these pro- 
tagonists he asked admit the international control of all industries 
capable of being utilized for military ends? Without such essential 
conditions he considered that too great an advantage would be given 
to those countries lacking in good faith. The committee should in his 
opinion consider all propositions relating to article 1 of the draft 
convention and take into special consideration the legitimate pre- 
occupation of each and every country. 

Sato, Japan, while expressing sympathy with our proposal con- 
sidered nevertheless that it would be more advantageous to consider 
qualitative disarmament from the point of view not only of land 
but also of air and naval armaments. In connection with the difficulty 
outlined by Tardieu with regard to distinguishing between the cate- 
gories of armaments of a defensive or offensive character he stated 
that divergence of opinion might exist with regard to naval arma- 
ments which might be offensive or defensive in character according 
to the various geographical conditions in which they were to be used 
especially for countries having distinct naval bases. He also men- 
tioned as particularly offensive weapons airplanes on aircraft car- 
riers. Referring to our thesis that security can be realized by the 
superiority of defensive weapons over offensive ones and by the 
abolishing of aggressive weapons he stated that what menaced a 
country’s security was the very existence of a great superiority of 
effectives or of a disquieting situation in a neighboring country, in’ 
other words that the existence of a formidable offensive force was 
more dangerous than the existence of so-called aggressive weapons. 
He therefore considered that if the superiority of defense were 

effectively to be established the first thing to do would be to adjust
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the relative strengths of effectives in various countries. In affirming 
the desire of his delegation for maintaining the present wording of 
article 1 of the draft convention he reminded the committee that his 

country could not ignore existing realities which obliged it to proceed 
with caution and not to embark on the consideration of abstract inter- 
national political conditions. 

Munch, Denmark, whose speech was of considerable interest and a 
copy of which is being mailed referred at length to a memorandum 
submitted to the Conference by his delegation but not as yet cir- 
culated. He submitted the following draft resolution to the General 

_ Commission. 

“The General Commission invites the special commissions to 
elaborate, each within its province, plans for the prohibition of those 
weapons especially designed to give a pronounced superiority to 
aggression; to determine the various categories of these arms, it being 
understood that this prohibition should extend to all manufacture, 
to all preparation and to all use of such arms.” 

He expressed himself as generally favorable to our proposals and 
| outlined the difficulties which were to be encountered in the French 

proposal for an international force. 
GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1028 

The Minister in Uruguay (Wright) to the Acting Secretary of State 

No. 259 Montevipeo, April 15, 1982. 
[Received May 12.] 

Sir: In confirmation of my telegram of today’s date to the Hon- 
orable Hugh S. Gibson, Acting Chairman of the American Delega- 
tion to the General Conference on Disarmament at Geneva, in reply 
to a telegram from him concerning the attitude of this Government, 
I have the honor to enclose herewith a copy of a memorandum of my 
conversation with the Minister for Foreign Affairs on the 14th instant 

—the original of which is being forwarded to Mr. Gibson, under 
covering letter, by official pouch. 

Respectfully yours, J. Bouriter WricHt 

[Enclosure] 

Memorandum by the Minister in Uruguay (Wright ) 

In a conversation with Dr. Juan Carlos Blanco, Minister for 

Foreign Affairs, this afternoon upon other subjects, I referred to
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the recent discussions at Geneva (of course, making no reference 
whatsoever to Mr. Gibson’s telegram). 

Even before it was necessary to determine the best manner of 
referring to Cosio’s speech §*—and, therefore, to his reported oppo- 
sition to Mr. Gibson’s proposal—Blanco brought the subject up him- 
self by stating that the attitude of the Uruguayan delegation was 
actuated entirely by the devotion of this Government to the principles 
of the League of Nations and that the instructions given to the 
delegation were to support any proposal that might strengthen the 
League of Nations—in so far as practicable. Blanco further volun- 

teered the information that the press reports of Cosio’s speech, which 
had come by way of Buenos Aires, had probably been exaggerated, 
and he laid stress upon the fact that neither Cosio nor the Uruguayan 
delegation should be considered as “in opposition” to the proposals 
of Mr. Gibson. | 

As this opening afforded me an opportunity to discuss the point 
in more detail, I asked him whether he believed that the proposal 
of Mr. Gibson or that of M. Tardieu represented the prevailing 
sentiment in South America. He said that it would be difficult to 
give an opinion on so broad a question, because he had observed 
from the very beginning of the League of Nations, since which time 
he had spent at least three years in Geneva or in London in connec- 
tion with committees of the League—that South America was always 
incoherent on subjects pertaining to the League—especially disarma- 
ment proposals, and he cited the “unfortunate” observation of the 
Mexican delegate which “temporarily diverted” the proposal of the 
Uruguayan delegation,®’ supported by our delegation, that an ex- 
pression of Pan American sentiment be recorded. 

I then asked him, more specifically, if he had formed an opinion 
as to whether South America in general would be inclined to approve 
strengthening the Covenant of the League by putting teeth into 
Article 16, or whether a proposal to do away with certain arms of 
offense, as proposed by Mr. Gibson, would be more efficacious from 
the standpoint of defense as well as of economy. He said that he 
could not answer that question either, citing as an example the fact 
that even when the question of disarmament among the A B C 
countries was broached at Santiago, at the time of the V Interna- 
tional Conference of American States, in 1923,8° the attitude of these 

See telegram No. 117, April 13, 3 p. m., from the Acting Chairman of the 
American delegation, p. 88; also Pedro Cosio, L’Uruguay g la Conférence du 
Désarmement (Montevideo, 1986), pp. 58-70. 

& See telegram No, 18, February 9, 6 p. m., from the Acting Chairman of the 
American delegation, p. 31. 

See Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, pp. 286 ff., especially p. 294. 

6442124814 .
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three countries on the question of disarmament,®® and the value of 
offensive vessels, could not be determined—chiefly on account of the 
fact that Brazil considered battleships as part of her system of 
protection of an extensive coastline. Furthermore, he observed that 
he thought the question whether Article 16 of the League would be 
of any value whatsoever if offensive arms of the kind mentioned were 
discarded by mutual consent, was at least open to discussion. In 
fact, his whole argument impinged upon support of the League. 

He reiterated what he had said to me before: that the League, 
without the participation of Russia and the United States, was 
greatly lacking in authority—but he apparently desired me to draw 
the inference that Uruguay would continue to support it as long as 
there was sufficient breath in it to justify support (Here must be 
recalled the almost fanatical support of the League by Juan Antonio 
Buero). 

Turning then to the question of any apparent difference of view- 
point between Sefior Cosio and Mr. Gibson, Dr. Blanco—again upon 
his own initiative—said to me that “ ‘opposition’ by the Uruguayan 
delegation to the point of view of the United States is impossible,” 
for any member of the delegation taking such attitude would be 
immediately disavowed by this Government. In this connection he 
again referred to the attitude of his Government in reprimanding 
Sefior Guani when the latter, in Paris, at the time of the VI Pan 
American Conference at Habana in 1928,°° took it upon himself to 
express opposition to the relations of the United States with Cuba 
by virtue of the Platt Amendment.®! 

He voluntarily alluded to the cordial relations between the Uru- 
guayan and American delegations, referred again to the action of 
the American delegation in endeavoring to support the Uruguayan 
proposal for a common expression on behalf of the American States 
toward the realization of the objects of the Conference, and once 
more expressed appreciation of the graceful act of Mr. Hugh Wilson 
in nominating Juan Enrique Buero as Chairman of the Land Arma- 

ment Committee. 
He further said that he believed the exact proposals, as well as 

the exact replies of the delegates, could only be studied intelligently 
upon receipt of the actual texts—and he would therefore await their 

°® For statements on subject of disarmament by the delegates of Argentina, 
Brazil, and Chile, see International American Conference, 5th, Santiago de 
Chile, 1923, Verbatim Record of the Plenary Sessions of the Fifth International 
Conference of American States, vol. 1, (Santiago de Chile, 1923), pp. 665-694. 

” See Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, pp. 527 ff. 

*% See the President’s message to Congress, March 27, 1902, ibid., 1902, p. 320; 
alse treaty between the United States and Cuba, May 22, 1903, ibid., 1904, p. 248.
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receipt from Geneva. In view of the fact, he added, that the Uru- 
guayan delegation was not “opposed to” the point of view expressed 
by Mr. Gibson and, further, that it had instructions to examine from 
all points the feasibility of such proposals as that of M. Tardieu, 
he would be obliged if I would inform my Government that the 
Uruguayan Government was entirely open-minded in this question 
(subject to the aforementioned condition that it was desirous of 
supporting the League whenever possible), that a true decision could 
only be reached after the subject had been fully discussed from all 
angles. I observed that I had immediately read between the lines 
of the press reports of Cosio’s remarks the fact that Uruguay was 
actuated by this motive more than anything else: he said that this 
assumption was correct. 

In short, it may be said that while Cosio’s general attitude in sup- 
port of Tardieu’s proposals was in conformity with his general 
instructions, his action is not necessarily the last word of this Gov- 
ernment; that the desire of the Uruguayan Government is that its 
delegation should keep on terms of close accord with ours—not at 
any price, but certainly to the point of being open-minded in dis- 
cussions: and that no attitude of “opposition to” any proposal of the 
United States will be tolerated. 

I believe the situation, therefore, to be susceptible of further modu- 
lation by discreet action at Geneva—and, possibly, at this end. 

J. Burtzr Wricur 

Monrevivgo, April 14, 1932. 

500.A15A4 General Committee/32 : Telegram . 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 20, 1932—2 p. m. 
[Received April 20—10:55 a. m.] 

131. This morning when the American proposal No. 7 was reached 
on the agenda we decided to pass it over for the present as the : 
Secretary is having certain conversations with the French and these 
will be followed by others with various delegations in order to give 
possible chance of a favorable reception to the idea. 

Therefore I spoke to the following effect. I stated that when in 
my opening speech I had made the proposal with regard to the com- 
putation of armed forces on the basis of those necessary for police 

purposes and those for defense I had hoped that the Conference 
would have arrived at a point where further analysis of this subject
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would be useful. In view, however, of the fact that the studies by 
our delegation had not been completed and as there had been no time 
as yet for discussion with other delegations it would appear wiser to 
postpone this discussion. I further expressed the view that as this 
type of analysis of armed forces was germane to any discussions of 
the problem of effectives I hoped that the Conference would be glad 
to hear our views. These would be presented when they have been 
perfected by consideration of the special circumstances and obliga- 
tions which affected many of the states represented with regard to 
the relation which their respective armed forces bore one to another. 
I concluded by saying that in yielding the place occupied by our pro- 
posal on the agenda I felt I was acting in a spirit compounded of de- 
sire to make every suggestion helpful at the time of its introduction 
and to be sure that it would be worked out on the broadest possible 
basis. 

The Commission accepted my proposal unanimously. 
GIBSON 

500.A15A4 General Committee/33 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 20, 1932—3 p. m. 
[Received April 20—11: 20 a. m.] 

132. The meeting of the General Commission opened this morning 
with the acceptance with one contrary vote (Soviet Russia) of the 
draft resolution adopted by the Drafting Committee which reads as 
follows: 

“In view of the proposals submitted by various delegations con- 
cerning the criteria for the limitation and reduction of armaments, 

The General Commission declares that, in determining these cri- 
teria, the provisions of article No. 8 of the Covenant of the League 
of Nations shall be applied and that in consequence armaments must 
be reduced to the lowest point consistent with national safety and the 
enforcement by common action of international obligations. 

It will be necessary further to take account of the geographical 
situation and special circumstances of each state. 

The General Commission decides that the application of these 
criteria and the methods by which the reduction and limitation of 
armaments must be effected shall be immediately examined from a 
practical standpoint.” 

Litvinoff (Soviet Russia) maintained his opposition to the in- 
clusion of any reference to Article 8 of the Covenant in any resolution 

of the Conference.
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This resolution disposed of paragraphs A and B point 2 of the 
agenda (Conference Document 103 **). And after my statement sum- 
marized in telegram No. 131, April 20, 2 p. m., the Commission heard 
Sir John Simon who spoke most effectively in further development 
of the principle of qualitative limitation. He passed in brief review 
the numerous statements made by various delegations in support of 
this thesis and introduced a resolution which read as follows: 

“Without prejudice to other proposals which fall to be discussed 
under later heads of the agenda, the Conference declares its approval 
of the principle of qualitative disarmament, that is, the selection of 
certain classes or descriptions of weapons with a view to prohibiting 
by international convention their possession or use by any state.” 

He concluded with a strong appeal for consideration of this prin- 
ciple before that of quantitative limitation. | 

In seconding Sir John’s proposal Nadolny urged that the time had 
come for the Conference to proceed to the adoption of this important 
contribution to disarmament and added that in the opinion of the 

German delegation the prohibitions thus envisaged should go beyond 

merely the use of such weapons. 
He was followed by the Yugoslav representative who proceeded to 

a justification of the draft resolution submitted by his delegation this 

morning. This resolution embodies: 

(1) the abolition of all warships of all categories including sub- 
marines of a large cruising radius, vessels required for defense or 
policing purposes excepted. 

(2) a limitation to the present level by all signatory states of heavy 
artillery and tanks, these latter to be under the permanent and direct 
control of the League of Nations; and finally the prohibition of aerial 
bombardment, chemical and bacteriological warfare, and all prepara- 
tion for the same even in case of legitimate defense. 

Both Grandi (Italy) and Wilford (New Zealand) warmly sup- 
ported the British resolution. The former stated that the problem 
now before the Commission was not the method of application of 
the principle but the principle itself which should easily be adopted. 

The Secretary did not attend this morning’s meeting. 
GIBSON 

= Conference Documents, vol. 1, p. 175. a
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500.A15A4 General Committee/35 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 21, 1932—4 p. m. 
_ [Received 5:20 p. m.] 

188. My number 182, April 20, 3 p.m. In supporting British reso- 
lution this morning I reviewed the arguments which were presented 
again today by Boncour against the American proposals and spoke 

to the following effect: | 
I stated I should like to review very briefly the discussion which 

had thus far taken place on our proposal. Briefly, the arguments 
against this proposal were, I explained, as follows: aggression or 

_ offensive weapons cannot be abolished because 

1. They can not be defined. 
2. All weapons are interdependent. 
3. Lack of good faith in the execution of treaties would nullify the 

effects of abolition and 
4. These weapons might easily be manufactured thus giving ad- 

vantage to industrial states. 

We find that these are not considered insurmountable obstacles for 
even in the speeches of those who raise them we find that gas should 

_ be abolished; regardless whether a completely satisfactory definite 
plan of its lethal qualities can be made; regardless of its later 
dependence upon other forms of warfare; regardless of a possibility 
that a treaty for its abolition might be disregarded; and, regardless 
of the fact that it is regularly manufactured in the course of com- 
mercial chemical industry. 

The suggestion which I had brought before the General Commis- 
sion embodied the items on which there had been the largest amount 
of agreement up to the present and I had felt that the concessions to 
general opinion indicated by the enlargement of our previous position 
should serve as an incentive for a similar liberalization by others. 
Thus I explained that my proposal was neither a startling innovation 
nor was it intended as an exclusively American plan but rather a 
résumé of similar proposals already presented. In stating that the 
purpose of my Government was to strengthen defense by weakening 
the possibilities of aggression I said we had had: no intention of pre- 
cluding any other means which could add to this sense of security or 
any arrangements between states in given regions that would further 
bulwark their feeling of mutual safety. Nor did we feel that the 
thesis of those who stressed the interdependence of armaments was 
prejudged by a proposal to deal immediately with certain land 
weapons. |
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I briefly referred to the progress made with respect to limitation 
and reduction of navies and said was it not logical that we should 
endeavor now to make similar progress respecting limitation of land 
armaments. 

Whether or not the Commission accepts the first step in dealing 
with aggressive weapons, I explained, we felt that the discussion on 
this problem had demonstrated a full agreement on purpose and 
even more of an agreement on the method of attacking the problem 
than we might have hoped before the discussion began. 

The position of the United States, where chief reliance is not placed 
on land armaments, had seemed to guarantee the impartiality of the 
American delegation in setting forth this proposal; and the sugges- 
tion that action be taken on items where fundamental agreement had 
already been obtained had been made for the sole purpose of en- 
couraging further agreements and stimulating mutual concessions. 

I said that I desired warmly to support the resolution introduced 
by Sir John Simon for it seemed that the passage of such resolution 
would do much to quiet apprehension which might have been 
aroused, that references to article 8 which does not mention qualita- 
tive limitation might possibly rule such limitation out of the treaty. 
In supporting the resolution I did so, I explained, with the under- 
standing that it was in no wise exclusive of any other means to 
achieve the end which we seek and stressed that in offering or sup- 
porting any proposals we wished to, preserve this principle of future 
liberty of action in search of solutions as only in this spirit could 
we hope to achieve generally acceptable results. With this under- 
standing in mind it was not we thought necessary in every resolution 
to attempt to guard and reserve every and all points which have a 
relation with one another. Thus I considered that the Commission 
would do far better to adopt the simple form of resolution proposed 
by the British delegation than any of the more complex drafts al- 
ready presented. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4 General Committee/34 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 21, 19382—5 p. m. 
[Received April 21—2 p. m.] 

139. Considerable interest is attached to the meeting of the General 
Commission this morning owing to the presence of MacDonald and 
Bruening. |
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The former took occasion during a translation to make a personal 
appeal to Paul-Boncour in an informal conversation urging him to 
abandon his opposition to the British resolution telling him that the 
world was weary with the bickerings at Geneva over words and that 
he thought that it might help restore the confidence that was nearly 
lost in the proceedings here if the French would join in the support 
of a resolution for which there seemed to be such general agreement. 
Paul-Boncour felt, however, that he was unable to respond to 

MacDonald’s reasoning. 
GIBSON 

500.A15A4 General Committee/36 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
‘ Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 21, 1932—6 p. m. 
[Received April 21—5 p. m.] 

140. The discussion continued in the General Commission this 
morning on the British resolution qualitative limitation. The follow- 
ing delegations took part in the debate: Canada, Norway, France, 
Ireland, South Africa, India, Japan, Australia, Portugal, China, 

Sweden, Switzerland, Rumania, Soviet Russia and the United States 
of America. 

A summary of the remarks in support of the British resolution is 
contained in the delegation’s telegram 138. 

An overwhelming number of delegations expressed themselves as 
strongly adhering to the British resolution. 

The Chinese representative, in reaffirming his adherence to the 
British proposal, reminded the Commission that his delegation had 
recommended the abolition of air-craft carriers, battleships and sub- 
marines. The Japanese representative expressed the opinion that the 

technical committees should be charged with the duty of defining 
aggressive weapons and in favoring the British resolution suggested 
that the word “prohibiting” in that resolution should be followed by 
the words “or limiting”. 

Motta of Switzerland, while supporting the British resolution 
maintained that it in no way prejudiced the French thesis and con- 
sidered that qualitative limitation opened the way to quantitive dis- 
armament. The British resolution, he considered, expressed a 
principle while reserving the methods of application. 

The only note of direct opposition to the British resolution was 
voiced by Paul-Boncour, France, who in more parliamentary terms 

% April 21, 4 p. m., p. 98. |
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reiterated Tardieu’s speech of last week. He advanced much the 
same arguments against other abolition of aggressive weapons as | 
increasing means of defense and appealed for their maintenance by , 
the League as giving it a means for enforcing peace through an inter- 
national organization and armed force. 

It was more than probable that the French delegation had been 
aware of the support which would be found in the General Com- 
mission for the British resolution and had laid its plans accordingly. 
This appeared evident when Titulesco, Rumania, arose just prior to 
the close of the session and announced that he would submit a draft 
resolution on the part of 14 countries which he did not name and for 
which he was the spokesman to the following effect. He stated that 
three conclusions had emerged from the debate: 

1. That there was unanimity in regard to the qualitative principle; 
2. That different methods were proposed for its application; 

namely, by prohibition or internationalization. There was, however, | 
no question of choosing between these two methods and the question 
remained reserved for future discussion. 

8. That practical work had to be accomplished. A vote of principle 
therefore was no longer sufficient. It would have to be accompanied 
by a reference to the competent technical commission. 

Briefly, the draft resolution he submitted may be summarized as 
follows: that the technical commissions should study: 

1. To what arms qualitative limitation should be applied. 
2. To what methods should be applied each of these arms. 

Furthermore, that the General Commission when examining point 
4—-reduction subject to measures to be taken in regard to the organi- 
zation of peace, Conference Document 103—should reserve the dis- 
cussion as to whether security can be obtained solely by technical 

measures. 
He concluded by suggesting that the British proposal and that 

of the 14 states should be referred to a drafting committee in order 
that the desired unanimity should pass from theory to the practical 

stage. 

It is learned from a reliable source that the following 13 of the 14 
countries supported the resolution: Yugoslavia, Roumania, Czecho- 
slovakia, Poland, Persia, Bolivia, Chile, Colombia, Cuba, Guatemala, 
Peru, Uruguay and Venezuela. It is almost certain that the four- 
teenth country was either Belgium or Spain. 

Litvinoff supported the British resolution claiming that the 
Titulesco draft resolution was more an evidence of irresolution than 
a resolution. 

GIBSON
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500.A15A4 General Committee/37 : Telegram 

7 The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 22, 1982—5 p. m. 
[Received April 22—12:30 p. m.] 

145. The draft resolution submitted by the British delegation and 
quoted textually in the delegation’s telegram 132, April 20, 3 p. m., 
passed the General Commission unanimously this morning in the 
following amended form: 

“Without prejudice to the other proposals which fall to be dis- 
cussed under later heads of the agenda, the Conference declares its 
approval of the principle of qualitative disarmament, that is, the 
selection of certain classes or descriptions of weapons, the possession 
or the use of which should be absolutely prohibited to all states, or 
internationalized by international convention”. 

Titulesco (Rumania) withdrew his proposal (referred to in the 
delegation’s telegram 140, April 21, 6 p. m.) declaring his satisfaction | 
with the amended form of the British text. Bolivia and Cuba as 
supporters of the Titulesco resolution likewise declared their satisfac- 
tion. Tardieu in accepting the amended text of the British resolution 
declared that it gave full satisfaction to his delegation and con- 
cluded with an appeal to the press for a more optimistic point 
of view in considering temporary setbacks which must inevitably 
occur in the work of the General Commission. 

Nadolny (Germany) in offering his adherence to the British text 
stated that qualitative disarmament could not be achieved by inter- 
nationalization but rather by actual destruction of weapons. He sug- 
gested that Germany had set an example in those classes of weapons 
to be destroyed which might afford the Commission a useful example. 

The President then stated as the principle of qualitative disarma- 
ment had been accepted by the General Commission there remained 
several draft resolutions for consideration, notably the Danish, 
Italian and American resolutions which dealt primarily with the 
method of achieving it. He therefore suggested that the General 

Commission determine upon a method of procedure. To carry out 
this suggestion Sir John Simon offered a draft resolution which I 
supported with a slight amendment to include the idea of relation 
to national defense. It was subsequently incorporated by a hastily 
composed drafting committee and was unanimously adopted in the 
following form: 

“In seeking to apply the principle of qualitative disarmament as 
defined in the previous resolution (Conference Document CG-—26
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(1)) the Conference is of the opinion that the range of land, sea and 
air armaments should be examined by the competent special com- 
missions with a view to selecting those weapons whose character is 
the most specifically offensive or those most efficacious against national 
defense or those most threatening to civilians”. | 

In support of this resolution he maintained that the Conference 
should not limit itself to the consideration of one branch of warfare 
but should consider the whole range of weapons in land, sea and air 
armaments. In this connection he referred to the American resolu- 
tion which was limited to land armaments and added that he under- 

stood from Mr. Gibson’s speech that he was ready to consider other 
arms in due course. 

The Commission then adjourned until Monday in a happier frame 
of mind than has been evident in its discussions of the last few days 
and the President expressed the hope that the technical commissions 
would take occasion to meet not later than Monday morning. He 
announced an important meeting of the Bureau of the Conference 
tomorrow. 

The Secretary did not attend the meeting of the Commission. 
GIBSON 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/19: Telegram | 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
, Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 24, 1982—5 p. m. 
[Received April 25—12: 40 p. m.] 

150. At meeting of Bureau this morning it was decided to recom- 
mend tomorrow to the General Commission that the latter should 
not meet until the land, sea and air commissions have reported in 
accordance with the resolution approved at the last meeting. See 
my telegram 145, April 22. The land, sea and air commissions will 
be called immediately to work on these problems. 

In view of the French elections and the Whitsuntide holidays the 
Conference will adjourn from the evening of the 28[th] until the 
morning of the 3rd of May. 

GIBSON
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(3) Secretary Stimson’s Visit to Geneva and the First Phase of 

Private Conversations, April~June 

500.4A15A4/988 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 19, 19382—3 p. m. 
[Received April 19—11: 20 a. m. |] 

129. From the Secretary.®* I have already had conferences with 
Tardieu, Laval and Berthelot in Paris and with Simon, Walter 
Layton, Bruening, Matsudaira, Tevfik, Motta and Drummond here. 
Have discussed disarmament questions, also the Far East, with most 
of them. On latter subject had particularly satisfactory talks with 
Berthelot, Simon and Layton. No one raised the question of repara- 
tions. Today shall see Grandi, Bruening, te Water and Wilford. 
MacDonald and Hailsham will arrive Thursday morning. Contrary 
to my previous information it 1s now very evident that French cannot 
do anything definite until after elections May 1st. Tardieu, how- 
ever, is coming down this week end to see me and am not without hope 
that we may make progress towards some ultimate solution. Was 
very conciliatory in Paris although it was evident that his main 
preoccupation was his campaign which is very intense. Morale of 
American delegation high and all working hard. [Stimson.] 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/992 ; Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson ) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 21, 1982—2 p. m. 
[Received April 21—12: 05 p. m.] 

136. From the Secretary. Your 73, April 20, 2 [7] p. m.® TI shall, 
of course, endeavor to keep you informed as to my activities here. 
As far as disarmament is concerned in view of the fact that the 
French are the key to the situation and Tardieu did not arrive until 
this morning there is little [to] report to date except to educate 
myself on the various elements of the situation. Conversations which 
I have had on the Far East, however, I believe have resulted in 

* Mr. Stimson had sailed from New York on the Ile de France, April 8; he 
arrived at Havre, April 15; and at the Villa Bessinge, Geneva, April 16. He 
left Geneva, May 1; arrived at New York aboard the Vulcania, May 14. During 

this period Mr. Castle was Acting Secretary of State. 

* Not printed.
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definite progress and have been effective with both the British and 
French in strengthening their determination to cooperate with the 
United States and I have found general sympathy with my view as 
to the seriousness of the problem and the necessity for a determined 
and united attitude. 

I attended the session of the General Commission on Tuesday 
morning. The discussion revolved about resolutions on general prin- 
ciples of which you have been informed. I do not intend to make it a 
practice to attend these sessions since I believe my time can be much 
more profitably occupied in outside interviews and unless some par- 
ticular occasion arises, which I do not now foresee, where my presence 

at a meeting might be useful. 
My interviews, since my 129, April 19, 3 p. m., have been as follows: 

Grandi lunched with me on Tuesday followed by a long discussion 
on disarmament and other problems. For your confidential informa- 
tion I found that Italy did not intend to stand in the way of the 
Danubian customs plan but Grandi stated that Italy would lke to 
give special customs consideration to the group as a whole and asked 
if the United States would have any objection to this. Such con- 
sideration was to be unilateral; it involved no counter-consideration 
on the part of the group toward Italy. I did not indicate our at- 
titude since among other things I was not at the moment familiar 
with our commercial treaty relationships, if any, with Italy. In the 
afternoon I saw te Water of South Africa and Wilford of New Zea- 
land at their request. I found them naturally very strongly sym- 
pathetic toward. cooperation in the Far East situation and disturbed 
at the lack of determination in the British attitude which has hereto- 
fore occasionally been manifested. I learned later that they had gone 
immediately from the interview with me to see Simon. I then called 
on Bruening and had another talk with him but largely of a social 
nature. 

Yesterday, April 20, I talked with Doctor Yen in the morning fol- 
lowed by a long talk with Aubert on the disarmament problem. 
Simon lunched with me. In the afternoon I received a call from 
Motta. 

Today both Tardieu and MacDonald have arrived. Tardieu, in 
view of his preoccupation with his election campaign, is only remain- 
ing for 1 day but I understand MacDonald expects to be here for 

about 10 days. I understand that Tardieu has come especially for 
the purpose of talking with me. I have paid a short call on him this 
morning and I am having a further conference with him later in 
the morning and a conference with MacDonald. This evening
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Tardieu, Grandi and possibly other members of their delegations are 
dining with me. 

The crux of the problem in the Disarmament Conference is the old 
French demand for security. They seem determined to agree to no step 
in reduction or limitation until their demand is met in some way or an- 
other. I think, however, that they are thoroughly conscious of our 
own limitations in this respect and I do not expect even any im- 
portunities on their part for any serious contribution from the United 
States. The real question is how far the British will go with them. 
I am confident that no public progress at the Conference itself can 
be made but Tardieu and MacDonald have both agreed with me to 
see how far we can go in private explorations to find a basis of 
subsequent public agreement. I hope within the next few days to be 
able to form a clearer judgment on the prospects of ultimate accom- 
plishment and of determining in what direction the best hope for a 
common agreement lies. 

T am endeavoring to get on a basis of frankness and understanding 
of our respective positions with the French and to convince them 
that the role which the American delegation desires to play is solely 
that of helpfulness in the solution of problems which fundamentally 

belong to others and that we have no preconceived formulae on 
which we insist or which we desire to impose upon the Conference. 

You must appreciate that the atmosphere of the Conference at the 
present moment is very pessimistic. There is a definite feeling of 
discouragement and confusion. On the other hand all of the nations 
represented seem to be impressed with a genuine desire not to permit 
a complete failure. There is also a clear understanding on the part 
of all delegations that were the Conference to break up and the onus 
be placed on any one nation or group of nations it would be a long 
step backwards from the goal sought by all. [Stimson.] 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/10033 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 25, 1932—6 p. m. 
[Received April 25—4: 39 p. m.°*] 

151. For Castle and the President from the Secretary. . . . 

1. On my arrival here it was evident that nothing could be accom- 
plished pending the French elections and that the debate which was 
going on was productive of dangerous issues likely to be used in the 

* Telegram in two sections.
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campaign to provoke national feeling. The whole atmosphere of the 
Conference was very depressed and confused. I have directed my 

efforts towards stopping these controversies and towards getting on 

personal good terms with the delegates of the leading powers and 
to arrive at an amicable understanding on subjects which might 
hereafter provoke issues if not thrashed out now and finally toward 
getting the general discussion put over until after the French 

elections. 

2. On his arrival MacDonald has heartily joined in this program | 
and we have worked together in perfect harmony. Tardieu has also 

cooled down on his earlier issue with the American aggressive weapon 

proposal and has agreed that all controversial matter should go 

over. . 

3. The Conference today agreed to adjourn ostensibly to enable 

the technical committees to report but in reality until after the French 

elections leaving only the technical committees, and probably all the 
chief delegates will leave by Friday. 

4, Among the issues which I think was [have?] probably backfired 
so as to minimize further trouble are 

(a) Capital ships. When I arrived the French and others were 
seeking to attack capital ships as an aggressive weapon in their fight 
against our proposal to abolish heavy artillery and tanks. In this 
they would probably have had support from the Italians and British 
to a certain extent. After very frank discussions with all three on 
this subject centering around the stabilizing influence of our own 
capital ships in the Pacific today Tardieu, MacDonald and Grandi 
have all expressed their approval of my opinion. If any of them 
raises the issue hereafter I believe most of its sting will be gone for 
none of them really’ believes in it. 

(>) The old consultative pact issue. This was beginning to show 
itself again in journalistic circles, was somewhat taken up by the 
French in suggesting that we were really to blame for the British 
refusal to give more security to the French. I had a show-down 
with MacDonald in the presence of Simon, Gibson and Davis, in 
which the British explicitly and clearly stated: 

(a), that. they had never suggested to the French that our 
opposition was an obstacle to their giving the French further 
security ; eg 

(5), that present British conformity would not permit them 
to make any additional commitments of security to the French 
strength; no covenants on our part to consult would alter the 
situation in the slightest ; 

(c), that as a matter of fact they regarded the precedent of 
our cooperation with the League during the Sino-Japanese con- 
troversy quite as good assurance as any formal covenant even if 
such covenant were made.
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5. [can make no prophecies as to the ultimate outcome of the Con- 
ference. The British but of course are strong for an agreement. I 
believe that Tardieu wishes to do something and would fear the 
effect of a futile ending of the Conference. He has admitted to me 
frankly that he expects to get no additional security from the 

British and under these circumstances he probably will concede little 
in reduction but with patient effort something useful may be eventu- 
ally accomplished. 

6. The Germans are at least as difficult to deal with as the French 
at present and I am inclined to think the major fault at the moment 
rests on them. They are trying to drag the subject of reparations 
into the negotiations with Tardieu. MacDonald and I are trying 
to arrange for a conference between Bruening and Tardieu in our 
presence tomorrow or Wednesday. This may give additional light. 

7%. On the Sino-American [Sino-Japanese?] situation the atmos- 
phere has been cleared by a very full discussion with Simon and 
MacDonald the latter of whom was previously quite ignorant of what 
had happened during his illness. I feel that I have done substantially 
all that can be done in assuring future cooperation. Lord Hailsham, 
the British War Minister, is to dine with me tonight and I shall 
discuss the same subject with him. He is astrong conservative. Thus 
far there has been no indication of any dissent on the part of the 
British from the necessity of absolute cooperation with us on all 
steps with respect to the new Manchurian state. 

8. In view of the long adjournment of all important discussions 
for at least 2 weeks and the departure of the leaders I am planning 

_to come home at once. I have been badly handicapped by illness 
since I arrived which has much reduced my efficiency and in an effort 
to recuperate I am planning to return by the southern route probably 
sailing on the Roma from Cannes Friday. [Stimson. | 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1033} 

Memorandum of Conversation Among Members of the American, 
British, and German Delegations 

Geneva, April 26, 1932. 

Mr. MacDonald, the British Prime Minister, having suggested to 
Secretary Stimson that it would be advisable to get Dr. Bruening 
and M. Tardieu together in a conference with a view of having a 
frank discussion of some of the problems having a bearing upon the 

- Disarmament Conference it was decided to have such a meeting on 
the morning of April 26th, at which time M. Tardieu had planned
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to be back in Geneva. After having invited Chancellor Bruening it 
was learned that M. Tardieu could not be here but it was decided to | 
go ahead and have the three cornered meeting, which took place at 

Bessinge ®7 at 10:30 A. M. | | 
Besides Mr. MacDonald, Dr. Bruening and Secretary Stimson the 

others present were Lord Londonderry, Dr. von Buelow, Hugh 

Gibson and Norman Davis. 
Mr. MacDonald began the conversation by stating in effect that he 

understood there were two chief questions which Germany con- 
sidered of vital importance. One was an alteration in the military 
clauses of the Treaty of Versailles and the other the problem of 
regaining her position of equality as a nation. He continued to say 
that while he was sympathetic with Germany’s desire to be freed 
from certain conditions which had been imposed upon her he would 
greatly deplore and in fact would be opposed to having Germany 
start up again a competitive race in armaments which could only 

have a most disturbing influence. 
Chancellor Bruening stated that Germany had no desire whatever 

to enter such a race or in fact to increase her armaments or military : 
forces but that there should be a reduction in the military forces 
of her neighbors which were so vastly superior to hers and which had 
a disquieting effect on the German people and placed Germany at a 
considerable disadvantage. In substance he said that this was re- 
quired not only as a matter of justice but in the interests of peace and 

goodwill in Europe. 
Dr. von Buelow stressed the fact that what Germany was interested 

in was equality of treatment, which was a juridical matter, and that 
one of the great difficulties of getting on with the discussions was that 
every time a German bespoke equality of treatment the entire French 
press came out with the statement that what the Germans were de- 
manding was equality of armaments, which was. ~ly different 
thing. « eL 

Dr. Bruening said then that he did not expect France to be reduced | 
to the basis of German arms or to establish equality but that he felt 
that substantial steps should be taken in that direction. 

It was then suggested that perhaps the most logical and practical 
way of getting rid of the obligations of the Treaty of Versailles which 
is permanent would be in effect to lift out of that Treaty part five by 
incorporating in the Convention of the Arms Conference the limita- 
tions to be placed upon the German military forces, which would 
last for the life of the Convention, say ten years. In this way part | 
five of the Treaty of Versailles would in effect. be amended by a new 

The villa which Mr. Stimson occupied during his visit at Geneva. 

6442124815
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enactment. Chancellor Bruening indicated his acquiescence in this. 
Mr. MacDonald said, however, that France would unquestionably 
raise the point as to whether or not at the termination of that Con- 
vention Germany would be free of any obligation and might refuse 
to enter a new treaty placing proper limitation upon her military 
force. There was some discussion as to the possibility of finding a 
formula that would obviate any inconsistencies with respect to this 
but the consensus of opinion was that it might be wiser to settle things 
for ten years in the hope that at the end of that period it would be 
easier to deal further with such a problem. 

Dr. von Buelow then stated that Germany would be perfectly will- 
ing to limit her forces, in the Arms Convention, to what they are 
with a stipulation, however, in a footnote that she had freely agreed 
to this limitation, and that the forces entered in the treaty for 
Germany were disproportionately small for that country. He said 
that this might appear to be self-evident, but that they attached 
importance to having such a foot-note to the treaty to use as a 
leverage when the time came for revision at the end of the ten years, 
in the hope that it might help to bring the French down to still lower 
levels; that if the Versailles treaty figures were entered without any 
comment the French might later maintain that these had been recog- 
nized as equitable and that the question was not open to discussion. 
He went on to say that they would like certain adjustments, as the 
rigidity of the existing system was very irksome. He did, however, 

: raise the point of removing some of the irritating conditions which 
have been imposed upon Germany. This would not in any way in- 

' crease her armed strength. For instance, at present they are unable 
to have their munitions all manufactured in one place. One portion 
is made in one place and the rest in another which makes it very 
expensive. In substance he said that some of the conditions had been 
imposed w¥* ‘ew of making Germany realize her impotence and 
that rele. such conditions would not in any way endanger 
France and would merely create better feeling in Germany. 

~ The Chancellor said that another irksome condition which should 
be modified was that requiring twelve-year enlistments for all the 
Reichswehr. He said he quite recognized that this had been meant 
to be an onerous condition, but that it really worked undue hardship, 

for it made it almost impossible to get an adequate supply of men 

fitted by character for the work imposed on them. The period was 

so long as to appear something in the nature of a prison sentence, and 
one evidence of this lay in the fact that they had an average of 100 

suicides a year among men in the later stages of their enlistment. 

He said that they would like some relief from this; that he quite
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realized that if he were to suggest that the period of enlistment be 
limited to two or three years, the French might reasonably reply that 
this was opening the door to rapid training of German effectives, but 
that he had no intention of asking any such sweeping change; that 
what he would like would be to have a certain portion of the existing 
forces exempted from the twelve-year period, and reduced to a six 
or eight year period. He said that eight years marked the beginning 
of the danger zone in demoralization, and that he felt something 
reasonable could be worked out on that basis. He said he did not 
ask that this reduction be applied to the entire force, because there 
was a type of volunteer who was quite capable of going through a 
twelve-year period without demoralization, and that he would not 
ask exemption for these. 

The question was raised as to the use of the Green Police, and the 
French contention that they more than doubled Germany’s forces. 

The Chancellor replied that this was not strictly accurate, that they 
had 150,000 police, but that 50,000 of these were not trained in the 

use of arms, but detectives, secret service men, book-keepers, typists, 
door-keepers, clerks, etc. He said it was true that about 97,000 or 98,000 

men had been trained to the use of arms, but that this had been im- 

posed on Germany by circumstances, as she was forbidden by treaty 

to use the Reichswehr in the demilitarized zones and that she had to 

have a military force of some sort to deal with communists and other 

uprisings; this had been clearly shown by experience. He said that 

even with this additional force it had been touch and go whether 

the Government would be able to maintain order if there had been 
uprisings in widely separated parts of Germany simultaneously. 

The Germans did not indicate any desire to dictate how much re- 
duction there should be in the armed forces of France but seemed to 
be more interested in having the power of attack and invasion re- 
duced by the abolition or the restriction upon the use of particularly 

aggressive weapons. Dr. von Buelow seemed to think they had been 

making some progress in their discussions with the French but that 

as yet they had not been able to understand in detail just how far the 

French wished to go with their so-called plan. They were not quite 
sure whether their so-called plan for an international force or for 

the lodging with the League of certain material was with a view of 

actually building up a permanent international force under the 

League or with a view of having a period of transformation with the 

ultimate object of abolishing the more aggressive weapons. He | 

seemed to think that the French might possibly be interested in 

finding a way to reduce without too much strain upon the sensitive- —
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ness of French public opinion. He inferred that this might be a way 
of reconciling the divergent views of Germany and France. 

It was remarked that perhaps France might be satisfied with 
creating an international air force under the League with a view 
of abolishing or greatly reducing national military aviation. Dr. 
von Buelow said that in that case he thought it would be necessary 
to remove the danger of civil aviation being developed for military 
purposes and that Germany would be willing to internationalize civil 
aviation. 

There was then some discussion about further matters and it was 
agreed that if M. Tardieu could be in Geneva on Friday the 29th 
as had been indicated Messrs. MacDonald and Stimson might first 
have a talk with him and then bring Chancellor Bruening into a 
four-cornered conference. 

500.A1544/1009% : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 29, 1932—9 p. m. 
[Received April 29—7:12 p. m.%] 

161 bis. For Castle and the President from the Secretary. See my 
151, April 25,6 p.m. Since sending my 151 MacDonald and I en- 
deavored, as foreshadowed in my point 6, to bring Tardieu and 
Bruening together. 

On April 26 MacDonald and I met Bruening in preliminary con- 
ference and found him more conciliatory towards making a reasonable 
compromise with the French on their fundamental issues than we 
had anticipated. Tardieu who had been absent on his political 
campaign then agreed to return to Geneva and meet Bruening with 
us to continue this conference on Friday, April 29. MacDonald, and 
I became hopeful that with the more reasonable attitude which had 
been developed on both the French and German sides in conversation 
with us we were on the way towards immediately clearing away some 
of the fundamental obstacles towards ultimate agreement. Accord- 
ingly I postponed my return passage on the oma to be present at 
this conference. Unfortunately MacDonald [7 ardieu] on Wednes- 
day, April 27th, suffered a serious physical collapse and was unable 
either to continue his campaign or come to our Friday meeting. It 

: will now be impossible to get him and Bruening together in these 
personal preliminary conferences until the second election, this might 

* Telegram in two sections.
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be adjourned until May 13. Both MacDonald and I feel, however, 
that a real start has been made on direct conversations and we now 
have reason to believe that both the French and the Germans are 
disposed to attack these problems in the only fruitful way, namely, 
by direct private discussions. You will remember that when I was 
first approached by France and Britain on the subject of the Dis- 
armament Conference nearly a year and a half ago I then urged 
upon those countries the absolute necessity of this preliminary 
groundwork as the only way to secure the success of the Conference.®® 

I find now, however, that nothing of the sort has been done until 
this effort of MacDonald and myself. The whole problem is now to 
keep them at it. The first 8 months of the Conference have been 
practically wasted on public discussion which has accomplished noth- 
ing. MacDonald, who has not attended the Conference hitherto ow- | 

- ing to his illness, is thoroughly aroused and I told him and the 
delegates of the other principal powers that unless the matter is 
urged forward without further delay so that real progress will be 
visible to the world by steady conference and work immediately after 
the French elections, our Congress will probably be indisposed to 
make appropriations for the continuance of the American delegation 
in the Conference. 

With these arguments we succeeded in defeating today a movement 
which was taking shape among many of the delegates to adjourn 
the Conference for a considerable period probably until the new 
French Government could get a vote of confidence in the Chamber 
about June 10. To do this I called in conference this afternoon the 
representatives of Britain, France, Germany and Italy. I was ac- 
companied by Gibson, Davis and Wilson. After a thorough dis- 
cussion of the question and under MacDonald’s and my insistence it 
was finally decided that these direct conferences between the heads 
of the delegations of the leading powers should be resumed in Geneva 
within a fortnight the exact date to be fixed probably tomorrow after 
consultation by telephone with Tardieu and Bruening. The technical 
committees will of course in the meantime push their work. Mac- 
Donald said most emphatically that when these conferences were 
resumed all parties must be prepared and he would be prepared to 
carry the thing through and to determine then and there whether 
they could accomplish any real disarmament agreement or not. I 
feel that this surely will give a very needed impetus to the Conference 
and that it is a hopeful sign that the responsible men in these 
European states are ready now to attack their problems seriously. 

*° See memorandum of conversation with the British Ambassador, January 6, 
19381; and telegram No. 8, January 19, 1931, to the Minister in Switzerland, 
Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, pp. 478 and 485.
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We are planning to sail from Cannes on the Vulcania on Wednes- 
day May 4 feeling that I have done all that I can accomplish without 
prolonging my stay for at least a month more which would be quite 

| out of the question. I am leaving Geneva Sunday May 1 due in 
New York May 14. [Stimson.] 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/10113 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 

Wasuineton, April 30, 1932—3 p. m. 

93. For the Secretary. I have read your telegram No. 161 to the 
President, who is at the Rapidan. He says that there is nothing at - 
present here which demands your immediate return and feels that if 
there is “the remotest chance that your presence in Geneva at the 
time of the conversations might assist in bringing a solution you 
would be wise to remain”. The President, of course, leaves the de- 
cision to you, but feels that an agreement in Geneva is so important 
that you may prefer to remain, knowing that there is no question 
here which demands your attention. 

CASTLE 

500.A15A4/10133 : Telegram | 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 1, 1932—2 p. m. 
[Received May 1—12: 50 p. m.] 

165. For Castle and the President from the Secretary. Your 93, 
April 30, 3 p. m., naturally has laid upon me a heavy responsibility 
of decision but after careful consideration I am clear that it would 
be unwise to remain. It is true that the effect produced by my first 
appearance in Geneva coinciding as it did with that of MacDonald 
was influential and our joint efforts have I believe succeeded in pro- 
ducing a real new start in negotiations. But on the other hand such 
influence cannot be counted on to continue at the same high tension. 
These direct negotiations relate to questions which are peculiarly 
Kuropean and political. I was of help in getting them started by 
pushing behind MacDonald but I would be out of place in trying 
to conduct them after they are under way. They will not begin before 
May 17 at earliest. Their opening will possibly be somewhat delayed
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and their continuance will undoubtedly be protracted. MacDonald 
is fully determined to push them and to see them through. That is 
an appropriate task for him and his country but there will be im- 
mediately involved questions which would be inappropriate for me 
and my country. Moreover, the spectacle of the American Secretary 
of State hanging around during these inevitable delays will tend to 
gradually diminish the influence of our country. At best there will 
be no important decisions arrived at for a very considerable time and 
the delay will be somewhat indefinite. It would be more effective for 
me even to return later in the year if a period of crisis should again 
arise than for me to remain with an indefinite mission. The first 
contingency is the state of MacDonald’s health but he has determined 
to go through with it and his advisers think he can. If he should 
be knocked out my presence could not possibly be a substitute for him 

owing to the European character of the questions involved. I there- 
fore have decided that it is better for me to adhere to my plans and 
return at once. [Stimson. | 

GIBson 

500.A15A4 Military Effectives/8 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Acting Secretary of State 

GxENneEvA, undated [May 7, 1932—1 p. m.?]. 
[Received May 7—10: 25 a. m.] 

: 176. Under instructions from the Secretary we have carefully ex- 
plained in confidence the formula for effectives! to the civilian and 
military representatives of France and then after waiting about a 
week to those of Great Britain, Germany, Italy and Japan. 

The French delegation brought General Gamelin Chief of Staff and 
General Requin to Geneva and they made an exhaustive study with 
the military members of our delegation. They offered certain obvious 
objections in which we were quite ready to acquiesce, such as that the 
factors taken were arbitrary and that the figures which we had used 
as the basis of our illustrations (Armaments Year Book) would have 
to be put on a comparable basis before anything more definite could 
be done. However, they expressed themselves as considering the 
plan very interesting and as offering a possible approach to the 
question of effectives. They have put the matter up to the Council 

1For a general outline of the formula, see point 7 of Mr. Gibson’s speech on 
February 9, p. 29; also League of Nations, Conference for the Reduction and 
Limitation of Armaments, Geneva, 1932, Conference Documents, vol. 1, p. 189 

(Official No: Conf. D. 85.).
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of National Defence and are expecting an answer at any time. They 
state they have no idea as to whether or not the answer will be favor- 
able but I gather that they have themselves made favorable recom- 
mendations. 

The military representatives of the other delegations are now en- 
gaged in going into details with our technical advisers, and their 
civilian representatives at least have expressed themselves as favor- 
ably disposed toward discussion of the formula and agreed that the 
basic figures should be synchronized and for this purpose we are 
endeavoring to have a small committee set up to prepare a set of 
comparable figures. 

As a result of certain injudicious talk an impression has got about 

here that the “American plan” consists in a set of figures by which we 
seek to prescribe the number of effectives “that each country may 
have”. While we have dispelled this idea from the minds of those 
with whom we have talked it still persists in the minds of others as 
we obviously cannot go into details with all the 54 delegations. 

As matters now stand I feel that we should not much longer delay 
the presentation of the formula and that as soon as the General 
Commission reconvenes we should seek an occasion to make it public. 
Our decision may, however, be affected by the attitude adopted by the 
French as well as by arrangements for the conversations. 

In order to dispel any false impressions as to the real significance 
of the plan it would probably be desirable to redraft the speech of 
explanation (latest text of which together with tables the Secretary 
is bringing with him) in such a way as to bring out more clearly 
at the start that what we seek to present is a plan which will be 
helpful in facilitating negotiations between neighbors and that there 
is no thought of prescribing the actual number of troops to be re- 
tained by different countries. The General Commission will probably 
not meet except for routine matters before the 22nd and I should be 
glad to have any guidance you may care to give as to the presentation 
of this plan. If we succeed in getting the acquiescence or approval 
of the great powers would the President be willing to have the author- 
ship of this idea attributed to him? - 

Repeated to Vuleania. 
Gipson
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§00.A15A4/1020 : Telegram 

— The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

| Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 7, 1932—6 p. m. 
[Received May 7—2: 20 p. m.] 

177. In accordance with the Secretary’s direction, Norman Davis 

and I are leaving Paris tomorrow for London to discuss informally 
in both capitals the situation presented by MacDonald’s illness and 

the possibilities of resuming early conversations between the great 
powers. 

While no attempt will be made at concealment of our movements 
we are replying to questions here that we are taking advantage of 
the present lull in disarmament activities to make a brief visit to 
London and Paris and to meet Mrs. Davis who is arriving from 
America and my wife who is coming from Belgium and to accompany | 
them back to Geneva. 

In order to obviate changing arrangement with the telegraph com- 
pany telegrams will continue to be signed Gibson. 

GIBSON 

§00.A15A4/1021 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Lonpon, May 10, 1982—2 p. m. 
[Received May 10-—1: 39 p. m.] 

165. From Gibson. Davis and I met Mr. Baldwin yesterday at 
lunch at the Embassy and in the course of conversation impressed 
upon him our interest in devising some method of carrying out the 
plan for Franco-German direct conversations under Anglo-American 
auspices agreed upon at Bessinge. We gave hima rather full picture 
of the reasons for considering that this constituted the best hope of 
getting some results from the Conference. While he was obviously , 
not prepared to express himself on the subject he was very receptive 
to what we had to say. 

The conversation then turned to the Far Eastern situation from | 
which it developed that his [opinion?] was that Japan would only 
be influenced by military force and that England was not prepared 
to go that far. It was clear that he had not fully grasped our general 
conception of moral joint pressure as a means of upholding our 
rights and avoiding the necessity for using military force. After 
explaining fully our Government’s policy, which he apparently had



118 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1932, VOLUME I 

not understood, he seemed to be impressed and stated categorically 
that in any event all parties here were in agreement that the United 
States and England should stand together in dealing with that 
problem. 

At 4 o’clock Davis and I called upon Sir John Simon at the House 
of Commons at his request. Lord Tyrrell was present and Baldwin 
came in later. 

We told Sir John that we were anxious to ascertain his views as to 
what could be done to carry out thé plan agreed upon at Bessinge 
for Franco-German conversations. He seemed to think at first that 
there was not much purpose in going on for the present because of 
the fact that a complete turn-over in the French Government was 
imminent and that Tardieu would hardly care to embark upon con- 
versations of this sort while his successor obviously could not be 
brought in until he had actually taken office and secured a vote of 

| confidence. Tyrrell did not altogether agree and felt that the French 
might well find some way this week whereby they might join in the 
conversations as soon as the other parties could be brought to Geneva. 

Simon then said that he would like to have a more ample oppor- 
tunity to talk this matter over with us in the presence of Mr. Baldwin 
and examine the various questions we should have to face, with a 
view to determining how far we were in agreement as to methods of 
approach and solution. Davis and I said that while we should of 
course be very glad to have this opportunity for an exchange of views 
we had not come here with the idea of agreeing upon possible solutions 
for Franco-German problems but only to ascertain the possibility of 
continuing the conversations already agreed upon. Simon was how- 
ever insistent that we should both try to jot down ideas as to how 
the problems to be encountered in the Franco-German conversations 
could be dealt with. Our attitude was that we felt our greatest use- 
fulness lay in not producing solutions but as acting as a lubricant in 
the first direct attempt of the French and Germans to work out their 
problem. We did feel that distinct progress might be made in pro- 
ceeding along the lines of the discussions which took place at 
Bessinge. 

We are to have another conversation with Baldwin and Simon 
on Thursday afternoon. Toward the end of the conversation Mr. 
Baldwin opened up on the subject of disarmament and said he felt 
very glum about the prospects of achieving results at Geneva but that 

he was deeply interested, particularly in the question of aviation; 
that he had gone into the subject pretty thoroughly, and that the 

more he studied it the more he was convinced that the only course, 

and one that we should have to adopt ultimately, was to do away
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with all forms of military aviation on land and sea, and at the same 
time abolish all forms of subsidy to civil aviation. He was very 
much in earnest and said that we should all have to deal with this 
subject sooner or later and that if we did not deal with it adequately 
there was serious risk that we should be destroyed by this form of | 
warfare. Simon then said that there was some possibility that later 
in the conference he would be obliged to outline a program of this 
sort and propose that a special and separate conference be called for 
the purpose of dealing with the whole subject of aviation. 

Will Department please repeat to the Secretary if considered of 
sufficient interest. [Guibson. | 

MELLON 

500.A15A4/1023 : Telegram | 7 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Acting — 
Secretary of State 

Lonvon, May 10, 19832—6 p. m. 
[Received May 10—8: 05 p. m.] 

166. From Gibson. At Embassy’s suggestion I called informally 
upon Vansittart this morning and talked to him about the resumption 
of conversations referred to in Embassy’s telegram 165, May 10, 
2 p.m. I told him that the more I reflected on our conversation of 
yesterday with Simon the more I was convinced that there was noth- 
ing to be gained by working out possible solutions of the Franco- 
German problem in advance of the conversations, that our greatest 
usefulness lay in being present in a friendly capacity and facilitating 
the approach to these difficult problems, and that it might be definitely 
harmful if it were thought we had any preconceived ideas as to 
how these problems could be solved. He expressed himself as agree- 
ing with this point of view and said that he would talk the matter 
over with Simon before our meeting on Thursday. : 

Vansittart said that he was rather discouraged as to the prospects 
of success in Geneva and felt that one difficulty lay in the fact that 
the program was too all-inclusive and that perhaps the best hope 
now lay in setting a limited objective for the Conference, such as 
some achievement on qualitative disarmament, if that proved prac- : 
ticable, possibly some regional agreements on effective[s?] and 
finally some small percentage cut in budgets on the basis of, say, 
the last 5 years. This budget cut he felt ought not to be difficult 
as most governments had already made such a cut or would be 
obliged to do so under stress of economic necessity, but that em-
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bodying such a cut in the treaty would have a much better effect 
on public opinion than if it were omitted. _ 

Will Department please repeat to the Secretary if considered of 
sufficient interest. [Gibson. ] 

| : MELLON 

500.A15A4/1022 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Lonpvon, May 10, 19382—7 p. m. 
[Received May 10—2: 45 p. m.] 

167. From Gibson. Embassy’s telegram 166, May 10,6 p.m. This 
afternoon I had a conversation with Malcolm MacDonald in order 
that the Prime Minister might be informed as to the purpose of our 
visit in conformity with the Secretary’s instructions. He said that he 
would have an opportunity to talk to his father tomorrow, would tell 
him of our conversations thus far and let me know if there was 
anything the Prime Minister had to suggest. Malcolm MacDonald 
said [he] was sufficiently familiar with his father’s views on this 
subject to feel sure he would be in favor of pressing the conversations 
forward as soon as some responsible French representative could 
participate. It does not now seem probable that the Prime Minister 
will be in a position to deal with disarmament questions until after 
the Lausanne Conference? so that arrangements would have to be 
made for someone else to represent this country. 

Please repeat to the Secretary. [Gibson.] 
MELLON 

500.A15A4 Land Armaments/21 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 10, 1932—midnight. 
[Received May 10—8 p. m.] 

182. My 180, May 10, 7 p.m.® In your 52, April 2,* you authorize 
us to agree to abolition of the use of toxic gases. Special Committee 
of Chemical Warfare will undoubtedly seriously consider question of 
prohibition of peace time preparation by governments for use of all 
means of chemical warfare. Sentiment among the delegations in 

2 See pp. 636 ff. 
* Not printed. 
* Ante, p. 70. a
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favor of some such action is widespread and we are inclined to 
believe that such a step would give to the public confidence in the 
reality of the abolition of chemical warfare. 
We will be faced with certain decisions and think you may desire 

to instruct us after consultation with War and Navy Departments 
on following points: 

1. May we accept an understanding whereby our Government is 
bound to refrain from all peace time preparation or manufacture of 
toxic gases—means of launching gases—and from training of per- 
sonnel therefor. 

2. May we agree on behalf of our Government to dispose of or 
destroy all of its stocks on hand of weapons mentioned point 1 ? 

3. What is our Government’s attitude towards question of refrain- 
ing from peace time preparation of means of defense against use 
of chemical warfare by others such as peace time production and 
storage of gas masks, et cetera. 

4. We assume delegation should oppose any attempt to interfere 
with civilian industry. 

5. We assume that any obligation in regard to chemical warfare 
must be of a reciprocal nature. 

6. In light of your answers to foregoing what should be delega- 
tion’s attitude in regard to retention or abolition of chemical war- 
fare service. 

Request early reply as subcommittee will probably meet not later 
than 17th. | 

GIBSON 

500.A1544/1030 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Lonpon, May 138, 1982—4 p. m. 
. [Received 4:19 p. m.5] 

169. From Gibson. At half-past five yesterday afternoon Davis 
and I called upon Mr. Baldwin and Sir John Simon at the former’s 
room in the House of Commons. Simon opened the conversation by 
asking us our conception of the solutions which might be put forward 
for the various problems which would inevitably come up in Franco- 
German conversations. : 
We replied that in our previous conversation we had expressed 

doubts as to the feasibility of that approach to the matter but that 
in pursuance of his request we had given thought to possible solu- 
tions, with the result that we were more than ever convinced that we 

5 Telegram in four sections.
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would not get anywhere along those lines; that it was easy to produce 
a fair and reasonable solution for almost any problem which would 
come up before the Conference, but that it was quite another matter 
to secure acceptance of such a solution and that we felt very strongly 
that the most useful role we could play in the conversations was that 
of a lubricant facilitating direct conversation between the interested 
parties, disengaging them from lobbyists and now and then suggest- 
ing way through or around the obstacles encountered. We went on 
to say that it was premature for us to try to formulate solutions 

until we had a more accurate idea of just what problems were created 
by the French and German proposals as both of these appeared to 
have been materially modified since the beginning of the Conference, 
and that it seemed to us the immediate task was to secure as definite 
an idea as possible as to what these modified theses are. 

To take the French plan first, it was clear from the conversations 
we had all had with various French representatives that they did 
not expect to secure the integral adoption of their plan but that there 
was some doubt as to whether they themselves had finally made up 
their minds as to how much of the plan was essential to giving them 

satisfaction; that we thought the first step was to get as far forward 
as possible in discussion with the French, with a view to determin- 

. ing exactly what their plan is at present; what part of that they 
would be in a position to discard, and what part would be acceptable 
to us. | 

The next step would be to consider our position in the debates upon 
the subject. Sir John had felt that he must attack the French plan 
and that he would be able to riddle it as impracticable. We said 
we were not disposed to join in this method of approach and to 
think it would be better for both of us to pursue as far as possible 
the course of letting the French put forward their ideas and see how 

far they could get in securing agreement upon them; that if they 
'  gueceeded it would then be time to determine how far these were 

objectionable and called for opposition; that if without opposition 
from us, they failed to secure agreement they at least would not be 
in a position to say that they had failed only because of our attitude 
and were therefore entitled to some sort of substitute from us. Mr. 
Baldwin agreed with this point of view and Sir John said nothing 
further about pressing his attack although he did not definitely say 
he had changed his mind. 

Sir John asked, in the case that we were going to adopt a benevolent 

attitude towards the French in endeavoring to secure some sort of 

European agreement, if we could tell him just what sort of agree- 
ment we had in mind. We answered that we certainly did not pro-
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pose to put forward any American conception as to what would con- 
stitute security in Europe; that as we considered it a European 
problem we thought it was up to European Governments to say 
what they could agree upon and that our attitude was merely to wish 
them well in reaching agreement among themselves in the hope that 
we should be able to adapt ourselves to the situation created by such 
agreements; that we had always advocated regional agreements and 
that there was nothing new in this attitude on our part. 

Mr. Baldwin then said very definitely that Great Britain was 
not going to take on fresh commitments of any character and he and 
Sir John developed this idea along lines which are familiar to you, 
that in honoring its signature England had paid heavily in coming 
to the help of Belgium and that this made British governments 
extremely careful about any further undertakings; that in the 
Locarno agreements ® there had been a precise and limited liability, 
and that this had been recognized by the French as the liquidation 
of the security problem; that now the French were talking about a 
“Mediterranean Locarno” as they did at the London Naval Confer- 
ence but the British Government considered this a totally different 
matter as the obligations would be much broader in scope and more 
difficult to specify and that they were both convinced that nothing 
along the line of a “Mediterranean Locarno” or other European 
agreement could be undertaken by Great Britain; whereas they 
would have the greatest sympathy toward any efforts among the 
various groups of powers on the Continent to organize peace among 
themselves. 

Mr. Baldwin then said that one question which would always come 
up in connection with any security agreement would be the possible 
course of the American Government as regards trade with an aggres- 
sor. He felt that provisions for economic sanctions and blockade 
were the greatest defect in the League Covenant and that agitation 
for recourse to these measures made him impatient; that he felt that 
sanctions of this sort were practically equivalent to war, and in talk- 
ing of blockade we were not talking of realities, as blockade was 
really a thing of the past. However, in conversation the question 
came up as to whether the fundamental purpose might not be 
achieved by prohibition of imports which coupled with prohibition 
of export of arms and munitions, would have a tendency to shut off 
trade entirely without need for a navy to enforce it. Mr. Baldwin 

said it was a matter of indifference how our cooperation was achieved 
but that American cooperation was essential to any general movement 
for the long term peace. 

*Signed October 16, 1925, League of Nations Treaty Series, vol. Liv, pp. 
289-363.



124 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1932, VOLUME I 

Mr. Baldwin then said that he was going to be thoroughly indis- 
creet in confidence; that he had given a great deal of thought to the 
whole subject of disarmament, as he felt the course we were now 
following was straight toward the destruction of our civilization 
and that something radical had to be done about it unless we were 
all going down together; that he did not believe there was anything 
to be accomplished by “pecking at the problem” as the Conference 
was doing, and that we ought at least to try to agree upon some com- 
prehensive and drastic measures fair to everybody, and then make a 
definite united drive to secure their adoption. He said that the plan 
he had in mind after hearing all the arguments for and against, was: 

(1) the total abolition of military aviation including pursuit 
and observation planes; 

(2) some agreement to put a stop to subsidies for civil aviation 
enterprises ; 

(3) abolition of the capital ship; 
(4) abolition of the aircraft carrier, which would follow auto- 

matically from item 1; 
(6) [sec] drastic reduction of land effectives; 
(7) abolition of aggressive weapons such as heavy mobile guns 

and tanks. | : 

He said that he realized that this was a revolutionary proposal but 
that whenever these items were attacked separately they were either 
opposed én toto or their acceptance made contingent on drastic dealing 
with some other item and that under this method we might go on 
for years without getting anywhere; whereas the world situation 
called for action now. He said that he realized the abolition of the 
capital ship would be shocking to us as it was to many people in 
this country, but that he felt the continued possession of these vessels . 
by the great naval powers was an insurmountable obstacle to secur- 
ing action in regard to other categories which we all desired, and 
that he hoped we would give careful thought to this proposal which 
he put forward in his own name but with a real belief that it con- 
tained the only method by which we could hope to rise to the situa- 
tion. He said that he hoped we would consider this plan bearing 
in mind that’ while some of its features were very distasteful to us 
they constituted the price we should have to pay for any real relief. 
He felt the prohibitive cost of replacing these vessels doomed them 

| to early disappearance and that as all our governments were under 
tremendous pressure to reduce expenditures it would be the part of 
wisdom to secure the strategic advantage which would come from 
their present abolition in order to force a general reduction. He 
repeated that he felt the only hope lay in a united and determined 

front on the part of our two countries to put over a comprehensive
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program. If we were successful it would be a long step toward 
world recovery and if we failed we should have to go back “to scratch- 
ing at the surface of the problem” as we were now doing, but at 
least we should have demonstrated our honesty. He spoke with great 
emphasis and obvious sincerity. He said he quite realized that we 
could not express an opinion on a proposal of this sort but hoped 
that we would send it [home] and bespeak consideration for it. 

~ [Gibson. ] 
) | MELLON 

500.A15A4/1032 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Acting 

Secretary of State 

Lonvon, May 18, 1982—5 p. m. 
[Received May 13—3:05 p. m.] 

170. From Gibson. Yesterday afternoon at 4 o’clock the Prime 

Minister asked us to come and see him in his nursing home. We 
were the first visitors he had received. 

He said that he had been giving much thought to what could be 
done toward accepting part at least of the program for conversa- 
tions; that obviously the political upheaval in France rendered the 
realization of the complete program impracticable for some time to 
come as he envisaged the possibility of a Left government doomed 
to early overthrow, and not disposed to tackle any vital question; 
that it was a pure matter of conjecture but he doubted whether there 
would be any possibility of settling fundamentals until after the 
Lausanne Conference. He said that in view of the urgency of the 
problem he felt the courageous thing on the part of the French 
Government would be to say that while they could give no guarantees 
as to ratification of commitments entered into at this time, however 
they were prepared to go whole-heartedly into discussion of existing 
problems, and that they bound themselves to use their utmost en- 
deavors—to secure approval for what they agreed to tentatively. He 
added that he did not believe they had the courage to do this, and 
that 1f we found that they were not disposed to enter into discussion 
of fundamentals the best thing would be to tell them quite frankly 
that we felt we should be getting on with the work and carry it as 
fast as possible pending the time when they could come in and make 
agreement complete, and for that reason we proposed to carry on 
informal conversations with the Germans, Italians and other inter- 
ested powers, keeping the French fully informed, in the hope that 

6442124816
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this might smooth the way when the time arrived for direct Franco- 
German conversations. 

The Prime Minister repeated that he felt the best hope for accom- 
plishment lay in our going ahead in full understanding and that he 
was most appreciative of our. having been sent over to confer as to 
future steps. 

He said that he felt the time had come when Great Britain had 
to take a positive stand as regards reparations, telling both France 
and Germany what would be a sane settlement; that he felt it im- 
perative that Great Britain should not embarrass the United States; 
that Great Britain had already made it very clear to the French 
Government that they would refuse to form part of a united front 
against the United States on this subject or even join in a united 
request to us for reexamination of the subject. He felt that the time 
had passed for allowing the subject of reparations to drift in the 
hope of Franco-German agreement and that it would probably be 

| necessary for the British Government to lay before the Lausanne 

Conference its conception of how the reparations question should be 
settled, and then try to secure action along those lines. [Gibson.] 

MELLON 

§00.A15A4 Land Armaments/52 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson) | 

WasuHinetTon, May 14, 1932—3 p. m. 

103. Your 182, May 10, midnight. We held a joint meeting yes- 
terday afternoon with the Chief of Staff’ and the Chief of Naval 
Operations § and after careful study of the points raised in your 
telegram, all agreed upon the following answer. 

The main preoccupation of the Delegation in relation to gas war- 
fare should be the formulation of an agreement that is universal in 
scope. <A treaty which is not universal and only binds certain powers 
as between themselves would not basically solve the problem, as until 
all powers have agreed to do away with gas warfare it is difficult 
to create a requisite sense of security. 

In our opinion, should such a universal agreement to outlaw the 
use of gas as a weapon of international conflict be brought into effect, 
the experiences of the following few years would more readily con- 
vince the public of the reality of the abolition of gas warfare than a 
treaty of fewer signatories extended by the measures you propose. 

* General Douglas MacArthur. . 

» Admiral William V. Pratt.
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In the last analysis any international agreement depends upon the _ 
integrity of its signers. This applies to conventions that are to 
obtain in time of war as well as in time of peace. The more such an 
agreement is hedged with further conditions, the greater the tempta- 
tion first to suspicion, then to evasion, and finally to a demand for 
international control. This being the case, an undertaking on the 

_ part of governments to refrain from peace time preparation or manu- 
facture of toxic gas would seem in essence to weaken and not to 
strengthen a ban upon its use in time of war. Further it would 
seem of little concrete value in view of the impracticability of inter- 
fering with legitimate but equivalent civilian industry. | | 

Under the present circumstances, our answer to your points 1, 2, 
and 8 must accordingly be no. You are correct in 4 and 5 and in 6 
some service department must be retained until experience shows 
that abolition of gas warfare is an accomplishment. 

CASTLE 

500.415A4/1033 : Telegram . 

The Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, May 14, 19382—6 p. m. 
[Received—8 : 23 p. m.] 

319. From Gibson. Davis and I accompanied by Aubert, had a 7 
talk with Tardieu this morning. We told him of our visit to London 
and of our hope to find a way of continuing useful work in spite of 
recent set backs; he appeared distinctly pessimistic as to the pros- 
pects of early progress in disarmament. In the first place he said 
that the French political situation was extremely confused and that 
it would be impossible to set up a working government before June 
10th or 15th; [Herriot’s?®] difficulty was that if he went to the Left 
to build a majority his Government could not last; on the other hand, 
while Herriot is more nearly in agreement with Tardieu’s views he 
can hardly, after denouncing him for the past year as the cause of 
France’s difficulties, turn at once and ask his collaboration as a neces- 
sary element of sound government. He feels that Herriot will even- 

tually be obliged to seek his collaboration but that this may be a 
matter of 2 or 3 months. Until some working government is set up 
he says he sees no prospect of dealing effectively with fundamentals. 
We threw out a suggestion as to the possibility that some ground 

might be cleared if the French Government would express its readi- 
ness to continue informal conversations without binding future gov- 
ernments but with the understanding that an effort would be made 

*The second Ministry of Edouard Herriot was formed on June 4.
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effectively to carry out any tentative agreements made. He said that 
he had just talked to Boncour who told him that the word [work?] 
of the technical committees could be carried on for about 2 weeks 
longer after which no further progress could be made until the new 
government is formed. He told us, however, that he would have 
Boncour, Aubert and Massigli keep in touch with us and perhaps by 
May 25 he could form an estimate as to what course we should 
pursue. Qur inference is that his allusion to this date is based on 
the assumption that by that time he will know what will be the 
complexion of the new government and whether or not it is possible 
for him to make a combination with Herriot. 

He then went on to discuss new developments in the German 
situation. He was disturbed by Bruening’s speech in the Reichstag 
of Wednesday which he said was a striking contrast to the moderate 
language he had used in Geneva. He attaches grave importance to 
the dismissal of Groener at the instance of two of his subordinates 
in the Reichswehr which he says shows that the Hitlerites dominate 
the army. He went on to say that in view of the irresponsible atti- 
tude of the Hitlerites the French Government was seriously con- 
cerned lest there be some form of armed aggression either through 
an attack on the corridor or the seizure of Danzig. 

He expressed indignation over the recent Stresemann documents 
published here in L’/llustration’® which he said demonstrate clearly 
that the one German who had won French confidence was completely 
false; this publication was such a shock to French public opinion 
as to constitute a set back to any move for good understanding. 

He stressed the fact that he had gone over the foregoing to show 
us that the German situation constituted a genuine problem for 
France. However, he felt that there were signs that the British 
Government was coming around to a more reasonable attitude on 
reparations and if this were found to be true he felt there was rea- 

sonable hope that an agreement could be reached at Lausanne and 
with the help of [Great Britain?] and the United States as concilia- 
tors that we could hope to achieve something substantial at the 
Disarmament Conference. 

Boncour, Aubert and Massigli will be in Geneva this coming week 
and if occasion requires Tardieu can come any time before June 1st 
when his mandate expires. 

EDGE 

* After being printed serially in L’Jllustration these documents were pub- 
lished in book form under the title, Les Papiers de Stresemann, 11 (Locarno et 
Genéve), Paris, 1982.
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600.A1544/ 1036 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 

Wasuineton, May 16, 19382—4 p. m. 

104. Special for Gibson and Davis. Your 169, May 13, 4 p. m., 
from London. 
When Mr. Baldwin made suggestion as to capital ships contained 

in your Section 4, did either of you inform him (a) as to the position 
taken by the American Delegation at London in 1930," (6) as to my 
recent statements on the subject in Geneva or (c) as to the functions 
capital ships are now performing in respect to the Far East? Please 
immediately send full details and his reply if any. 

Did you gather that Mr. Baldwin’s failure to include submarines 
in his list of weapons to be abolished was an over-sight or intentional ; : 
if intentional, did he give any explanation therefor? 

| STIMSON 

500.A15A4 Land Armaments/55 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson ) to 
the Secretary of State 

| | Geneva, May 16, 1982—11 p. m. 
[Received May 16—8: 08 p. m.] 

188. Your 103, May 14, 3 p.m. I fear that the phraseology of 
point 5 in No. 182, May 10, midnight, gave rise to a certain miscon- 
ception of our meaning. What we had envisaged was a treaty of 
universal application and the use of the word “reciprocal” was under 
the circumstances unfortunate. 

In view of this clarification you may desire to reconsider your 
decision. It is pertinent to this decision that since receipt of your 
108 I have again discussed this matter with Senator Swanson who 
assures me that if an undertaking of universal application is accepted 
against the use of toxic gases in time of war there will be the greatest 
difficulty in these depressed times in persuading Congress to vote 
appropriation for the preparation of such warfare in time of peace 
or for the maintenance of a chemical warfare service under these 
conditions where we have agreed not to use such weapons in time of 
war and under which we would be prohibited from doing so except 
as reprisal. He points out that in default of agreement to the con- 
trary other governments may be able to get appropriations for such 

a See telegram No. 35, February 4, from the Chairman of the American dele- 
gation, Foreign Relations, 1930, vol. 1, p. 13; and telegram No. 212, April 10, 
from the Chairman of the American delegation, ibid., p. 106,
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service in times of peace and such governments would have the United 
States at a great disadvantage. He added that we have every interest 
in getting other governments to agree to this prohibition of prepara- 
tion since in all probability such prohibition would be imposed on 
us in any event by lack of funds. In addition he continues our 
refusal to agree to refrain from preparations in time of peace would 
put us in the attitude of showing mistrust for international agree- 
ments—agreements which furnish the only foundation for any suc- 
cess here and the sanctity of which we have repeatedly preached. In 
his opinion we would be in an inconsistent and undesirable position if 

| we agreed not to use these weapons in time of war and at the same 
time refused to agree to refrain from their preparation and to get rid 
of them in time of peace. Our readiness not to prepare is proof of 
the dona fides of our first undertaking not to use such weapons. This 
is not any intention on our part to accept any document which would 

: interfere with our civilian industry. 
It would seem that the acceptance [by?] all governments of an 

undertaking not to make preparation in time of peace would leave 
the United States with its well developed chemical industry in a rela- 
tively stronger position in regard to the rest of the world in case of 
violation by any party to the treaty. 
Any provision of this character would presumably be subject to the 

general provisions which the treaty will contain for accountability to 
the Permanent Disarmament Commission or other body set up by the 

| treaty in case of violation. Please instruct. | " 
: GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1037 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation ( Gibson ) 
to the Secretary of State | 

GenEvA, May 17, 1932—1 p. m. 
[Received May 17—11:05 a. m.] 

189. Our 169, May 18, 4 p. m., from London was necessarily dic- 

tated hurriedly as we were leaving for Paris and questions raised 
in your 104 are due to imperfections in our message. 

We informed Mr. Baldwin fully as regards the three points in 
your telegram but omitted reporting our part of the conversation 
in the interest of brevity and because we felt your chief concern 
would be in what Baldwin and Simon had to say. 

In formulating his plan Baldwin was under no misapprehension 
as to your position on capital ships. He prefaced his remarks with 
the statement that the idea of abolishing the capital ship would be
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shocking to us as it would be to many people in Great Britain, 
After this we again clearly brought out your position on the sub. 
ject. He replied that he thoroughly understood these and other 
arguments in favor of retaining the capital ship. He did not en- 
deavor to contest the soundness of your position but said that in 
spite of all the arguments he still felt that we must be prepared to 
make this contribution if we were to get other people to make cor- 
responding sacrifices and, while he recognized that with the present 
situation in the Far East no immediate change should be made, he 
was thinking more of the exaction and laying stress upon the fact 
that any changes were to be relative and proportional. 

Mr. Baldwin did very definitely include submarines in his pro- 
gram immediately after the abolition of the capital ship and our 
failure to include them was due to an oversight either in dictation 
or copying. In fact his first argument for the abolition of the capi- 
tal ship was that this, and this alone, might be expected to overcome 
the opposition of other states to the abolition of the submarine as 
other naval powers have consistently maintained that so long as the 

. great naval powers continue to possess these “formidable weapons” 
they would not agree to forego the use of the submarine. Further- 
more, he was very insistent on the fact that the program was to be 
accepted or rejected as a whole. 

Another point which was not brought out with sufficient clarity 
in our 169 is the status of Baldwin’s program. He did not describe 
it to us as a program adopted by the Government. He said it was 
a plan he had himself worked out; that he had just discussed it in 
the Cabinet and before laying it before us he requested Simon’s 
acquiescence in so doing. Simon was present through the interview 
and while he maintained silence he did not dissent from any of the 
views expressed. Baldwin did not tell us what reception his idea 
had met in the Cabinet but we gathered that it had not’ been before 
that body long enough to have received full discussion. As you 
will remember Baldwin said to us that the whole plan was so revo- 
lutionary that he did not expect us even to express an opinion but 
merely wanted to describe it to us so that we could pass it along 
to you so that you might have time to consider it. He did, however. 
express the firm belief that if our two Governments could agree 
upon a comprehensive plan along these lines our joint influence 
would be so formidable as to make it possible for us to render a 
great service toward world recovery. 

| GIBSON
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500.A15A4/1047 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson ) 
to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 21, 1932—11 a. m. 
[Received May 21—7:15 a. m.] 

198. From Norman Davis. A mutual] friend informed me that 
Herriot had expressed a desire to have a confidential talk with me 
on disarmament and requested him to approach me on the subject 
suggesting that since he would be in Lyon this coming Sunday he 
would appreciate it if I would motor over and meet him there and 
that there need be no publicity about it. I informed the friend 
that if I could arrange to do so I would but that I felt I must in- 
form Tardieu who is still Prime Minister of France to ascertain if 
he had any objections, After talking the matter over with Gibson 
and Wilson and after receiving a message from Tardieu to the ef- 
fect that he thought it was a perfectly natural thing to do, that he 
had no objections whatever, and thought it might be very useful, 
I sent word to Herriot that I could meet him for lunch tomorrow in 
Lyon and I am asking Wilson to go with me. We are naturally 
giving this no publicity although Tardieu said he saw no objection 
to it but I wish to let you know in case anything should be pub- 
lished. 

Have informed Edge through Armour who thought it an advis- 
able thing to do because whatever form the new government in 
France takes Herriot will be a predominant factor. [Davis.] 

GIBSON 

500.A1544/1149 

Memorandum by Mr. Norman H. Davis of a Conversation With 
M. Edouard Herriot ™ 

: [Geneva,] May 22, 1932. 

M. Herriot received us in the Restaurant Carrilon at Lyons to- 
: day for lunch. 

Concerning Internal Politics he said that he could not tell yet 
what the basis would be for his Cabinet, because that was still de- 
pendent on whether the Socialists formulated or reiterated certain 
demands which they now seemed to be making upon him as a price 

® Hugh Wilson, another member of the American delegation, was also present. 
Transmitted to the Secretary of State under cover of a memorandum by the 

Chief of the Division of Western European Affairs (Boal), June 8. A tele 
fran ocinted). was sent to the Department in telegram No. 198, May 28, 8 p. m.
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of their participation. M. Herriot might be willing to make large 
foreign concessions, but he would not pledge himself in advance to 
a twenty-five per cent reduction in the military budget until he had 
examined the thing and was satisfied that that was practical and 
safe. He had tried working with the Socialists in 1924 and felt 
that sometimes the price to be paid for their participation was too 
high. 

M. Herriot raised the question that has so often been put by 
prominent French politicians—‘ What is the cause of the hostility in 
the American press towards France?” Mr. Davis replied that when 
the first struggle in 1919 became evident between President Wilson 
and M. Clemenceau, the French press began to slam Mr. Wilson. 

- The American press retaliated. Then followed the battle for the 
ratification of the Versailles Treaty and the Presidential election, 
in which all those who were against the Treaty poured oil on the 
fire of reproaches against the French. Then rose the question of 
the debts and France’s failure to give any evidence of an apprecia- 
tion of what we had done and her apparent reluctance to pay her 
obligations. Then came the attitude of France towards coupling 
debts and reparations together, as if they were on the same basis | 
and the failure to receive payment from Germany warranted France 
in disregarding her obligation towards the United States. Then 
there was the general impression that France had been an obstacle 
to nearly every endeavor to reestablish normal conditions in Europe, 
that it was militaristic and insisted upon a dominating place on the 
Continent. Mr. Davis explained that many reasonable and thought- | 
ful people realized that not all of these charges were grounded, but 
M. Herriot had asked for a frank statement and this was his view. 

M. Herriot replied at length in seriatim. He said that foreigners 
were often misled by the Parisian press into thinking that that 
press reflected the attitude of France. This was not so, as the re- 
cent elections had shown. “Mr. Wilson remains an infinitely greater 
figure in the eyes of the common people of France than M. Clemen- 
ceau; indeed, the municipality of Lyons has just erected a beautiful 
new bridge called the ‘Wilson Bridge,’ while not even a street is 
named after Clemenceau.” 

Concerning debs, he stated that he had voted against the ratifi- 
cation of the debt agreement with the United States unless it was 
accompanied by a safe-guard clause providing for its nonfulfilment 

in case Germany defaulted; nevertheless, the agreement was rati- 
fied without the safe-guard clause and was the law of France. When, 
therefore, people told him that if Germany defaulted France would 
have to default to us, Herriot has always replied that that is not
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true, that the two obligations are separate and distinct and that 
France as an honorable debtor is morally bound to the United States 
under its contract. He will continue to preach this doctrine, and 
has always deplored the contrary one. 

Concerning reparations he believed the German contention that 
they would not pay further reparations was an unmoral one; that 
she did not recognize the sanctity of the obligation they had re- 
peatedly undertaken; that France had a just and righteous claim 
for the restoration of her devastated regions. He (M. Herriot) 
from his own personal opinion, would be willing to have the ques- 
tion examined by neutrals as to whether what Germany had paid 

: covered the devasted regions. What he could not admit, however, 
was the iniquity of Germany signing a series of documents and then 
coolly repudiating them. 

I shall group under one paragraph a subject which repeatedly 
came up in this conversation, namely, that Herriot was deeply under 
the impression of the Stresemann letters recently published in the 
[ilustration. We used such phrases as “Briand’s body is not yet cold 
before they lay on his tomb the Stresemann insults!” He went at 
length into his own experience with Stresemann in London. He 
told us how, when arrangements had been made for Chancellor Marx 
and himself to meet, Stresemann attended the conference instead of 
Marx, and that he (Herriot) had not been at all responsive because 
of this. He had never liked the man, but had said nothing of his 
feeling because he had judged that he was really and sincerely 
working with Briand for the restoration of better conditions. This 

| led us into a discussion of an appreciation of German character. Mr. 
Davis offered the view that the French would have to study with 
the utmost care what concessions they could make to persuade the 
mass of German people, who after all desire to live in peace, that 
France is disposed to treat them fairly, and at the same time avoid 
offering concessions that would make the Germans think they had 
France on the run and could ask for anything. M. Herriot said that 
the German always regarded the man he was dealing with either as 
a master or servant; that they still thought in public affairs along 
the lines of the Bismarck school; that it is extraordinarily difficult 
to deal with people in whom you could not have confidence. He 
pointed out that they had evacuated the Ruhr, that they had evacu- 
ated the Rhineland, that they had agreed to the Dawes plan!® and 
the Young plan,!* and he was convinced that the Germans on sign- 
ing the Armistice said, “Now let’s wipe all this out as soon as pos- 

%See Foreign Relations, 1924, vol. m, pp. 1-189. 
% See ibid., 1929, vol. 1, pp. 1025-1083.
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sible and get, rid of them one by one[”]; as soon as reparations are 
settled the Germans will then turn to the Polish corridor, thence to 
Danzig, and then to the colonies, etc. M. Herriot informed Mr. 
Davis confidentially that he had reached a month ago the conclusion 
that the Germans intended to pay no more, because they were backed 
by the British in their desire to sponge off the account; he had even 
heard that the British were saying that such was the desire of 
America. Mr. Davis said that he, having been informed that the 
British Government favored cancellation of reparations partly on the 
ground that this would be pleasing to the United States, had reported 
this to Mr. Stimson who had subsequently seen Mr. MacDonald and 
told him that while this was not a question in which the United States 

could have an official view, that his own opinion was that there was 
no reason why Germany should be entirely released from her obliga- 
tions, and that Germany as well as the rest of the world must con- 
tribute towards the restoration of normal conditions. Mr. MacDonald 
had subsequently informed Mr. Davis that he thought this view was 
reasonable, but Mr. Davis issued the caution that English financial 
interests took the contrary view and it must not be supposed that Mr. 
MacDonald would necessarily hold. to this conviction. 

M. Herriot said that neither debts nor reparations were in his opin- 
ion the fundamental difficulty, that those were matters of material 
fact and could be dealt with and negotiated as could any other ma- 
terial fact; the fundamental difficulty was how could an arrangement 
be drawn with a country in which you could not place trust. Mr. 
Davis agreed that it was extremely difficult, but pointed out that the 
apparently insurmountable nature of the difficulties with which we 
were confronted made it the more imperative to attack them with de- 
termination and sincerity; that just because these difficulties were so 
threatening the world had lost confidence; that the restoration of 
confidence was the most essential thing at the present moment; that 
any achievement towards the settlement of the reparations problem 
or in disarmament, even though partial, would bring about increased 
confidence and thus release credits and start the normal flow of trade. 
For all these results, in spite of the overwhelming nature of the difii- 
culties, we all had to dedicate ourselves to the accomplishment of 
something real and tangible in the way of bringing peace to this 
continent and to the world. : 

Herriot said that he believed himself to be a man of liberal concep- 
tions. He did not consider that a status quo was a rigid and fixed 
thing. He could even envisage the necessity for change in any treaties, 
including the Treaty of Versailles, provided such changes came about 
by peaceful and legitimate means. He could also envisage a change
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in the Covenant of the League of Nations, especially in the direction 
of a more democratic interpretation to that document, perhaps by re- 
writing Article 19, but all such changes presuppose the existence of a 
court to which appeal can be made. Just as in civil life contracts may 
legally under certain circumstances be voided, entered into and ter- 
minated, only because a court is in existence to which appeal can be 
made in case of injustice, so in international life must there be a court 
to which similar appeal can be made in case an injustice is claimed 
or contemplated. 

M. Herriot said that there were really only three nations in the 
world which could sit down and talk to each other as we were now 
talking, namely, the United States, England and France, because they 
had mutual trust and respect, and this made it essential that these 

three nations should consult frequently and frankly and work to- 
gether for restoration. In disarmament, for instance, nothing was 
more clear to him or seemed more vital to him, than that these three 
nations should stand shoulder to shoulder for real accomplishment. 
Both Davis and Wilson assured M. Herriot that no wish was dearer 
to them, and that indeed for the past months we had taken few steps, 
indeed no steps of any importance, without collaboration of the most 
intimate kind with the French Delegation. Wilson then added that as 
the Navies were important in our considerations, and as the failure of 
the French and Italians to complete their agreements had paralyzed 
all further efforts along the lines of the Navy, it was very much to 
be hoped that the accord could be completed so that this point (not 
to us of the highest importance directly) should be eliminated and 
there would be nothing left to prevent our working in the closest 
harmony of purpose. Wilson added that it had always seemed easy 
to win the friendship of Italy, that he made this statement with 
some diffidence, as it was not strictly speaking his affair, but that it 
did seem that France had very little in the way of concessions to 
make to turn Italy from an extremely doubtful neighbor to a 
friendly one. M. Herriot laughed and said “the trouble is you will 
find Italy on the opposite side in war from that which she takes 
in peace.” He went on to say that Italy was like a somewhat diffi- 

cult woman—you might gain her good will for a short period by 
giving her a gown or a jewel. He did not know how negotiations 

had progressed between France and Italy. Both Davis and Wilson 
stated that it was their understanding that very little stood between 

them, and that indeed it looked as if the item of the interdepend- 
ability of armaments was the one thing which had prevented the 
concluding of an accord before this time. M. Herriot said he would 
bear this matter in mind.
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Continuing the subject of disarmament, he asked for views as to 
the state of affairs and what might be done. We then sketched 
briefly certain things that might be possible of immediate achieve- 
ment, such as an agreement to abolish big movable guns, to cut ef- 
fectives, and agreement to abolish bombing planes and submarines— 
at least large ones, one on gas, tanks, all of which should be reflected 
in reduction of expenditure. We asked M. Herriot what would be 
his view as to the advisability of bending all energy on the achieve- 
ment of limited objectives such as these, writing a treaty during the : 
summer on this basis in order to give an immediate spur to world 
confidence, and leave the balance of the disarmament question for 
discussion some months later, after tangible proof had been given 
that a measure of disarmament was possible. M. Herriot replied 
that he must make all reserve on the question until he had studied 
the matter more thoroughly, as he did not yet know what was. pos- 
sible, nevertheless the idea was sympathetic to him. 

Mr. Davis then told M. Herriot that work had been continuing . 
for some time with the French General Staff on the matter of the 

effectives, and asked whether M. Herriot would have any objection 
to our continuing such work, and indeed whether it might not be 
possible in the near future, and even before M. Herriot took over, 
to discuss in General Commission certain technical problems with 
which the General Staff had expressed already a certain sympathy. 
M. Herriot replied that in confidence he had been requested to pro- 
ceed to Paris on Tuesday next, the 24th of May, and at that time 
he would go over some questions with Tardieu and while he had no 
constitutional power Tardieu would perform the acts with his ac- 
quiescence, which ought to enable us to proceed along the lines 
suggested. 

Mr. Davis then told about the conversations at Bessinge, that he 
had subsequently gone with Gibson to London, that they had re- 

. turned and seen Tardieu in Paris and that the latter had stated that 
he thought M. Herriot would perhaps form a Left Government, but | 
that nevertheless M. Herriot and he were not so far apart on foreign - 
affairs and he believed they could proceed shoulder to shoulder on 
these questions. 

Mr. Davis then spoke of the tremendous responsibility which con- 
fronted M. Herriot, and the great opportunity which he had of giving 
a decisive turn for the better to world affairs, stating that he was 

thankful that two such men as MacDonald and Herriot, both know- 

ing and appreciating each other, could now work together in this 

sense. M. Herriot replied that it was indeed a heavy responsibility, | 
and that he counted on the closest co-operation between the British,
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_ French and ourselves; that he hoped we would deal with him in all 
frankness, criticise him when necessary, and that he himself would 
take the same line with us; that we must have repeated conversations 
of this nature and keep in the closest contact. 

Mr. Davis then asked M. Herriot if he might raise a suggestion, 
' and perhaps if M. Herriot thought well of it, convey the suggestion 

to Mr. MacDonald, namely, that those two should come to Geneva 
for a few days before the Lausanne Conference to give the necessary 

: impetus to the work of the Disarmament Conference, since it was 
vital that this definite spur be given in the near future. M. Herriot 
replied that the only difficulty was the calendar. He doubted whether 
he could get a vote of confidence before the 10th or 12th of June, 
that after that if things went well he would be entirely disposed to 
come to Geneva for this purpose, and indeed recognized the im- 
portance of doing so. He further said it might be well to con- 
template the adjournment of the Lausanne Conference for a few 
days if necessary to render this possible. We both expressed great 
eratification at this decision. 

I neglected to state above that Mr. Davis informed M. Herriot 
of the conversations with Mr. Bruening, in which Mr. MacDonald - 
-was emphatic on the question that no new German competition in 
armaments could be envisaged and that equality of armament could 
not now be considered. In the same conversation the idea was 
proposed and discussed sympathetically by Bruening of writing the 
disarmament clauses of the Treaty of Versailles in the new dis- 
armament treaty with a foot-note to the effect that Germany vol- 

untarily accepted this obligation. 
Mr. Davis, returning to the subject of the Far East, said that 

the American public some time ago had had the impression that 
the French Government was sympathetic to Japan in the Sino- 
Japanese dispute, and that there existed some secret agreement be- 
tween France and Japan which gave the latter a free hand in this 
matter, and indeed a certain reluctance on the part of France to take 

determined steps in the early part of the proceedings gave color to 
this belief. Herriot interrupted to state that such had never been 
the desire of the parties of the Left, and that no agreement existed. 
Mr. Davis continued by stating that we in Geneva who had followed 
the matter closely, realized that to a large extent this impression in 
America was erroneous, and we knew that Mr. Paul-Boncour had 
been trying earnestly to get something done. He continued that the 
hope of getting a satisfactory solution of this matter lay in united 
action on the part of Great Britain, England [sic] and France, and 
that such unity of purpose was indispensable. It was essential for the



NEGOTIATIONS FOR DISARMAMENT 139 

preservation of the entire structure of peace which had been so 
laboriously worked since the war, that no one nation should destroy 
any portion of this structure. It was even important to the preserva- 
tion of the Covenant and the peace structure of Europe that no 
precedent of violation should be admitted in the Far East. Mr. 
Herriot was entirely of this opinion and assured us that such was 

his conviction. 
Summarizing, I received certain definite impressions: 

(1) Herriot is convinced that Great Britain, France and ourselves 
must work together in the frankest and friendliest way ; 

(2) That he himself is really determined and has the real in- 
tention of trying to perform some tangible piece of work in the 
near future; | 

(3) That he is deeply under the impression of the Stresemann 
letters, and is in the depth of disillusionment in regard to Germany ; 

(4) That in this state of mind any accord with Germany will 
have to be worked out with a great deal of Anglo-Saxon help. 

600.A1544/1067 : Telegram | 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

| Geneva, May 23, 1932—9 p. m. 
[Received 9: 06 p. m.] 

199. Supplementing my 198, May 23, 8 p. m.,!° particularly that 
part dealing with the possibility of having Herriot and MacDonald 
here before the beginning of the Lausanne Conference. 
We have been considering how Bruening could be informed as 

to the situation which makes it so imperative for him to complete the 
group at that time and how we could convey to him the unhappy 
effect created by the Stresemann letters upon the French statesmen 
so that he may be prepared to do his utmost to counteract it. 

There are various possible methods of approach. One is that 
Davis and I might go to Berlin on the ground that we have already 
been to Paris and London. However our own judgment is against 
this. Our London mission was of a much more general explorative 
character whereas this is of a limited scope for the purpose of 
conveying certain information. In addition if we now went to Berlin 
the question might arise as to our going to Rome. We have thus far 
escaped any publicity whereas our appearance in Berlin would al- 
most inevitably lead to undesirable press reports. | 

Another method would be to send Dolbeare fully informed on the 
subject to see the Chancellor. His usefulness is enhanced by his 

1% Not printed; see footnote 12, p. 132.
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fluent German. We fear however that the Chancellor might feel 
or be induced to feel that the message should have been brought to 
him by somebody of higher rank especially in view of our trip to 
London and Paris. 
However it seems to us that we obviate serious difficulties by em- 

bodying what we have to say in a letter addressed to our Ambassador 
at Berlin'® to be taken to him by Dolbeare. This letter would be 
accompanied by another explaining why we are taking this course 
suggesting that Sackett read our first letter to Bruening and that 
we hope he will take Dolbeare with him in order to answer any ques- 
tions the Chancellor may be disposed to ask and in order to bring back 
a direct report to us. 

Unless you prefer some other course we plan to send Dolbeare 
Thursday afternoon. 

| GIBSON 

500.A15A4 Military Effectives/14 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 24, 1982—2 p. m. 
[Received May 24—9: 20 a. m.] 

202. Our 176, May 7,1 p.m. French military representatives have 
informed us that they are willing to have our formula put forward 
in the General Commission for discussion making only obvious reser- 
vations as to the computations. We are hopeful that they can be | 
persuaded to stress their acquiescence as to the principle and sub- 
ordinate their reservation to a perfunctory allusion to the present 
lack of comparable figures. We hope to hear within a day or two 
that Herriot and Tardieu have reached an agreement which will 
permit the convening of the General Commission to discuss the gen- 
eral subject of effectives and that it will then be possible to bring 
forward our formula. It will be necessary to rewrite the speech 
which you took home in order to bring out more fully the measure 
of consultation and cooperation which has preceded its presentation 
and we are now working on a redraft which will be telegraphed for 
your approval as soon as we hear definitely from the French. In 
preparing this we should like to have a reply to the question in the 
last paragraph of our 176, as to whether the President is willing to 
have the authorship of the idea attributed to him. 

GIBSON 

| ** Frederic Mosley Sackett.
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500.A15A4 Land Armaments/84 : Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation ( Gibson ) 

Wasuineton, May 24, 1932—6 p. m. 

109. The Chief of Staff, with whom we have consulted as to the 
points raised in your 188 May 16, 11 p. m., continues to feel that 
we should maintain unchanged our original position as expressed 
in telegram No. 103 May 14, 3 p.m. The following memorandum 
sets forth his view in some detail: 

“With respect to the possibilities of lack of appropriations for 
maintenance of the agencies pertaining to gas warfare, there appears 
no tendency in Congress at present to diminish appropriations for 
the Chemical Warfare Service, in fact no reduction was made in this 
item in the appropriation bill now under consideration, but on the 
contrary references were made on the floor of the House to the 
necessity for increases. It is our belief that the greater disadvantage 
to the United States would he in the scrapping of our existent 
agencies and materials. The United States will suffer the severest 
of any nation by a policy of scrapping, a thesis that will doubtless 
be advocated strongly by those nations with little or nothing to 
forego. No evidence of good faith by the United States in the nature 
of scrapping agencies or materials seems necessary if we become a 
signatory to a treaty in accordance with our enunciated position on 
gas warfare. 

“It is patent that no interference with civilian chemical industry 
is to be countenanced. If the agreement on gas warfare should 
contain provisos for regulating experimentation, manufacture, stor- 
age, et cetera, of chemical warfare materials, the agreement to be 
equable in effect must necessarily affect the civilian chemical in- 
dustry. For example, if a nation which has government owned and 
operated chemical warfare agencies is called upon to scrap those 
agencies, then another nation without government agencies must be 
called upon to restrict the civilian chemical industry that engages in 
similar work. Note further that existent government chemical 
agencies are largely engaged in experimentation with and manufac- 
ture of non-toxic gases and of various gases and appliances for uses 
in peace. Another aspect of the problem that cannot be overlooked 
is provision for use of chemical agents in reprisal. Furthermore, 
regardless of treaty provisions the peace-time experimentation by 
civilian agencies will be difficult to discover and control, and may 
lead to. evasions and suspicions, as pointed out in my No. 108, 
May 14th.” 

The principal argument of a political nature in support of these 
views is the danger that an extension of the treaty along the lines 
you suggest would be detrimental to its adoption. To come into 
eifect the treaty must not only be universally signed but universally 
ratified, and experience has shown that in a multilateral treaty, the 
simpler the principle involved, the easier is its final adoption. 

644212—48—17
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Tf, following the debates in the Special Committee when the at- 
titude of other powers on these points has been clarified, the Delega- 
tion still feels the principle to be one which from an international 
point of view transcends the domestic considerations above set forth, 
I should be glad to have you refer the matter to me again. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4/1070 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
| American Delegation ( Gibson ) 

WasuinerTon, May 24, 1932—8 p. m. 

"110. For Gibson and Davis. I am very grateful for the valuable 
information regarding Herriot’s views contained in the Delegation’s 
198,17 and feel that a meeting with MacDonald, Herriot and Bruen- 
ing before the Lausanne Conference should prove most helpful. I 
leave to your discretion the manner of informing Bruening of the 
situation and will approve whatever decision you may make. Do you 
anticipate any reluctance on Bruening’s part to come? Would not a 
conversation between Sackett and Bruening be sufficient? Is there 
not a danger that to the public at least such a meeting immediately 
before the Lausanne Conference is likely to become confused with 
the reparations issue and consequently the impression be created that 
the Delegation was acting as an intermediary on that subject as 
well as disarmament? Is there any likelihood that Dolbeare’s previ- 
ous banking connection in Berlin might handicap him there or revive 
publicity here on that subject? Might it be advisable to await 
MacDonald’s answer and then have Rumbold and Sackett see Bruen- 
ing, thus carrying out the idea of staging Franco-German conversa- 
tions on disarmament under the joint auspices of Great Britain and 
the United States? I ask these questions merely by way of sug- 

gestion. 
| Srrmson 

500.A15A4/10654 

Mr. Norman H. Davis of the American Delegation to the 
| Secretary of State 

. [Extract] 

[Greneva,| May 24, 1932. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: I cabled you yesterday the substance 
of the interesting and rather promising conference with Monsieur 

** Not printed; see footnote 12, p. 182. | |
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Herriot at Lyon on Sunday. Just to what extent he will pursue the 
course indicated after the formation of the new Government will 
no doubt depend upon circumstances. He impressed me, however, 
as being a good man who wishes to do the right thing but who does 
not feel quite certain of his grasp of certain problems and their 
relation to others. I feel, however, that we have established a con- 
tact that may be most valuable. 

Our trip to London was, I think, as successful as could have been 
expected. It was somewhat surprising to have Mr. Baldwin advocate 
such far reaching steps for a reduction in armaments. We did ex- 
plain to him fully that with the situation that now exists in the Far 

East you would not consider any weakening of the naval force, and 
left him in no doubt as to your attitude about the abolition of capital 
ships. He did not argue against it except to say that it was all a 
question of relativity, intimating that it was something that could 
not be brought about immediately but which might be forced by 
financial conditions. I think what is influencing him more than 

anything else is a feeling that Great Britain has just, as the result of 

a very great effort, succeeded in balancing her budget in the face 
of a depreciated currency but that if conditions do not improve and 

Government income falls off still further, which is probable, they 
will be faced with the necessity of reducing expenditures since they 
feel that they have practically exhausted all of their power for 
further taxation. | 

He did not intimate that they would go so far as to propose such 
a plan for reduction unless we were in accord with them. Neverthe- 
less, it might be wise for us to consider some proposals which would 
give enough measure of relief to satisfy them and prevent the pos- 
sibility of their making a proposal which might prove really em- 
barrassing. : 

We are concerned about the position the Delegation is now in for 
lack of a coherent and inclusive plan, and because of the restrictions 
placed upon us after we have publicly advanced along certain lines 
with our Government’s authorization. We are discussing the matter 
here with a view to laying our problems before you and it may be 
that a telegram will reach you before this letter, but in essence it 
boils down to this—the President has said we can’t have too much 
reduction for him; you have said the sky is the limit. If, therefore, 
the British Government or anybody else come out with a compre- 
hensive and not unfair plan which leaves relative strength unimpaired 
and which is calculated to break the jam we are now in and promote 
world recovery, what position is the American Delegation in if acting 
on present instructions it cannot heartily approve?
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You will remember that when you were here Gibson and Wilson 
talked with you about conversations which they had had with Tevfik 
Ristii Bey, the Turkish Minister of Foreign Affairs, and his intention 

to make a declaration in the line of your policy of non-recognition of 
rights acquired by violence and in opposition to treaties. When 
Riistii Bey was talking this thing over with Gibson he said that 
when an appropriate opportunity arose he intended to take such 
action himself and to try the possibility of inducing the Soviets’ 
to take the same course. There is a possibility, however, that the 
Russians might want to hold off from this until they feel there is 
some chance of establishing a contact with the United States. Never- 
theless if you think it would be well for Russia and Turkey to make 
a declaration endorsing the doctrine enunciated in the Borah letter1® 
please Jet us know so that we may be guided accordingly. 

I hope you had a pleasant and restful trip home and that you are 
now entirely recovered from the flu. Please convey my respects to 
Mrs. Stimson and give my warm regards to Klots and Regnier. 

As ever, 
Faithfully yours,: Norman H. Davis 

500.415A44/1071 : Telegram . 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 25, 1932—1 p. m. 
[Received May 25—10: 20 a. m.] 

208. Department’s 110, May 24,8 p.m. We do not anticipate any 
_ reluctance on Bruening’s part to coming but on account of Germany’s 

internal situation there may be certain difficulties and we feel he will 

be more disposed to overcome them if he realizes the seriousness 
of the work to be achieved here in removing French apprehensions 
and of finding measures for insuring the effective continuance of the 
disarmament work during the Lausanne Conference. 

We cannot see how such a meeting prior to the Lausanne Conference 
would give the impression of tying the two problems together; on the 
contrary it would give the impression that disarmament is not being 

subordinated to reparations. Furthermore, we cannot see how the 
impression could be created that our delegation was acting as an 
intermediary on reparations as well as disarmament inasmuch as we 
have thus far avoided all publicity regarding our activities both in 
London and Paris as well as in Lyon. 

* Dated February 23, 1932; quoted in telegram No. 50, February 24, 2 p. m., 
to tte Consul General at Shanghai, Foreign Relations, Japan, | 1931-1941, vol. 

, p. 83.
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Taking account of your suggestions we propose to embody what 
we have to say in a letter to Sackett sending Dolbeare as courier in 
order that he may afford Sackett all necessary background and place 
himself at Sackett’s disposal. We anticipate no difficulties as a re- 
sult of Dolbeare’s banking connections and have no reason to believe 
that his presence in Berlin will even be remarked. 
We feel that to have Rumbold and Sackett see Bruening on this 

subject would entirely [change?] its aspect from one of unofficial 
helpfulness to a formal and official communication which might well 
give Bruening [apparent omission]. If for any reason this does 
not have the desired effect upon Bruening we could then go back 
to your suggestion after having consulted MacDonald. | 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4 Military Effectives/16 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 28, 1932—1 p. m. 
[Received May 28—10:16 a. m.] 

219. When I saw Henderson yesterday he told me that he had 
made an absolute agreement with Paul-Boncour not to allow any 
discussion beyond the reports of technical committees before the 
French should have their Cabinet formed and a vote of confidence. 
This entirely prevents any possibility of presenting the formula be- 
fore the 12th of June although the Committee on Effectives is con- 
tinuing its work. Therefore I am sending by mail a text of the 
latest revised version of the speech?® with numbered paragraphs in 
order that you may be able to comment on it by paragraph in good 
time for any possible use. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1083 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 28, 1932—2 p. m. 
| [Received May 28—2 p. m.?°] 

220. You will readily recall from your own experience that the 
necessary atmosphere of compromise and concession in an inter- 

% Not printed. Following the announcement of President Hoover’s disarma- 
ment plan on June 22, discussion upon a formula for effectives was subordinated 

to conversations relating to the plan as a whole. 
7» Telegram in five sections.
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national gathering can only be after it has reached the point of 
despair and stalemate. It seems that the situation in Geneva has 
touched bottom this week. However, it is like a log jam with no 
telling when it may be broken. It is quite possible that the conversa- 
tions in 2 weeks may accomplish this all at once and in particular 
should MacDonald put into discussion a broad program such as 
that outlined by Baldwin the whole picture would change. 

In order to prepare for any such conversations which would be 
held before the Lausanne Conference it seems necessary to take ac- 
count of stock. Our present authority is as follows: 
We were authorized to make the nine proposals contained in the 

opening speech,*! three of which indicated an advance over our 
previous position namely those which referred to the possibility of 
limitation of expenditure as a complementary method to direct limi- 
tation, that which suggested a new method for the computation of 

-effectives which we have not as yet had an opportunity to present, 
and the suggestion that we advocate special restrictions for tanks and 
heavy mobile guns of peculiarly aggressive character. Only the first 
of these showed any modification of our previously announced prin- 

. ciples and this is made conditional. 

Encouraged by the many tangible proposals made by other govern- 
ments we elaborated and were authorized to bring forward the 
proposals on the subject of the abolition of tanks and heavy mobile 
guns which called for concession on our part. On these three subjects 
we have not gone as far as a majority [of?] the delegations here 
present including certain of the great powers. 

With respect to naval limitation we have expressed a willingness 
to extend existing treaties while maintaining the ratios established 
at Washington and London and maintain our attitude on the aboli- 
tion of submarines. The majority of the great naval powers desire 
to go further. 

With respect to air we have made no tangible proposals and ex- 
pressed no opinion except the announcement of our initial proposal 
to participate In measures to protect the civilian population against 
aerial bombing. With respect to this arm our attitude is definitely 
way behind the majority of the delegations here including the great 
powers among whom there is an increasing tendency to feel that 
abolition of military aviation on land and sea is the only possible 
way of combating the menace it affords to the feeling of security. 
Thus far our only instruction on the subject has been that of coupling 
the abolition of bombing aviation with abolition of the submarine. 

In view of the statements by the President that the United States 
is willing to [go?] as far as others in relative reductions and your 

1 February 9, p. 25. "
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own statements along similar lines it seems essential that we have 
the benefit of your instructions before we are suddenly faced with 
any possible coincidence of views among the leaders who will pre- 
sumably meet here about the 12th as it would be a great pity to lose 
the advantage of any agreement among them through the cooling 
off that might take place and the doubts that might arise which 
[whele?] we are seeking instructions on the points as they come up. 

It does not seem likely as long as the administration is working for 
any form of limitation of armament that it will be able to obtain, 
by compromise and reservations on concessions support from big 
army and navy groups. Only the liberal minded people in the 
United States can be expected to support any measure of disarma- . 
ment and organizations representing these, according to the indica- 
tions we receive here, are thoroughly discontented with the situation 
and intend to express their dissatisfaction with the policy very 
vigorously at Chicago when the two convention platforms are being 
drawn up (see my 212, May 26, 8 p. m.).?? 

We are not advocating any specific plan of a comprehensive nature, 
neither are we convinced that initiative in such a matter should 
come from us—it might well be that initiative by a European Power 
would be more effective or that the best course would be a joint plan 
put forward by several powers which we might or might not join. 
However, we feel that we must be in a position to take immediate 
advantage of any unexpected events of this kind and avert any possi- 
bility that the United States should be held up as the obstacle in the 
way of realization of drastic and definite steps in disarmament. 
Therefore, we feel that our Government ought to examine with the 
greatest care what real concessions the United States might be willing 
to share with other countries in order to bring about an easing of the 
political and economic tension of the world. | 

To make clear our present preoccupation let us assume that Mac- 
Donald brings forward here in the Conference or in the conversations 
either Baldwin’s plan 23 or something approximating it and asks us 
how far we can go with him. According to the President’s statement. 
we would be expected to agree to any measure of reduction pro- — 
vided the relative naval ratios are maintained but under our present 
directives we should be obliged to say that on land we can join him 
on tanks, heavy mobile artillery, gas (without foregoing the right 
to prepare in time of peace which we very much fear might be con- 
sidered as an evidence of either bad faith on our part or lack of 

“Not printed. 
%See telegram No. 169, May 18, 4 p. m., from the Ambassador in Great 

Britain, p. 121.
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faith in international agreements). Concerning the air we could not 
accompany him in general abolition of military aviation and would 
have to state that we are ready to abolish bombing planes providing 
submarines were also abolished. On the sea we could join him in the 
abolition of submarines but not in the abolition of aircraft carriers. 

With respect to the reduction of effectives, while it is understood 
that no form of reduction would affect the minimum army which 
we maintain, it would assuredly be necessary in order to maintain 
reductions from others for us to assume an undertaking not to in- 
crease our present forces. Are we authorized to agree to this? On 
limitation of expenditure we would reply that we can limit our 

« expenditure on land material only if and when other powers have 
accepted direct limitation of this material. In other words, as things 
now stand we could express no opinion as to the general scheme but 
could only take it piecemeal which in view of its presentation as a 
general scheme is equivalent to a refusal and would be so considered. 
Therefore we are in urgent need of precise indications how far we 
can go. For example, what shall be done if the proposition is made 
by Great Britain to abolish battleships entirely? Shall we accept that 
or offer a counter proposition? If so what counter proposition? Do 
you desire us to make an offer as to numbers of capital ships? What 
are we authorized to agree to on 8-inch gun cruisers; 6-inch gun 
cruisers; aircraft carriers; submarines; destroyers; and military 

| aviation ¢ 
We have no knowledge that the Baldwin program will be brought 

forward and feel sure that it would not be launched as a surprise. 
Nevertheless in view of the situation in England and in the world 
at this time and the acute financial stringency, the possibility must 
be taken into account. Furthermore we have reason to believe that 
the new French Government will soon realize the urgent necessity 
to reduce expenditure which will face them and with this realistic 
incentive and the knowledge that there is no possibility of obtaining 
further mutual guarantees it may be easier for Herriot to feel free 
to join England in the leadership of a great world movement for 
disarmament. Should the United States be able to go along, it seems 
that a Left French Government would almost surely be well disposed 
to such an initiative. 

There has been developing recently a strong feeling that something 

substantial and effective must be done to restore confidence and turn 

the tide of depression, otherwise all governments will sooner or later 

be forced to make substantial reductions in expenditures to offset a 

continuing decline in income in order to balance their budgets and 

avoid bankruptcy; that the most far reaching and least harmful
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reductions could be made in military expenditures particularly avia- 
tion; that nothing else would give such a measure of financial relief or 

contribute so much towards reducing political tension, restoring con- 
fidence and promoting recovery and that unless this is now done by : 
agreement it may be done of necessity without the revivifying efiect 
that would follow concerted action. 

In other words it is believed that advantage should be taken of the 
opportunity and necessity that exist in order to achieve by general 
agreement a universal and relative reduction of armaments to the 
great advantage and perhaps salvation of the world which if not done 
by agreement may very well be brought by force of circumstances 

and in a manner disastrous to the world. 
Naturally we fully realize that any agreement would have to 

be absolutely complete and general and that there could be no 
liberty to pick and choose items in it. 
We hesitate to express any specific ideas as to how far we should 

go in naval matters because we cannot in Geneva estimate how any 
such measures would affect our relative strength with Japan. We 
cannot foresee how Japan would react to any drastic proposals of 
this sort but even if her opposition made acceptance impossible you 
may feel that a unity of front of the civilized western powers toward 
drastic reductions would be a further evidence of that unity of pur- 
pose between them for which you have been working. 

These views represent the opinions of the whole delegation and 
this telegram has their unanimous and whole-hearted approval, stat- 
ing as it does very frankly the situation as it presents itself at this 
moment and represents an urgent plea for the taking of stock so that 
in case a great opportunity arose we should not miss it. 

I want to make very clear that we are not taking exception to the 
attitude of our Government on different points. Obviously when 
these different items are treated separately on the agenda of the 
conference each must be dealt with as if it stood alone. In the 
course of the past few weeks the discussions in the technical com- 
mittees have brought us to the conclusion that we shall never get 
anywhere along these lines because there 1s so much opposition in 
dealing with each individual item to prevent progress at any point 
and we are more and more convinced that the only hope of achieve- 
ment lies in some general scheme in which everybody gets something 
he wants by giving up something he wants. This does not mean that 
we are advocating Baldwin’s scheme specifically, but we submit that 
we feel you should be considering what general conception we could 
accept in the interest of agreement. 

Naturally we recall from the discussions while you were here that 
the instructions we have on these various points do not necessarily
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represent the last word of our Government on the whole subject and 
that in the face of any general movement for real disarmament the 
United States would not hold back but we feel with the possibility 
of this new situation arising very soon that we now need the benefit 
of your guidance based on consideration of the whole problem and 
all its component parts. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4 Air Armaments/67 : Telegram 

Lhe Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 31, 1982—10 p. m. 
[Received May 31—9: 05 p. m.] 

224. In connection with the work of the Air Commission it is 
quite likely that proposals will be presented respecting adoption of 
rules to control aerial warfare. In view of this we would appreciate 
learning from Department whether report of the Commission of 
Jurists which met at The Hague in 1923 24 constitutes a satisfactory 
basis for elaboration of such rules and if so would appreciate by mail 
any detailed suggestions with respect to this report. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4 Land Armaments/91 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 31, 1982—11 p. m. 
. [Received May 31—8: 50 p. m.] 

225. In a meeting this afternoon the Land Commission discussed 
a reply from the Technical Committee to the questionnaire (see my 
210, May 25, 6 p. m.**) which had been submitted to them by the 
Land Commission. The reply was verbose, indeterminate and incon- 
clusive and in particular had failed to make any workable distinc- 
tion between tanks and armored cars, grouping them together in such 
a way that any treatment applied to one must necessarily apply to the 

other. Colonel Strong, who sat in the Technical Committee, reports 
that the failure to reach technical agreement on definitions of tanks 
and armored cars was caused by the political preoccupations of the 

* Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, p. 67. 
* Not printed.
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technical representatives; in the case of the defeated powers by the 
desire to insist on the abolition of all arms of which they are de- 
prived by the peace commission treaties; in the case of France a 
disinclination to accept any restriction upon the development or use 
of any form of mechanized means of warfare; in the case of Great 
Britain a fear of the application of restrictions to combatant mechan- 
ized means below a certain tonnage and a fear of. restriction in the 

use of non-combatant mechanized instruments such as supply and 
ammunition vehicles; in the case of Poland and Bulgaria a fear of the 
deprivation of means of defense against possible Soviet aggression. 

In the apprehension that the coupling of tanks and armored cars 
may render more difficult any efficacious action by the General Com- 
mission towards the abolition of tanks Wilson spoke early in the 
debate and criticized vigorously the failure of the Technical Com- 
mittee to make technical replies to the question submitted and ex- 
pressed the belief that the attitude of the technical men had been 
influenced by political considerations rather than by recognized 
technical facts. He stated that in the event that the Land Com- 
mission made a report to General Commission which did not provide 
specific definitions for tanks and armored cars the American delega- 
tion would add a reservation in its own words such a definition for 
the purpose of making effective whatever steps might be taken toward 
qualitative disarmament. 

The British delegation proposed that the Land Commission report 
that all armed and armored vehicles of over 25 tons should be con- 
sidered as specifically offensive and falling within the terms of the 
General Commission resolution of April 22nd. The French delega- | 
tion declined to agree to the foregoing thesis and stated that inas- 
much as tanks of about 70 tons were the only ones which could be 
used against permanent fortifications only such tanks could be con- 
sidered as falling within the resolution of April 22nd (Aubert’s 
remarks seem to have been at variance with what we know of the 
French thesis, namely that medium size tanks may be considered 
offensive but that very heavy tanks can be considered only as de- 

_ fensive because of their small radius of action). 
The Belgian, Brazilian and German delegations specifically sup- 

ported what Wilson had stated while the French and Spanish dele- 
gations maintained the impossibility of differentiation between tanks 
and armored cars. 

GIBSON
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500.A15A4 Air Armaments/72 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation ( Gibson) 

WASHINGTON, June 1, 19382—6 p. m. 

119. Your 224, May 31,10 p.m. This Government has in the past 
years made several efforts to persuade other nations to conclude 
a convention which would put into effect the rules contained in 
the Report of the Commission of Jurists drawn up at The Hague in 
1923. Inasmuch as their primary purpose is to restrict aerial war- 
fare as far as possible to military objectives, you may regard these 
rules as a satisfactory basis for elaboration. You may find it pos- 
sible so to extend the rules as to protect civilian populations yet more 
effectively (see Point 5, your speech of February 9 °°). We are asking 
the War and Navy Departments if they are prepared to furnish us 

with detailed suggestions along this line. 
STIMSON 

600.A15A4/1093 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
| Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 5, 1932—7 p. m. 
[ Received June 5—6: 50 p. m. | 

231. Many thanks for your 121, June 4, 2 p. m.2”_ The only change 
in the situation since sending our 220, May 28, 2 p. m., is the change 
of government in Germany.”® 

In the course of the conversations with members of the various dele- 
gations here, the general impression has been one of regret at the 
disappearance of the personality of Bruening from the picture, but 
a kind of belief that through German clumsiness in handling the 
situation they have gone a long way toward reuniting opinion as 
to the necessity of maintaining a rigid regime and attitude until it 
is seen what line Germany is going to take. While there has been 

some unthinking comment to the effect that these events have ren- | 
dered impossible any hope of achievement in disarmament, the more 
intelligent view appears to be that on the contrary this should 
render achievement easier because of the drawing together of opinion 
in France, Great Britain and the United States; this will tend to 
promote agreement among them and thus lead to results. It is 

** Ante, p. 29. 
77 Not printed. 
* The Ministry of Heinrich Bruening was succeeded by that of Franz von 

Papen on June 1, 1932.
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felt that in a sense the situation is simplified by the fact that the 
German Government and its need for face-saving need no longer be 
taken into account to the same extent as was the case when the other 
powers had an interest in keeping Bruening Government in power. 
If progress can be achieved among the other powers they can speak 
with one voice in telling Germany she must take what she can get 
as a first step toward equality. 

Thus, while it is possible that the conversations which it is hoped 
may take place before Lausanne may have to be changed in character 
and be conducted in part without the German representative, never- 
theless, we have not thus far seen any serious inclination to recom- 

mend that they be abandoned. 
GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1103 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 

| WASHINGTON, June 7, 1932—noon. 

122. To the Delegation. Your 220, May 28, 2 p. m. 

1. I am wholly sympathetic with your desire to be so prepared 
that it will be unnecessary for you to discourage the cause of dis- 
armament by holding back in case a situation for a real measure 
of success should arise. This does not, however, require that you 
should be prepared in such detail as if our delegation was under 
the burden of the initiative itself to carry through a complete pro- 
gram. The real strength of America’s position in the movement for 
peace today does not depend upon her taking the initiative in this 
Conference. On the contrary you are facing what is primarily an 
European peace conference. America is anxious to aid that and in 
no way thwart it, but at this very moment our navy is maintaining 
the stability of peace in the Far East, not only for ourselves but for 
Britain, France and the other large powers interested in that locality. 

The world today is divided into two hemispheres in respect to the 
problems of peace and disarmament. One hemisphere contains the 
pressing disarmament problems of the European nations who are 
sitting at Geneva, the other the even more burning problem of _ 
preventing the spread of war in Asia. America sits between those 
two hemispheres, and her position at Geneva is in some respects 
limited by her responsibility on the Pacific. Our fleet today is so far 
below the London Treaty limits that the greatest care must be 
taken lest even apparently minor changes disqualify it from con- 
tinuing to perform the peace duty which it is now performing.
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Furthermore the armament burdens which trouble Europe are 
primarily land armaments. The only naval power which bears upon 
these European land armaments is the British naval power in the 
Mediterranean which conflicts with the French ferriage problem to 
North Africa. No matter how much we might reduce our navy, 
Britain would never relinquish her superiority in the Mediterranean 
which is based on Malta and Gibraltar and protects her route to 

| India. Thus our naval power really has no influence in preventing 

European land disarmament. 
2. In the face of this situation Baldwin’s proposition ?® that we 

should abolish battleships completely is an impossible one. The 
British Government must know that we cannot agree to it, and I 
feel sure that neither they nor France nor Italy will press it to 
our embarrassment. In the United States today such a proposition 

would be frankly impossible politically and rightly so. | 
3. Nor do I think there is reason to anticipate alarming dis- 

satisfaction from peace groups at Chicago. We are in touch with 
the groups who are preparing the plank to be presented at the con- 
ventions,®° and their attitude and their plank is moderate in tone. 

We have asked them directly whether there was dissatisfaction with 

our policy at Geneva, and they have told us that it was confined to 

a very small and unimportant group. “ 

4. The drawback to setting out a program of concessions pre- 
maturely is that no matter how carefully it may be guarded by the 
condition that it is to be treated as a whole and not in part, neverthe- 
less this precaution will not avail to prevent other powers from 
picking it to pieces and using our concessions while rejecting our 
conditions. Such concessions may return after many years to plague 
us. Therefore my own view of the safest tactics for America in this 
conference has always been to stand firmly on the unchallengeable 
position that in 1922 and 1930 the naval powers made the only effec- 
tive sacrifice in disarmament that has ever been made, limiting their 
peculiar weapon the navies, and that until a similar earnest of 
progress shall be made by the land powers, it is not up to us to offer 
further concessions. There is considerable danger that this Confer- 
ence is drifting away from this fundamental point, namely, the 
necessity of finding a solution for the burdens and dangers of the 
land powers of Europe. Without offering any substantial concession 
themselves, spokesmen for the land powers have spent much energy 
in trying to drive us to further concessions which are really irrelevant 

to the real problem. | 

77See telegram No. 169, May 138, 4 p. m., from the Ambassador in Great 
Britain, p. 121. 

*° The national conventions of the Republican and Democratic Parties were 
held in Chicago in June-July, 1982. °
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5. I therefore think you should be most cautious before you disclose 
our ultimate possibility of concession and that it should not be done 
unless there is a genuine proposal of general disarmament, including 
a disarmament of the land powers proportionately equivalent to what 
we have given and are giving up on the sea and that the proposal is 
practically certain of adoption by the major powers on these points. 
On these points I must be first consulted. Frankly I am skeptical of 
such a proposition being actually made. I am practically certain that 
Japan would not join in her present temper. It is not consonant with 
our present duties in the Pacific for America to lift to the world an 
unsupported torch on this subject. 

6. Under these conditions I think the limit to which I can go in 
outlining to you the possibility of naval concessions is to tell you how 
our minds are working here now, in order that you may have the 
means of comparing in your own minds the feasibility of proposals 
which other nations may discuss with you, but without giving you the 
authority to put our proposals out until I am assured that the possi- 
bility of a real disarmament has crystallized far more than is in sight 

at the present. Therefore what we now give you must be held for | 
the present strictly confidential within the members of the delegation. 

7. Battleships: Under no condition can they be abolished. Con- 
ceivably the tonnage of the five powers might be reduced by a 33 per 
cent cut, we thus having 10 ships to Japan’s 6, the limitation of indi- 
vidual vessel size remaining as at present. In this connection re- 
member that an American proposal at London, in 1930, for a similar 
reduction of 20 per cent in tonnage was rejected by both Great Britain 
and Japan. | 

8. Airplanes and carriers: We might abolish all military aviation 
as a part of land armament in time of peace and prohibit all bombing 
from the air both on land and sea. We are unwilling to abolish air- 
planes for reconnaissance and guidance of fire at sea or the carriers 
necessary for this purpose. We might consent to a cut of 20 per cent 
in the total tonnage of such carriers. 

9. Cruisers: We might consent to a 20 per cent cut in the total 
London Treaty tonnage; the 8-inch cruiser tonnage, however, to re- 
main as at present, namely, 180,000 for us, 146,800 for Britain, 108,400 
for Japan. We might make a similar 20 per cent reduction in total 
destroyer tonnage. France and Italy of course present a peculiar 
problem owing to their not being parties to Part Three of the London 

Naval Treaty, but it is not insuperable. Both nations have, at various 
stages in the negotiations, suggested quotas of each auxiliary category 
with which they professed to be satisfied. It should be possible, there-  . 
fore, to fix by agreement for the purpose of this general programa
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basis from which to make a proportionate cut. In any event, they 
must be a party to the agreement and make a sacrifice which Is com- . 

mensurate with that made by the three larger naval powers. 

10. All of these suggested reductions in naval strength would be 
not only conditioned on mutual proportionate cuts in the same cate- 
gories of treaty strength of the other powers, but they are especially 
contingent upon a cut of 33 per cent being made in submarine ton- 
nage, and especially upon there being accepted a reduction of the size 
of individual submarines to 250 tons. This individual reduction is 
the chief key to the suggestion and represents a concession from what 
has hitherto been*our position of demanding the total abolition of 

submarines. 

11. Land forces: As I have already stated such naval concession 

must be also contingent upon a real reduction of the forces of the 

land powers genuinely commensurate with what the naval powers 

have done since 1921. We feel that it is necessary to maintain in the 

world the general balance between military power on the sea with that 

on the land. Asa matter of fact, for over a hundred years the sea 

power of the two English-speaking nations, which are the two leading 

naval powers today, has been in general exercised for stability and 

peace in the world. That is its characteristic today. For that reason 

alone this sea power should not be so diminished as to give military 
power on land, which is capable of more permanent aggression than 

sea power, a disproportionate weight. The large land forces of Japan 

require special attention, because unlike other land powers, she has a 
most powerful navy, almost equalling the strength of the other two 

naval powers, who on their part have practically no land strength. 

We feel that the minimum reduction for the land forces of the land 
powers should be at least a 3314 per cent cut of their respective de- 

fense contingents, calculated upon the basis of our formula for land 

effectives. In other words, they must accept our formula based upon 

some agreed method of calculating the two classes of effectives and 
then consent to a cut of at least one-third in the defense contingents. 

12. Answering your specific question, whether we will undertake 

not to increase our present army, the extent of our commitment should 

be not to increase it beyond the appropriate increment necessary for 

police or domestic order. Should our proposal as to effectives be 

adopted in any form, the American army today is probably much be- 

low the standard which will be chosen as necessary for such police 

or domestic order. It is very likely considerably below the size which 

we ourselves may hereafter find necessary In case of domestic dis- 

order. .
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13. Our proposal already made as to tanks, heavy mobile artillery 
and gas should, of course, be a part of any such general plan.*4 | 

14. The foregoing includes what I consider to be at present an 
irreducible minimum in the reduction of the naval strength of this — 
country under any conditions which I can conceive as arising. As 
I have already emphasized, it should not be put forward even to 
friendly powers until we are assured of a strong probability of suc- 
cess. In several respects strenuous effort should be made to better it 
even when proposed, as for example, in the case of the abolition of 
submarines.- We here must reserve the right to be consulted as to the 
hopefulness of any situation in which it is to be disclosed. 

15. [ am sending this message after conference with the President, 
the Chief of [Naval] Operations, and the Chief of Staff. While it 
represents our most careful effort, it is not intended to shut you off 
from comment thereon, which I shall always welcome. 
a STIMSON 

500.A15A4/1098 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson ) 
to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, June 7, 19382—1 p. m. 
[ Received June 7—8:10 a. m.]| 

233. For the Secretary and the President. Informed in strict con- 
fidence by member of the British delegation that they understand 

Sir John Simon has come out whole-heartedly for Baldwin’s plan 
reported in our 169, May 13, 4 p. m., from London; that the Cabinet 
was to meet to consider the plan last night and will meet again to- 
morrow, Wednesday morning, and that it is hoped that the plan will 
be accepted as a whole for presentation at Geneva. Our informant 
was not aware of the details of the plan merely knowing that it was 
of a general character. 

GIBson 

5600.A15A4/1105 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Mellon) 

WasuIneron, June 7, 19382—2 p. m. 

172. Your 169, May 13, 4 p.m. Gibson telegraphs from Geneva 
that he has been informed in strict confidence that the British Dele- 

*t See Mr. Gibson’s speech of April 11, p. 76. 

6442124818
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gation understands that Sir John Simon has come out wholeheartedly 
for Baldwin’s plan; that the Cabinet was to meet to consider the plan 

| last night and will meet again tomorrow, Wednesday, when it is 
hoped that the plan will be accepted as a whole for presentation at 
Geneva. 

In view of the short time involved, I am particularly anxious to 
get a message to Baldwin and Simon before tomorrow’s Cabinet meet- 
ing and feel that as Baldwin’s message came to me in an informal and 
personal manner, the best means of answering would be for you to 
see him and Simon urgently and explain to them orally the following . 

considerations. 
We are anxious to aid and in no way thwart the success of the Con- 

ference but the extent of our ability to join in Baldwin’s proposed 
measures of actual reduction is limited by our responsibility on the 
Pacific. At this very moment our Navy is maintaining the stability 
of peace in the Far East, not only for ourselves, but for Britain, 
France and other powers interested in that locality. 

This emergent situation only confirms our long standing national 
policy as to capital ships. It is simply impossible for this Govern- 
ment to consider a total abolition of them. We feel that a mere 
proposal to that effect by the British would seriously handicap us in 
our present responsibility on the Pacific and would also tend to drive a 
cleavage between the policies of our two nations at a time when har- 
mony between us is most important. 

Although we feel that in view of the great initiative in sacrifice 
which has been taken since 1921 by the naval powers renders it now 
appropriate that a similar initiative should be shown first by the 
powers having dominant land forces, we are prepared to join in a 
general movement for real disarmament, provided such movement 
is conditioned upon real and commensurate sacrifices by both classes 
of powers. Our delegation has already been instructed accordingly, 
but it cannot include the abolition suggested. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4/1106 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the 
Secretary of State | 

Lonpon, June 8, 1932—5 p. m. 
[Received June 8—2:10 p. m.] 

198. By early arrangement I made appointment to discuss your 

172, June 7, 2 p. m., with Simon and Baldwin before Cabinet meet- 
ing this afternoon when disarmament conversations are scheduled.
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When I had finished giving a summary of your views Baldwin, aiter 
asking Simon’s permission to speak first, stated in substance as 

follows: 

“When Norman Davis and Gibson were here I had one or two in- 
formal discussions with them as man to man but Simon and I had no 
idea that anything we said was considered as more than a personal 
discussion of phases of disarmament phraseology, certainly no one 
there was believed to be speaking for his Government. Indeed, Davis 
and Gibson had no authority to speak for their Government. If I 
was advancing any views other than strictly personal thoughts as the 
conversation developed I should have insisted that they be present. 
If I may say so, disarmament deliberation results in Geneva so far 
really have amounted to little more than ‘fle’, and it was on the basis 
of what possibilities lay in disarmament that would really put tang 
into Geneva that the four of us (Davis, Gibson, Simon and myself) 
developed personal suggestions in the course of an hour’s conversation 
along one another’s trains of thought. No record was kept of the 
conversation by Simon and myself, and I am as much surprised that 
a summary ever reached Colonel Stimson as I was when I learned 
the Ambassador had asked to see me today.” 

I replied that Mr. Baldwin need have no misapprehensions since 

Secretary Stimson expressly stated that the résumé of the Gibson- 
Davis conversation had reached him in an informal and personal 
manner. Sir John Simon stated he was relieved by my assurance 
because he would not like to think the British Navy or, above all, 
anyone connected with the American Navy should have any suspi- 
cions that the question of abolition of capital ships had been put for- 
ward by the British Government to Davis and Gibson. On getting 
up to go Baldwin stated he felt it important that you had a clear 
idea of his remarks, the substance of which I have quoted above. 
Upon his departure, Sir John Simon said that he took the object of 
your telegram under discussion was merely for purpose of safeguard- 
ing, but he did want to make clear what Baldwin had said that. no 
record of the conversation existed, and it was understood by both 
himself and Mr. Baldwin that the conversation with Gibson and — 
Davis was purely an expression of personal thoughts on disarmament 
matters. Both Baldwin and Simon assured me that if they had any 
proposals for Geneva which they regarded in any way seriously af- 
fecting the point of view of the United States they certainly would 
officially consult the American Government in private conversations 
beforehand rather than risk divergence of views between the two 

Governments in open discussion, when harmony, as you state, was 
most essential. Sir John Simon added that in his memory of the 
conversation the point of view expressed regarding capital ships to 
which his mind clung was the financial advantage accruing if the
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World adopted a gradual policy not for the abolition of capital ships 
but for a World acceptance of limitation of size of capital ships. In 
other words, navies and capital ships in particular should be reduced 

“as though seen through the wrong end of a telescope”. 
As I was about to leave Sir John Simon informed me that he and 

the Prime Minister were leaving Saturday morning for Paris where 
they would spend Sunday discussing various pending subjects with 
Herriot who was “exultant” upon the vote of confidence received in 
the Chamber. On Monday morning Simon and the Prime Minister 
will leave for Geneva arriving there Monday evening. They will 
spend all Tuesday in Geneva and Wednesday morning leave for 

Lausanne. 
Copy to Geneva. MELLON 

5§00.A15A4/1108 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the 

Secretary of State 

Lonpon, June 9, 1982—4 p. m. 
[Received June 9—12:55 p. m.] 

203. Since my telegram 198, June 8, 5 p. m., I have been able to as- 
sure myself from an informal Foreign Office conversation, and I have 
also advised Gibson by telephone in Geneva, that the purpose of my 
conversation of yesterday with Baldwin and Simon was thoroughly 
understood, and that Baldwin expressly emphasized his remarks in 
reply as set forth in my telegram not through any sense of irritation 
but that it might be a matter of record in the Department, (first), 
that no proposals had been advanced by a member of the British 
Government in the personal and useful exchange of ideas with Gibson 
and Davis, and, (secondly), that if and when the Cabinet reached 
any decision on disarmament proposals for formal presentation at 

Geneva which in any way affected the interests of the United States 
the British Government would officially though confidentially consult 
the United States Government beforehand. 

I also learned that the Cabinet is discussing phases of the Disarma- 
ment Conference but no decision has been reached and indeed no 
agreement may even be arrived at before the Prime Minister and 

Simon leave on Saturday. 
On Monday evening when the Prime Minister and Simon reach 

Geneva after the Herriot conversations in Paris, they plan to see 
Gibson and Davis that same evening should MacDonald’s health 
permit; otherwise they will hope to see them the first thing Tuesday
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morning. I was further assured that the Foreign Office had inter- 

preted my seeing Baldwin and Simon as merely for purposes of safe- 
guarding and appreciated and shared fully your desire to assure the 

fullest harmony. 
Copy to Geneva. MELLon 

500.A15A4/1111 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson) 

WasHINGTON, June 9, 1932—4 p. m. 

125. London’s cable 198, June 8, 5 p. m., a copy of which has been 
sent to you puts an entirely new aspect upon the situation which has 
arisen out of your interview with Baldwin and Simon. Evidently 

no comprehensive proposal has been agreed upon by the British Gov- 
ernment and none will be made which contains the radical features 
reported to me from your interview in London. Under these circum- 
stances it is doubly important not only that we should not put out 
any counter-proposal but that you should be doubly cautious not to 
permit any of the elements of my 122, June 7, noon, to become known 
without further authority from here. Please be extremely careful 
in these respects. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4 Military Hffectives/23 : Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) | 

WASHINGTON, June 10, 19382—3 p. m. 

127. I have received your personal letter of May 30 ** enclosing pro- 
posed speech on effectives, which I have read. I have given careful 
thought to the situation. I feel that the presentation of this subject 
may be the key to securing a real reduction in land forces provided 
it is presented in a way to preserve and increase the good-feeling 
which you have secured in your initial conferences with the French 
General Staff and others. At all events it seems to be the best chance 
for such reduction now at hand. I am, therefore, anxious that every 
precaution should be taken to make it effective by wise and tactful 
management. - 

My suggestions are as follows: (1) As to methods and tactics, I 
attach great importance to the suggestion contained on page 3 of your 

2 Not printed. . -
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letter of May 30 that by far the best way. of presenting the proposal 
is to obtain the consent of several of the large European land powers 
to join in sponsoring the basic principle underlying the proposal. In 
this connection the President has assured me that you should feel 
under no obligation to present this as exclusively an American pro- 
posal. I believe, however, that a reference to Mr. Hoover as the orig- 
inal suggestor of the principle can and should be made in the course 
of presentation by its sponsors and that the other nations who may 
join in sponsoring the principle will be entirely willing to accept or 

even to cooperate in such a reference. 
If you are unable to obtain actual joint sponsorship but if the im- 

portant European land powers have agreed that there is merit in the 
basic idea which deserves consideration and are willing to treat it 
sympathetically, I see no objection to your proceeding with the speech 
provided it is submitted beforehand to say the French, British, 
Italians and Germans and you are given an opportunity to see their 
replies thus assuring that the debate will follow a prearranged and 
non-controversial course. 7 

(2) I have read your speech and it seems to me to be friendly and 
conciliatory in tone and adapted to the course I am discussing. I am 

: cabling you certain specific suggestions in a separate telegram. I 
now merely suggest certain changes in form and arrangement which 
I think might help the ideas I have in mind. When on your re- 
quest I talked with General Requin at Geneva, I made a sharp 
distinction between the general principle of Mr. Hoover’s proposal 
on the one hand and the formula to be found in the shape of figures 
for applying the principle. I said we believed that the principle 
of dividing land forces into two components, one for protection of 
internal order and the other for defense against outside attack was 
of far-reaching importance and, in my opinion, might offer the 
long-sought key to securing a successful reduction of land forces. 

On the other hand, I conceded that the formula or figures by which 
this principle should be applied was necessarily difficult; would be 
appropriately a matter for joint conference and effort among the 
various nations; and that the formula and figures which we had 
adopted thus far were a mere try-out; and that we did not seek 
to impose them in any sense upon the other nations, although we 

believed that our attempt was intelligent and useful. You have 
made the same distinction in your speech, but as I read it, I felt 
that by accentuating it and placing the sharp distinction between 
the principle and the tentative formula in the beginning rather 
than at the end of the speech, it would make it clearer to the hearers 
to whom it was addressed for the first time. I should take pains
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to accentuate in the very beginning the tentative nature of our 
figures and formula, and that while we have done our best, we make 

no claim that they cannot be improved. | 
This is a rough statement of my views. I feel that this proposal 

as to land effectives offers a real and important opportunity to the 
Conference, and I hope that with careful and considerate treat- 
ment it may become very fruitful. : 

STIMSON 

§00.A15A4/1112: Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GeEneEva, June 10, 1932—8 p. m. 
[Received June 10—6:51 p. m.33] 

239. The delegates desire to send you the following personal | 
message. 

If we have given the impression that we are desirous of making 
one-sided concessions or in any way impairing the efficacy of Ameri- 
can national defense our telegrams have been badly expressed. We 
are thoroughly mindful of features of advancing only in step with 
other nations and you may be sure that we are just as determined 
as anyone to get a fair bargain for our country. 

We confess that on the basis of the information in our possession 
we do not understand your recent telegrams which leave the 1m- 
pression in our minds that you feel we have misled you. We fear - 
that we may be working at cross purposes because of our lack of 
knowledge of developments in Washington. 

The following telegram is an attempt to analyze the situation on 
the basis of the information in our possession in order that we may 
have a careful check before the arrival of MacDonald, Simon and 
Herriot: — 

1. The delegation has at no time reported that any comprehensive 
proposal had “been agreed upon” by the British Government (your 

125, June 9, 4 p. m.). I reported to you accurately the statements 
made to Davis and me by Baldwin which he at least considered of 
sufficient importance to place before the Cabinet. Later statements 
were made to us here by Mrs. Corbett Ashby, British delegate 
(whose words were repeated exactly in our 233, June 7, 1 p. m.) 
also by Drummond, Secretary-General of the League, and by Cado- 

gan of the Foreign Office (reported to you over the telephone by 

* Telegram in five sections. ;
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Davis on June 7th)** as to the fact that a general scheme was at 
that time under consideration by the Cabinet. As you were in- 
formed by telephone, Drummond told us that Simon had told him 
definitely in London last week that he would not return to Geneva 
unless authorized by the Cabinet to put forward a “real program” 
calculated to accomplish something worth while. That same after- 
noon Cadogan came in to say that he had been called home for 
conference; that he understood the Cabinet which was now con- 
sidering disarmament was about to make a “bigish decision” and 
asked if there was any word or information which he might carry 
back to London for the guidance of his Government. Drummond 
said that the only definite information Simon had given him was 
that he was in favor of the total abolition of military aviation. 
Cadogan confirmed this, adding that he did not know what it was 
proposed to do in the general scheme about reductions in the navy. 
Since our last telegrams to you Drummond informed Davis and 
me yesterday that he had talked with Simon by telephone the night 
before and that the question was still under discussion by the British 
Cabinet but he hoped they would reach a decision before Mac- 
Donald and Simon leave for Geneva. In conversation with me 
yesterday Henderson indicated his knowledge of a general plan now 
under discussion. We have at no time sought to give you a detailed 
estimate of the plan under discussion but have felt obliged to in- 
form you of the various reports of this character which have reached 
us. 

2. As to the possibility that the abolition of capital ships may 
have been omitted from any plan now before the Cabinet, we are 
inclined to believe that this is so and that this may have been due in 
part at least to the very definite views which Davis and I immediately 
expressed to Baldwin on the attitude of our Government. 

3. As to your repeated warnings to refrain from divulging the 
elements of your instructions, I am asked to say by all the delegates 
that none of us have at any time advocated or contemplated volun- 
teering in a one-sided way a statement of the concessions we were 

prepared to make. If you will reread our 220° you will see that we 

were prompted neither by any desire to take the lead, that we were 

not even advocating that we should join in the presentation of an 

acceptable general scheme brought forward by others. We do not 

advocate or expect you to agree to such a far reaching plan as that 

outlined by Baldwin. The fundamental purpose of our 220 was to 

elicit for our guidance and information a conception of what our 

* Memorandum of telephone conversation not printed. 

* May 28, 2 p. m., p. 145.
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Government could envisage as a general scheme along the lines you 
have since indicated in your 122, of June 7, noon. We merely 
wanted to know where we stood and what position we should take 
in the event some scheme was proposed. In the second place we 
wanted to see what possibilities there were of meeting the British 
in certain respects, in the belief that they would rather adopt any 
reasonable plan acceptable to us which would give them a substan- 
tial measure of financial relief together with the advantage of 
American support, rather than press for their own plan without 

such support. - 

4. Davis and I wish to make it very clear that Baldwin did 

definitely include the total abolition of capital ships as point 3 of his 
personal scheme and the conversation followed the lines exactly as 
reported to you in London’s 169, May 13, 4 p. m., and our 189, May 
17,1 p.m. Although Baldwin stated that the views advanced by him 
were the result of his own personal thought and that he was not 
speaking for the British Government, he expressed them in the pres- 
ence of the Foreign Secretary who did not dissent. You will observe 
that Simon does not deny that the abolition of capital ships was 
brought forward but merely states (as reported in 198, June 8, 5 p. m., 
from London) that such a point of view regarding capital ships “to 
which his mind clung” was the financial advantage in reduction in 
maximum unit size. Simon did bring forward this, and as British 
proposal, and we replied with the usual arguments. It had nothing 
to do, however, with Baldwin’s idea which was for total abolition. 

5. Baldwin’s expression of surprise that his purely personal outline 
of a plan should have been communicated to you must be considered 
in the light of the circumstances. As a matter of fact he specifically 
expressed the hope that our Government would give earnest considera- 
tion to his plan, as reported in the last sentence of 169, May 18, 4 
p. m., from London and the last paragraph of our 189, May 17, 1 p.m. 
However, he was obviously taken aback by having the subject matter 
of our conversation made the subject of official representations by the 
American Ambassador especially as the subject thereby became a mat- 

ter of record which he realized might in the event of questions in the 
House of Commons be embarrassing. His only course, therefore, was 
to make a clear record that no proposal for abolition of capital ships 
had emanated from the British Government. 

6. While we have no idea of the character of the proposals which 

the British may bring forward, we feel it would be most unfortunate 
if you were to conclude from what was said or not said to Mr. Mellon 
that all plans have been washed out. The fact that Baldwin or Simon 
did not inform Mr. Mellon of the adoption of any plan was presum-
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ably due, first, to the fact that the Cabinet had not acted upon it and, 
second, that their final and definite proposals would be in some 
measure contingent upon consultation with Herriot in Paris and our- 
selves here. 

7. We feel that the private, personal and unofficial conversations 
which we have had under way offer the greatest hope of collaboration 
but we fear that our usefulness will be somewhat impaired and our 

ability to elicit frank expressions from other delegations will be 
lessened if the substance of such conversations 1s made the subject of 
official diplomatic representations through other channels. 

In conclusion the delegates wish me to submit the following: 
Throughout our work here in informing you of plans for the future 

of the Conference and in all other steps we have taken, we have been 
moved solely by a desire to conform to your policies and those of the 
President and to provide you with the information on the situation 

| as it appears to us here which may be essential to the formation of 
such policy. 

GiBson 

500.A15A4/1114 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegation 

WASHINGTON, June 11, 1932—2 p. m. 

131. First. I do not feel that you have misled me. I have had no 
fear as to your loyal desire to conform to the policies of the President, 
as expressed by myself, or your zeal and ability in carrying them out. 
I am inexpressably grieved that you should have had misgivings to 
the contrary. Please dismiss all such thoughts. 

Second. Your 169 *** reporting your talk with Baldwin and Simon 
necessarily, however, raised a major emergency for me to confront 
and decide in the face of which all minor matters of communication 
and form became of comparative insignificance. Mr. Baldwin pro- 

posed a program which he himself termed “revolutionary” and 
“shocking”; which he said was to be accepted or rejected as a whole, 
and in which he included the abolishing of the capital ship as an 
essential center. He informed you that he had already discussed it 

in the British Cabinet and he specifically asked the consideration of 
my Government of this plan. Later, in your 125 [233],3* you in- 
formed me confidentially but on the direct authority of a member of 
the British delegation that the British Foreign Minister had “come 
out wholeheartedly for Baldwin’s plan”; that it was under direct con- 

a May 13, 4 p. m., from the Ambassador in Great Britain, p. 121. 
% June 7, 1 p. m., p. 157.
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sideration by the Cabinet and “that it was hoped that the plan would 
be accepted as a whole for presentation at Geneva.” Such news not 
only indicated the coming of a major crisis in the work of the Confer- 
ence which might at once reveal a fundamental cleavage between the 
policies of Britain and America but it no less surely aimed a blow at 
the most delicate foreign situation which this Government was then 
handling, namely, our entente with Britain in the crisis in the Far 

Kast. Neither you nor he could expect me to stand on form or cere- 
mony in the presence of such an imminent issue and the sending to 
him of an informal message, through Mr. Mellon, conveying the result 
of the consideration which he had himself bespoken as to this feature 
of his plan was a very natural way to forestall such a contretemps. 
So far as Baldwin is concerned, I have since heard in a-second mes- 
sage from Mellon that the purpose of my message was thoroughly 
understood by both Baldwin and Simon and that Baldwin empha- 

_ sized his remarks set forth in London’s 198°? not through any sense 
of irritation but to make a record in the Foreign Office that no such 

proposals had been officially advanced by any member of the British 

Government. So far as the essential relations of the two Govern- 
_ ments are concerned, which after all are the matters upon which my 

attention must be primarily concentrated, the effect of my warning 
has been to lift, temporarily at least, a dangerous cloud from the 
situation both here and in the Far East, and to assure us here and 
you in Geneva that this revolutionary proposal will probably not be 

put forth at all by the British and certainly not as a surprise to us. 
If there is any divergence indicated by Baldwin’s statement to Mellon 
from the statement he made to Gibson and Davis, I think it is quite 
clear that it is not due to any inaccurate reporting by the two latter 
gentlemen but to a probable and beneficent change in the British 
policy produced now by the frank disclosure of our own. 

Third. The reason why I repeated my caution against any revela- 
tion of the total elements of our plan contained in my 1228 was be- 
cause unless I am mistaken it has now become evident that the British 
will not put out a “comprehensive” plan like that of Mr. Baldwin’s 
suggestion, but a much more moderate one. If I am right in this, it 

would only be an embarrassment to us for them to learn that we had 
ever considered such a program as I outlined in my 122. 

Fourth. I hope that the foregoing will entirely relieve any anxiety 
as to my feeling. I am grateful for the patience and loyalty that you 

have shown through long and disappointing months and I am anxious 

to back you as efficiently as possible in obtaining the eventual success 

* June 8,5 p. m., p. 158. 
8 June 7, noon, p. 153. )
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which I confidently hope will come. On my part, I only ask you to 
realize that since my return I have been plunged into an atmosphere 
of tension and pessimism in America, beside which even the April 

atmosphere at Geneva seems a balmy Elysium. 
STIMs0N 

§00.A15A4/1116 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Secretary of State 

Geneva, June 11, 1982—7 p. m. 

| [Received June 11—3: 05 p. m.] 

249. Cadogan called this afternoon on his return from London and 

said that the Prime Minister and Sir John Simon who will arrive here 
Monday night, will on Tuesday communicate to us their views as to 
how the future work of the Conference should be handled. He said 
he was not in a position to give us “chapter and verse” but that he 
was encouraged by the progress his Government had made toward a 

general conception of the problem. 
He said that their thoughts were not even yet entirely definite and 

were subject to possible modifications after talking with Herriot in 
Paris and with us here and that this was “all that he could now use- 
fully tell us”. He was familiar with Mr. Mellon’s interview with 
Baldwin and Simon and felt that Baldwin was startled and in his 
desire that his previous conversation with Davis to [sic] my cable- 
grams should not be considered official “perhaps went too far towards 
disclaiming any project on the part of the British Government.” 
We raised the question of a drastic cut in land armaments as a con- 

dition for considering any further efforts on our part and he said his 
Government was in thorough accord with that point of view. No 
detailed discussion took place and we of course made no endeavor to 
urge his confidence and volunteered nothing as to the line in which 

our thoughts were running. 
GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1115 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 12, 1982—6 p. m. 
[Received June 12—2:15 p. m.] 

943. Your 181, June 11, 2 p. m., is greatly appreciated by all the 
delegates, who ask me to tell you that they are immensely relieved to
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find that you entertain no misgivings and that in spite of the demands 
upon your time and strength, you have made time to clarify this 
whole situation with so much understanding. 

GrBson 

500.A15A4/1124 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 14, 1932—7 p. m. 
[Received June 14—3:45 p. m.]| 

244, MacDonald and Simon lunched with me today. Davis and 

Wilson were present. 
MacDonald said that the atmosphere in Paris was excellent; that 

Herriot was as friendly as could be, and that until their conference 
here in Geneva this morning, where they got down to specific ques- 
tions on disarmament, he had been very hopeful but that he was 

rather discouraged by his inability this morning to elicit anything 
more than the same generalities he had heard before. MacDonald 
therefore thinks that we have got to go back again over the same 
ground with the new French and German Governments that you and . 
he covered with Bruening and Tardieu in the hope of arriving at the 
same starting point. He was struck by Herriot’s statement that he 
could not discuss with Germany questions arising out of the Treaty 
of Versailles as that would imply recognition of Germany as an equal. 
MacDonald stated that they had tried to [get?] the French to ex- 
amine with them certain specific possibilities but that Herriot and in 
particular Paul-Boncour had insisted on dragging in such matters as 
the international force, internationalization of aviation and other 
controversial questions as necessarily preceding any discussion as to 
suppression or limitation of arms. MacDonald said that he was will- 
ing to join a group which would not include Germany to discuss the 
problem of specific qualitative limitation as he thought we would be 

justified in leaving Germany out of the discussion in matters where 
she was already limited by treaty and could so explain to her. When 
it came to questions of a more general nature, however, he was not 
willing to debate them without the presence of the delegates as he 
felt that would not only be wrong but would be playing directly into 
the hands of those Germans who were opposed to agreement since 
they would be justified in saying that agreement had been reached 
behind Germany’s back and without consultation with her. 

No mention was made of any comprehensive British plan for dis- 

armament and of course we did not broach it. It is our impression
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from the tone of their conversation that they had submitted specific 
proposals to the French and that these had met with such a discour- 
aging response that they did not consider it worth going any further 
with us for the moment. 

After the general conversation MacDonald called Davis aside and 
said that he wanted some time to talk very privately with him about 
Lausanne ;*° that the situation had changed radically since his talk 
with you and subsequently with us in London; that the City is now 
more insistent than ever on a complete wiping out of reparations and 

that he was in an embarrassing position and was afraid you might 
feel that he had let you down. The stand which our Government 
had taken, he said, is quite understandable, had rather increased the 
pressure from the City. It may be that if the British are pressing 
the French for total cancellation of reparations the latter may be 
holding back on disarmament for the moment which in turn might 
readily account for MacDonald’s failure to elaborate his [statement ? | 

to us. We hope to check up on this from the French this afternoon. 

We discussed various possible courses of procedure but felt that no 
decision could be taken as to the wisest course until after conversa- 
tions which are still to take place with Grandi and Nadolny this 
afternoon. 

Simon felt that it was very important that we agree upon some 
definite basis of work for next week in Geneva. He suggested that 
there should be a definite objective in the talks with the French and 
Germans and envisaged the possibility of trying to persuade both of 
them to accept in the new treaty the inclusion of the military clauses 
of the Treaty of Versailles as applying to Germany, leaving Germany 
free at the termination of the treaty to negotiate a further treaty as 
an equal, but preventing her by some provision from denouncing the 
treaty during its life and thus freeing herself in this manner from 
the restrictions of the Versailles Treaty. He further proposed that 

Germany might give some sort of undertaking that during the life 
of the treaty she would conduct her foreign affairs in such manner 
as to avoid bringing up controversial political questions. We replied 
that we would be glad to collaborate with them in examining the pos- 
sibility of reducing to writing for the clarification of our minds the 
first points indicated but we felt it would be unwise for us to try to 
deal with the question of a “political truce” particularly before his 
conversations had proven that such a thing would be possible. 

GIBSON 

* Hor correspondence relating to the Lausanne Conference, see pp. 636 ff.
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500.A15A4 Steering Committee/22 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 14, 1932—10 p. m. 
[Received June 14—6: 28 p. m.] 

247. The Bureau of the Conference met this afternoon for consid- 
eration of the reports of the special commissions on qualitative dis- 
armament. In view of the divergence of opinions and the lack of 
unanimity expressed in them the Bureau decided after considerable 
discussion to defer their consideration in accordance with Mr. Hen- 
derson’s proposal until after the private conversations which were 
“understood to be on the point of beginning” could reach some 
measure of accord on political questions. Among the objections to 
considering any phase of these reports even those upon which 
unanimity had been reached was a German resolution to be put for- 
ward at the first meeting of the General Commission which would 
entail considerable discussion. 

The German proposal if adopted would amount to a decision by 
the General Commission that all arms prohibited to Germany under 
the peace treaties are aggressive and should therefore be abolished. 

In addition the Bureau decided that the Soviet proposal on private 
manufacture should take its appropriate place in the existing agenda 

and that a small committee should be appointed consisting of an 

American representative, De Brouckere, and Benes to discuss, in con- 
sultation with the interested delegations, the terms of the resolution 
setting up the effectives commission and to determine whether the 
terms of reference might not be modified in the light of the observa- 
tions made during the course of the Commissions’ discussions. 

: GIBSON 

500.A15A4 Military Effectives/27 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Secretary of State : 

GENEVA, June 15, 1982—10 p. m. 
[Received June 15—9:20 p. m. | 

248. In the course of conversation with Herriot referred to in my 

249, June 15, 11 p. m.,# I told him that we attached real importance 
to our idea for dealing with effectives and that we hoped after the 
long period which had been afforded the French delegation for ex- 
amining it that 1t would be possible for them to join us in some way 

© Infra.



172 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1982, VOLUME I 

in its presentation. He did not commit himself but said that he 
would do his best. 

Sir John Simon tells me that he has gone over the matter with his 
advisers and that the British delegation will support us in any way 

we desire. 
Grandi told me this afternoon that he was very anxious to cooper- 

ate with us and had in fact given instructions to his military advisers 
to find some way of rendering the project acceptable so that Italy 
should not be in the position of having to oppose anything put for- 
ward by us. He raised several points which gave him concern but I 
believe we were able to explain these to his satisfaction and I think 
that the idea is fundamentally acceptable to him now. His only real 
objection was that he felt that if the plan were brought forward pre- 
cisely at [this] moment there was a real danger that it might be used 
as a curtain behind which all activity on the more pressing questions 
of qualitative abolition and limitation would be dropped. He said 
that of course a limitation of effectives was important but that it must 
be supplementary to limitation of armament and stocks in that he 

considered the latter a more real limitation to the aggressive power 
of a nation than the mere reduction of the numbers of trained men. 

He said that experience has shown that in about 3 months in case of 
necessity you can create an army of almost indefinite force whereas 
the same was not true as regards stocks particularly for a country 
not highly industrialized. 

GIBson 

500.A15A4 Military Effectives/28 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, June 15, 1982—11 p. m. 

[Received June 15—10:18 p. m.] 

249. Department’s 132, June 14, 6 p. m.4! Yesterday morning Wil- 

son and I called upon Herriot and placed in his hands the revised text 

of our statement on effectives together with a French translation. We 

explained to him our desire to have him read this and give us the 
benefit of any suggestions in the hope that it might be presented in 

such a way as to merit his support. He said that he would give it his 

careful attention and as soon as convenient he would inform us as to 
his views. | 

“ Not printed.
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Yesterday evening at 5 o’clock Pertinax stopped Pell in the street 
and outlined to him the substance of our text quoting certain 

items from the French translation. Several representatives of the 
American press called on Wilson last night and stated that the 

French at their evening press conference had spoken of a memoran- 

dum left with Herriot “which provided for the reduction of the 

French Army by about 100,000 men”. Wilson denied that any such 

proposal for reduction had been made. This morning’s French papers 

contained various criticisms of the plan, referred to its inanity and 

absurdity and expressing the view that it should be brought out and 

disposed of as soon as possible. Pertinax’s article referring particu- 

larly to the tentative nature of our document was unobjectionable. 

Mowrer’s story was secured from French sources. There are various 

inaccuracies in Mowrer’s despatch. The memorandum was not given 

to the Yugoslav, Czechoslovak or Polish delegations and has been 

given in confidence to Herriot, Simon and Grandi so far. 
I sent for Massigli who it appears is very much trusted by Herriot 

and expressed with some vehemence our discouragement at the fact 

that every time we have discussed confidential matters with the 

French delegation the French press has come out with attacks even 

before we have been afforded an official reaction. Massigli was ob- 

viously distressed and said that he feared this was based on the desire 

of certain elements in the French delegation to embarrass Herriot. 

Shortly thereafter Herriot came to see me accompanied by Marcel 

Ray, his Chef de Cabinet, a former journalist who accompanied Laval 
to America. Herriot was greatly agitated and assured me that under 

no circumstances could this document have come [into the?] hands 

of people who could have committed it to the press. I told him that 

a press conference had been held by someone in his delegation and 

told him what had been said. He said he was deeply disturbed that 

he would deal with this matter in no uncertain way. He appeared 
to be very genuine in all this and said he appreciated our act of 

friendship in telling him what had happened. 

Gipson | 
644212 4819
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500.A15A4/1126 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GENEvA, June 15, 1932—midnight. 
[Received June 15—11:05 p. m.] 

250. Our 244, June 14,7 p.m. Massigli asked to see me this after- 
noon and said he was perplexed by the reports that the British were 
discouraged as the result of yesterday’s conversation and that he 
thought perhaps the best way of making clear to us what happened 
was to read us his notes which he took at the time since he was inter- 
preting for his delegation. These he read from paper bearing the 
heading of the British delegation. 

MacDonald proposed that the five nations Great Britain, France, 
United States, Italy, Japan should hold conversations to attempt to 
get specific results in qualitative disarmament. Paul-Boncour and 
Herriot replied that they had no objection, but that they did not feel 
that the conversations could be rigidly limited to this point since 
limitation of expenditure for example was corollary to qualitative 
disarmament; some form of control had to be envisaged such as per- 
haps was contemplated in the draft of the preparatory convention, 
the measure of abolition of certain arms was dependent on whether a 
reserve of arms was kept under the control of the League of Nations. 

- MacDonald and Simon raised the question of how to go about dis- 
cussing the German claim for equality of treatment without the 
presence of the Germans. Herriot replied in a statement which Mas- 
sigli took down verbatim to the effect that France could not accept the 
demand of the Germans to discuss a political question on the thresh- 
old of a disarmament conference, that they would not exclude the 
possibility of such discussion after they had seen what was to be ac- 
complished in real measures of disarmament. He said that if the 
Germans were to insist on starting the discussion with a political de- 
mand for equality he would under the circumstances be obliged to 
reply to the political refusal [demand?] taking the ground that up to 

the present the terms of the Versailles Treaty has not been modified. 

(We explored this more deeply with Massigli, who restated the posi- 
tion thus, that nothing has yet impaired the validity of the Treaty 
of Versailles, that the specific results of subsequent discussions in the 
Disarmament Conference might constitute some modification. After 
it has been discovered whether or not this has been done they are will- 
ing to discuss the political question but not to prejudge the Confer- 
ence labors by discussing it first.) 

Massigli said that the erroneous impression which had been given 
us as to the character of the conversation prompted him to ask us
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whether we had indeed expressed a disinclination to participate in 
conversations between the French and British. Yesterday morning 
he said that on the train coming down from Paris on Monday it had 
been agreed that at 11 o’clock yesterday morning there was to be a 
three-party discussion and Simon had agreed to request us to attend, 
that on the following morning Simon’s secretary had telephoned the 
Hrench delegation to say that “the Americans have expressed a pref- 
erence not to participate in this conversation between the French and. 
English”. This is not the fact as we were not consulted. 

«AS Suggested in my 244 there seems to be a poker game between the 
british and French regarding reparations and disarmament and in 
this game the British may have considered our presence embarrassing. 
This may account for their reluctance to show their hand. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1127 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Secretary of State 

| GENEvA, June 15, 1932—midnight. 
[Received June 15—11:42 p. m.] 

253. In conversation today Boncour gave Davis his ideas as to 
future procedure of Conference and matters susceptible of being im- 
mediately considered. 

As to procedure he agreed that informal conversations be resumed 
on Monday “* on his return from Paris between the British, French 
and American delegations and broadened as soon as possible to in- 
clude Germany and Italy. 

He indicated readiness to consider the suppression of certain 
aggressive weapons mentioning heavy artillery and heavy tanks. Sup- 
pression of heavy artillery he indicated might necessitate some pro- 
vision with respect to large guns on battleships. Further he suggested 
that heavy bombardment planes might be abolished but opposed the 
idea of abolition of aerial bombardment directed against purely mili- 

tary objectives, he advocated total abolition of gas and bacteriological 
warfare. : 

Foregoing restrictions on certain types of arms should be supple- 
mented by corresponding limitation of expenditure. : 

He suggested that certain suppressions might be gradually effected 
by allowing existing material to become obsolete rather than by im- 
mediate destruction, since existing army formations were organized 
with certain material and its destruction would necessitate costly 

army equipment. 

“ June 20. a
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While admitting this possibility of suppressing certain aggressive 
arms, he stated that France still considered that her thesis of placing 
these arms at the disposition of the League was the proper solution, 
and that they proposed to advance and support this position. How- 
ever, if it was rejected they would not close the door to certain meas- 
ures of suppression. Davis made it entirely clear that we were 
disinterested as to any plan with respect to internationalization or 
the formation of an international armed force which the members of 
the League might agree upon as among themselves and Boncour said 
that he quite understood our position. 

Regarding effectives Boncour stated that as Minister of War he 
could not today assume the responsibility for accepting a reduction in 
the French Army. He emphasized, however, that this did not pre- 
clude action after the question had been studied in further detail. His 
objection was not to our proposed formula for effectives; it was due 
to the fact that a reduction in effectives would require a reorganiza- 
tion of the French Army which would take time. He stressed the fact 
that France since 1921 had reduced the period of service from 8 to 1 

| year thereby reducing the conscript effectives maintained under arms 
to 220,000. Any further reduction would presumably be effected 
through further cutting the period of service. He stressed that soldiers 

called to the colors were only of real value after their first 6 months 
of training and that hence the effective size of the French conscript 
army apart from its permanent and colonial forces was only around 
110,000 men and that as Minister of War he could not now assume the 
responsibility of further reductions. He said that he was endeavor- 
ing to find some method for filling the gaps which would be caused 
in a few years due to the low birth rate during the war. Davis stressed 
the fact that failure to bring about any reduction in effectives would 
have most unfortunate effect upon public opinion; that Boncour’s 
own statement showed that the number of effectives which would be 
available for the coming years would be substantially less than the 
present contingent and that if the treaty only gave effect to these 

inevitable reductions the popular reaction would be very different. 
He further pointed out that the elimination of certain so-called ag- 
gressive arms would seem [mean?] that countries like the United 
States and Great Britain, which had already accepted far reaching 
naval limitation, would be called upon to bear a disproportionate 

share of the reductions and that it was only through some contribu- 
tion by the land powers with respect to their effectives that political 
appeasement in Europe could be hastened. 

Boncour, with evident earnestness, stated his difficulty was that he 

could not say today or even within a few weeks exactly what he could
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do with respect to effectives; possibly within 6 months he could do so. 
His idea was that, after drawing up as promptly as possible a treaty 
covering certain arms budgetary limitation, et cetera, as suggested 
above, the Conference should adjourn and a committee could be set 
up to consider the means of bringing about the limitation of effectives. 

Davis suggested as one of the important results which should come 

from the Conference, the completion of the London agreement * by 
France and Italy, to which Boncour raised no specific objection but 

was rather noncommittal. 
GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1125 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Secretary of State 

Geneva, June 15, 1982—midnight. 
: [Received June 16—2:02 a. m.] 

951. Davis had conversation this morning with MacDonald. Simon 
was present. MacDonald had just been talking with Herriot and 
Paul-Boncour and was more hopeful than after his conversation of 
yesterday. It was apparent from the conversation that MacDonald 
is anxious to keep some touch with disarmament problems and is 
willing to return from time to time to Geneva when occasion de- 
mands.4* Davis intimated that after the visit which he and I had 
made to London and the talks we had had there and from subsequent 
information we had expected that the British would have a more 
general program to discuss with us. Simon replied that he had this 
very much on his mind. He wished to see whether we had any 
suggestions to make. Davis replied that we had no suggestion to 
make ourselves but that we were ready to sit down with them and 
consider any suggestions they might have to make. Simon replied 
that he would plan to return to Geneva on Friday 47 and to devote the 
week-end to consultation with us and such other consultations as 
might be necessary. Simon rather vaguely sketched the possibility of 
a holiday on building certain material such as big guns and certain 
categories of ships. He brought up again the reduction in unit size of 
battleships. Davis stated that it would be better to confine the discus- 

sion to something on which there was possibility of agreement and 
that we might both consider the prolongation of the period in which 

* Foreign Relations, 1980, vol. 1, p. 107. 
*“The British Prime Minister was President of the Lausanne Conference 

ween met from June 16 to July 9, 19382.
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we would not construct any more of these ships and that at some time 
during that period we might consult as to what should be done at its 
end. Simon acquiesced in this thought. He stated in addition that he 
had ideas on the handling of military aviation but that this could be 

reserved for subsequent discussion. 
GIBsoNn 

° §00.A15A4/1128 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Secretary of State , 

GENEVA, June 18, 1982—4 p. m. 
[Received June 18—2:45 p. m.] 

954. Davis, Wilson and I had 6-hour conference with Simon, 
Londonderry, Samuel and Cadogan. We defined our common posi- 

tion rather exhaustively on land armament but in the air and navy 
the discussion was inconclusive. The British and ourselves are 
meeting the French tomorrow afternoon where a good deal of the 
same ground must be covered after which we will report in greater 
detail but in the meantime do not believe that there are any points 

in which we need specific instruction at the moment. 
GIBSON 

500.A15A4 Air Armaments/108 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

| GENEVA, June 20, 1982—midnight. 
[Received June 20—9: 51 p. m.] 

963. At meetings held here between members of the French, British 
and American delegations both morning and afternoon today the 
results of the conversations which treated aviation and chemical 
warfare will be seen from two strictly confidential informal mem- 
oranda quoted below. Please bear in mind that the representatives 

of the other delegations were not aware of the contents of your 136, 
June 18, 11 p. m.,*8 and that the American delegation, therefore, had 
to be very guarded. Full reservation was made, nevertheless, of 
our right to bring up more far reaching plans in the future as will 
be seen from the first paragraph of memorandum on aviation. 

Aviation. “The United States, United Kingdom, and French dele- 
gations after an exchange of views and without prejudice to any 

* Post, p. 186. |
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more far reaching proposals which they may wish to consider, record 
that they have already reached agreement on the following points: 

1. The unladen weight of all military and naval airplanes shall 
be limited with a view to limiting their range of action. 

2. The numbers of military and naval aeroplanes possessed by each 
country shall be limited by international agreement. 

3. All kinds of aerial bombardment shall be prohibited at a dis- 
tance of more than X kilometers from the front except in the case 
of air bases and long range gun emplacements. 

4, The application of principles 1 and 2 is closely connected with 
the institution of a system of international control of the large civil 
machines which could suitably replace the military and naval ma- 
chines prohibited under 1. It is recognized that this system need 
only be applicable to Europe. 

Note 1. A decision is required on limitation of dirigibles. 
Note 2. The United States delegation desires to have further con- 

sultation with their Government on point 1. : 
Note 3. The question of restricting bombardment by naval aircraft 

should be discussed.” 

Would appreciate indication from Army and Navy as to maximum 
unladen weight which would be acceptable, assuming we agreed to 
any criteria along the lines of point 1. French confidentially and 
informally indicate to us a maximum unladen weight around 2500 
to 3000 kilos. President’s plan contemplates the elimination of all 
bombers. Our only other planes above any unladen weight which 
might be agreed upon, which we might wish to retain, would be 
our flying boats and possibly these could be taken care of by a 
special numerical exception in connection with point 2. Assuming 
eventual adoption of President’s plan eliminating all bombers, we 

direct your attention to type of plane which is not eliminated by 
the President’s plan but which might be eliminated by any unladen 
weight restriction under 1. With reference to Note 3, question will be 
debated tomorrow. You will recognize our difficulty in carrying on 
three-cornered conversations pending announcement of President’s 
program but it seems important to keep you fully advised of these 
conversations and of points which have arisen, many of which may 
find their own solution as soon as program is announced. 
Memorandum on chemical and bacteriological warfare follows: 

“The American, United Kingdom and French delegations record 
their agreement on the following points relating to chemical and 
bacteriological warfare: 

1. They approve the report of the Commission on Chemical and 
Bacteriological Warfare and agree to support its conclusions at the 
Conference. 

2. They recognize that it is necessary to render as effective as 
possible the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological warfare and
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that this must be particularly borne in mind when they examine part 
6 of the draft convention. 

8. They agree that it is necessary to consider especially the con- 
sequences which would result from a violation of the prohibition. 
They reserve for the moment the discussion of this question.” 

GIBSON 

(4) President Hoover’s Plan of Disarmament, June 22 

500.A15A4/10744 

President Hoover to the Secretary of State 

Wasuineton, May 24, 1932. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: Please find enclosed herewith copy of 
the memorandum I read at Cabinet this morning. I am putting this 
forward only for your consideration. 

Yours faithfully, HeErBerT Hoover 

[Enclosure] 

MrErmMoRANDUM 

May 24, 1932. 

In view of the continued economic degeneration of the world and 
of the ineffectiveness of accomplishment at the disarmament Con- 
ference, it may be desirable to consider a change in American policies 
in relation to this conference. It has been the well considered policy 
of the United States not to take the leadership of the conference 
because the problems are so essentially European, but to endeavor 
as a friend of all parties to secure that the governments primarily 
concerned should accept their real responsibilities and confine Ameri- 
can activities to encouragement. The divisions and dissentions 
amongst them, the inability to get together on any constructive pro- 
gram; the economic situation in the world has become so much more 

acute, the need of the American people and the world generally for 
some lift in spirit. If it could be properly formulated some bolder 
constructive suggestion might help pull the world from this morass. 

1. The world is spending $5,000,000,000 a year on armament, a 
large part of which is unnecessary for the maintenance of internal 

order. The balance is expended upon fears of invasion. I presume 
2/3 of this sum would be totally unnecessary if the military forces 
of the world could be reduced to the minimum necessary for police 
forces. If such a thing could be brought about the governmental 
debt of the world could be discharged in 20 years from these savings 
alone.
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9. Although we have made every human effort to curtail naval 
forces, we must recognize that the continuing naval strength of the 
leading powers is solely a relative matter and that it does bear some 
relation to the land armament (a solely European problem). 

3. We have already suggested that statistically and for visualiza- 
tion purposes the police component of armies should be separated 
from the defense components. Standards have been set up by the 
disarmament conference which enables these calculations to be made 
in respect to each country using the standard set for Germany in 
the Treaty of Versailles as a basis of the police component. We have 
denominated the “defense component” as a matter of relativity. If 
we assume that any progress has been made through the Kellogg 

Pact *® and the League we can assume that the need for the defense 
component has diminished relatively among the governments possess- 

ing such components. 
4. We have suggested that the world by agreement is now armed 

only for defense and as the dangers to the world are offensive action, 
therefore all major offensive weapons should be abolished which will 
render smaller defense components necessary and increase the 
potency of defense. It would also increase the importance of the 
Pact and the League processes of peace. 

5. The question of naval relations to this problem has been raised. 
Our American Navy is about $1,000,000,000 in capital expenditure 
below parity with necessary early replacements. If we could secure 
a reduction of naval arms we could save this entire expenditure and 
make large savings in operation of forces at present maintained. 
If we were willing to take this step it 1s possible the British would 
also be willing. With ourselves and the British willing it is possible 
the Japanese might also join. Any step of this sort would of course 
involve a requirement that France and Italy should take part and 
such steps might in turn relieve demands upon France for large land 
forces and in turn relieve Italy for her forces in defense against 
France, etc. 

6. As a result of these premises I am suggesting consideration of 
some proposal as follows: 

1. Reduce by one-third the battleship strength of the world as now 
settled in the Washington and London naval treaties.°° 

2. Abolish all aircraft carriers. 
3. Reduce cruiser strength provided for the three signatories of 

the London Treaty by one-third and require that France and Italy 
undertake no further construction of this category. 

* Treaty for the Renunciation of War, Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 153. 
For text of the Washington treaty, see ibid., 1922, vol. 1, p. 247; for text 

of the London treaty, see ibid., 1930, vol. 1, p. 107.
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4. Reduce destroyer strength provided for the three signatories 
of the London Treaty by one-third and require that France and Italy 
make no increase in tonnage above present construction. 

5. Abolish all submarines. 
6. Abolish all military aviation except for scouting purposes. 
7. Abolish all mobile land guns of more than 6-inch calibre. 
8. Abolish all tanks. 
9. Abolish poison gas. | 

10. Reduce defense component of all armies by one-third. 

| If such a program were announced with sincerity today it might 
give new hope and a new lift to the entire spirit of the world. For 

the Disarmament Conference to dissolve with a mere minor agree- 
ment will be a calamity. Civilization is seriously jeopardized by 
continuation of its present arms. 

I recognize that armament is both a cause and effect of political 
instability and that while there are many points of political friction 
that need cure, yet they cannot be cured by any political agreements 
that the world is prepared to accept. But one of the contributions 
to cure is the dissolution of fear which haunts the world as a result 
of its massed armaments. 

600.A15A4/10784 | 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[Wasuineron,] May 25, 1932. 

I find it difficult to write this memorandum because I have so 
much sympathy with the purpose of that of the President, but I feel 
so strongly that the method proposed by the President’s memorandum 
will defeat his own purpose that I feel it is necessary to enumerate 
my reasons for that feeling. 

1. The opening paragraph is, in part at least, based on the assump- 

tion that it is possible to so dramatize a proposal that we can stimulate 
into action the European nations chiefly now struggling with the 

problems at Geneva. I am obliged entirely to disagree with this 
assumption. First, in the present situation, both here and in Europe, 

I think it is impossible to dramatize the problems of the Conference 
: so as to project the compelling influence of a proposal across the 

frontiers of Kurope and produce action there. Even in this country 
the people are so much more interested in other troubles at present 
that I doubt very much whether this Conference could be dramatized 
so as to hold their interest. This was the very strong opinion of 
Arthur W. Page when I consulted him on my return from Europe. 
It was the key-point of his analysis of the situation.
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9. Apart from very few circles of organized pacifists, I do not 
believe that a reduction of our Navy will be popular per se. They 
naturally want to get a good navy as cheaply as possible, but they 
want a good navy. 

8. A. proposal to further sacrifice our Navy would not, even in- 
directly, affect the problems of Germany, France and Italy. It is 
true our Navy affects the British Navy and it is true that the British 

Navy affects France, but this proposal would not change the British 
Navy so as to relieve France. France’s tender spot is the ferriage 
from Africa to Marseille. This spot is now controlled by the British 
Navy and under any possible reduction will continue to be controlled 
by the British Navy. Britain still absolutely insists upon the two 
to one power ratio in respect to the Mediterranean. So long as she 
does that and retains Malta and Gilbraltar, the British Navy will 
control France’s tender spot and nothing that we can do will affect 
France. In no other point does our armament touch or affect that of _ 
Kurope at all and experience has unfortunately shown that the mere 
moral effect of a fine example by America will not lead European 
nations, immersed in their own political rivalries, to disarm. 

4. The President says “for the Disarmament Conference to dis- 
solve with a mere minor agreement will be a calamity.” If by this 
he means universal agreement of limitation, even those accompanied 
by only slight reductions, I do not agree. Experience has shown 
that by such partial steps only can nations progress towards dis- 
armament and the principal one of such partial steps is a complete 
restriction of competition in armament which would be accomplished 
by such a general agreement. Experience has also shown that each 

_ such step leads to another and that the removal of the suspicion and 
rivalry, which is attendant upon competition, is one of the most 
effective steps toward further progress. 

5. I believe the present Conference is now working towards such 
a general agreement of limitation and that it will eventually ac- 
complish it. My visit to Geneva convinced me that the best method 
of promoting that progress was by helpful private discussion and 
not by dramatization or publicity. The quiet pressure of poverty 
is producing a gradual movement in that direction and I think the 
thing to do is to quietly help and stimulate rather than to try to 
drive it. The report of Norman Davis of the conference with 
Herriot *! contained literally astonishing instances indicating hopeful 
possibilities. MacDonald is on better terms with Herriot than he 

was with Tardieu which will greatly help the process. 

‘| Memorandum by Mr. Norman H. Davis of a conversation with M. Edouard 
Herriot, May 22, p. 182.
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On the other hand, it would be comparatively easy by the other 
method to provoke violent reactions by the corrupt and controlled 

French press. This would tend to set the process backward. 
6. Of all the possible things that we could do, the one that I be- 

lieve would most effectually help the gradual process towards an 
agreement now going on, would be the announcement I have already 
suggested to the President in respect to the Kellogg Pact and our 

action in case of a struggle between a combined Europe and an 
aggressor nation. Such an announcement may not be a political pos- 
sibility but, after experience in two European disarmament confer- 
ences, I have no doubt or question as to the effect it would have. 
If nothing more, it would give certain proud, stubborn nations an 
opportunity to back down without losing their face. I append an 
itemized summary of comment as to the ten concrete proposals of 

the President. 
| H[enry] L. S[trmson | 

| [Annex ] 
May 25, 19382. 

Proposal One. It would not be accepted either by Great Britain 
or Japan. It would be regarded as a mere gesture. It would reduce 
our own Navy beyond Admiral Pratt’s minimum, which was twelve 
battleships. If we made it, it would return at awkward moments 
hereafter to plague us. 

Proposal Two. This aggravates the one distinct superiority which 
the technique of our Navy has obtained over all others and the one 
in which our Navy now places the most confidence. 

Proposal Three. I see some real possibilities in this proposal so 
far as our own Navy is concerned, but I fear it would not be accepted 
by any of the European Navies, from Great Britain down. 

Proposal Four. Action under this is directly dependent upon pro- 
posal five, which is quite impossible. 

Proposal Fwe. Japan and France have already absolutely vetoed 
this and in that action are supported by all poorer or smaller powers. 

Proposal Siw. This excludes observation of gunfire which is the art 
in which our own Navy is most proficient. 

Proposals Seven, Eight and Nine. These proposals have already 
been made by the American Delegation. 

Proposal Ten. We have put forward the President’s proposal as 
a formula telling the French and the other nations that it was done 
in a spirit of helpfulness to provide a method by which they could 
reduce to the extent which hereafter they may find themselves able 
to agree. By so doing, we avoided an appearance of dictation which 
had already shown its explosive possibilities. As a result of the way
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in which we put this forward, the French General Staff has examined 
it sympathetically and has notified us of their substantial approval. 
I fear that to even suggest an actual ratio of reduction will lose this 
benefit. They feel that the suggestion should come from them and 
I think we will more surely get it by giving them a chance to 
make it. 

H[=nry] L. S[truson ] 

500.A15A4/10754 

The Under Secretary of State (Castle) to the Secretary of State 

[ Wasuineton,| May 25, 1932. 

Mr. Secretary: You asked me to think over and tell you what 
I thought of the proposal you told me yesterday the President was 
anxious to make in regard to naval reduction. In the light of all 
that is going on in Geneva, I must say that I can see certain advan- 
tages in it. There must, of course, be no question of sacrifices on 
our part which are not equally shared by others. Any suggestion, 
therefore, of a 30% reduction in navies, proportional in the cruiser 

as well as the battleship class, would have to be contingent on drastic 
reductions in land armament on the part of the non-naval nations. 
You will have noted that the French and British did not support our 
delegation on the aircraft carrier resolution of Japan.5? They merely 
abstained from voting and negative action of this kind will not 
prevent the Conference from lopping off here and there arms which 
we consider necessary, leaving us at the end opposed to any treaty 
which may be drawn up. Furthermore, we have always professed 
our willingness further to reduce our navy provided that ratios 
throughout are maintained. If we oppose, as we must, piecemeal 
action of the kind now going on, since it weakens our relative position 
should we not, unless we have a positive proposal to make, stand in 
the light of being merely obstructionists ? 

It is quite true that such a proposal would stand little chance of 
getting anywhere, but would it not be better to leave the onus on 
Japan rather than on the United States? In the Washington Con- 
ference we made success inevitable by showing our own willingness 

*%On February 22, the Japanese delegation suggested the total abolition of 
aircraft carriers provided the fitting of aircraft landing platforms or decks on 
other naval vessels was also prohibited. In the meeting of the Naval Commis- 
Sion on April 27, Hirosi Saito of the Japanese delegation proposed the selection 
of these vessels as aggressive weapons. (League of Nations, Conference for the 
Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, Geneva, 1982, Conference Documents, 
vol. I, p. 143 (Official No: Conf. D. 94.) ; Records. . . . Series D, vol. m (Minutes 
of the Naval Commission), pp. 29 ff.)
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to make sacrifices, conditional always on proportional sacrifices from 
others. (I always felt that we took rather more than our share) 
and I think that it might well be better for us to take a similar 
attitude now, insisting however on equal cuts by the others in naval 
and/or land armament, than to be maneuvered into the position of 
refusing what the others may have agreed to. 

There may be nothing in Baldwin’s suggestion of doing away with 
battleships 5? as he may not have known of your talk with MacDonald. 

On the other hand, the abolition of the battleship, which would again 
make Great Britain mistress of the seas, would be a popular Tory 
policy. Furthermore, Baldwin, if he had learned from MacDonald 
that it was our navy which had protected Britain in the Far East, 
would hardly have suggested the sinking of our battle fleet unless 
he was willing to do his own protecting by sending British ships to 
the Far East. But again this would be a popular Tory policy. As 
long as MacDonald is at the helm we shall probably have no more 
of Baldwin’s ideas, but if anything happens to MacDonald we might 
have a counter plan in mind so that we shall not be alone with 

Japan in opposing reduction. 
Personally, of course, I should prefer to have naval discussions 

put off until 1935, when we may have a better bargaining point—if 

Congress does not lie down on us altogether. Of course, what the 
President wants also is something which will clearly show a real 
reduction in expenses here as well as elsewhere. Is not that some- 
thing which simply must be accomplished ? 

W. R. Castiz, JR. 

500.A15A4/1130 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 

WASHINGTON, June 18, 1932—11 p. m. 

136. I am sending you a rough draft of a public statement which 
the President is considering making in the immediate future. He 
desires to talk with you about it on the telephone tomorrow Sunday 
after you have received it, in order, if possible, not to embarrass the 
delegation in the conferences which are proceeding in Geneva. He 
thinks some strong leadership immediately necessary, principally to 

forestall the danger that participants in the Lausanne Conference *4 

See telegram No. 169, May 13, 4 p. m., from the Ambassador in Great 
Britain, p. 121. 

For correspondence relative to the Lausanne Conference, see pp. 636 ff.
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may put up to this country a demand for relief from debts which 
is not really defensible in the light of Europe’s armament expendi- 

ture. 

Please wire me immediately when this is received and hold your- 
self and Davis in readiness to discuss the matter with the President 
when called on the telephone. | 

The statement is as follows: 

“The time has come when we should cut through the brush and 
adopt some concrete method of reducing the overwhelming burden 
of armament which now lies upon the toilers of the world. Not only 
does economic recuperation depend upon meeting this problem posi- 
tively but the state of international fear and friction which con- 
tributes to the loss of confidence throughout the world must have 
remedy. I believe it practicable to cut the expenditure of the world 
for arms by at least ten billions of dollars during the next ten years. 

“T have therefore instructed the American delegation at the Geneva 
Conference on Disarmament to lay the followimg proposal before 
the Conference in the name of the United States. This program has 
been approved by the members of the American delegation to the 
conference. It has been approved by the Secretaries of State, War 
and the Navy, by the Chief of Staff of the Army and the Chief of 
Operations of the Navy. 

“Tf the Kellogg-Briand Pact means anything it means that nations 
have agreed that they will use their arms only for defensive purposes. 
The purpose of this proposal is therefore to reduce the armament of 
the world to a defensive basis. The armaments of the world are 
relative to each other and we propose to maintain that relativity. 

“Land Armament. The land armaments of the world have two 
purposes: One is the maintenance of internal order as a supplement 
to police forces. This portion may be called the police component. 
The other is the military strength necessary for defense against ex- 
ternal enemies which may be defined as the defense component. 

“Under the Treaty of Versailles the German army was reduced 
to an army denominated as the force required for the maintenance 
of internal order.®> Under its terms Germany was assigned 100,000 
troops for a population of approximately 65,000,000 people. I pro- 
pose therefore that we should accept a force of soldiers proportionate 
to that allowed Germany under the Treaty of Versailles as being 
sufficient for the police component of each nation, with such varia- 
tions as may be necessary for preservation of order in colonial pos- 
sessions, or to equalize the relative weight of different types of troops. — 
The excess number of troops now maintained by each nation in the 
world after deducting a police component thus calculated, will be the 
defense component of each. Having denominated these two com- 
ponents in this fashion I propose that there should be a reduction 
of 83 1/3 per cent in the strength of all land armies over and above 

* See art. 160 of the treaty, Treaties, Conventions, etc., Between the United 
States of America and Other Powers, 1910-1923 (Washington, Government 
Printing Office, 1923), vol. 111, pp. 3329, 3399.
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the police component. The numerical strength of the American 
army is already less than this police component. In order, however, 
to reduce the offensive character of all armies I propose that there 
should be adopted the proposals already made at the Geneva con- 
ference: that is to say, for the abolition of all tanks, all chemical 

_ warfare, and all mobile guns of over 6-in. calibre. This proposal 
would not limit the establishment of fixed fortifications of any char- 
acter on frontiers and seacoasts. It would give increased relative 
strength to such defenses. The American army will make these 
sacrifices along with the other nations of the world. 

“Aviation. All military aviation except observation planes at sea 
to be abolished. This will do away with bombing and other types of 
planes capable of offensive action and attacks upon civil populations. 
Such reduction in aerial arms can not be accomplished without re- 
duction of submarines to a defensive basis in respect to size and 
numbers. 

“Vaval Arms. The relative strength of naval arms in battleships 
and aircraft carriers, as between the five leading naval powers was 
fixed by the Treaty of Washington. The relative strength in 
cruisers, destroyers and submarines was fixed as between the United 
States, Great Britain and Japan by the Treaty of London. At the 
time of the Treaty of London a discussion was conducted as to the 
Italian and French Governments who found themselves unable to 
agree as to their relative strength in these arms. For present pur- 
poses, I suggest that the naval strength of France and Italy be 
calculated at the figures as proposed in London. 

I propose that battleships, aircraft carriers, etc. should be reduced 
by one third; that cruisers and destroyers be reduced by 20 per cent; 
that submarines shall be reduced proportionately in total tonnage 
and each submarine limited to 250 tons in size, thus rendering them a 
completely defensive weapon. 

“Tn the category of cruisers it is proposed that the different nations 
shall have the option to retain their 80 per cent tonnage strength 
in any subcategory which they may select. 

“The effect of this will be to save tremendous construction in re- 
placement expense upon all nations. It will greatly reduce offensive 
strength and relatively increase defensive strength of all nations. 

“General. These proposals are simple and direct. They call upon 
all nations to sacrifice something. The sacrifices will be relative. 
I know of nothing that would give more hope for humanity today 
than the adoption of such a program with such minor changes as 
might be necessary. It is folly for the world to go on breaking its 
back over military expenditure and the United States is willing to 
take its share of responsibility by making definite proposals that will 
relieve the world.” 

STIMSON
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500.A1544/11403 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State *® | 

Mr. Gibson was first on the telephone without Mr. Davis. He had 
received the proposed speech by cable and said that the entire dele- 
gation was delighted with the proposition. He said, however, that 
they had several suggestions to make as to the form of the speech 
which they would send in a cable. They are merely corrections or sug- 
gestions as to language. He then said that the delegation thought it 
was important to find a common method of approach to this prop- 
osition by consultation with the British and the French and recom- 
mended that they consult MacDonald personally. He felt that Mac- 
Donald would react favorably toit. Then he went on to say that the 
proposition would even get Herriot’s attention, particularly if it 

were made by a personal message from the President to Herriot; 
that the French were sensitive about being isolated because the 
Tardieu Government had been criticised for allowing itself to be 
isolated. Gibson went on to suggest that a public presentation in 
the United States might arouse antagonism in the conference and 
he suggested that, simultaneously with the President’s statement 

at Washington, the delegation should be authorized to present the 
proposition directly to the conference as a suggestion from the Presi- 
dent, which the President said he would take it into consideration. 

Mr. Davis having now come on to the telephone, the President 
brought up the relation of the Lausanne Conference to the Geneva 
Conference. He stated that it looked as if the Lausanne situation 
was likely to be left in a position where, after the adjournment at 
Lausanne, it would at once begin to arouse public pressure on the 
part of the cancellations here in America upon the American Gov- 
ernment as to an eventual cancellation of the debt. This would come 
from public pressure outside regardless of what the conference did. 
It would excite great resentment in the United States against such 
pressure, and he suggested that Davis warn MacDonald against this 

situation. The President then suggested that if the proposal which we 
cabled could be brought up before the Disarmament Conference and 
the Conference could take some action upon it, such as approval in 
principle, and then adjourn for the ostensible purpose of examina- 
tion or study, this would tend to prevent the resentment in this 
country which would otherwise be aroused. Furthermore, the two 
subjects could be kept parallel as was the President’s proposal. 

* Of a trans-Atlantic telephone conversation between Mr. Gibson and Mr. 
Davis in Geneva and President Hoover and Mr. Stimson in Washington, June 
19, 1932, 10: 20 a. m. 

6442124820
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Davis then said that he had just been talking with MacDonald 
who was very anxious that something big and definite should be done 
by the Geneva Conference and was very much impressed by the 
evident decline of its condition. Davis therefore thought that Mac- 
Donald might like the United States to propose this plan. Secretary 
Stimson then asked what hope Mr. Davis had of the French having 
any favorable reaction to this plan, particularly if it began with the 
proposal to cut land effectives thirty-three per cent. Mr. Davis said 
that the French were talking much more favorably about land forces 
now than they had been. The Secretary then said that he desired 
to emphasize the necessity of perfect frankness with MacDonald— 
that he had been building up relations with the British Government 
through MacDonald for three years, and he wanted to be sure that in 
view of his own conversations with them in Geneva and the con- 
versations of Davis and Gibson with Baldwin in London, there 
should be no danger of their thinking that we had sprung a surprise 

on them contrary to the spirit of the conference. 
The President confirmed this and said that a policy of cooperation 

with the British was the constant aim of his Government. The 
President said that he thought that adjournment for the preparation 
of further research might be an advantage to everybody and if it 
came from him, the President, it might help the other parties to 
accept it. Davis expressed his impression that that would be so. 
He said that twice—he did this quite strongly. 

The President then said that he had no fixed mind as to details. 
Gibson and Davis said they would send a cable as promptly as pos- 
sible as to the form of this document. The Secretary pointed out 
that we wanted to know frankly their criticism as to anything that 
the plan might contain because it might be possible to be adjusted 
so as to avoid that if they thought that anything would provoke 
unnecessary resentment or opposition. 

_ The President, however, pointed out that the British had gone 
ahead at Lausanne without waiting to get our consent, although they 
had notified us of their position. 

Davis then said that MacDonald told him that he was much 
embarrassed towards us by what had just happened at Lausanne 
and still wanted to work out a solution which would help the situa- 
tion. The President said that if the British were to associate them- 
selves with the French on Lausanne and nothing would be done in 
Geneva to help disarmament, Heaven help the British and the 
French when they come to America about their debts next December. 
Davis laughed and said he agreed. The President pointed out that 
the only way for them to prevent that was to treat this in a friendly 
manner.
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After some conversation as to the whereabouts of the various 
parties, it was agreed that Gibson and Davis would see MacDonald 
tonight and let us know, probably tonight, the result. Herriot is 
coming back from Paris to Lausanne tomorrow morning, and after 
discussion we agreed that it was best for Gibson and Davis to go 
over to Lausanne, even at the risk of creating comment, than to lose 
that day and to see Herriot over there. The Secretary cautioned 
them in regard to the difference between those two nations as to 
their reliability against leaks, saying that he had had many con- 
ferences with MacDonald and there was no leak, whereas that had 
not been true with regard to the French, and the Secretary told 
them that in this plan which began with the land effectives the 

danger of a leak was very great. He therefore cautioned Gibson and 
Davis as to approaching MacDonald and Herriot with a different 
degree of fullness in discussions. They said they fully appreciated 
that. The President emphasized the importance of time but said 
that there was no fixed time limit. He said he wanted to get the 
thing done as quickly as possible on account of danger of leaks but 
that they might have one, two or three days, if necessary. 

500.A15A4/1134 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 

WASHINGTON, June 19, 1932—noon. 

188. Referring to my 136, June 18, 11 p.m. paragraph headed 
Aviation, first sentence which now reads “All military aviation ex- 
cept observation planes at sea to be abolished” should be changed 
to read “All military aviation except for intelligence and scouting 
purposes to be abolished”. This is a variation from instructions 
previously sent you but is made because the President feels that 
sentiment of the country demands the retention of military aviation 
for these purposes even on land. Please note correction. 

: STIMSON 

500.A15A4/1135 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Secretary of State 

GrneEva, June 19, 19382—9 p.m. 
[Received June 19—8: 18 p.m. | 

257. Your 136, June 18, 11 pm. The delegation is delighted 
with the broad program which you have suggested and feels confident
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that its presentation at this time will revivify the Conference, and 
that after the first difficulties due to its radical nature a large portion 
of it may possibly be achieved. The suggestions which we are making 
below are intended to make it more acceptable here. 

1. The President’s plan envisages taking Treaty of Versailles 
alone as the basis for computation of police forces. Our present 
figures had been prepared and the ‘plan explained on a combination 
of coefficients of Germany, Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria. We 
could of course take the coefficient of Germany alone if the President 
considers this desirable as we already have studies worked out on 
this basis. For strategic reasons, as it produces a result more likely 
to be accepted by most Continental Powers, we had considered the 
other basis preferable. We suggest the following phraseology: 

“Under Treaty of Versailles and other treaties, concluded shortly 
thereafter, the armies of Germany, Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria 
were reduced to armies denominated as forces required for the main- 
tenance of internal order, Germany being assigned 100,000 troops 
for a population of approximately 65,000,000 people. I propose 
therefore, that we should accept a basic police component of soldiers 
proportionate to that allowed Germany and these other states as 
being sufficient for the maintenance of order in the home territory 
with such additions as may be necessary for the preservation of 
order in colonial possessions or to equalize the relative weight of 
different types of troops.” Continue as in your cable June 18, 11 p.m. 

2. Aviation. Your 138, June 19, noon, just received and alteration 
noted. We suggest after word “population” in second sentence to 
add “and this should be coupled with the total abolition of all bom- 
bardment from the air”. 

8. French-Italian naval agreement. Your statement under navies 
regarding possible basis for French-Italian naval problem is not 
clear. Would you envisage urging them to enter the framework of 
the London Treaty on “basis of accord” of March 1, 1931 257 

4, Cruisers. Referring your suggested 20 percent cut in cruiser 

category, we invite attention to the facts that in your suggested 
form this will be highly unpalatable to the British. What it amounts 
to is reserving for ourselves the right to build our full complement 

of 8-inch gun cruisers while we ask them to reduce the numbers of 
their cruisers when they already feel strongly that their numbers 

of existing cruisers are below their requirements. With the assump- 
tion that we could gain acceptance of French and Italians would 

you be willing to contemplate a 33 1/3 percent cut in cruiser tonnage 

which would save us all further building but would mean relinquish- 

* Foreign Relations, 1981, vol. 1, p. 380.
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ing construction of last three 8-inch cruisers. While this would 
require a still further reduction of British numbers, I believe it would 

be more palatable to make a greater proportionate reduction if the 
question of the three additional 8-inch cruisers is eliminated. If 

you envisage a 331/38 percent cut in capital ships and cruisers we 

suggest the same for destroyers. 

5. Regarding submarines your phrase “shall be reduced propor- 
tionately” is not entirely clear, would you envisage the following 

possibility: a cut of 3831/3 percent on submarine tonnages, with 

agreement that any further construction for replacement on the re- 

maining 66 percent should be in a limited number and of a unit 
size not exceeding 250 tons. The simplicity-of a straight one-third 

cut in all naval categories should tremendously help in getting the 

popular support to put over this idea. 

6. In your paragraph regarding naval reductions, believe refer- 

ence should be to reduction of “tonnage fixed for the above men- 

tioned treaty powers” to obviate any misapprehension that reduction 

is on the basis of existing tonnage. 
7. We suggest deletion of paragraph regarding retention of re- 

maining cruiser tonnage in any sub-category. We see nothing in 

proposal to negative this idea and we will have full opportunity 

at a later date to make our position clear on this point. Retention 
of paragraph would only increase British difficulties in going along 
with us. 

8. Limitation of expenditure. Your proposal does not mention 
limitation of expenditure. Under present financial conditions limi- — 
tation of expenditures is the one thought regarding disarmament 
which is universally popular on the Continent. Could you not couple 
to your proposal an offer that the savings thereby effected “should 
be reflected in a limitation of expenditure for the future?” 

9. In case you should approve of the suggestions in this cable 
we would propose the addition of the following sentence before your 

paragraph marked “general”: “to summarize I propose the total 
abolition of many of the most aggressive and costly weapons of war, 

a one-third cut in all naval arms and in the defense contingent of 
armies; together with a limitation of expenditure to insure the 

effectiveness of these measures”, 

10. Reference your concluding general paragraph, in order to pre- 

vent any attempt at piecemeal acceptance suggest insertion “as a 
whole” after “program”. 

— GIBSON
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§00.A15A4/1136 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, June 20, 1982—10 a. m. 
[Received June 20—6: 30 a. m.] 

258. Department 186, June 18,11 p.m. Davis and I talked with 

MacDonald at my home until midnight last night. We outlined in 
strict confidence and for his personal information the President’s 
conception of how the present situation should be treated and read 
him the substance of the draft statement. He said that it was an 
admirable conception. 

As regards land and air armaments, British delegation in full 
accord. When he came to naval armaments class he expressed con- 
cern about trying to modify the London agreements which he said 
were such a delicate adjustment and had been arrived at with so 

much difficulty that any change might have far-reaching conse- 
quences; and that furthermore, with the situation as it is in the Far 

East, he questioned the wisdom of further reductions in the cruiser 
category. He did not exclude the possibility of dealing with cruisers 
but felt that this offered very serious difficulties for them to which 
he would have to give further consideration. 

We feel that he grasped the significance of such a project to be 
advanced by the President and supported by the British and recog- 
nized that the time element is vital. 

GIBSON 

| 500.A15A4 Naval Armaments/102 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GeENEvA, June 20, 1932—9 p. m. 
[Received June 20—5: 53 p. m.] 

262. In accordance with the question which you raised over the 
telephone of what the British might be able to accept in the cruiser 
category and the various observations between us in accordance with 
your talk, I submit for your consideration a phraseology: 

“The limitation placed by the London Naval [Treaty?] upon the 
cruiser class represented a drastic reduction in actual tonnage or in 
the projected programs of the signatory powers. However, if cor- 
responding reductions are accepted by other naval powers and the 
program here proposed is carried into effect, the United States is 
prepared to accept a further blank per cent cut in its treaty cruiser 
tonnage as soon as the adjustments can be made which will permit
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the other treaty powers to make corresponding reductions. Hence, 
I propose that we proceed to further reductions in the cruiser class 
to bring it into harmony with the reductions here proposed for other 
naval categories at the time of the revision of the London Treaty in 
1935 or earlier if possible”. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1141 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 

[Extract] 

WASHINGTON, June 20, 1932—11 p. m. 

141. Following my telephone conversation with you this evening °° 
I am sending you herewith the text of the latest revision of the 
President’s proposed statement to be made here. 

It contemplates that when you present to the Conference the pro- 
posal contained in this statement you should make at least the follow- 
ing explanation in detail. 

As to cruiser strength—the 25 per cent reduction of the total ton- 
nage of the United States and Great Britain shall be based upon the 
present total London treaty tonnage of Great Britain, namely, 339,000 
tons. The total tonnage of 8-inch cruisers shall be limited to 150,000 
tons each for the United States and Great Britain and 90,000 tons for 

Japan. For your information this cruiser proposal restores absolute 
parity between Great Britain and the United States while it pre- 
serves strictly the ratio between those powers and Japan. 

In case this foregoing requirement which is approved by the Chief 
of Naval Operations should be facilitated in case of British objection 
by the use of the suggestions in your 262, June 20, 9 P. M., I see no 
objection at present to using your suggestion in connection therewith. 

In addition to this change from the draft heretofore sent you as 
to cruisers you will note there is also a change in the limitation in 
the size of individual submarines from 250 to 1200 tons; also that 
France and Italy like the three London Treaty Powers are limited 
to an eventual submarine tonnage of 35,000 tons. 

I have conveyed to the President your strong recommendations for 
further time. He points out that your interview with Herriot * and 
the likelihood of French attempts to backfire his proposal virtually 
makes any substantial delay impossible if the proposal is to be made 

° Memorandum of conversation not printed. 

*® See telegrams Nos. 248 and 249, June 15, from the Acting Chairman of the 
american delegation, pp. 171 and 172.
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at all. He is still inclined to proceed tomorrow, Tuesday evening. If 
you consider the situation to be so changed since your talk with the 
President as to make any proposal whatever inadvisable, you should 
inform me with the utmost promptness. You will be informed of 
the President’s final decision as early as possible. You should in 
any event lose no time in acquainting MacDonald of anything you 
deem necessary in the interest of fairness to him. This proposal was 
drawn upon the assumption that the method which you suggested 

yesterday of having it presented formally to the Conference by the 
American Delegation almost simultaneously with its publication here 
would be followed. I was unable to understand from our telephone 
conversation the nature of the new considerations which cause you 
now to feel that this presentation should not be made by you. I still 
feel that if the proposal is to be made at all official propriety requires 
that it be conveyed to the Conference by you and I fail to see how 
it could properly be made over your head from Washington. I will 
of course consider carefully any recommendation you may make as 

to the form, method, and time in which you will propose it to the 

Conference. 
If you use the President’s statement in making your proposal to 

the Conference you should of course omit the last nine sentences 
beginning “for the information of our own countrymen.”®° 

STIMSON 

" 500.A15A4/1143 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 21, 19382—1 p. m. 
[Received June 21—8: 45 a. m.] 

265. Your 141, June 20, 11 p. m. just deciphered at 12: 30. 

Davis and I are seeing MacDonald at 3 in Lausanne and will call 
you by telephone immediately on our return. Simon, who is most 
anxious to have MacDonald come here to give unqualified support 
to presentation of plan, asks most urgently for 24 hours to prepare 
that support. It will be impossible to arrange for a General Com- 
mission meeting before tomorrow, Wednesday afternoon, at 4:30 

Geneva time which would accord with Simon’s request for time. We 
feel that advantage will accrue from this brief delay and strongly 
urge that action be withheld in order to give more time to prepare 

© For the final text of this section, see footnote 82, p. 215.
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ground here. We are all enthusiastic about the statement in its 
present form and heartily in accord with the idea of presenting it to 
the Conference at a General Commission meeting. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1144 : Telegram . 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 

American Delegation ( Gibson ) : 

WasHINGTON, June 21, 1982—11 a. m. 

142. Your 265, June 21,1 p.m. The President and I are greatly 
relieved. We approve your suggestion to postpone presentation until 

Wednesday afternoon and shall arrange for simultaneous publication 
of statement here in Washington. Further details as to arrangements 
will be cabled to you. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4/1145} 

Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation * 

Mr. Gisson: Hello, Mr. Secretary. 

NECRETARY: Hello, Hugh. 
Mr. Gizson: We have just come back from Lausanne where we had 

a talk with MacDonald and Simon. MacDonald is very much con- 
cerned about the situation, because his heart is entirely in our plan 
and he would like to go along whole-heartedly in support of it, but 
in view of the far reaching implications of the naval part he feels that 
he can not come out on his own responsibility without consulting the 
Cabinet and the Admiralty. He was very insistent that they be given 
enough time to send Simon to London by airplane to consult the 
Cabinet and secure their assent. That is the message that we have 
brought back. We couldn’t get their whole-hearted support. Mac- 
Donald does not feel that he can do it all on his own responsibility, 
and he wanted you to take that into account in connection with his 
plea for more time. 

PRESIDENT: Well now, the President speaking, we are under a 
difficulty here as usual in a backfire of despatches from Lausanne. A 

purported indirect discussion with Herriot said that we have offered 
in effect to trade reparations against disarmament. 

“ Between Mr. Gibson and Mr. Davis in Geneva and President Hoover and 
Mr. Stimson in Washington, June 21, 1932, 12 noon.
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Mr. Gisson: That story started from the press here. They have 
even passed around purported notices from this delegation to say 
the same thing. 
Present: That puts us under a great deal of pressure to make 

that statement at once. I am wondering what harm it would do to 
make the statement here and to leave it to you to present it a little 

later in the conference. 
Mr. Gipson: I think if we present it at all we should do it simul- 

_ taneously because there would be no point in presenting it later. 
Everybody will know it. 
Present: In the meantime the entire plan will have leaked out 

through antagonistic publicity and its value will have been destroyed 
in this country. 

Mr. Grsson: What we might do is to make the statement and ar- 
range with the president of the conference to stop publicity and say 
that the President is very much in favor of presenting it later. 

SECRETARY: That is, to make the statement tomorrow as you pro- 
posed ? 

Mr. Gipson: Yes. What time was the President planning to 
make it? 

SECRETARY: We got your telegram saying that you could make it 
at the first moment in the conference at 4:30 tomorrow, which was 

10: 80 time here, and we were assuming that you would doso. Maybe 
we can do it before but we hadn’t made definite arrangements until 
we had the President’s desires. We were assuming that you could 
do it and the last time the President and I talked he thought it was 
very important for him to make his statement as soon as possible— 
either tonight or the first thing tomorrow morning. 

Gisson: I hope it won’t be until tomorrow morning because we 
will lose out on that end of it. | 

Presipent: We can probably hold it over until tomorrow morning 
but there is one thing I would like to know at once. These despatches 
from Lausanne purport to the effect that we would not cancel the 
debt unless 1t was traded for disarmament. 

Mr. Gipson: It is a pure fabrication. 
PreswENT: Did you have any discussion at all that might give 

ground for it? 

Mr. Gipson: The provisional effects of that on all countries, but 
nothing that would give any possible inference that there was an 
ultimatum on one side or promise on the other. 

Secretary: How much of the President’s plan did you give to 
Herriot? 

Mr. Ginson: We gave him no details. .
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SECRETARY: You mean you didn’t give him the fractions at all? 

Mr. Gisson: We talked to him about all the categories of arma- 
ments without giving specific figures. 

SECRETARY: Did you say anything about the percentage of re- 
duction ? 

Mr. Gisson: We told him there would be no drastic reduction, but 
in view of the presence of newspaper men there we did not feel that 

we could in safety give anything specific to him. 

SEcRETARY: So they have no details of your plan at all and you 
have no reason to suppose that they may be informed of it in some 

other way. Who have you told, nobody but MacDonald and Simon? 

Mr. Gisson: It was only today when we discussed it with Simon 
that the conference was in on it here. He said he was in favor with 
the general conception and wanted to fit in with it. 

Presipent: If he goes to London they will undoubtedly want to 
make changes in it, and that would embarrass us a great deal because 
it would destroy the general conception of the plan and the details 
would come out in discussion. We would rather do that after we 
have put out the plan. 

SECRETARY: Well now, Gibson, I understood you to say that you 
might arrange to have the plan presented by you tomorrow and then 
shut off discussions while it is being considered for a while or while 
the President is making up his mind. I think that would be prefer- 
able. Don’t you think so Mr. President ? 

PrResweNnT: Yes, by all means. I think that would be the only way 
we could do it under the circumstances. 

Mr. Gisson: We might get them to accord to the general idea. It 
would lessen their lagging behind but without committing them on 
the whole in supporting the general idea. 

Presient: I think that is the solution—that if they would say 
that they were in favor of taking a large and strong action. 

Mr. Gizson: I think that we can do that. Of course they couldn’t 
commit themselves on details but they could approve the general 

idea. 

Present: Yes, if they do that, that is enough. I think that 
is the best way to handle it because the French with their indirect 
publicity are going to destroy the whole thing, in American minds. 

Mr. Davis: Now, there is one thing I can see in not waiting. 
On the other hand, I just wanted to point out that MacDonald 
because of the other members (there are three parties in this Cabinet) 
feels that he has got to consult them, but we expect no opposition 

from them.
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Secretary: I think it is quite clear the President has got to go 
ahead now. The only way is to hold off and let Gibson make the 

| proposal tomorrow and let him make it to MacDonald if he will. 
Mr. Davis: He is taking this as the means of working out the 

adjournment, perhaps even going so far as to get a resolution from 
che conference to appoint a committee to draft a treaty embodying 

- these various proposals and meeting back here in six months to con- 
sider the treaty. It would mean you would have to wait several 
days because it would take them all this week because Simon would 
crive in London tomorrow and he wouldn’t get back here until 

Saturday. 
Present: Well, in the meantime it would leak out from London. 
Mr. Davis: Now of course they would like very much to go along 

with us. In the meantime of course if Lausanne reaches an agree- 
ment you might feel that you ought to have gone ahead and I really 
do believe that this question of a united front is getting very much 
away from us because I don’t believe they are as anxious to do that 
as they were. I just wanted to put that up to you. 

PRESIDENT: Now it does seem to me that we ought to go ahedd 

‘© protect ourselves, and they could say that they look favorably on 
yur proposal and were prepared to favor it sympathetically. 

Mr. Davis: Simon is coming over to see Hugh and me in a few 
minutes to see whether to go to London or not, and I think we can 
get him to do that. The point he made was that while we are sticking 
together on so many things, the Far East and everything else, he 
feels it is very important for us to show that we are sticking together 
now. 

SECRETARY: Well now Davis, that can be easily arranged. That 
is just a matter of a little tact. Just listen a minute. We have 
absolutely got to do it tomorrow now, having it presented tomorrow 
and then having merely a general expression of approval made and 
having them have a short adjournment to express it later. I should 
think that could be arranged, and that would be the only way it 
could be done. 

Present: All that the British need to do is to say that they 
look on any large action with sympathy and that they are glad to 
have such a proposal made and give it their honest and favorable 
consideration. They don’t have to commit themselves to anything 
in detail. 

Mr. Davis: Yes, I think they will do that. We will put it right 
up to Simon, and unless he raises some very great opposition which 
we think is important to communicate to you, we better just go ahead. 

Preswwrent: I think so.
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Mr. Davis: Just a minute, Hugh Gibson wants to speak to you 
before you get off. 

Mr. Gipson: Mr. Secretary, there is one thing which was brought 
forward by our naval people as an insert in the naval section of the 
statement which they think will tend to bring into account other 
naval powers. 

Secretary: Of their proposal? Well you better be careful how 
you read it on the telephone. Why can’t you telegraph me? 

Mr. Gisson: It is only four lines long. It is just an idea. “In 
view of the sacrifices here proposed it seems evident that the naval 
powers not already bound by treaty should make corresponding 
reductions on at least the cruiser class of naval armaments, of a 
percentage to be determined.” ‘That is so that they can’t raise the 
difficulties if they go down to these low levels proposed. 

SECRETARY: You mean other than the five powers. 

Mr. Gipson: Yes. 
SECRETARY: I see no objection to your making that as a part of 

your proposition. That is a wholly different thing from what the 
President says, but I don’t want him to destroy the single and direct 
force of what he says. 

Mr. Gisson: We will put it on the wire to you. 
SECRETARY: Yes. 
Mr. Gipson: We feel that our suggestion about cruisers should 

be inserted if you approve. 

Secretary: You think you will put it that way rather than the 
other way? Remember that the other way is the way that is approved 
here. 

Mr. Gisson: Have you received our telegram No. 26626 

SEcRETARY: Yes, I just got it this moment. The President has 
not yet seen it. 

Mr. Gisson: Should we make arrangements to have a meeting | 
at 4:30 tomorrow? 

SECRETARY: Yes, you see, your statement can be a little more full 
in the matter of these details than would be proper in the case of the 
President’s statement, and I will try to get you decisions on all of 
these matters that you brought up. 

Mr. Gisson: I will put these on the wire at once to you so that 
you can see the text of what we have here, and if you don’t approve, 
the best thing to do is to call on the telephone so that we can get it 
in shape. 

8 Infra. | | |



202 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1982, VOLUME I 

500.A15A4/1145 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Secretary of State 

| GENEVA, June 21, 1932—2 p. m. 
[Received June 21—11 a. m.] 

266. We feel that the addition of a paragraph setting forth the 
American policy as it has been developed in the Far Eastern crisis 
and set forth in other ways with respect to our willingness to consult 
in case of threat of violation of the Kellogg Pact or to prevent the 
recognition of rights acquired through the violation of treaties would 
immensely aid in the reception of your statement here and therefore 
we are suggesting the following paragraph with our urgent recom- 
mendation that something along these lines be incorporated therein. 

“The character of our participation in this Conference is evidence 
of our willingness to collaborate with other states in the great task 
of organizing peace. We welcome the idea of a permanent disarma- 
ment commission whose task would be to follow the fulfillment of a 

: disarmament treaty. The Government of the United States has only 
recently given evidence of its attitude that the violation of treaties 
should not permit the acquisition of new rights by the violation. 
This Government has also shown its willingness to confer in the case 
of any threat of disregard of the obligations especially the Kellogg 
Pact which we have assumed in concert with most of the other nations 
of the world to have recourse only to pacific means of settlement of 
all international disputes. This is the policy of the Government of 
the United States as it is upon the faithful observance of such obli- 
gations that the hope of peace must rest.” 

We venture to invite again your attention to paragraph No. 8 
relating to expenditure in our 257, June 19,9 p.m. We consider that 
some such reference will make proposal much more palatable here. 

GIBson 

500.A15A4/11463 

Memorandum of Trans-Atlantie Telephone Conversation *4 

Davis: Hello, Mr. Stimson. 

SEcRETARY: Hello, Davis, the President is on the wire now. 
Davis: All right. Gibson wanted me to call you up. He is just 

about all exhausted but he wanted me to tell you about our talk with 
Sir John. 

SecreTARY: Well, do it quickly because the connection is not very 
clear. 

“Between Mr. Davis in Geneva and President Hoover and Mr. Stimson in 
Washington, June 21, 1932, 2:10 p. m.
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Davis: Well, Simon is extremely upset. He says that he is satis- 
fied but this will very greatly embarrass the Prime Minister officially, 
particularly as he is away from the seat of Government, attending 
two very difficult conferences,® and is unable to consult his Cabinet 
because of the shortness of time. We said we hoped they could get 
up and make a statement later endorsing in general the dealing with 
the problem in this way, and saying they would give it further con- 
sideration. Sir John said they would try to do the best they could 
but they felt that this upsets the whole spirit of their work here. He 
said we have been holding private conversations and making tremend- 
ous headway—more than ever before—and particularly yesterday we 
got quite far on the question of Air, and he said now we would have 
to stop the conversations, and if the conversations stop that breaks 
up the whole thing. We did all we could to explain to him and he 
said, “Well, it seems to me that for any disadvantage that might 
result from any break from France—after all they have not got 
much out of it—we would be wholly compensated by efforts here on a 
real comprehensive program.” He feels confident that they could 
come along on this whole thing and, if not, make some suggestions 
that would help rather than let down. I told him that, of course, 
the last thing in the world the President would want to do would be 
to embarrass MacDonald and that he had not looked at it from that 
standpoint at all; that he felt that it might help our work to give 
in to the conversations. Simon said he couldn’t see it that way be- 
cause it would be worked on with the other countries and he said 
he supposed a lot of talk has been going on of these conversations and | 
it would embarrass him with the Italians, and with the Germans 
whom they have been holding off, and for MacDonald who is not well 
at all to come over here to accept and pass upon such a far-reaching 
question as that, without being able to consult his Cabinet, would be 
terribly embarrassing, particularly, as MacDonald has been making 
such a point and every effort to cooperate with us. Well, I felt, and 
we all felt that we should call you up and I asked Simon if it would 
be of any help to hold it off for twenty-four hours or forty-eight 
hours and he said he did not know himself—he was so upset he did 
not know what to say. Hugh Gibson went to see Henderson to ask 
for permission for a general session and Henderson refused to do it 
unless England and France would say that it was all right with them, 
but Sir John says that he can’t assume any responsibility in that; 
that it might be of some help but he couldn’t assume responsibility. 
Then we asked him if it would be less embarrassing to them if the 
President should give that statement out as his own in Washington 

©The Disarmament and the Lausanne Conferences.
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and not have us give it out here. Simon said it seemed to him that 
this would be less objectionable but it would still be embarrassing to 
the Prime Minister as there has been so much talk about our working 
out something together and we were making headway. If we had 
completely fallen down it would be different. I never saw anyone 
more upset over it than Simon was. He was terribly upset and almost 
takes it as an insult. 

Present: Well now, Davis, don’t you think some of this attitude 
is connected with what is going on at the other conference ?® 

Davis: That is what I am trying to see. There might be a little 
something in that. Sir John is not working there but the point was, 
of course, that MacDonald was quite upset about that because he is 
not very well and I think and I really feel now that, in view of the 
incident he is making of it and also the fact that we might not get 
hearty support if it were presented here, if we put it off on the 

ground—I mean if we told the President that it was embarrassing 
to the Prime Minister it would make it a little more convenient to 
play with them, than to try to do it quickly. 

PRESIDENT: Don’t you think they are bound to come back with 
very serious alterations to this program? 

Davis: I told him if they came back with changes to whittle 
this thing down, then it would be a flat tire. He said, “I assure you 
that it is my desire to increase it, if possible.” Simon said Mac- 
Donald asked him if he would please ask the President if he remem- 
bers their talk about the question of how many cruisers the United 
States has got and how many they have got for all of their territories 
to do the work.®" He said that was why he was afraid of trouble— 
not because of what we have got. 

Presipent: Well, you see if they came back with a proposal to 
decrease the cruiser cut and to increase the battleship cut, if they 
came back with plans like this, we would be ruined before the Ameri- 
can people unless we previously got out our plan. 

Davis: Yes, I see that. 
Present: If we hold this back until they have had a chance to 

take a crack at it, we are never going to get it out. The question 
is whether it would be of international interest to hold it up and 
if we hold it up for days, it has gone by the board as far as we are 
concerned over here. They want to hold it up not because they don’t 
believe in it but because they want to change it. 

*i. e, the Lausanne Conference, June 16-July 9. 
“This took place upon the occasion of the Prime Minister’s visit to the 

onsen States, October 4-10, 1929; see Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. Ill, pp.



NEGOTIATIONS FOR DISARMAMENT 209 

Davis: I don’t believe they do want to change it. They seem 

quite satisfied with that motion and clause about cruisers and Mac- 

Donald said it was all right for him but the only thing that they 

might want to do is to go further on submarines, that is, to propose 

their total abolition and they don’t understand why you put their 

tonnage in the 1200 pound. Is that correct! 

SecreTary: Yes, that is right. 
Present: Well, I don’t think that is so important. They have 

no hesitation on that side of putting out from their various govern- 

ments various plans. The French put out a plan for international 

police and other plans have been put out by their governments with- 

out respect to the conference at all, so I can’t for the life of me see 
why our government is not free to put out a suggestion free from 

criticism on their side. 
Davis: It would be all right at any other time, except right now 

in the middle of serious conversations which have been going on for 

three days. 
Presiwent: In other words, they want to delay it on account of 

this other conference. | : 
Davis: The discussions are continuing here on disarmament and 

are supposed to be ironed out at least by tomorrow and we really 

are making some headway, whether we are getting anywhere, I don’t 

know, only any other time, even last week, would have been all right 

to do this but to do it right now is the thing that Simon brought up 
and, frankly, I couldn’t find an answer to it because, as he said, when 

we have a meeting in the morning at ten-thirty or eleven, what are 
you going to say there? He said it would be very embarrassing to 
us and it meant that it would break up these conversations. Unques- 
tionably you have a right to do it at any time, but it just happens . 

at this peculiar time. 

Preswwent: If I delay it for forty-eight hours, I have got to delay 
it for at least a month. It is not fair to the Democrats to put this 
out during their convention.®* It is entirely non-partisan. 

Davis: Yes, you have got to wait. Well, you could do it next 

Monday,” couldn’t you? 

Present: No, I can’t, because the Democrats are holding their 

convention then. I have got to put it out when the atmosphere is 
clear. I could not take it up while the Republican Convention’ was 

in session—I did not want any political medicine made of it. 

Davis: If we can say to him that we have put it off because we 

8 Held at Chicago, June 27—July 2. 
# June 27. 
*” Held at Chicago, June 14-16. 

644212—48—21
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thought we would embarrass him, I think that would put us in a 
good position now. 
Preswent: Well, I am not prepared to agree with you at the 

moment. I can shove it into the air from here and say I have asked 
you to discuss it with the other governments. 

Davis: That is the only way to do it now. It wouldn’t do, under 
the circumstances, for us to come out with it now but we might later 
deal with it here as a message from the President to the conference 
and this would let the conversations continue and, if we call a meeting 
of the general commission tomorrow, that means we will have to 
call off these conversations and that would be embarrassing. 

PRESIDENT: Suppose we put it out to you as a direction in the 
conversations you are now carrying on. | 

Davis: That is the way I put it to him. He said that would be 
better but it 1s going to be quite embarrassing to the Prime Minister. 
Simon came back here with us and now is on his way to Lausanne 
to report to the Prime Minister and will call me later tonight at nine- 
thirty here. 

Preswent: What time is it there now? 
Davis: Ejight-thirty. I expect to hear from him in an hour and 

a half. 
PresipentT: You might call us up. 

Davis: If you can wait a little while until I get the reaction of the 
Prime Minister I will call you up. I think it ought to be judged 
by that. He might say it might be all right as he will have enough 
to worry him without this. Simon said that the Prime Minister had 
the impression that Gibson and I had told him specifically that he 
would have a chance to answer and to comment before anything went 
out. I told him that I was very sorry if the Prime Minister did 
have that impression because we did not say anything of the kind. 

We distinctly told him that this was something you were thinking 
of doing, with the idea of drawing up something concrete for this 
conference to work on. | 
Present: Well, now, you are engaged in a series of consulta- 

tions preliminary to the formation of a strong program. That is 
the object of the present consultations. Supposing I give you in- 
structions as to matters which you are to raise in those preliminary 
conversations, isn’t that in perfect accord with what is going on? 

Davis: I tried my best to explain it that way to him but he seemed 
: so upset that we were afraid he did not get it. 

Present: You had better explain it to him again and you can 
take it that this has gone before the board unless we do it within 
the next twenty-four hours.
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Davis: If you do it, you can wait an hour and a half, can’t you? 
PRESIDENT: Yes. 
Davis: All right, I will call you back. 

500.A15A4/11494 | 

Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation @ 

Mr. Gisson: Hello, Mr. Secretary, since talking to you last Nor- 
man Davis has had a talk with the Prime Minister, and in order that 
you can get it first hand I think he had better tell you exactly what 
the Prime Minister said. 

SecreTarY: All right. 
Mr. Davis: Hello, Mr. Secretary. Sir John had told me he was 

leaving here at 8:30 and would get to Lausanne at 9:30 and would 
call me just as soon as he saw the Prime Minister, so we waited until 

_ quarter to ten and then called the Prime Minister. He did not want 
to give a categoric answer, but he didn’t seem quite so upset as Sir 

John had been. In fact, he did say, “Of course, this will be awkward 
to me because the papers will land me right off to know what we think 
of it. The right wing in England will jump on us for not saying at 
once that we didn’t. consider modifying the London Treaty; on the 

other hand the other wing will feel that we ought to do this ourselves 
and that we should have supported it immediately and not being 
there to consult with the Cabinet it does make it awkward. On the 

other hand I don’t want to interfere with you. Tell the President 
that I don’t want to be unreasonable in any way. I don’t know just 
what his problem is and I will do my best to support him as soon as 
I can, but of course it is very difficult for me to give a definite answer 
until I talk to Simon. He will be here at 10:30 and I will just have 
to stay up now under the circumstances.” I told MacDonald that we 
had felt that if this were turned around and given out as the state- 
ment of our position; that if he was not called upon now that it ought 
not to embarrass him and. we hoped very much that it wouldn’t, and 
that is the way I left it. He said that as soon as he talked to Simon 

he and Simon would call me later tonight, but I felt that we shouldn’t 
hold off any longer. I think by handling it this way it makes it much 

_ less objectionable and if it is done with a little change it ought to 
enable us to continue with these conversations. We therefore had 
written out something to suggest that the President might put in as 
the preamble to his statement, and [ will read it to you. 

“ Between Mr. Gibson and Mr. Davis in Geneva and President Hoover and 
Mr. Stimson in Washington, June 21, 1932, 5 p. m.
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“I propose to do something unusual. I propose to reveal the 
communication embodying the instructions which I have given the 
American Delegation to the World Disarmament Conference. The » 
substance of these instructions was designed to guide the delegation in 
the intimate conversations on which they were about to embark 
and which are now occupying them. Such conversations will un- 
doubtedly continue between the American and other delegations at 
the conference in an ever increasing growth of power. I am 
heartened by the progress already made in these conversations and 
give these instructions out in the hope that they will give an emphasis 
to real achievement by the conference.” 

We think it would help if something like that would be accepted 
by the President. You would have to make a few changes, of course, 
in the body of the statement, maybe the reading of one or two sen- 
tences. 

Secretary: All right. Do you hear that, Mr. President ? 
Presment: Yes. I had already written out this introduction. 

“The delegations at the World Conference on Disarmament at 
Geneva have been engaged for some days in discussions as to methods 
by which a more comprehensive movement can be made towards dis- 
armament. The President has communicated the following instruc- 
tions to the American delegation for their guidance in these discus- 
sions.” Now they want to go a little further. 

Mr. Davis: I see our minds have been working along the same 
way. That is the main thing. If you feel like giving anything, 
that is all right. 

Presipent: Yes, in order to prevent garbled accounts being mis- 
interpreted. 

Mr. Davis: Yes, I had thought too that we might put something 
in to the effect that the President feels the American people ought 
to know what he is proposing that we shall do—something like “This 
is given for the information of the American People”. We all rather 
feel that doing it this way, while it may embarrass them a little bit 

and they would rather have us not do it, at the same time as the 

President says, if we wait a week we’ve got to wait two or three 

more weeks and probably it would go by the board, and the advan- 

tage of a real-ringing clear-cut statement is worth considering, so 
we figure it is best to go ahead and shoot. 

Preswent: Do you think we ought to wait until we hear from 
MacDonald again? 

Mr. Davis: He will call within the next thirty minutes, and if you 

don’t hear from us within an hour, just go ahead because unless they 
raise quite a lot of objection which I don’t think they will, we won't 
call, I think in a way that it is fortunate that Simon hadn’t talked
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to MacDonald when I called Lausanne because he took it better than 
Simon did. Now, one thing more, Mr. Secretary. We think it is 
very important to keep to the hour that has been fixed of giving it 
out there at 10: 380 in the morning. 

Secrerary: That is in Washington. Giving it out here at 10:30 

our time. | 
Mr. Davis: Yes, and then we will circulate it here at 4:30. We 

will get it out in the afternoon at the proper time, just for the in- 
formation. But otherwise if you give it out tonight it will be in 
the morning papers in London before we can get it circulated. 

Secrerary: All right, we can do that. 
Mr. Davis: We would also like to have you telegraph the final 

text, including any additions you may make. 

SECRETARY: There will be quite a change so I think we will tele- 
graph the whole thing so you can know what we do. 

Mr. Davis: We have tried our best we want both you and the 
President to know. 

Presipent: That 266,77 is that the one about the consultative 

pact? That will raise a great political issue here right away. 

Mr. Davis: A spirit of cooperation is of the utmost importance so 
unless MacDonald or. Simon has something further to say that is : 
pretty upsetting we will not call you any more, unless you would 
prefer to hear what they have to say. 

SECRETARY: Now just let me get one thing straight. There have 
been two proposals about cruisers. The one that represents our © 
views, you remember what is was, and then you sent a counter pro- 
posal. 

Mr. Davis: About the cruisers ? 
SECRETARY: Yes, designed to make it a lot easier for your people 

over there. For the President’s purposes our suggestion is a little 
better, but there would be no objection whatever for you to circulate 
it there as a technical explanation. 
Preswent: They can add whatever technical explanations they 

like there. 
SECRETARY: I think it would be better for the President to put 

in his own suggestion which we have reduced down to pretty short 
language and then you can put in the suggestion that you made, as 
a technical explanation that can be made as an alternative if there 
are objections to this. Do you see that? 

Mr. Davis: Yes, I think that 1s good. We agree to that. 

SecreTary: There are quite a number of changes like that which 

2 Telegram No. 266, June 21, 2 p. m., from the Acting Chairman of the Ameri- 
can delegation, p. 202.



210 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1932, VOLUME I 

we have now made again in this proposed set of instructions which 
are for the purpose of making it carry better when the President 
makes it as a statement here. Now you are perfectly free to supple- 
ment it with any of the suggestions that you have sent to me and 
which have not been disapproved. The only one that has been dis- 
approved that I remember now is the last one, your 266, and the 

budgetary one.”® The consultative pact and the budgetary sugges- 
tions are not in this, and they would make great trouble here in two 
different directions. The budgetary suggestion would make great 
trouble to our services who have never agreed to it and the other 
would make trouble politically. It is very hard to do that. 

Mr. Davis: I hope we won’t have to call you again. 
Secrerary: All right. Thank you very much for all the trouble 

you have taken. 
Preswent: Let me add to that that you are doing very well. 
Mr. Davis: Thank you. All the delegation sends its regards to 

both of you. | 

Present: Thank you. 
SECRETARY: Thank you. 

500.A15A4/1201 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 

[WasHInGTon,] June 21, 1932. 

The Italian Ambassador * came largely to ask me whether this Gov- 
ernment, through Mr. Gibson, had definitely offered reduction or can- 
cellation of debts in case the European debtor nations would 
undertake some real measure of reduction in armaments. I told the 
Ambassador that on this matter the papers were, as usual, merely 
guessing; I told him that we were not linking debts with disarma- 
ment any more now than we had in the past; he said he had always 
understood that the United States would be more likely to reduce 
debts if the European nations were spending less on armament; I 

told him that this, of course, was correct only in that the American 
people would never be brought to see that the debts could not be paid 
when they at the same time saw European Governments spending 

annually infinitely more on useless armament than they had to pay 
to this country; I reminded him also that this had not been made the 
position of the American Government and that there never had been 

73 See telegram No. 257, June 19, 9 p. m., from the Acting Chairman of the 
American delegation, p. 191. 

%* Nobile Giacomo de Martino.



NEGOTIATIONS FOR DISARMAMENT 211 

or could be any agreement that reduction of armament would lead to 
reduction of the debts. The Ambassador said that he understood the 
matter, but that he would be very grateful if he could be told exactly 
what Mr. Gibson had said on the subject. I told him with some vigor 
that Mr. Gibson had not made any such proposition and that he 
would make a great mistake if he passed on to his Government as 
facts the gossip.of the newspapers. The Ambassador said that he 
thought that, if Mr. Gibson had said nothing, it might well be French 
propaganda, that the French were always trying to make trouble all 
along the line, that France, of course, was against anything in the 
way of real settlement of the reparation question and was, of course, 
against disarmament. I made no comment on this. 

W. R. Castxs, JR. 

500.A15A4/1142: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation ( Gibson ) | 

WasHINGTON, June 21, 1932—11 p. m. 

145. I am sending you herewith the final text of the statement 
which the President will give to the press tomorrow morning for re- 
lease at 10:30 a. m., Washington time. This text, however, does not 
contain the portion beginning “for the information of our own 
countrymen”™> which was cabled to you in our 141, June 20, 11 p. m. 
This latter portion is not to be circulated or used by you but it will 
be included in the President’s statement tomorrow substantially un- 
changed. 

I now understand that you intend to present the proposals included 
in this statement at the meeting of the General Commission at 4:30, 
Geneva time, tomorrow. 

You will note that the second paragraph under “Naval Forces” re- 
fers to “various technical considerations” which will be presented by 
the delegation at Geneva. The important technical considerations 

referred to are: ) 

(1) The conditions as to cruiser reduction as set forth in our 141, 
J une 20, 11 p. m., paragraph 3, beginning “As to cruiser strength”; 
an : 

(2) As to submarines no nation whether a treaty power or not, 
shall retain a tonnage greater than 35,000 tons or retain a greater 
number than 40 submarines of which no vessel shall exceed 1,200 tons. | 

| The manner for explaining these conditions is left to your dis- 
cretion. You should bear in mind, however, that they are an integral 

*% See footnote 82, p. 215.
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part of our proposals and should be so explained in an amplification 
of the President’s proposals at the time you present the latter. Other- 
wise there may be occasion for misunderstanding. 

While the President’s proposal is subject to the conditions as to 
cruisers contained in our 141, June 20, 11 p. m., if it would help Mac- 
Donald to know that we would undoubtedly be willing to accept 
eventually the procedure suggested in your 262,’ you may so inform 
him. Again while the limitations mentioned above in respect to sub- 
marines are also an integral part of our plan and I am not authorized 

to change them, I am personally inclined to believe that possibly if it 
would make it more easy of acceptance by MacDonald, our Navy 
Department might eventually accept a lower individual limit on the 

size of submarines. 
As stated over the telephone, the two suggestions contained in your 

266, June 21, 2 p. m. have not been adopted. 
Immediately after your speech tomorrow afternoon, please tele- 

graph the text of the amplifications you may have made of the Presi- 

dent’s proposals. 
The final text of the President’s statement is as follows: 

“The delegations at the World Conference on Disarmament at 
Geneva are engaged in discussions as to methods by which more com- 
prehensive efforts can be made toward disarmament. 

The following is the substance of instructions which have been 
given by the President to the American delegation for guidance in 
the discussions which are now occupying them. They are published 
in order that the American people may be fully and accurately in- 
formed.” 

‘The time has come when we should cut through the brush and 
adopt some broad and definite method of reducing the overwhelming 
burden of armament which now lies upon the toilers of the world. 
This would be the most important world step that could be taken 
to expedite economic recovery. We must make headway against the 
mutual fear and friction arising out of war armament which kill 
human confidence throughout the world. We can still remain prac- 
tical in maintaining an adequate self-defense among all nations; we 
can add to the assurances of peace and yet save the people of the 
world from ten to fifteen billions of wasted dollars during the next 
ten years. 

I propose that the following principles should be our guide: 

First: The Kellogg-Briand Pact, to which we are all signa- 
tories, can only mean that the nations of the world have agreed 
that they will use their arms solely for defense. 

Second: This reduction should be carried out not only by 
broad general cuts in armaments but by increasing the compara- 

June 20, 9 p. m., p. 194. 
™This sentence was omitted from the press release issued by the White 

House on June 22,
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tive power of defense through decreases in the power of the 
attack. 

Third: The armaments of the world have grown up in gen- 
eral mutual relation to each other. And, speaking generally, 
such relativity should be preserved in making reductions. 

Fourth: The reductions must be real and positive. They must 
effect economic relief. 

Fifth: There are three problems to deal with—land forces, 
air forces and naval forces. They are all interconnected. No 
part of the proposals which I make can be disassociated one from 
the other. 

Based on these principles, I propose that the arms of the world 
eiould be reduced by nearly one-third. 
Land forces. In order to reduce the offensive character of all Jand 

forces as distinguished from their defensive character, I propose the 
adoption of the presentation already made at the Geneva conference 
for the abolition of all tanks, all chemical warfare and all large 
mobile guns. This would not prevent the establishment or increase 
of fixed fortifications of any character for the defense of frontiers 
and seacoasts. It would give an increased relative strength to such 
defenses as compared with the attack. 

I propose furthermore that there should be a reduction of one 
third in strength of all land armies over and above the so-called 
police component. 

The land armaments of many nations are considered to have two 
functions. One is the maintenance of internal order in connection 
with the regular peace forces of the country. The strength required 
for this purpose has been called the “police component”. The other 
function is defense against foreign attack. The additional strength 
required for this purpose has been called the “defense component”. 
While it is not suggested that these different components should be 
separated, it is necessary to consider this contention as to functions 
in proposing a practical plan of reduction in land forces. Under 
the Treaty of Versailles and the other peace treaties, the armies of 
Germany, Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria were reduced to a size 
deemed appropriate for the maintenance of internal order, Germany 
being assigned 100,000 troops for a population of approximately 
65,000,000 people.”® I propose that we should accept for all nations 
a basic police component of soldiers proportionate to the average 
which was thus allowed Germany and these other states. This form- 
ula, with necessary corrections for powers having colonial posses- 
sions, should be sufficient to provide for the maintenance of internal 
order by the nations of the world. Having analyzed these two com- 
ponents in this fashion, I propose as stated above that there should 
be a reduction of one third in the strength of all land armies over 
and above the police component. 

Air forces. All bombing planes to be abolished. This will do away 
with the military possession of types of planes capable of attacks 

% See art. 160 of the Treaty of Versailles, Treaties, Conventions, ete., 1910- 
1923, vol. 11, pp. 3329, 3399.
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upon civil populations and should be coupled with the total pro- 
hibition of all bombardment from the air. 

Naval forces. I propose that the treaty number and tonnage of 
battleships shall be reduced by one-third; that the treaty tonnage 
of aircraft carriers, cruisers and destroyers shall be reduced by one- 
fourth; that the treaty tonnage of submarines shall be reduced by 
one-third, and that no nation shall retain a submarine tonnage 
greater than 35,000. 

The relative strength of naval arms in battleships and aircraft 
carriers, as between the five leading naval powers, was fixed by the 
Treaty of Washington.” The relative strength in cruisers, destroyers 
and submarines was fixed, as between the United States, Great Brit- 
ain and Japan, by the Treaty of London.®® For the purposes of this 
proposal, it is suggested that the French and Italian strength-in 
cruisers and destroyers be calculated as though they had joined in 
the Treaty of London on a basis approximating the so-called accord 
of March 1, 1931.54 

There are various technical considerations connected with these 
naval reductions which will be presented by the delegation at Geneva. 

General. The effect of this plan would be to effect an enormous sav- 
ing in cost of new construction and replacements of naval vessels. 
It would also save large amounts in the operating expense in all 
nations of land, sea and air forces. It would greatly reduce offensive 
strength compared to defensive strength in all nations. 

These proposals are simple and direct. They call upon all nations 
to contribute something. The contribution here proposed will be 
relative and mutual. I know of nothing that would give more hope 
for humanity today than the acceptance of such a program with such 
minor changes as might be necessary. It is folly for the world to 
go on breaking its back over military expenditure and the United 
States is willing to take its share of responsibility by making definite 
proposals that will relieve the world.’ ” 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4/1152 : Telegram 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 

WASHINGTON, June 22, 1932—11 a. m. 

146. My 145, June 21, 11 p.m. The President issued this morning 

the public statement as telegraphed you last night omitting the final 
section entitled “for the information of our own countrymen” which 

® Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, p. 247. : 
* Tbid., 1930, vol. 1, p. 107. 
* Tbid., 1981, vol. 1, p. 380. so,
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was cabled you in our 141, June 20, 11 p. m.5* He did, however, make 
use of the substance of that section as background for the information 
of the correspondents and not for quotation in any way. He likewise 
included but only for background the following sentences: ‘“Dis- 
armament has never been considered in connection with debt ques- 
tions. It has no relation to them whatever either directly or indirectly. 

No such suggestion has ever been made by any American official. It 
would be offensive to the dignity of European peoples to even con- 
sider such a course, much less suggest it.” 

| STIMSON 

500.A15A4/11614 

Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation 

Gipson: Hello, Mr. Secretary, this is Gibson. I wanted to tell you 
about this afternoon’s speeches. It has been without a doubt the big- 
gest day we have ever had in Geneva. It has been a really splendid 

day. The President’s statement has had a tremendous effect and 
apart from the speeches which I shall tell you about, we have been 
warmly congratulated by a large number of delegates representing 
the most substantial and respectable countries. We all are very much 
encouraged. Now to tell you about the speeches one by one. 

Simon made a long speech, rather guarded. He really is in favor 
of the plan and he expressed himself very definitely to me after the 

® The final text of this section read as follows: 

“The program announced this morning has been approved by the Secretaries 
of State, War and the Navy, by the Chief of Staff of the Army, the Chief of 
Operations of the Navy and the American Delegation at Geneva. 

“It is not proposed that the United States should act alone, but only upon 
the acceptance of all the other governments. 

“Our army, including the national guard and all other reserves, has already 
been reduced much below the European standard ‘police component.’ It there- 
fore would not be further decreased in strength but we would join in the 
abolition of tanks, bombing planes, chemical warfare and large mobile land 
guns. 

“Our Navy is not yet built up to the parity and strength provided for it in 
the treaties. This proposal, while relieving other nations of great costs of 
maintenance, would also relieve us of a large part of the building program 
under discussion in Congress designed to enable us to reach our treaty strength. 

“It would not interfere with present construction and in the ordinary course 
would not result in reduction of personnel for two or three years. It therefore 
has no effect on unemployment by discharge of men. By aid to economic 
recovery it would help employment. 

“The savings in expenditure to the United States in construction and opera- 
tion are computed at a total of about two billions of dollars during the next 
ten years. 

“It would leave us more secure in defense than we are today. We have no 
desire for offensive armament.” (500.A15A4/11583. ) 

8 Between Mr. Gibson and Mr. Davis in Geneva and President Hoover and 
Mr. Stimson in Washington, June 22, 1932, 3:30 p. m, |
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meeting to the effect that we could get together and try to make the 
thing succeed. 

_- Then came Boncour, the French delegate. He made a guarded 

speech in which he put in the forefront the usual French reservations 
and objections. However, he made a movement to show such friend- 
liness to our plan as he dared to do in the light of French public 
opinion and the short time he had for consultation with his colleagues. 
I think he really made a good effort. I told you this in detail because 
I think our press will carry stories that both of these men threw cold 
water on the plan. That is very much overstated. In my opinion, 
and in our opinion, Boncour went as far towards meeting us as any 
public Frenchman could have done. 

SECRETARY: That is good. 

Gipson: He stated that the reduction in the President’s plan is the 
reduction that he had advocated to go into effect and he will do all he 
can to make this a success, providing he can get some way of getting 
a measure of security. The Press thought that Simon was unfriendly. 

I think the impression arose from the fact that Simon’s speech was 
much too long and travelled round and round. In substance he said 
that his attitude was very friendly that he would work to make the 
plan a success; so I think you would to be able to correct any press 
stories of a defeatist character as far as those two men are concerned. 

SECRETARY: Was MacDonald there? 
Gipson: No, sir, he could not come. Now, I will tell you the sub- 

stance of the rest of the speeches as they were made by Litvinoff, 
Madariaga and [Nadolny]. He ® missed the train by making a long 
speech. The German showed a certain amount of tact, not overdoing 
the thing and made one very important contribution. He said that 
if such a plan were adopted it would go a long way towards satisfying 
the German demands for equality. 

Matsudaira made a speech and it went over big. He went intothis | 
thing very fully and made a very brief and courteous speech. This 
morning he said he would have to oppose proportionate naval reduc- 
tions but by this afternoon he had toned that down materially and 
merely intimated that there might be difficulties but that he hoped 
they might be examined and solved in a friendly conversation and 
hoped for success of the President’s plan. 

Then the real star of the day was Grandi. You can take off your 
hat to him. Before the meeting I went over the entire plan with 
him. He then asked me if he could ask for authority from Mussolini 
to come out in full adoption of the plan. Mussolini gave him this 
authority and Grandi made a brief and grand speech in which he 

* i. e., Litvinoff. |
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stated that Italy accepted the plan in its entirety and in its details, 
not only in principle but also in its application. He recapitulated 
the President’s proposal point by point and said that he adopted it 
full heartedly for the Italian Government. His speech was greeted 
with uproarious applause which we have never heard at a League 
meeting and he referred to the fact that America had taken the lead 

in great enterprises; that the President has started towards the solu- 
tion of financial troubles by his moratorium proposal and now by this 
and Italy has, without hesitation, followed him on both occasions. 
The enthusiastic reception he got made it encouraging for some of 
the delegates not yet heard from. That ended the day’s session. For 
the moment conversations will continue. As we have said in our 
speech, the delegates would want time to examine our proposals, we 
did not press for an immediate reconvening for the general commis- 
sion but I think that will be provoked by others as soon as they are 
ready to make their speeches. 

Now, there is one thing more—the reaction of the French repre- 
sentative. After the meeting, he said that if the President had only 

embodied in his statement the references in the Republican platform 
plank to cooperation and consultation,® it would have been easy for 

the French to accept the plan and for the French press to back it. 
Now you may wish to bear this in mind for a thought as to how some 
pronouncement might be made in due time to bring their attitude 
within the range of the conference. In general, the speakers, while 
acquiescing in the President’s plan, expressed that it should be aug- 
mented by limitation of expenditure. 
May I make one suggestion? I think it would be very much ap- 

preciated if you would telegraph to me for transmission messages to 
Simon, Boncour, Matsudaira and Grandi. As you are the chief of 
our delegation, I am sure they would immensely appreciate direct 
word from you saying you appreciate what they have done. I will 
transmit the messages to them. May I also suggest that in view of 
Mussolini’s instant and wholehearted acceptance, you may wish to 
send him a direct message through our Ambassador in Rome. 

SecreTary: All right, I am very much obliged. 

Gisson: How did it go over at home? 

SECRETARY: We haven’t got the reaction yet. 

PresipentT: This is the President speaking. Could you ask Davis 
and Swanson or Swanson and Davis if they could get the Democratic 

"On this subject the Republican platform stated: “We favor enactment by 
Congress of a measure that will authorize our Government to call or participate 
in an international conference in case of any threat of nonfulfillment of article 
ot ae treaty sf Paris, Kellogg-Briand pact.” (Congressional Record, vol. 75,
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people to put a similar plank on consultation and conference in their 
platform next week 2° 

Gisson: Justa moment. I will put Davis on the wire. 
Davis: That would be great if they could do it. It would take 

this whole thing out of politics. 

Preswent: If he could do that it would take it out of politics and 
we would get ahead. 

Davis: I will try to get hold of Swanson and it would be a great 
thing. 

PRESIDENT: Swanson might be able to get all of the Democratic 
leaders in Washington to back this plan and follow through on that. 
It would get the whole thing out of politics. 

Davis: We will get to work on that. 
Present: I want to congratulate you on a good day’s work. 
Davis: I must [just] want to tell you that this has been a grand 

day really. We are all dead. We feel like going out and celebrating. 
We haven’t had any dinner yet. 

SEcRETARY: I want to join my own congratulations to you and 
Gibson. 

Davis: We have had to hold Simon and Boncour by the hand to 
get them up to it, but really they were much better than we had a 
right to expect. I really think I see something coming out of it in a 
few days. I think now in a few days we can get this to where we can 
take up the question of adjourning on this if it is necessary. You 
don’t know how the statement took there yet? 
Present: No. Give my affection and compliments to Swanson 

and tell him there is a chance for him to do a great job there. 
Davis: I will do that. It is a fine suggestion. 
Present: Well, good luck! 

SECRETARY: Good-by and good luck! 

500.A15A4/1154 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 

WASHINETON, June 22, 1932—6 p. m. 

147. Please take occasion to see Sir John Simon, M. Paul-Boncour, 
Mr. Matsudaira and Mr. Grandi and deliver to each personally a 
message from me. 

. 8% As adopted on June 2, 1932, the plank in the Democratic platform stated: 
“We advocate a firm foreign policy ... the pact of Paris abolishing war as an 
instrument of national policy, to be made effective by provisions for consulta- 
tion and conference in. case of threatened violations of treaties.” (Congressional 
Record, vol. 75, pt. 18, pp. 14735-14736. )
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To Sir John Simon: “I have just heard from Mr. Gibson of your 
speech this afternoon concerning the President’s proposals. I wish 
to thank you most earnestly for the spirit of sympathetic considera- 
tion in which you discussed them, and to trust that our two delega- 
tions will be able, working jointly, to contribute to their fulfilment. 
My appreciation is all the greater in view of the shortness of time in 
which circumstances have necessitated your consideration of these 
most important questions.” 

To M. Paul-Boncour: “Mr. Gibson has just telephoned me of your 
courteous speech this afternoon in response to the President’s pro- 
posals, and I wish to lose no time in sending you a word of thanks 
and in telling you how earnestly I am looking forward to the joint 
efforts of our two delegations in contributing to a successful solution 
of the labors of the Conference.” 

To Mr. Matsudaira: “Mr. Gibson has just telephoned me of your 
courteous speech this afternoon with reference to the President’s 
proposals, and I wish to thank you cordially for the cooperation you 
promised in endeavoring to work out a harmonious solution of the 
great work in which our two countries are so deeply interested.” 

To Signor Grandi: “I have just heard from Mr. Gibson of the 
eloquent and wholehearted support you gave to the President’s pro- 
posals this afternoon, and I wish to assure you not only of my genuine 
appreciation of Italian cooperation but to add a personal message 
of pleasure that our two delegations are striving side by side to bring 
about a real reduction in armaments along these lines. I am also 
telegraphing to the Chief of the Government in Rome through Mr. 
Garrett.” 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4/1155 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Italy (Garrett ) 

| WASHINGTON, June 22, 1932—6 p. m. 
48. Please take occasion to deliver the following message from me 

to the Chief of the Government: 

“IT am asking our Ambassador to tell you how deeply I appreciate 
the whole-hearted support Italy gave this afternoon at Geneva to 
the President’s proposals and which was expressed with such elo- 
quence and conviction by Signor Grandi. May I add a personal line 
of thanks to you and tell you what great pleasure it gives me to see 
our two Governments working side by side toward a successful solu- 
tion of the problem of disarmament.” 

. _ STrImMson
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500.A15A4/1148 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 22, 1932—9 p. m. 
[Received June 22—8:20 p. m.] 

268. Following is text of my remarks at the General Commission 
today: 

| I am desired by the President of the United States to communicate 
to the Conference the text of a statement which he is giving out at 
this moment. It is his hope that the public statement of such a pro- 
gram will fire the imagination of the world and lead all nations to 
consider deeply and state openly how much they can contribute to a 
aan general program (here was inserted text of President’s state- 
ment ). 

The significance of the President’s statement will be apparent to 
all. It is clear, self-contained and comprehensive. I am well aware 
that every one here will wish to study it in detail. There are, how- 
ever, certain clarifications and explanations which I can make at once 
in order to clear up one or two points. 

With reference to cruiser strength it is proposed that the 25 per- 
cent reduction of the total tonnage of the United States and Great 
Britain should be calculated on the present total London Treaty ton- 
nage of Great Britain, namely: 339,000 tons. Furthermore, the 
total tonnage allowed under that treaty for 8-inch gun cruisers shall 
be limited to 150,000 tons each for the United States and Great 
Britain and the proportionate 90,000 tonnage for Japan. 

I also feel that there should be a clarification on the subject of 
submarines. In order to make the acceptance of such a sweeping 
reduction possible, the President’s communication must be examined 
on the basis that no nation whether or not a party to existing naval 
treaties shall retain a tonnage in submarines greater than 35,000 tons 
or more than 40 submarine units of which no single vessel shall ex- 
ceed 1200 tons. 

In view of the reductions suggested for the five leading naval 
powers under the President’s plans it seems evident that the other 
powers should here agree to corresponding sacrifices through the re- 
duction or limitation of their naval armaments. 

I have not labored here all these months with my colleagues present 
today without becoming convinced of their earnestness of purpose 
and their desire to see the greatest possible accomplishment in dis- 
armament. Therefore, I am sure that the principle of maximum 
accomplishment to which each nation makes substantial contributions, 
as my country is doing by the provisions of the text which I have 
just read, will appeal to them. | 

In our most powerful arm, the Navy, we are prepared as a part of 
this program to scrap over 300,000 tons of existing ships and to forego 
the right to build over 50,000 tons. In land material our proposal 
would affect over a thousand heavy mobile guns and approximately 
900 tanks, and in aviation about 300 bombardment airplanes.
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The American delegation is at your disposal for further explana- 
tions and clarification as they may become necessary, and these points 
will no doubt be forthcoming as the conversations in which we are 
now engaged progress. These very real sacrifices of strength which 
the United States 1s willing to make in a predominant arm as part of 
a world scheme cannot fail I am convinced, to find equally generous 
response. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1284 

The Ambassador in Italy (Garrett ) to the Secretary of State 

Rome, June 24, 1932. 
[Received July 8.]| 

Dear Mr. Secretary: As I telegraphed you yesterday,’’ I read 
your telegram of June 22nd to the Chief of the Government, who 
said he would answer it through the Italian Embassy at Washington. 
In the course of the brief conversation afterward, he asked me 
whether the President intended to hold to his statement, and I unhesi- 
tatingly replied that without a doubt he did. He may have had in 
the back of his mind, although I could not get him to say so, a query 
as to whether the President would contemplate any modifications in 

his proposal. He asked me whether I had heard from Gibson of the 
prospects of agreement by England and France. I told him that I 
had only heard from Gibson of how magnificent in its brevity and | 
simplicity he considered Grandi’s speech and how it had received an 
ovation such as he, Gibson, had never seen in any international 
gathering. He expressed much pleasure at this. He would not say 
what he thought the prospects of agreement at Geneva were but he 
did let out some very caustic comment as to the general and particu- 
lar attitude of France. He said France would soon have nothing but 
enemies in the world. She had the Kellogg Pact and Locarno, what 
more security did she want? Was France to be the only one to have 
security? More by his vehement actions and the expression of his 

face than by his actual words he showed his apprehension that France 
would block the proposal, which, he added, if carried out in good 
faith would do more than any other thing to calm the critical condi- 

tions in the world and allay fear. He said that Italy was whole 
heartedly for peace and that he had had no hesitation when Grandi 
telephoned him from Geneva in assenting at once to the President’s 
proposal. He made no reference of any kind to debts or reparations. 

“Telegram not printed. 

6442124829
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IT am sending you to-day a telegram *° in which I have attempted 
to give the gist of the newspaper comments on the President’s pro- 
posal and Italy’s immediate acceptance of it, and I shall continue to 
send pertinent comments both to you and to Gibson. 

Very sincerely yours, JOHN W. GARRETT 

500.A15A4/1175 ; Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation ( Gibson ) 
to the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 25, 1932—1 p. m. 
[Received June 25—8:55 a. m.] 

275. Your message for Sir John Simon contained in the Depart- 
ment’s 147, June 22, 6 p. m., was forwarded by me in a note to Sir 
John as he had already left for London. I have just received through 
Cadogan of the British Delegation here the following text of a 
reply: 

“T am delighted to receive your cordial message which I am com- 
municating to my colleagues. I heartily reciprocate your wish for 
continued cooperation in our work at Geneva. Only by the coopera- 
tion of all the states represented there can we lift the burden of ex- 
cessive armaments from the shoulders of the world. The spirit and 
purpose of President Hoover’s declaration are deeply appreciated in 
Britain and we shall do our utmost by seeking the largest possible 
measure of agreement amongst all the states represented at the Dis- 
armament Conference, to promote the acceptance of concrete pro- 
posals covering the whole field”. 

Sir John Simon requests that if you agree both of these messages 
should be released for tomorrow’s press, that is the release should be 
made at 8 p.m. this evening London time. In other words it will 
be 3 p. m. today Washington. If you should agree and the delega- 
tion sees no reason why not, although you might care to release the 
other messages at the same time, please telephone Atherton in London 
whom I am advising so he will be available. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1178 : Telegram 

The Chargé in France (Armour) to the Secretary of State 

- Paris, June 25, 19382—9 p. m. 
[Received June 25—8 p. m.] 

394. After the Council of Ministers which discussed today the 
negotiations at Lausanne and Geneva, the text of the Secretary’s tele- 

58 Not printed.
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gram of the 28rd [22nd] to Paul-Boncour was given to the press and 
has appeared in all the papers. 

Herriot then made a statement to the press regarding President 
Hoover’s communiqué. A translation follows: 

“When I was informed that the American Government proposed 
to send a message I was worried about the effect on the procedure 
which had already been decided upon. I said as much to the Ameri- 
can delegates. However, the message of President Hoover arrived. 
What is the attitude of the French Government with regard to it? 

It has the greatest consideration for everything that comes from 
President Hoover. I have read and re-read the message and [I will 
read it over again. I have not failed to notice that certain of its 
terms have obviously been inserted out of regard for France. That 
is the case with regard to the paragraph of the message relative to 
fortifications. It is also the case with the recognition of the principle 
which we have always defended of the interdependence of land, air 
and naval forces. 
On the other hand however I wonder whether certain terms of 

the message have not been changed in its transmission. For example, 
that part of the document where the forces of Germany are evaluated 
at 100,000 men. 

I wonder also whether the American program has taken into ac- 
count the coalitions which are possible. Let’s admit that the nations 
A, B, C be given certain military forces. Has it been taken into ac- 
count that A and B might unite against C? It is for that reason that 
we French have always wished and still wish for an international 
organization and control. 

I wish to hope that the negotiations engaged in at Geneva will con- 
tinue and for my part I will not cease to study the Hoover message 
most seriously”. 

ARMOUR 

500.A15A4/1283 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Rogers) of a Con- 
versation With the Italian Ambassador (De Martino), June 28, 
1932 

[WasHIneTon, undated. | 

The Ambassador obviously came in to sound me out about things 
in general. We exchanged some general cross congratulations on the 

President’s peace proposal and the Italian support of it. He seemed 
hopeful about some measure of French cooperation, saying that Her- 
riot was liberal minded and he thought firm in his political seat. I 
said that his disposition appeared to us friendly to some measure of 
disarmament at least but that he had to face a great deal of fire from 
the nationalistic right and while we were hopeful, we could see his 
difficulties.



224 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1932, VOLUME I 

The Ambassador remarked that there had been some resentment 
in the diplomatic corps about their being deprived of information 

about the developments here so that they came as a surprise. I said 

the thing had moved so fast, developing as it did within a few days, 
that we had been so anxious to avoid publicity and that we were so 
much in touch with the other governments directly at Geneva that 
communications with the Ambassadors and Ministers here had been 
impossible or practically so.8® It would have been impossible to have 
communicated here without a wide distribution and while it had 

troubled us a little, we felt that none of the other governments could 
legitimately complain when their chiefs were being informed in ad- 
vance in Geneva. He said that he personally did not feel upset by it 
and he had cited to the others in the diplomatic corps the example 

of the Italian one-year Armistice proposition which had not been 

communicated to any of the foreign representatives in Rome before 

its offering at Geneva. I gathered that Claudel was the one who 
had been disappointed in his lack of information. 

The Ambassador said they had all been beseiged by newspaper 

correspondents who had tried to find out what was going on during 

the excitement. I said this illustrated the dangers that we were facing 

and I could assure him that no distinction had been made between 

the foreign representatives here. He asked if it was true that Sir 

Ronald Lindsay had sent down a colored messenger to get the news. 
I laughed and said I did not know. He said he himself had guessed 

very nearly what was going on and had informed his government 

that some important move from us was likely. 
He handed me a copy of the New York Times saying that we 

were insistent that disarmament was a separate topic from debts and 
that we were not prepared to trade the recognition of Manchuria or 
any other desires of foreign governments for acceptance of the dis- 
armament proposal. I said this was correct and the official attitude. 

He said the 72mes also reported that we were not prepared to make 

a consultative pact but that the administration might find a route 

for progress along the lines of the Republican platform plank on a 
policy of conference whenever the international peace was threatened. 

I said this was substantially our attitude; that we had already shown 

the willingness and capacity to move with the other nations when 
international peace was threatened as illustrated by the Russo- 

Chinese and Sino-Japanese emergencies, but that a formal engage- 
ment of that sort was altogether another problem for us. I said 

* On June 23, in conversations with the representatives of France, Germany, 

Great Britain, Greece, Italy, Japan, Norway, and Poland, the Secretary of 
State and the Under Secretary had briefly explained the history of President 
Hoover's statement. .
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public opinion in the United States was gradually less critical of 
America’s participation in problems of peace and order, and that 
progress in this direction seemed more possible if we proceeded with- 
out formal engagements, kept control of our own policy and did not 
provoke an issue. 

The Ambassador asked what we knew about Lausanne and I said 
we knew nothing except what was on the surface in the press. I said 
we were keeping out of the discussions and not in any way entering 
into them. It was very desirable that the critical problems in Europe 
should not become topics in the political campaign in this country > 
and we thought that the ultimate solution of them would be better 
off if they were not agitated. I had no doubt that the real leaders 
of public opinion nearly all felt that to be the case whatever their 

politics might be, but that the result could not be assured. He spoke 
vigorously of the inexcusable helplessness of the European countries 

to make progress in settling the international problems which were 

just now so critical. He said it reminded him of the blindness and 

helplessness in 1914. I sympathized with the lack of constructive 
boldness but said that in 1914 public opinion was hardly operative 

while now it was the critical factor in Germany, France and the 

United States, and that I did not feel that the blindness of the 

statesmen which he had spoken of in 1914 was the real problem now 

so much as the emotions of the masses of the people. The results 

were likely to be highly different. He asked if we saw any hope and 

I said yes, much. I saw, at least in America, much more understand- 

ing of international problems than had ever existed before and while 
there was some emotion, on the whole there had been a real improve- 

ment. I suspected the same thing was true abroad. 
J[ames] G[rarron] R[oczrs] 

(5) The Second Phase of Private Conversations Leading to the 

Resolution of Adjournment, July 23 

500.A15A4/1174 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Secretary of State , 

GENEvA, June 24, 1982—4 p. m. 
[Received 4:18 p. m.]| 

272. The private conversations between the French, British and 

Americans have adjourned until Monday ® on account of the return 

to London of Sir John Simon. The delegation has reported in other 

* June 27.
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telegrams regarding the details of these conversations. It now re- 
mains to summarize the general situation. ‘This is especially neces- 
sary as the production of the President’s plan has brought us to the 
crossroads. 

We could probably write a treaty of limited objectives. In enter- 
ing these conversations Paul-Boncour stated that he waived for the 
time being all questions of security and was willing to negotiate with 
us as to what he could do with security in its present state. In gen- 
eral, our conversations show the possibility of drawing an immediate 
treaty along the following lines: limitation of effectives with pos- _ 
sibly very slight reduction; limitation and some reduction of 
expenditure both global and material in accordance with the draft 
convention ;®4 an engagement not to build guns above a specified 
caliber, perhaps 220 millimeters or possibly even 155 millimeters; an 
engagement of the same nature for tanks not to exceed perhaps 30 
tons; an abolition of airplanes above a specified weight with certain 
exceptions; bombing limited to the battlefield and to the same naval 

objectives permitted to navies; and the abolition of chemical and 
bacteriological warfare. The fleets have not been discussed. Part 
6 of the draft convention to remain practically as it exists. 

The French and so far the British have seemed anxious to push 
ahead and to unite in presenting to the Conference agreements along 
the foregoing bases. What the thoughts of the British will be on 
Simon’s return after consulting his Cabinet and the Teuton on the ~ 
Allies’ plan, we do not know. We also know that Paul-Boncour is 
studying the President’s proposal and we do not know how far this 
proposal may alter the views of both the French and British as to 
the objectives we can obtain by conversation. But in fairness to them 
we should leave them under no misapprehension as to our position. 
We submit that such a plan as sketched above would in all prob- 

ability be rejected by Germany unless it were understood that it was 
merely the first practical steps in a larger plan and to bring Germany 
to accept it would take the united pressure of all of us, if indeed could 
be done at all. 

We therefore feel that having given out the President’s plan it 
would be ridiculous for us to join in urging on the Conference the 
adoption of a minimum program. Moreover, in loyalty to those who 
supported us it would not be fair to use our influence for a result so 
far removed from what we have given grounds to hope for. We be- 
lieve that the least we can do is to explain frankly to the French and 
British our position and state that we are willing to unite with them 

1 Hor text of draft convention, see League of Nations, Documents of the Pre- 
paratory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, Series X; Annex 1 
(C.P.D. 211), p. 428.
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after the other great powers have been consulted in informing the 
Conference of the results of our exploration. This would be for the 
information of the Conference only and would be coupled with the 
right of each one of the powers to press for broader solutions. 

An expression of your views is urgently requested. In this con- 
nection see delegation’s 273.°? GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1168 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 24, 1982—5 p. m. 
[Received June 24—1:30 p. m.] 

273. Paul-Boncour told Davis yesterday that since it would be 
difficult if not impossible for France to go so far as the President’s 
plan without further agreements for security in the form of mutual 
assistance pacts among European powers, and since it would also take 
some time to reorganize the French military service in order to make 
the reduction in effectives provided for therein, he would like to know 
if we would not be willing to reach an early agreement to sign a 

treaty with the limited program such as outlined in the delegation’s 

' No. 2728 and then adjourn in order to have more time in which to 
consider the President’s plan. Davis told him that he did not see 
how we could agree to that now that the President’s plan is announced 
without having a discussion and an expression from the Conference 
on that plan; that this is something furthermore about which he 
would wish to confer with his colleagues. His personal opinion was 
that if a resolution could be adopted by the General Commission 
accepting in principle the President’s plan and appointing a com- 
mittee which should be directed to work out details and draft a treaty 
in accordance with the plan for submission to the Conference to be 
reconvened in say 6 months it might be possible to consider an agree- 
ment of limited objectives for immediate adoption as outlined by 
Boncour in order to bring some immediate relief to the world. 

Boncour felt this was an interesting suggestion which he would 
think over but felt that it would depend largely upon the wording of 
the resolution. 

It is our opinion that no treaty of limited objectives should under 
any circumstances be urged on the Conference by the American dele- 
gation unless and until a resolution such as that suggested above has 
been passed by the Conference or the General Commission. It would 

@ Infra. 
8 Supra.
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be possible then that the immediate adoption of all agreed upon ele- 
ments in the program of disarmament might encourage the world as 
a first step in the greater program. 

The conclusion of a treaty of limited scope which might take 
months to devise, years for general ratification, might furnish an 
excuse for the long delay in considering the broader program sug- 
gested by the President. Possibly this difficulty could be avoided 
by having limited program set forth in declaration of present basis 

for agreement not requiring ratification. 
As these are the critical days of the Conference we would ap- 

preciate your views as soon as possible. 

| Gipson 

500.A15A4/1173 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson ) 
to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, June 24, 1932—6 p. m. 

| [Received June 24—3:15 p. m.%] 

274. The private conversations between American, British and 
- French delegations have been continuing. For description of con-  . 
versations of the June 20 see our 263, June 20, noon [midnight ].°® In 
view of press of other matters in connection with President’s plan 
have not reported in detail our conversations of the 21st, 22nd and 
23rd but this cable will cover all important points raised by these 
meetings. 
We would be glad to have Department’s views since these ques- 

tions will arise in the pending private conversations in connection 
consideration of the President’s plan. 

(1) Has Department any comments to make on the recommenda- 
tions of the Committee on Chemical and Bacteriological warfare (see 

Conference Document 120 *). As you will see from our 268 this re- 
port was approved at private meeting of June 20 in which we con- 
curred as we found the report acceptable. 

(2) Can we accept any maximum limit of unladen weight for air- 
planes? See our 218, May 27, 9 p. m.®” In connection with such 
determination the following hypotheses might be considered: 

(a). If bombardment aviation is eliminated and we had a numeri- 
cal limitation permitting us to retain approximately 250 transport 

* Telegram in four sections. 
% Ante, p. 178. 
* Conference Documents, vol. I, p. 210. 
* Not printed.
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and flying boat types a maximum limit of unladen weight around 
1800 kilograms might be accepted without affecting plans for planes 
other than bombers. | 

(6). If it proved impossible to obtain total abolition of aerial 
bombardment we would presumably desire a much higher limit for 
unladen weight than suggested under (a). The British and French 
have tentatively suggested maximum unladen weight of 3 tons pro- 
vided that exceptions are made in particular to allow of maintenance 
of troop carrying transports and flying boats. Further, if total aboli- 
tion not accepted would Department consider acceptance following 
formula tentatively discussed in our meeting: 

“All kinds of aerial bombardment shall be prohibited at a dis- 
tance of more than (blank) kilometers from the front except in 
the case of air bases and long range gun emplacements, such 
prohibition to be applicable as between the high contracting 
parties. The front should be defined as the line where the two 
military forces are in contact in time of war. The following pro- 
vision should apply to bombing by naval air craft: ‘Prohibition 
aerial bombardment on the coast inland of a zone (blank) kilo- 
meters wide, except in the case of air bases and batteries of artil- 
lery, aerial bombardment within this zone of (blank) kilo- 
meters being subject to the provisions concerning bombardment 
by naval forces contained in convention 9 of The Hague.*8 Ex- . 
tension to the air arm of the conventions governing the conduct 
of naval forces in regard to hospital ships and neutral or enemy 
merchant vessels (conversations [conventions] 10% and 111! of 
The Hague)’ ”. (This definition of naval bombardment proposed 
by the French not yet accepted by the British). 

(3) What basis for numerical restriction of aircraft would be ap- 
proved? This question obviously presents great difficulties since 
Great Britain will refuse to accept any limit lower than that of 
France and we would naturally refuse to [accept ?] inferiority in this 

branch vis-a-vis Great Britain. Attitude of Japan in this regard 
must also be considered. 

Concerning artillery, the French have presented a memorandum 

stating that they cannot place confidence in making a distinction be- 

tween fixed and mobile artillery inasmuch as fixed artillery can be 

rendered mobile. They are willing to fix a maximum calibre of artil- 

lery to be used in the formation of field forces. Below this limit 

they will consider no limitation other than that of expenditure. They 

*® Convention respecting bombardment by naval forces in time of war, signed 
at The Hague, October 18, 1907, Foreign Relations, 1907, pt. um, p. 1225. 

*® Convention for adaptation to naval war of the principles of the Geneva 
Convention (1906), signed at The Hague, October 18, 1907, ibid., p. 1229. 

+ Convention relative to certain restrictions with regard to the exercise of the 
rag o capture in naval war, signed at The Hague, October 18, 1907, ibid., 

p. .
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will accept a limitation above this figure and scrap any guns which 
exceed in calibre the maximum set for naval forces. Between the 
minimum thus set and the maximum (equal to naval maximum) they 
will accept numerical limitation holding such material subject to 

, special regulations notably with relation to fixed emplacement as 
well as supervision by the League and availability to the League. 
They add that as far as numbers are concerned they will accept 
limitation at their existing numbers. 

Concerning tanks, they have suggested a limit around 30 tons 
but have not made clear as to whether they will scrap tanks of su- . 
perior tonnage or treat them as they propose to treat big guns above 
the minimum limit. 

On the morning of June 22nd the subject of limitation of expendi- 
tures was discussed and the discussion finished on the morning of the 
23rd. It was decided to agree upon the matters that must be dis- 
cussed although these subjects have not been considered or approved 

by any of the three governments and the position of the United 
States that it considered limitation of expenditure as complementary 
to direct limitation of material was made abundantly clear. It was 
taken for granted that any limits of expenditure should be based 

upon the figures to be determined according to the rules which are 
framed by the budgetary committee of the Preparatory Commission, 

rules destined to prevent the concealment of items of military ex- 
penditure under different budget headings. It was likewise taken for 
granted that any limitation should apply to army, navy and air 

expenditure as a whole and most important of all that it should 

apply to the figures of present expenditure (that is to say, the ex- 
penditure of the present fiscal year). This was intended to cover the 
situation presented by the fact that practically all governments are 
making stringent reductions in their next budget. It was proposed 

that the reduction should be a specified percentage from the expendi- 

ture of the present year, this figure to be fixed at a later stage when 

the various reductions of armaments to be effected by the convention 

could be envisaged as a whole. The following exceptions were listed: 

(a)—Nations which could show to the satisfaction of the Per- 
manent Disarmament Commission that they had within the last 5 
years effected reductions in expenditure might be entitled to count 
these reductions toward the required percentage. 

(6)—Any expenditure for new construction necessitated to reach 
the ratios of naval powers as provided by the London and Wash- 
ington Treaties ? should not be subject to the required reduction. 

7For text of the Washington treaty, see Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. I, p. 
247; for text of the London treaty, see ibid., 1930, vol. 1, p. 107. 

4
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(¢)—Expenditure upon permanent fortifications not including 
their artillery shall not be subject to reduction. 

(¢@)—Provision shall be drawn to cover unforeseen emergencies in 
something of the form proposed by article 50 of the draft convention, 
and a further provision shall be prepared to meet the contingency 
of great changes in price due to the fluctuations in the purchasing 
power of money in accordance with the proposals of the budgetary 
committee. It should likewise be matter for consideration how the 
provisions of article 10 of the draft convention relating to special 
reduction in expenditure upon land material should be taken up. 

We insisted that article 10 of the draft convention was highly im- 
portant to us and indeed indispensable to our acceptance of any form 
of limitation of expenditure. 

The question on which we would like your views is whether under 
these conditions and foreseeing the need for expenditure to reach 
treaty levels you are willing to envisage a global budgetary limita- 
tion under conditions set forth above. It is clear from our conversa- 
tions here that nearly all the nations of the world will desire and 
press for a global limitation of expenditure and it appears to us that 
if our naval requirements are adequately taken care of we should 
agree. Furthermore the reduction which the United States is making 
in the coming year would probably more than cover any percentage 
that could possibly be agreed on. 

On the afternoon of June 23rd the three powers discussed part 6 
of the draft convention. In general this part proved acceptable to 
all. Senator Swanson raised the point that the competence of the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission should be enlarged to study 
and present plans for future disarmament conferences. It was agreed 
that provision for such studies should be made. 

The only exception taken to the provisions of this article was that 
of the French who were vigorously insistent that they had accepted 
part 6 when they believed that limitation and reduction would take 
place under the terms of the draft convention. Now however that 
qualitative disarmament has been injected into the discussions they 
felt it would be imperative to add to the provisions of this section 
some method of local investigation. The French were most insistent 
that without such provisions there could be absolutely no qualitative 
disarmament. Their idea is that each state should have the right 
to bring a complaint under article 52 of the draft convention and | 
that the Disarmament Commission should decide whether the com- 

plaint is justifiable and if so order, if it deems best, investigation 
on the spot. We expressed very vigorously our difficulties and it 
was finally left that the French should draft a text on this subject 

bearing in mind the difficulties of the public opinion in America and 
Great Britain.
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During this discussion the French also raised the point that they 
are very anxious to obtain a convention on the private manufacture 

of arms and said that there might be a possibility of a system similar 

to that provided in the narcotic treaty.*. 
GIBson 

500.A15A4/1176 : Telegram 

The Chargé in France (Armour) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, June 25, 1982—11 a. m. 
[Received June 25—8:40 a. m.] 

391. Paris edition Vew York Herald this morning gives front page 
publicity to United Press telegram dated London yesterday to the 

effect that: 

“Great Britain and the United States, it was learned from a re- 
liable source here tonight, have reached an unwritten gentlemen’s 
agreement that both will follow the same disarmament policy and 
that reparations must cease. It was agreed, however, that both 
these points of the accord will become effective only in the event 
of failure of the Lausanne and Geneva Conferences. ‘The agreement 
provides that the United States grant Great Britain special debt 
reductions or a moratorium to be announced after the American 
Presidential elections and provide[d] Hoover is reelected.” 

The article concludes by stating that: 

“The significance of the accord is that if a general agreement to 
abolish reparations and reduce armaments is not reached, Great Brit- 
ain presumably will undertake to abandon reparations even if other 
European nations decline to do so. This together with the united 
Anglo-American disarmament front, it is reported, is one of the 
conditions on which the United States is prepared to re-negotiate 
Great Britain’s war debt separately”. 

After talking with the Embassy at London, at the latter’s sug- 
gestion, I am informing the Foreign Office here that the report, so 
far as our London Embassy is concerned, is untrue as evidenced by 
the fact that Mr. Mellon has not seen any member of the British 

Government this week. 
It may be that you will wish to have some form of official denial 

issued in Washington,* however, as of course such a report if repub- 

lished here in the French press may have an unfortunate effect. - 
ARMOUR 

® Convention for limiting the manufacture and regulating the distribution of 
parce drugs, signed at Geneva, July 13, 1931, Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 
I, p. . 

“See Department of State, Press Releases, June 25, 1932, pp. 592-598.
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500.A15A4/1192 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 7 

WASHINGTON, June 25, 1932—2 p. m. 

151. Your 272, June 24, 4 p. m. and 2738, June 24,5 p.m. The 
primary purpose of the delegation during the present phase of the 
Conference should be to prevent any steps being taken which would 
sidetrack the President’s program. We regard it as important that 
the Conference should in some form or other commit itself on the 
plan as a whole and we hope that it will be possible to obtain an 
approval in principle. If this is done and a small standing com- 
mittee is created to prepare a draft for subsequent consideration by | 
the Conference, we would see no objection and considerable advan- 
tage to an adjournment of say 6 months for further study of the 
plan by the governments concerned. The appointment of a small 
committee to sit during the recess seems to us of importance in that 
(a) it will keep the proposals constantly before the attention of the 
various governments; (0) it will preserve the continuity of the Con- 
ference and (c) it will lessen the risk of any power blocking its 
reassembling. 

As to the conclusion in the near future of a treaty of limited scope, 
we do not wish to throw cold water on any scheme that might mark 

a real advance, but the more we examine it the greater appear to 
be its disadvantages. Many of these you have pointed out: it would 
take much time for negotiation and drafting, not to mention ratifi- 
cation; it would require affirmative action; in which it would be 
difficult for us to join, to induce Germany to accept it; 1t might put 
us in a position of seeming to desert powers who have been supporting 
us in our position of leadership. But above all the conclusion of such 
a treaty would detract emphasis from the President’s plan and might 
impair or even destroy the chances of its eventual realization. These | 
considerations would still hold true, though to a lesser degree in the 
case you suggested of a declaration so drawn up as not to require 
ratification. 

In the circumstances, we feel it only fair that you should quite 
frankly inform the French and British of our views, and offer them 
no encouragement along the line of a limited treaty unless and 
until these objections have been removed. I see no disadvantages to 
your joining with them in informing the Conference of the results 
of your informal explorations with them during the past week or so, 
but you should clearly indicate that you are not urging a settlement 
along these lines and that you will continue to press for broader 
solutions.
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The technical questions you submitted in your 274 June 24, 6 p. m. 
are being studied and I hope to be able to send you an answer early 
next week. | 
Thank you for the message contained in your 271 June 23, 3 p. m.5 

I fully realize the strain you all underwent during the few days prior 
to the publication of the President’s plan, and want to express my 

deep personal gratification and admiration for your work. Will you 
share this message with all the members of the delegation ? 

STIMSON 

500.A15A44/1180 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson ) to 
the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 25, 1932—2 p. m. 
[Received June 25—12: 35 p. m.]| 

276. Last night Davis discussed with de Jouvenel present attitude 
of French delegation towards Hoover plan. In absence of Boncour 
who has gone to Paris for today’s Cabinet meetings Jouvenel is 
head of French delegation here. 

Jouvenel stated that now that Prime Minister had exploded they 
were all taking the position they should make the best of the situation 
and see what could be worked out. He had just come from meeting 
with French correspondents where he had told them that they could 
criticise as much as they wanted the way in which the plan had been 
launched but urged them not to criticise the substantive points of 
the plan. 

Regarding the plan Jouvenel said that they were giving the most 
careful consideration to see what could be worked out. He did not 
think that the air proposals presented any serious difficulty. Turning 

to the Navy he felt something could be achieved along the line of the 
President’s plan if existing tonnage figures were taken for France 
and Italy rather than treaty figures. Regarding land forces he con- 
sidered it only fair to take into account not only the army allowed 

Germany under the Treaty of Versailles but also Schutz Poltzei and 
other semi-military, semi-police units which would bring their total 
police force up to around 300,000. Of course France would include 
all similar organizations in computing her own police force. He also 
thought some adjustment of the coefficient for the colonial force 
should be permitted (he was referring to the figure given in our 

draft speech ® confidentially handed to Herriot some days ago). Jou- 

5 Not printed. 

6 Relative to military effectives ; see footnote 19, p. 145.
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venel cited these points as showing the serious study that they were 
giving to the President’s plan and he expressed his personal hope 
that the Cabinet at its meeting today might be able to take some 
friendly action with regard to it. 

The question of security having been raised Davis asked Jouvenel 
to outline specifically what France meant by security frankly stat- 
ing that in its search for security France seemed to be following a 
will-of-the-wisp which it never attained and that if they secured 
further European treaties they would probably consider them in- 
adequate just as they now apparently considered Locarno inadequate. 

Jouvenel stated that they were considering the possibility of con- 
tinental European pacts of mutual assistance and hoped that if such 
agreements were negotiated we would at least be willing to consult 
if there was a clear violation of the Kellogg Pact. Davis said that 
in his personal opinion they were going at the question in the wrong 
way. Their real apprehension was Germany and their greatest se- 
curity, in his opinion, lay in a General Disarmament Treaty to which 
Germany would be a party and which would contain provisions along 
the line of the military clauses of the Versailles Treaty. If the con- 
ference broke up without any real achievement it would only be a 
matter of time before Germany denounced the military clauses of 
the Versailles Treaty and in this she would have a good deal of 
sympathy from public opinion in the United States and Great 
Britain. If, however, France cooperated with the other nations in 

a real reduction of armaments subject to Germany’s remaining sub- 
stantially disarmed public opinion would be with France. | 

Davis then stated that the French were always insisting that they 
could not give up any of their present armaments without having a 
corresponding amount of security in some other direction particu- 
larly through political agreements. This position more or less im- 
plied that they were satisfied with their present security. Was this 
the case? Jouvenel frankly admitted that they were far from satis- 
fied with their present position particularly in view of their appre- 
hension that Italy, Germany and Russia were getting together. He 
said that they were still living in a nightmare of apprehension of 

hostile alliances. Davis then emphasized that if they were not satis- 
fied with their present security why not try to get satisfaction, not 
along the lines of piling up treaties of mutual assistance but by -co- 
operating to do away with the dangerous political tension caused by 
present scale of armaments, by reducing the power of attack of all 
states and by keeping Germany disarmed under a general treaty for 
period of years which would permit the creation of a new spirit be- 
tween the nations of Europe. Davis frankly told Jouvenel that unless
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conditions soon begin to improve the European allies of France will 

become too bankrupt to maintain their present scale of armaments 

and that nothing would contribute more to prevent this bankruptcy 

than a real all reduction in armaments. 

During the discussion Jouvenel indicated that anything in the 

nature of a consultative pact would be of tremendous assistance to the 

Herriot Government in dealing with disarmament and asked frankly 

whether anything of this kind was practicable. Davis stated that the 

term “consultative pact” had become something of a political football 
with us as attempts had been made to read into proposals for such 
a pact obligations which far exceed the idea of consultation; for ex- 

ample, that if such a pact were a part of a disarmament treaty where- 

| by other nations renounced a part of their armaments there might 

be some exact obligation not only to consult but to supply some ma- 

terial aid equivalent to that which other parties to the treaty might 

have renounced. Davis stated that while such an implication might 
not be perpetuated it had nevertheless become politically an obstacle 
to a consultative pact as such. He referred Jouvenel to recent prece- 

dents and to the Republican platform plank and stated that it was 

hoped that this whole question would be taken out of party politics 

with us and that sufficient assurance of our willingness to consult 
under certain circumstances might be given without embodying it in 

a disarmament treaty. In this connection Davis told Jouvenel that 

_ part 6 of the draft convention providing for a disarmament commis- 

sion furnished the idea of consultation in a form which was less open 

to political criticism in the United States and that he thought the 

French delegation had not given the attention to this section of the | 

draft convention which it really merited. Finally, Davis stressed his 

personal view that in dealing with the President’s proposal France 

was at the crossroads in its policy. This plan 1s an opportunity for 

France to collaborate with the United States in the work of disarma- 
ment and that such collaboration in itself would mean more for the 

security of France because of the working of world public opinion 

than European treaties of mutual assistance, that it should mean a 

great deal to France to have the signature of the United States and of 
Great Britain to a disarmament treaty which would fix their mutual 

armaments and those of Germany and provide through the Disarma- 

: ment Commission for some measure of supervision and consultation. 

Jouvenel seemed impressed with these arguments and said he would 

advise Boncour and Herriot in Paris. 

| . Gipson



NEGOTIATIONS FOR DISARMAMENT 237 

500.A15A4/1179 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 25, 19382—3 p. m. 
[Received June 25—12:05 p. m.]| 

277. Wilson and I have had two conversations with Matsudaira and 
Sato in the last few days. They fear that their Government will feel 
that the worst reduction of fleets bears more heavily on the weaker 
than on the stronger powers in spite of the unchanged mathematical 
ratio. 

They had been under the misapprehension that the President’s 
proposal covered the abolition of land bombardment aviation only 
and were greatly relieved and interested to learn from us that the 
prohibition on air bombardment and the abolition of bombers applied 

equally to naval forces. 
You may feel it wise to apprise the Ambassador in Tokio of this 

misapprehension as it may be mentioned to him. 

GIBSON 

§00.A15A4/1185 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 26, 19382—6 p. m. 
[Received 7:55 p. m. | 

278. For the President and Secretary. MacDonald sent word yes- 
terday through his secretary that he was anxious to have a talk with 
Davis and me today and he suggested we meet elsewhere than at 
Lausanne as he wished to avoid public knowledge of our meeting. It 
was accordingly arranged for him to come alone to lunch at my 
house today with Davis and me. [He] particularly requested that no 
mention be made of this meeting. 

MacDonald began by saying that he was greatly troubled by the 
present situation and wanted our advice as to the course the British 

Government should pursue as to the next step to be taken in regard 
to the President’s proposal and what he should do about it. 

He said that Simon had gone back to London informing him that 
“he had been called by duties in the Foreign Office” and it was only 
after his return to London that the American plan was brought up 

at a meeting of the Cabinet called on Friday to discuss Indian ques- 
tions. No agreement was reached and a special meeting was called 
for tomorrow, Monday, to discuss the American proposals. He was 

6442124898
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troubled at having this meeting take place in his absence and had 
advised Baldwin that had he known that this was to be dealt with by 
the Cabinet he would have flown back to London for a meeting yes- 
terday and returned by air today to resume his work in Lausanne 
tomorrow. 

Simon had told me he felt it was essential that the British Gov- 
ernment should make some statement of its position immediately or 
at the latest before the General Commission by Wednesday next with 
a simultaneous and identic statement in the House of Commons. 
MacDonald wanted our opinion as to whether from the American 
point of view it was essential that there be a further British state- 
ment at this time. We told him that in view of Simon’s first speech 

and the subsequent exchange of telegrams with the Secretary we 
could see no necessity for a further British statement until a number 

of other delegations had expressed their views in the General Com- 
mission. MacDonald had not heard of the exchange of telegrams 
between Simon and the Secretary and expressed some surprise that 
these should have been released to the press without his being in- 
formed by Simon. 

He then said he was concerned about having momentous decisions 
taken by the Cabinet in his absence and that he had written Baldwin 
of his views in detail. 

He was troubled by the warm feeling that had been aroused against 
the naval section of the President’s plan; there was considerable ad- 
verse sentiment in the House of Commons “the Admiralty was wild” 
and if the matter was pressed to a conclusion in the Cabinet at this 
time there would be a majority against him; curiously enough the 
most acute antagonism was found among the Liberals and if he 
pressed for an immediate decision of the sort he would like, it would 
probably provoke resignations. Before Simon left the Prime Min- 
ister told him in very definite terms that “nothing must be done to 
jeopardize his working in good understanding with the United 
States” and that if the present good understanding was impaired 
“his (MacDonald’s) usefulness would be ended”. | 

He then brought up anew the three-power conversations and ex- 
, pressed dissatisfaction with the way these had been handled in that 

they had not been broadened as he and Mr. Stimson had anticipated 
to include Germany and Italy; in the second place that they had not 
been directed to the big political problems that lay athwart the work 
of the Conference; and in the third place that the detailed examina- 
tions of points on the agenda had been reported to other delegations 
as “agreements” which would be brought into the General Commis- 
sion. We were in full agreement on these points and agreed that the
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discussions if continued should be broadened to include at least the 
other two powers. We raised the question of a minimum program 
of accomplishment and gave him the substance of the second and 
third paragraphs of your 151.7 He expressed entire agreement and | 
recognized that now the President’s plan is before the Conference it 
should not be set aside. He said that if the conversations continued 
they should be directed to bringing the French and Germans together 
in an effort to reach an agreement between them as to how the mili- 
tary clauses of the Versailles Treaty could be transferred to the new 
treaty and to bringing the French and Italians together on the naval 
question. 

He said he was particularly anxious to have our views as to what 
he should do next. We said that so far as the American standpoint 
was concerned we could see no necessity for an immediate further 
statement of the British position but that he might feel that it was 
wise to ask for the views of the Cabinet for his own guidance and 
withhold final decision and further statements until he and the other 
six Cabinet ministers, who will be here, have a chance to talk with 
us and then take the matter up with the Cabinet on his return to 
London. He said that was exactly the way his mind was working 

and was what he would try to do. As it seems evident that Simon’s 
- personal feeling was largely based on the secondary part he had been 

called on to play we felt it essential to see that MacDonald under- 
stood the reasons which had obliged the President to make his state- 
ment when he did and he said he quite understood. Furthermore, we 
told him that matters might have been in a different position if we had 
been told more clearly where they stood in regard to their general 
plan; that as he knew we had been confidentially but officially in- 
formed that they were coming here with a comprehensive plan and — 
that we would be fully informed on their arrival; that we had re- 
peatedly broached the subject to Simon but had not succeeded in 
eliciting his confidence and that the only conclusion we were able to 
reach was that the idea of a general plan had been abandoned by the 
British Cabinet; for that reason there remained nothing to cause the 
President to withhold independent action. We gather that this had 
not been made clear to him by Simon. 

In summing up he said that he knew no difficulty as to those por- 
tions of the President’s plan relating to land and air and that even 
as regards naval affairs he was sure we could reach a satisfactory 
solution with time and patience; that in some respects they were 
prepared to go further than the President had suggested and that in 
others it might be found possible to reach adjustments which would 

7 June 25, 2 p. m., p. 233.
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enable us to attain approximately the same results though not in 
exactly the same way, that in any event he needed some time to bring 
the Admiralty into line and that as nobody knew better the com- 
plexity of these problems than the President and himself he was 
confident the President would recognize the difficulties of his position. 

In discussing further procedure he stated on leaving that he was 

hopeful of winding up in Lausanne this week that he now had the 

Germans and French negotiating directly (although the chief difii- 
culty now seemed to be more between Herriot and his Minister of 
Finance ® than between Herriot and the Germans) and that once he 
had this problem off his hands he would like to come to Geneva and 
devote himself to finding some way of making a go of this Conference. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1186 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson ) to 
the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 27, 19382—11 a. m. 
[Received June 27—5:48 a. m.] 

279. My telegram No. 278, June 26, 6 p. m. Correspondents at 
Lausanne were informed from British sources yesterday afternoon 
of my meeting with MacDonald though no details were revealed. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1189 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson) 

WasHINGTON, June 27, 1932—4 p. m. 

152. For Gibson and Davis. Your 278, June 26, 6:00 p.m. I ap- 
preciate MacDonald’s frank confidence as revealed in his conference 
with you. I am glad that you made clear to him the reasons which 
had actuated the making of the President’s statement. I concur 

with your position in respect to the next steps to be taken by the 
British. Their attitude is important as to the success of the Presi- 
dent’s proposal, but it is even more important that we preserve our 
good working understanding with them as to policies in general. 

Personally I am impressed with the fact that under the continuing 
and increasing pressure of the economic crisis, almost anything may _ 

®Louis Germain-Martin. .
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happen this summer in which such cooperation with them will be 

vital. 
I desire that at your convenience you should let MacDonald know 

how much I appreciate his attitude; also that both you and he should 
carry in mind that there is no change whatever in our concern as to 
our special naval relation with the Far East. For that reason, while 
we have made the offer of a drastic cut in naval power, it is vital 
that our naval ratios of actual strength with Japan be strictly pre- 
served; and we can consider no alternatives which modify that. It 
is that feature which you will keep in mind at the first moment when 
the British present any alternative proposition. For example, I have 
always doubted the feasibility in this respect of a change in battle- 
ship size. Any structural change is likely to produce a demand for 
greater equality by Japan; and the period of transition between two 
systems would be necessarily a period of danger during which our 
more careless government might neglect to live up to treaty size and 
provisions in the interests of economy. 

Your 276, June 25th, 2: 00 p. m. is also carefully in my mind. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4/1187 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson ) to 
the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 28, 1932—1 p. m. 
[Received June 28—9:27 a. m.] 

281. Mr. Kellogg is in Paris. He has given some thought to pay- 
ing a very brief visit to Geneva but feels it indelicate to do so unless 
you approve. 
We feel that his presence here for a short visit now would be highly 

useful as he is enthusiastic about the President’s proposal and his 
prestige would carry his comments to a wide public especially in 
Europe. We think a useful purpose would be served in his coming 
provided you can see no danger attached thereto. | 

Will you please instruct as urgently as possible so that we may in- 
form Mr. Kellogg in Paris advisedly if possible. 

| GIBSON
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500.A15A4/1196 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 

WASHINGTON, June 28, 19382—1 p. m. 

154. Your 281. I think a short visit by Mr. Kellogg to Geneva 
might prove extremely useful and count on you to post him as to 

the situation in respect to the Conference. 
STIMSON 

500.A15A4/1190 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 28, 1932—9 p. m. 
[Received June 28—7:55 p. m.] 

282. Your 152, June 27, 4 p. m., was just what we needed. 
As Simon was returning from London today by air to report to 

the Prime Minister this evening we considered it urgent to get your 

message to the latter and accordingly decided that the best course 
was for me to go to Lausanne and see him this afternoon. 

I communicated your message to him and when I had completed 
what I had to say he said he was greatly relieved, that quite frankly 
he had been “very much worried” and that this message removed all 
misgivings from his mind and strengthened his hand for the next 
steps. 

He then said that he could give me some further information of 
a rather more hopeful character; that last night he had received a 
draft text of a further British statement which it is my understand- 
ing had been prepared by Simon with certain other Ministers for 
consideration by the Cabinet. The Prime Minister said that he had 
gone over this once with Chamberlain and Runciman and that after 

one reading they had “without hesitation” put a “firm veto” on its 
adoption. He said that the substance of the statement was really 
good but that it was “full of barbs” and unsuitable for the purpose. 
He said he had sent word to Baldwin that he would be very glad to 
have this whole matter considered by the Cabinet for the purpose 
of submitting their views to him, but that when he heard Simon’s 
report he would be ready to decide whether a further statement was 
necessary or whether it was desirable to defer action until he could 

return to London and confer with the Cabinet himself. | 
The Prime Minister said that he had got the French and Germans 

together this morning to discuss reparations but that at the end of
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the meeting things were rather worse than at the start; that he was : 
having another meeting with them when I left but that he really did 
not know how matters were going to turn out. He said he could 

not say which of the two was more unreasonable. He seemed dis- 
tinctly distressed. | 

I asked him what the prospects were of his being able to come to 
Geneva himself in view of what he had said last Sunday. He said 
this presented great difficulties as he must as soon as possible get 
back to London to give 3 or 4 days to preparing the delegates who 
were leaving for Ottawa® on July 14th and that this rendered it 
difficult for him to find any time for Geneva. Even if this difficulty 
were surmounted we have confirmation from other sources of what 
the Prime Minister told us on Sunday that he would be embarrassed 
in coming to Geneva by Simon’s resentment of his dealing with 

disarmament problems. | 
In conclusion he said he was confident we should be able to work 

out something which might not acquiesce in the identic terms of the 
President’s proposal but would be in full harmony with its spirit and 
would achieve its purpose with which he was in entire sympathy. 

As I was leaving I met Herriot who stopped me to ask whether 
the statement he had made in Paris? had been a source of em- 
barrassment to us. I said it had not but that I felt that when he had — 
had fuller opportunity to study the President’s proposal he would 
revise some of the views he had expressed. He said that he had al- 
ready given such study to the President’s plan as had been possible 
in view of the other pressing matters with which he had to deal 
and that he liked the plan better than he had at first; that he 
proposed to go into it very thoroughly as soon as he could; that 
nobody wanted more than he did to achieve its fundamental pur- 
pose and that we could be sure he would devote his best efforts to that 
end. 

. GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1191 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, June 29, 1932—1 p. m. 
[Received June 29—8:45 a. m.] 

283. Davis has just seen de Jouvenel who states that entire French 

delegation including interested Cabinet ministers are now conferring 

°The Ottawa Imperial Economic Conference, July 21—-August 20, 1932. . 

” See telegram No. 394, June 25, 9 p. m., from the Chargé in France, p. 222.



244 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1932, VOLUME I 

here in the hope of finding a way to accept the President’s plan in 
principle. Jouvenel saw Herriot yesterday and told Davis that 
Herriot had been greatly impressed by point of view presented by 
Davis as reported our 276, June 25, 2 p. m., and was very sympathetic. 
Difficulties at Lausanne where he needed British cooperation com- 
plicated Herriot’s position regarding disarmament but Jouvenel was 
hopeful of a prompt and favorable decision. He said that they 
would need some adjustments here and there in the President’s plan 
but he hoped to let us know their decision tonight or tomorrow 
morning. 

If you concur in substance with Davis’ remarks as reported in 
our 276 we suggest you consider advisability of talking with Claudel 
today along these general lines with the request that Herriot be 
informed directly as it might have real influence on French decision. 

We are endeavoring to get French to realize what a unique oppor- 
: tunity they have to promote good will and understanding with the 

two chief creditor nations and to render a genuine service to world 
recovery and peace by coming out boldly for the President’s plan. 

Jouvenel inquired whether there was any truth in newspaper re- 
ports that President considering proposing consultative pact. Davis 
replied that he considered this unlikely particularly as part of dis- 
armament treaty and reiterated views set forth in 276. 

Jouvenel is obviously sincere but it must be remembered that he 
belongs to Left wing of the French delegation and that his estimates 
of the situation may be colored by his desire to avail of this oppor- 
tunity. 

| GIBSON 

500.4A15A4/1211 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 

WasHINGTON, June 29, 1932—5 p. m. 

158. For Gibson and Davis. Your 276, June 25, 2 p. m., 283, June 
29, 1 p. m. 

First: These cables have been carefully considered and discussed. 
I think there would be a real danger of ultimate misunderstanding 
between the two nations if we should encourage the French to enter 
a disarmament treaty in reliance upon any form of agreement for 
consultation. The situation in many respects is quite similar to that 
which we confronted in London in 1930. Then as now the French 
had publicly announced their unwillingness to disarm without fur-
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ther material security; the British, from whom they really desired 
it, had refused to give it and an agreement to consult was being 
suggested as a substitute. I feel now as I felt then that if we should 
persuade them to disarm on the faith of any substitute agreement 
whatever its form, we might very possibly sow the seeds for future 
trouble. So long as there is a bilateral agreement, it is susceptible 
of misunderstanding or misinterpretation between the parties at 
either end. Under all these circumstances I am inclined to feel that 
the only safe protection against such misunderstanding is that the 
United States should retain entire control over its own readiness to 
consult. If it is to give any assurance of future consultation, it must 
retain the right to interpret and condition this obligation. This was 
the advantage of the suggestion made by Senator Swanson last Feb- 
ruary [March]; it would be the advantage of an assurance to be 
given in a unilateral statement by the Executive of this country, if 
the time should ever become ripe for such a step; it would be in line 
with the precedent of past action taken by our Government in similar 

cases. 

Second: the scope of the consultation provided for in Part 6 of 
the draft Convention is in my opinion narrowly limited by the con- 
text both in Article 50 and 52. If it were not so it might be seriously 
objectionable. And if we should stress its importance to the French 
as a substitute for the security which they have been seeking, we 
might lead them into making a broader interpretation of its meaning 
and thus lay the groundwork for future misunderstanding. 

Third: The question is greatly complicated by the existing politi- 
cal situation. While we should be very glad to have it taken out 
of party politics, that is very far from being the case yet. Ivrrespec- 
tive of what the Democratic platform may contain, it would probably 
require also some assurance for joint action by the candidates to 
accomplish this end. In the present bitter and critical attitude by 
men of both parties against any further steps in foreign relations, 
no lesser assurance would seem to avail against any step of this sort 
being grossly misrepresented before Elections. 

Fourth: For the present, therefore, I think our only safe argu- 
ment with France is to urge, as Davis did, the increased strength of 
defense given to France by the fact of disarmament and the increased 
power of weapons of defense as against any covenants for assistance. 
I realize very clearly the strain under which you must be put by the 
pressure of Jouvenel and the desire which you must have to give 
him encouragement, but I feel that both in the interest of avoiding 

all future misunderstanding and also of avoiding the raising of an 
issue which may prevent the ratification of a treaty by this country,
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we must be doubly careful what we say to them. For the same 
reason, I do not see how I can at present lend any assistance through 

Claudel. 
. STIMSON 

500.A15A4/1208 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 29, 1932—8 p. m. 
| [Received 8:40 p. m.] 

284. Since the presentation of the President’s plan the Conference 
has been doing the type of work which it should have started in 
February. Various groups with special interests have been negotiat- 
ing to see how far they can accept the plan and what suggestions 
they must bring for possible alteration. Representatives of these 
various groups have kept us continually in touch with their ac- 
tivities. The groups may be roughly divided in three: 

1. The Central European states who are disarmed under the 
military clauses of the peace treaties. 

2. The Baltic states. 
38. A group including Spain, Sweden, Netherlands, Switzer- 

land, Czechoslovakia and certain others usually referred to as 
the “eight-power group”. 

In general we are happy to state that all of them are enthusiasti- 
cally in favor of the broad principle of radical reductions along gen- 
eral lines as proposed by the President but they have certain additions 
and suggestions that they are all working on. 

A representative of group number 1 called to inquire specifically 
how we envisaged the problem of “equality of treatment”, the obliga- 
tions of article 8 of the covenant and the position of the vanquished 
states, in other words how we foresaw that these questions would 
be treated under our plan. We replied that inasmuch as we were 
not parties to the covenant and since these problems were primarily 
European it would not have been fitting for us to propose a solution 
but speaking informally and personally we discussed that solution 
with which you are familiar of including the military clauses of the 

peace treaties in the treaty which we are writing. Without entering 
into any details it is suggested that they consider this problem and 
perhaps get in touch with their neighbors if they thought it offered 

| possibilities. 
Representatives of group number 2 are mainly concerned as to the 

formula for effectives. They point out that their armies are so small
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showing defense contingents of some 10,000 to 25,000 men that it 
would be a very serious dislocation of their national organization to 

cut these contingents. They ask whether we can contemplate an 
amendment exempting from the scope of the contemplated reduction 
those armies whose defense contingents are less than 25,000 men. 
Our military experts are now working on this problem. Representa- 
tives of group 3 have told us that they are not primarily concerned 
with working on naval problems since they recognize that this must 
be done in the first instance by the naval powers themselves. They 
have hope of uniting on the President’s proposal regarding air and 
are studying seriously the effectives problem. On this they have asked 
numerous questions and discussed certain amendments in detail with 

us. Generally speaking we believe that they will find it possible to 
accept the project. On heavy mobile artillery they are willing to 
draw the line at 155 millimeters and we believe the problem of tanks 
offers no particular difficulty. 

The foregoing of course concerns only groups of small states. 
The situation as regards the great powers is far from being so clear 
and we may not be able to report more definitely for several days. 

We will keep the Department informed as to developments from _ 
time to time but submit the foregoing as of interest in showing the 
trend of affairs. 

GIBSON 

500.A1544/1209 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GENEVA, June 29, 1932—9 p. m. 
[Received June 29—8: 30 p. m.] - 

285. My 274, June 24, 6 p. m. The French have given to the 
British and ourselves the proposed text of an amendment to article 
52 of the draft convention foreseeing investigation on the spot in 
the case of certain complaints. 

Our translation follows: 

“Insert between the second and third paragraphs a new paragraph 
conceived as follows: ‘For the purpose of drawing up its report, 
the Commission shall decide by a two-thirds majority, excluding the 
parties to the difference, whether the inquiry into the complaint shall 
be carried on solely through the examination of official documents 
communicated to it or whether the nature of the alleged facts necessi- 
tates local investigation. 

In the latter case the high contracting parties agree to furnish the 
investigators designated to act within their territory all facilities for 
the accomplishment of their mission.’ ”
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In handing this memorandum to Wilson, Massigli explained that 
the insertion of some such clause was to them of capital importance 
inasmuch as in private conversations with the Germans, the Germans 
had insisted on the elimination from the Treaty of Versailles clauses 
of the right of inspection in Germany under the terms of those 
clauses. In order to maintain this right in regard to Germany, which 

the French consider essential, they must insist on the insertion of 
some such clause in the treaty. Massigli added that would certainly 

seem as if any honest state would welcome such investigation in case 
of complaint. 

IT learn that the Italian delegation has instructions in this con- 
nection to the effect that they may admit such a right of inspection 
in the event that they get a treaty of real reduction. They are un- 
willing to admit such a right for any treaty of mediocre achievement. 
Their former thesis had been that they could not admit right of local 
Inspection under any conditions. 

You may feel that the Italian position is logical and that to 

facilitate real achievement we might be able to admit the possibility 
on which the French are insistent. We realize that our past attitude 
like the Italian has been to oppose any such provision and that it 
could only be justified if necessary to final agreement upon sub- 
stantial reductions. We are studying possible modification to make 
this provision more acceptable to us and would appreciate your views. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1225 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 

WasHIneTon, June 30, 1932—1 p. m. | 

160. For Gibson and Davis. Department’s 158, June 29, 5 p. m. 

In addition to the arguments set forth in paragraph fourth in tele- 
gram under reference which I believe may be safely used with the 
French, it seems to me that Davis’s argument described at the end 
of your 276, June 25, 2 p. m. to the effect that it should mean a great 
deal to France to have the signature of the United States and Great 
Britain to a disarmament treaty which fixes the armaments of all 
nations, the inviolability of which treaty it will naturally be to the 

interests of the United States to see maintained, is a legitimate and 
forceful argument and can be safely used provided the idea of con- 
sultation is not stressed or extended. 

STIMSON
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500.A15A4/1223 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 

. American Delegation (Gibson) 

WASHINGTON, June 380, 1982—7 p. m. 

163. Your 285, June 29, 9 p.m. If it seems possible to conclude 
a treaty of real reduction I am prepared to accept the right of in- 
spection along the general line of the French proposed amendment 

to Article 52, which you quote. 
This would involve a complete reversal of the position taken by 

the American Delegation throughout the Preparatory Disarmament 
Commission and as such you will undoubtedly be able to use it as 
a trading point of high value with the French. Our observance of 
treaty provisions is so scrupulous that we should have nothing to 
fear in the event of inspection; in fact I feel that any honest nation : 
would not only accept but welcome open inspection to disprove vague 
and unsubstantiated charges against her of violating the treaty and 
maintaining armaments in excess of her undertakings. 

I leave to your discretion not only possible drafting modifications 
to improve the form in which the French proposal is cast, but the 
larger question of tactics by which you may obtain the most useful 
results from this change of position. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4/1231 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[ WasHIneron,| June 30, 1932. . 

Finding that the French Ambassador was in New York, I sent for 
the Chargé, Mr. Henry. I told him that I had felt very badly when 
Mr. Claudel called upon me the last time, just when the preliminaries 
of the Hoover proposal at Geneva were under way, not to be able to 
tell him frankly what it was about. I said that that matter was 
being handled through the delegation at Geneva; that I had told 
no other representatives about it and I was afraid if I did so I might 
cross some wires which would make trouble. Mr. Henry said he 

understood that and would tell the Ambassador. I told the Chargé 
that I was now very anxious to keep the French Embassy posted on 
the developments and I recalled to him how grateful I had always 
been for their cooperation in a similar way with me all through last 
winter over the information which they received concerning the Far 
East. I then took our telegrams from Geneva, Nos. 283 and 282,1! 

1 Ante, pp. 243 and 242.
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and read to him the passages which had been marked by Mr. Castle 
and Mr. Moffat, and which related to Davis’ talks with Jouvenel and 
Gibson’s talks with Herriot. However, I did not mention Jouvenel’s 
name. I summed up the situation to the effect that matters were 
going on more favorably than I had expected, and that the Presi- 
dent’s plan was under very careful and friendly scrutiny by the 
French. I summarized for Henry the situation leading up to the 
President’s proposal—how we had sat silent for five months because 
we considered it a European peace conference, where the essential 

problems were those of Europe into which we could not enter, and 

that it was only after the conference seemed to be sinking into a 
failure that the President had insisted on going forward and making 
an American proposal out of the plan which we had already worked 
out and which was already in the hands of the delegation for use 
when others had broken the ice. I ended by telling Henry of the 
problem of the consultative pact. I described first, my attitude 

towards the Kellogg Pact * from the first month after it was ratified 
and my efforts to make it a real and effective treaty instead of a mere 
concurrent expression of a pious intention by the different signa- 

tories. I told him that before I left office I hoped that there would 
be an expression of policy by this country of its intention to confer 

when any major emergency arose involving a breach of the Kellogg 
treaty.13 But I pointed out that in the situation now at Geneva, 
just as had been the case in London in 1930, there was almost a 
certainty of misunderstanding between the people of France and the 
people of America if France should be persuaded to disarm in reli- 

ance upon a consultative pact. In both cases, France had announced 
publicly her position that she would not disarm unless she received 
a security pact; that the British to whom this was addressed had 
replied in both cases that they would not give such a pact, and that 
now outside people were suggesting as a substitute for the security 
pact a consultative pact by us. I pointed out that it was inevitable 
in such a situation that the French people would be led to believe 
that a consultative pact involved a promise of armed assistance and 

that would make future trouble between the two nations. Mr. Henry 
replied that he understood my position perfectly and recalled a talk 
he had with me along the same lines in 1930, in which he had advo- 
cated a unilateral expression of executive opinion. I told him that — 
the only safe solution I could see in this situation was by way of 
executive statement, in which we retained the right to interpret our 

* Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 153. 
“See address entitled “The Pact of Paris: Three Years of Development” 

delivered by Mr. Stimson on August 8, pp. 575 ff.
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own policy and statement thereof or by way of precedent from actual 

conduct in a similar situation. Henry broke in by saying, “which 

latter you have already doné,” meaning the Sino-Japanese situation. 

I said, “Yes.” Mr. Henry said he understood perfectly and would 

tell Mr. Claudel, and that I need not worry about Mr. Claudel’s 

feelings on the situation. 
H[znry] L. S[trmson] 

5§00.4A15A4/1221 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Secretary of State 

Geneva, July 1, 1932—5 p. m. 
[Received July 1—12: 40 p. m.] 

293. Department’s 141, June 20, 11 p. m.,!* reference President’s 
statements on effectives proposal. 

We have had several questions as to whether the President’s 
[garbled group] calculation to armies means that it is desired to 
eliminate German naval effectives from the calculations. In this 
case it will be necessary not only materially to modify the draft 
speech!® which you approved in your 127, June 10, 3 p. m.,!® but also 
the quantitative chart accompanying that speech would have to be 

entirely done over. 
As the figures on this basis have been widely circulated and dis- 

cussed among the delegations at Geneva it is urgent that we have 
your instructions as to whether the speech should be redrafted with 
these basic changes.. The principle result of such a change would 
of course be to give Great Britain and the United States much larger 
minus signs in the defense contingent and slightly to lower the 
police components of all other countries with a slight increase in the 
cuts demanded. 

GIBSON 

§00.A15A4/1234 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 

Wasuinaton, July 1, 1982—6 p. m. 

165. Your 293, July 1,5 p.m. The point you have raised seems | 

to be one of detail suitable for adjustment in Geneva. It would not : 

1# Ante, p. 195. 
15 Not printed. 
16 Ante, p. 161.
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seem necessary to modify your draft speech or re-calculate the 
quantitative chart, unless you should perceive positive advantages 
in so doing. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4/1222 ; Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GrNneEvA, July 1, 19832—6 p. m. 
[Received 8:11 p. m.] _ 

294. We have had indication from different sources that the British, 
who said they were not yet ready to discuss matters with us, have 
had long talks with the Japanese and that they are seeking to get 
the Japanese lined up with them against the naval portion of the 
President’s proposal. 

While Simon has put us off from day to day on the ground that 
he was not yet ready to talk naval matters with us he has today 
suggested a meeting of the five powers on Monday to discuss “naval 
question”. 

We are bearing constantly in mind, and have so informed the 
British, the necessity for working in good understanding in order 
to preserve intact our general handling of Far Eastern problems. 
We have told them we consider it essential that we iron out our diffi- 
culties in private and avoid any public divergence of views. 
We are convinced that this is primarily Simon’s personal activity. 
We do not feel that this reflects any change in the point of view 

of the Prime Minister but find difficulty in approaching him while 
Simon is at Geneva in charge of disarmament matters. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1248 | 

Memorandum by Jay Pierrepont Moffat of the Division of 
Western Huropean Affairs 

[WasHineton,] July 1, 1932. 

I had lunch today with Jules Henry of the French Embassy who 
expressed great appreciation of the frank way in which the Secretary 
had spoken to him yesterday concerning proposals at Geneva. 

He said that Herriot’s political position in France was at the 
moment extremely precarious and that it was entirely possible that 

his Cabinet might fall in the very near future. If this were the
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case, he had had various indications that he would be succeeded by 
Caillaux who was rapidly becoming the real leader of the Radical 
Socialist group. Caillaux declined to join the present government 
on the ground that as president of the Finance Commission in the 
Senate he could more effectively support the present cabinet. 
Henry reviewed then rather briefly Caillaux’s career pointing out 

how he had always been a protagonist of Franco-German rapproche- 
ment. If something could be done along this line, particularly with 

the German conservatives who have the same idea, France’s need for 

armaments would considerably diminish. He then referred to 
Francois-Poncet’s reports from Berlin which he said were masterly. 

In brief, Francois-Poncet has told his Government that nearly all 
the German conservative leaders are making a real effort to reach an 
agreement with France; they recognize the international situation in 

Germany is so involved that for ten years at least they will be en- 
tirely preoccupied with domestic adjustments rather than pursuing an 
active foreign policy; that meantime if France could help them to 
obtain some agreement with Poland on her eastern frontier, the 
way would be open for plain sailing. Some suggestions had even 
been made that a possible solution for the problem would be an ex- 
change of population modeled on that between Greece and Turkey 
following the war of 1922. 

P[rerrepont] M[orrar] 

500.A15A4/1232 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GENEVA, July 2, 1932—10 a. m. 
: [Received July 2—9:40 a. m.17] 

295. Simon returned from London on Tuesday but we have not 
yet elicited any indication from him as to the British attitude to- 
wards the President’s proposal. The French on the other hand have 
had rather thorough discussions with us and their attitude on the 
whole has been much more reasonable than we had anticipated. We 
have no further indication from the Japanese since the conversation 
reported in my 277.18 

There are various indications of a move in which Simon is con- 
cerned to sidetrack the President’s proposal either by breaking it up 
into its component parts and scattering these through the agenda 
of the Conference or by giving some measure of approval to its gen- 

7 Telegram in two sections. 
% June 25, 3 p. m., p. 237. / 

6442124824 :
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eral purpose and consigning it to a committee to make a report “when 
the Conference reconvenes”. Simon has discussed with various people 
including the President of the Conference ?® the idea of winding up 
the present session with a resolution setting forth the measure of 
agreement already attained [on?] aviation, heavy mobile guns, tanks 
and chemical warfare “both in scope and thus far in detail an ex- 
tremely attenuated result” and accepting this as the achievement 

of the Conference. 
We feel that it is totally unacceptable for the Conference to con- 

tent itself with such a limited objective when greater achievement _ 

is possible and it is to be borne in mind that any such ending of this 
Conference would probably mean that the Germans would express 
complete dissatisfaction and would not return. Their views on this 
subject would be shared by many other delegations. 

A meeting of the Bureau is called for Monday or Tuesday *° to 
decide on the future work of the Conference and an effort will 
probably be made at that time to sidetrack the President’s proposal 
in one way or another. It therefore becomes essential for us to have 
our course of action clearly mapped out. It seems to us that perhaps 
the most effective method would be for us to have a draft resolution 
ready for presentation either in the Bureau or preferably at the 
conclusion of the consideration of the President’s plan in the General 

Commission setting forth the results which we consider practicable 
at this time. We are telegraphing a draft text under our number 

| 296 21 and should be glad to have your views as to whether this method 
of treatment has your approval although we are not sanguine as to 
its acceptance unchanged. 

It seems to us that there are two courses of action open to us: 

(1) To insist upon unqualified adoption of the President’s plan 
and press for its acceptance or rejection at this time. We feel that 
this would lead to failure to adopt the President’s proposal, in that 
many of the delegations which approve its purpose feel real difficul- 
ties in binding themselves at this time to acceptance of agreements 
which will have to be worked out in greater detail and of which they 
cannot foresee the consequences. For instance, Paul-Boncour, French 
Minister of War, tells us that, while he is quite prepared to go into 
this matter thoroughly and sympathetically he would be in an impos- 
sible position if he accepted now a definite percentage cut in effectives 
and was then called upon in the Chamber of Deputies for explana- 
tons as to how it would work out as regards France and her neigh- 
ors. 
(2) The other course would be to offer a resolution, as advocated 

in my 296 to be adopted by the Conference. 

” Arthur Henderson. 
* July 4 or 5. 
7 Infra.
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While we realize that there may be criticism if we do not fight 
for a vote on the President’s plan, we feel that this course would 
almost inevitably lead to rejection. On the other hand, the second 
course seems to us to offer a better prospect of achieving substantial 
results and that time is working for us in various countries. The 
evolution towards acceptance of the President’s general conception 
will be accelerated when it is realized that other countries find it 
afforded time to satisfy themselves as to how our proposal would 
work out for them. | 

If the Conference adjourns on the basis of such a resolution as 
we are submitting it will be apparent our Government has not only 
rescued it from hopeless floundering but stimulated immediate agree- 
ments on a variety of points and brought about a declaration of 
principle on reductions so that the work which will be going on 
during the recess would be toward the realization of the President’s 
program. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1229 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
_ Secretary of State | 

Gxrneva, July 2, 1932—11 a. m. 
[Received July 2—9:10 a. m.] 

296. Following is the text of draft resolution referred to in my 295. 

“The Conference for the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments: 

Being profoundly convinced that substantial measures of disarma- 
_ ment on land, sea and in the air are necessary to promote the organi- 

zation of peace, to remove the incentive as well as to reduce the 
power to wage aggressive war, and to hasten economic recovery. 

Recognizing that such disarmament is a natural consequence of - 
the obligations which the states of the world have assumed under 
the Briand-Kelloge Pact and the Covenant of the League of Nations. 

Recognizing further that in view of the inter-relationship of land, 
air and naval forces, measures of disarmament should be applicable 
to all types of armaments and that the relative security of all nations 
of the world would be increased by proportional reductions by the 
nations of the world which now possess substantial armaments; and 

Having taken cognizance of the proposals submitted by the Presi- 
dent of the United States of America which are based upon the 
foregoing principles and having examined the reports and resolu- 
tions submitted by the various commissions of the Conference
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Has agreed upon the following declaration in order to affirm cer- 
tain principles and methods of procedure which have been unani- 

mously accepted: 

1. The Conference considers that the first decisive step for the 
reduction of armaments to the lowest possible levels should be taken 
along the lines of the proposal of the President of the United States 
of America, which contemplates that all types of arms should be 
subject to strict limitation and to a reduction of approximately one 
third. 

2. The Conference records that agreement has already been reached 
upon many important points which should be included in the dis- 
armament treaty in accordance with the guiding principles approved 
by the Conference and set forth in the plan of the President of the 
United States of America. These points of agreement are as follows: 

(a) The prohibition of all bombardment from the air. 
(6) The abolition of all bombardment aviation and, to insure 

the carrying out of the prohibition against bombardment, the 
limitation, with such exceptions as may be agreed upon, of the 
size of airplanes to a maximum unladen weight of (blank), 
together with a limitation of numbers of airplanes as follows: 

(c) The abolition of all chemical, bacteriological and incendi- 
ary warfare. 

(d) The abolition of heavy mobile land artillery above 
(blank) millimeters. 

(e) The abolition of tanks. 
(f) The limitation of governmental expenditure to reflect 

direct measures of disarmament. 
(g) The constitution of a permanent disarmament commission 

as outlined in part 6 of the draft convention. 

3. In order to permit the direct consultations between governments 
which are necessary for the concrete realization of the principles of 
disarmament set forth in the program of the President of the United 
States of America, the General Commission and its several commis- - 
sions, with the exceptions hereafter noted, shall be adjourned to 
reconvene on November 15, 19382. 

4. During the adjournment of the General Commission, in order 
to insure the continuity of the work at the Conference there is hereby 
constituted a coordinatng and a drafting committee whose task it 
shall be: 

(a) In the case of the drafting committee to prepare appro- 
priate treaty texts to give effect to the points of agreement listed 
in paragraph 2 above; and 

(6) In the case of the coordinating committee to receive from 
time to time from the governments who may be consulting with 
respect to the plan presented by the President of the United 
States of America or with respect to other phases of the work 
of the Conference, any bases of agreement which may be reached 
and to coordinate and then to refer such bases to the drafting 
committee for the preparation of appropriate treaty texts for 
submission to the Conference.
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5. In order to facilitate the work of the coordinating, the powers 
particularly concerned agree to take the following steps: 

(a) The powers parties to Naval Treaties of Washington and 
London will consider together the naval proposals of the Presi- 
dent of the United States with a view to an early decision as 
to the nature and character of the naval reductions to be effected 
within the general scope of these proposals. 

(6) The naval powers other than the powers parties to the 
above treaties agree to consider the limitations and reductions 
which they may be able to accept assuming that the treaty naval 
powers accept limitations or reductions along the lines of the 
plan of the President of the United States of America. | 

(c) Finally it is agreed that such other regional conversations 
shall be undertaken between the powers whose armaments bear 
particular relations to each other within particular geographical 
areas in order to facilitate thereby the conclusion of a general 
agreement. 

6. The principle of a 33 1/3 percent reduction in the defense com- 
- ponent of effectives of landing forces as proposed in the plan of the 
President of the United States of America should be worked out on 
the basis of comparable figures for effectives. Hence the coordinating 
committee shall consult with the necessary technical experts with a 
view to enabling the drafting committee to prepare the treaty clauses 
which will embody the figures necessary for carrying out this prin- 
ciple. 

7. In order to insure that pending the reconvening of the Confer- 
ence and during the time of its work no steps shall be taken by any 
power which might prejudice the broad and comprehensive program 
of disarmament hereby initiated, the Conference agrees that the 
truce provided for by the resolution of the Assembly of the League 
of Nations of September 29, 1931, shall be extended for (blank) 
months from its expiration November 1, 1932.7? 

8. To evidence their acceptance of the principles set forth in this 
declaration the duly accredited representatives of all the powers 

_ represented at the Conference have this (blank) day of (blank) 
initialed the foregoing declaration”. 

Statement of points of agreement in paragraph 2 goes beyond 
what has yet been accepted but we felt our resolution should not 
suggest any recessions from President’s plan. 

| GIBSON 

For correspondence concerning the armaments truce, see Foreign Relations, 
1931, vol. 1, pp. 440 ff.; for text of the resolution of September 29, 1931, see 

telegram No. 171, September 29, 1931, from the Minister in Switzerland, ibid., 
pp. ’ .
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500.4A15A4/1236 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation ( Gibson ) 

WasHINGTON, July 2, 1982—1 p. m. 

166. Your telephone conversation of yesterday and your 294, July 

1,6 p.m. We have been giving considerable thought to the problem 

you put up to us by telephone yesterday, namely whether you should 

force an early discussion of the President’s proposal. 
The essential thing to remember is that we must avoid at the present 

moment any action that might eliminate the President’s plan from 

its position as the focus of public opinion in all nations. This 

elimination might be brought about (a) by an adverse vote on the 

principle of the plan, (6) by a weakening of its provisions by the 

introduction or passage of new and controversial features, (c) by 

the segregation of the naval problem or (d) by a discussion which 

would provoke or reveal such divergence of sentiment that the plan 

would appear to be unrealistic. We are also anxious to avoid any 

situation which might result in an adverse vote or expression on 
our proposals by the principal European powers, as this would 

probably result in a more uncompromising public opinion here. 

Therefore you should not risk precipitating a general discussion 
if you feel that any of these results might follow. In any event, you 
should previously assure yourself of the attitude that Great Britain 

and France will take, in order that you can thus foresee in large 
measure the course and outcome of the debate. The question of 
whether any resolution you may present will require unanimous vote 
or only the vote of the majority may be the critical element in 
determining your policy. On this point your own knowledge of the 
situation must control. 

CASTLE 

500.A15A4/1228 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson ) to the 
Secretary of State 

GENEVA, July 2, 19382— p. m. 
[Received July 2—9 a. m.] 

300. We find that the proposal for one-third cut of the defense 

contingent in effectives works decided hardship on certain small 

countries in dislocating their organization. We have studied the 
problem with our military advisers and are of the opinion that we 

could readily admit the exemption from the application of the
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President’s plan of those states whose total effectives are less than 
40,000. Please note that this includes Austria, Bulgaria, Hungary 
all of which although bound by the peace treaties would show plus 
figures under our calculations. It also includes such countries as 
Estonia, Finland, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland none of which 
cause concern to their neighbors. The nearest figure in Europe is 
Portugal with approximately 66,902. | 

In South America the sole difficulty is Argentina with 44,212. If 
she would reduce to 40,000 she would gain as compared with the 
formula which would reduce her to approximately 37,000. Brazil 

and Chile both have minus figures. Urgent reply requested. 
| GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1238 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the 
American Delegation ( Gibson ) 

WasHINGTON, July 2, 1932—9 p. m. 

168. Your 295 July 2, 10 a. m. and 296 July 2,11a.m. Our 166 
July 2,1 p.m. which was drafted and despatched before the receipt 
of your two telegrams under reference, shows that the Department 

views the problem in essentially the same terms as the Delegation. 
If you can obtain in advance British and French support for your 
resolution (we can, I suppose, assume Italian and German approval), 
you will have gone a long way toward avoiding the dangers to which 
we called your attention this morning. The resolution submitted in 
your 296 is well-conceived and in general accords with our views, but 
before making use of it in even a preliminary way, we must ask you 
to make two important modifications. 

Section II, point B should be abbreviated so as merely to read 
“The abolition of all bombardment aviation.” ‘The references to the 
limitation of maximum unladen weight and to numbers of airplanes 
should be omitted. 

It has been found impossible thus far to reach a meeting of minds 
with the War and Navy Departments on these points, concerning 
which you also asked for instructions in your 297 July 2, 12 noon.”8 

As to the maximum limit of unladen weight of airplanes: 

(A) the Navy Department cannot recommend a limitation of size. 
If, however, (1) aerial bombing can be definitely prohibited and (2) 
if proper provision can be made for an adequate supply for naval 
purposes of planes of a large size, a general limitation in size might 
prove acceptable to the Navy Department. Such general limitation 

2 Not printed. |
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should be fixed at not lower than 6,000 pounds unladen weight. For 
transport and flying boat types, Navy Department opposes a limit of 
less than 20,000 pounds, the weight which it considers necessary for 
a flying boat capable of making aerial passages to the island posses- 
sions of the United States. 

(B) The War Department remains firmly opposed to fixing maxi- 
mum limit of unladen weights for airplanes which it feels should 
receive no consideration as a compromise for universal abolition of 
bombardment aviation. It holds that rapid technical development 
unquestionably would negative in a short period any attempt to 
limit the offensive character of aircraft and that the needs of the 
several nations as to the characteristics even of peculiarly defensive 
aircraft, vary so widely that the fixing of unladen weight limits 
could only result in grossly unequal effects. 

As to the numerical restriction of aircraft: 

(A) The Navy Department advocates the basis of limitation as 
the “full needs of naval armament agreed upon by treaty, including 
the essential auxiliary services under naval administration.” In no 
case, should the naval aircraft strength allotted to the United States 
be less than that allotted to the British Empire and in a ratio to that 
of Japan equivalent to the Washington ratio of 5 to 3. Navy 
Department continues “Under the present treaty navy allowed the 
United States, there are needed a total of 1847 airplanes under 6,000 
pounds and 218 over 6,000 pounds. Abolition of bombing would not 
affect these totals as the bombers removed would be replaced by planes 
of other types. Reduction of the treaty navy would cause a pro- 
portionate reduction of the planes carried on board vessels under 
6,000 pounds but would not affect the number required of heavier 
types. It is evident that the 250 planes of the transport and flying 
boat types suggested in the Delegation’s despatch are barely adequate 
to cover naval needs, irrespective of the needs of the Army for these 
types.” 

(B) The War Department feels that no decision on this point 
should be made until the question of the abolishing of bombardment 
aviation has been disposed of. 

The differences of viewpoint quoted above graphically illustrate 

the difficulties that you will undoubtedly run into if you try to include 
in your resolution anything but the broadest generalities. This is the 
type of problem that can be handled far more effectively in a small 
committee. 

Section II, point F. We fear it will be necessary to omit this refer- 
ence to limitation of expenditures, which was not included in the 
President’s proposal, and which goes far beyond anything we have 
agreed to or authorised. In view of your numerous recommendations 
we have given special and sympathetic consideration to this question 

but still believe that an acceptance of the principle would be im- 
possible. |
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Before finally agreeing to an extension of the armaments truce 
it would be necessary for us to know and approve the period of 
extension. 

We appreciate that the fate of the Conference will probably de- 
pend in large measure on the events of the next 2 or 3 days, and 
look forward to your handling of a most difficult situation with 
complete confidence. 

CASTLE 

500.A15A4/1237 : Telegram . 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson ) 

WasHINGTON, July 3, 1982—4 p. m. 
169. Your 300, July 2, 3 p. m. 
1. We agree with your view that an all around one-third cut of 

every defense component would work a decided hardship on certain 
smaller countries and make it difficult for them to accept. Certain 
modifications of the present formula to meet the special situation 
of the small armies therefore would be unobjectionable provided they 
remain within the spirit of the President’s proposal and provided 
they do not give other nations an excuse to claim consideration for 
their own peculiar circumstances and thus open the door to an endless 
series of special claims which would so whittle away the essential 
features of our plan as to leave little more than an empty shell. 

2. If we correctly understand your proposal, it would mean that 
(a) states having total effectives of less than 40,000 would be per- 
mitted to maintain their present status quo; they would not be . 
required to make any reductions but would simply enter into the 
treaty their present strength which would thus become their treaty 
strength; (6) states having effectives in excess of 40,000 but whose 
defense component is such is [as] that a 1/3 reduction would reduce 
the total below 40,000, will be granted a total treaty strength of 
40,000 without regard to percentages of reduction; (c) all other 
states would cut their defense component by 1/3. 

3. From the point of view of paragraph 1 above, we see the follow- 
ing serious objections to this suggestion: 

(a) It would exempt from the application of the President’s plan 
34 states, or considerably more than one-half the total of 59 states 
listed in your last table. Fourteen of these have total effectives in 
excess of 10,000 and eight in excess of 20,000. Nine have defense 
components in excess of 10,000, and two in excess of 20,000. To place 
in a special category and exempt from all reduction such a large
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number of states and such large defense components seems to us to 
result in an inadmissible restriction of the scope of our plan which 
must be world-wide if it is to be truly effective. 

(6) We feel that, with the exception of those states which have 
relatively few or no defense components, all should be required to 
make some sacrifice, even if on a reduced scale. It must be borne 
in mind that the small countries stand to gain relatively most by the 
abolition of aggressive weapons; they should in turn be prepared to 
make some contribution in the way of reduced defense components. 

(c) Are you sure that your suggestion would be acceptable to 
certain Powers with effectives in excess of 40,000 who are bordered 
by a chain of states which would be exempt from any cut although 
possessing relatively the largest defense components of all? 

4. It does not seem impossible to work out some formula which, 
while meeting half-way the difficulties of the smaller armies, would 
nevertheless draw a larger number of states within the scope of our, 
plan and call upon the majority to make a contribution commensurate 
with their status. | 

5. Thus we feel that the aims you desire to achieve by the plan 
suggested in your 300 might be arrived at by a formula which would 
exempt from reduction the first 10,000 of every defense component, 
regardless of total effectives. Since our whole position is based on the 
theory that for purposes of comparison and international reduction, 
only that portion of the total effectives constituting the defense com- 
ponent should be taken into account, it would seem more logical to 
base any derogation from the principle of all-round percentage re- 
duction on defense contingents alone. This would also emphasize the 
point of view, inherent in our formula, that even an army which is 
small in actual numbers may be disproportionately large in com- 
parison to population. Under the suggestion contained in your 300, 
the President’s plan as regards effectives, would apply to less than 
one-half of the nations of the world. Our proposal, outlined above, 
while achieving roughly similar results in practice, would apply the 
principle of a division into police and defense components to all 
states and would thus maintain the universality and uniformity of 
application which we consider essential. | 

6. So far as the actual size of the exemption is concerned, we do 
not insist on the figure 10,000, although we believe that this amount 
should prove acceptable to the states concerned. It would require 
each country to reduce by one-third that part of its defense com- 
ponent which exceeds 10,000. Leaving out of account those countries 
having no actual defense components, there are 12 states which have 
defense components of 10,000 or less and would thus be exempt from 
reduction. Nine of the 34 countries covered by the proposal in your 
300 (namely, Albania, Bulgaria, Esthonia, Finland, Hungary, Latvia.
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Lithuania, Sweden and Australia) would be required to make certain 
cuts on a greatly reduced scale. Hungary, for instance, would have 
to cut 1,616 from a total of 34,993, instead of 4,949. Since the prin- 
cipal land powers have defense components in excess of 100,000, such 
an exemption would amount to less than 10 per cent of their defense 
components and would constitute a still smaller percentage of their 
total effectives. 

7. If you find a different figure for the exemption would have a 
greater chance of adoption you may, if necessary, modify it up 
to a total of not more than 15,000. This latter figure would exempt 
from reduction every state covered by the proposal in your 300, with 
the exception of Bulgaria, Finland, Latvia and Sweden. Of course, 
the smaller the exemption the better from our point of view. 

8. These are merely thoughts for your consideration, but they will 
indicate how our minds are running and what are the limits of 
modification we are prepared to agree to. Within these limits you 
are free to work out a detailed formula most adapted to the needs 
as you meet them on the spot. 

9. The President wishes you clearly to understand, however, that 

you should make no change in his original plan unless you have 
assured yourself that a modification will bring about a material in- 
crease in general support of the plan and in the likelihood of its 
ultimate adoption. 

CASTLE 

500.A15A4/1240 

Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation *4 

SECRETARY: Hello, Mr. Gibson. 
Davis: Mr. Secretary, this is Norman Davis. 
SECRETARY: Yes, now I recognize your voice. 
Davis: We thought we ought to tell you about a conversation I had 

with the person mentioned in our 803.25 This gentleman told me in 

the strictest confidence that the British Cabinet actually adopted 
about a month ago this far-reaching plan on disarmament, but for 
various reasons they had not wished to launch it. I gather from 
what he said that the delay was due to a desire to consult with the 
Dominions and various factions and also some preoccupation as to its 
effect upon us. They were therefore embarrassed because the Presi- 
dent got ready to act before they did and also annoyed at their 

** Between Mr. Davis in Geneva and Mr. Stimson in Washington, July 5, 
1932, 10:05 a. m. 

> Not printed.
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own failure in not taking the initiative in presenting what they be- 
heved to be a better plan. They were discussing quite strenuously 
the advisability of announcing that plan, particularly on account of 
the pressure of public opinion and treatment of that position by 
Parliament and they hesitated for fear of giving the impression of 
marked differences of opinion between our two countries and they 
also feared that such a procedure might not constitute a subsequent 
agreement. I told him that, under the circumstances, it seemed to 
me that it would be better for us to sit down together now to try to 
reach a common denominator; not to air any differences in public 
since we were both desirous of accomplishing the same end. He con- 
curred in that. He said he felt that MacDonald and perhaps the 
entire Cabinet would concur in this issue. While he did not tell me 
what the plan is, it did not involve any reduction in cruisers but 
did provide for the abolition of military aviation and of submarines 
and for a greater reduction in total tonnage than that proposed by 

_ the President. 
He told me also that the British Admiralty was considerably con- 

cerned over the President’s proposal, particularly with regard to 
cruisers and submarines. They could not understand why we, know- 
ing their need for cruisers, would propose a reduction and also, they 
could not understand why we did not propose the abolition of sub- 
marines but, on the contrary, fixed for submarines such a large 
tonnage as that of 10 or 12 hundred tons. I told him we had re- 
peatedly stated that we were in favor of the abolition of submarines 
but I assumed the President’s proposal was not simply submitted with 
a view of getting just what we wanted but of getting an agreement 
and that while I had no definite plans on the subject, my guess was 
that our Navy felt that if we could not abolish submarines they would 
still want to have submarines which would meet their particular 
needs. : 

We then discussed a future program for the conference and I told 
this gentleman in confidence what we were considering as a resolu- 
tion as indicated in our 296.78 He thought it would be possible to 
get such a program through. 

SECRETARY: A resolution as to effectives? 
Davis: A resolution upon accepting in principle the President’s 

proposal and outlining certain points of agreement. I think we could 
probably get that through and have Simon introduce it. Since our 
report, Simon came to see Gibson. 

SECRETARY: When was this? 
Davis: Today. This afternoon right after Gibson put in this 

7% July 2,11 a. m., p. 255.



NEGOTIATIONS FOR DISARMAMENT 269 

call. Now, he first told us that the P. M.27 would appreciate it if 
we would come to Lausanne tomorrow because he wants to talk over 
the procedure with regard to the action of the British Government 
with regard to the President’s proposal. Baldwin tells him that the 
pressure on him is so great that he has got to say something soon 
because at the Commons someone introduced a resolution which will 
be embarrassing if he doesn’t do something. He said Sir John had 
been insisting on holding off and not saying anything more because 
he was very much opposed to any proposal of a rival plan and he 
was satisfied now that they would not do that, but that they would | 
have to speak more concretely than heretofore what their views were. 

We still discussed what we should do in the Bureau this afternoon 
and he outlined to us his views as to it. 

SECRETARY: What were his views? 
Davis: As to whether we should have a General Commission for 

full discussion or whether we should try to deal with this question 
in the Bureau itself. He thought—we all agreed—that we should 

_ postpone the discussion for a day or two and perhaps we would avoid 
any public discussion and we would agree upon a comprehensive 
resolution under which we would adjourn and he outlined to us his 
own views as to what we might do which were substantially in accord 
with what is contained in our cable to you, 296, and he is going to 
work on that tonight and we are to get together tomorrow, but the 

thing that the Prime Minister wants to talk to us about was just 
how Baldwin would present this matter in Parliament because they 
were anxious, while taking their own position, not to oppose the 
President’s plan and in fact give it a more hearty approval in prin- 
ciple than they had heretofore. 

SECRETARY: He wants Simon to present their views? 
Davis: Whether we want a General Commission. Simon to make 

another statement and simultaneously to his Baldwin would make 
a statement in the House of Commons, that is what they want to 
talk over with us tomorrow, just exactly how it should be done and 
what the subject would be so that it would be entirely acceptable to 
us. It does look as if the spirit now is very greatly improved and 

the General Commission in that case would probably meet on 
Thursday.?8 

SECRETARY: Your plan is to see if you can work out with them 
an agreement on the resolution which would lay the foundation for 
an adjournment afterwards and, in the meanwhile, Baldwin will 
make a statement in the House of Commons. 

Prime Minister Ramsay MacDonald. 
78 July 7. .
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Davis: That is right. But not before Thursday and not until 
after we have had a talk with the Prime Minister as to the way it 
should be done. 

SECRETARY: I see. That sounds all right to me. . 
Davis: What do you think about our getting Simon to present 

the resolution here which would be the one involving its adjourn- 

ment ? 
Secretary: After you had agreed to it. 
Davis: Yes, after we had agreed to it because we couldn’t very 

well get up and present it. 
SECRETARY: I see no reason against that, and I see a good many 

reasons for it. 
Davis: That is what we did. That is good. 
Secretary: Of course, he will present the resolution only after 

you know what it is. : 
Davis: Yes, after we have agreed on every word of it. Iam more 

concerned about his speech and I think that is what the Prime 
Minister wants to talk to us about tomorrow. 

SECRETARY: You had better be pretty careful about that. 
Davis: Yes, I know it. 
Secretary: I think if you get that arrangement carried out you 

will have gotten through a difficult situation much better than I 
thought you would at one time. Congratulations. 

Davis: You can’t tell how the weather will change tomorrow. 
Secretary: Yes, know. Are you going to have a meeting today ? 
Davis: Right now, in about ten minutes. 
SECRETARY: With the P. M. or Simon? 
Davis: No, with the Bureau. 
Secretary: And at that meeting you will probably be working 

on that resolution. 
Davis: Yes, that is right. 

| SECRETARY: Thank you very much, I think I understand now. 

Good-by. 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/23 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GENEVA, July 5, 1932—10 p. m. 
[ Received 10: 80 p. m.] 

304. At the meeting of the Bureau this afternoon it was decided on 
Henderson’s proposal that a meeting of the General Commission 
would take place on the afternoon of July 7th at 4 o’clock for the
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purpose of permitting those states which have not as yet had the 
opportunity of expressing their views with regard to the Hoover 

proposals to do so. The President announced that three states have 

already signified their desire to speak in this connection and that he 

- anticipated more. The President then stated that in his opinion it 

was advisable to approach the plenary session with a definite objec- 

tive in view, to take stock of what had actually been accomplished 

in the work of the Conference up to this point and to bring this 

phase of our work to a conclusion. At this juncture Sir John Simon 

suggested that at the close of the declarations concerning the Presi- 

dent’s proposals a possible resolution might be introduced in the 

General Commission which would contain the following three points: 

1. A welcome by the Conference to the Hoover proposals which 
have stimulated the Conference and indicated the path of a broad 
approach to the problem. 

2. A survey of the results actually accomplished by the Conference 
up to this point. 

3. The consideration of the future work of the Conference. 

I gave Sir John Simon’s suggestion my support and Paul-Boncour 

declared himself likewise in full agreement. 

Motta made an eloquent plea to the larger powers to unite their 

efforts on as large a measure of agreement as possible which effort 

he felt would be acceptable to the smaller states and an encouragement 

to the world. Madariaga then spoke of results which had not been 

obtained by the Conference up to this point and advocated negotia- 

tion and continued endeavor at Geneva to find common accord. The 
President asked Sir John Simon to get in touch with as many other 

delegations as were interested and to prepare a draft resolution along 
the lines which Sir John has suggested. 

The meeting proceeded along lines which seem entirely satisfactory 

to us. In particular I was not obliged to take any part in the debate 

beyond acquiescence in Simon’s statement. Various speakers brought 

out one by one spontaneously practically all the points and sug- 

gestions that we would have covered. It now remains to draft the 
formula in appropriate phraseology. 

GIBSON
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900.A15A4/1241 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State | 

Geneva, July 5, 19832—midnight. 
[Received July 5—8:55 p. m.] 

305. Your 168, July 2,9 p. m., section 2, point F. While no mention 
of limitation of expenditure was made in the President’s plan it was 
included in my opening statement as point 9 of our proposals as 
follows: 

“9. We are prepared to consider a limitation of expenditure on 
material [matériel] as a complementary method to direct limitation, 
feeling [that] it may prove useful to prevent a qualitative race if and 
when quantitative limitation has been made effective”’.*9 

In meeting of. the Bureau this afternoon (see my 304, July 5, 
10 p.m.) British, French and other speakers referred to a limitation 
of expenditure as one of the accomplishments of a Conference. From 

all our conversations we are convinced that some form of global ex- 
penditure limitation will be one of the points on which other states 
can unite and which other states will insist on including in any 
resolution such as outlined in our 296. For example: The French tell 
us they favor a 10 percent global expenditure reduction. 

In private conversations we have ascertained that it is generally 
considered that a reduction on expenditure is envisaged as applying 
to budgets of past years or of the past year, in other words, that the 
reduction to be agreed upon should reflect the reductions already 
made in most budgets for the coming year due to the force of cir- 
cumstances. Furthermore in our discussions with the British and 
French they both understood and individualize Senator Swanson’s 
position that exception must be made for the right of a state to 
build up to that level which is accorded that state by international 
treaty. 

In view of this situation and in order to avoid putting the United 
States in the position of vetoing a measure of arms limitation in 
which the rest of the world can acquiesce we most respectfully re- 
quest that you will give further consideration to your decision. 

We submit below a possible text of a paragraph for the proposed 
resolution upon which we might take our stand: 

“The Conference is in agreement that the savings effected by the 
reductions in, or abolitions of, various types of armament material 
should be reflected in reduced expenditure on the part of the various 

* This is quoted from Mr. Gibson’s speech of February 9, p. 25.
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powtrs in order to prevent qualitative competition when reductions 
have been effected.” 

Urgent reply requested since discussion of the draft resolution will 
begin tomorrow. 

GIBSON 

600.A15A4/1246 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 

American Delegation ( Gibson ) 

WasHIneron, July 6, 1982—11 a. m. 

170. Your 305, July 5, midnight. There seems to be some con- 
fusion in your telegram between “Limitation of expenditure on 
matériel as a complementary method to direct limitation” as men- 
tioned in your first paragraph, and “Global expenditure limitation” 
referred to in the second. The first we can accept; the second we 
cannot accept even as a principle. 

The text you proposed for inclusion in the proposed resolution of 
adjournment is satisfactory to us in that it refers only to savings in 
matériel, but this is the ultimate limit to which we can go. In so far 
as we can estimate the domestic situation, anything further involving 
global expenditure limitation would in all probability result in a 

refusal to ratify the treaty. 
STIMSON 

500.A15A4/1255 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson) 

WASHINGTON, July 6, 1932—noon. 

171. The views of the War and Navy Departments with respect 
to the points raised in your 274, June 24, 6 p. m.,3° may be sum- 
marized as follows. The Department will forward by the next pouch 
the letters setting forth their views in detail. 

1. Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare. 
(a) Navy Department considers resolutions of special committee 

on chemical warfare acceptable except for its proscription of “appli- 
ances, devices or projectiles specially constructed for the utilization 
of gas warfare” because of the presumed requirement of refraining 
from peace time preparations of chemicals which it might be neces- 
sary to use in domestic disturbances, in defense or retaliation against 
a treaty breaking state, or for commercial and agricultural purposes. 

® Ante, p. 228. 
6442124825
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(6) War Department opposes any restrictions whereby the United 
States would refrain from all peace time preparation or manufacture 
of gases, means of launching gas or defensive gas matériel; it opposes 
any provision that will require the disposal or destruction of any 
existing installation of our Chemical Warfare Service or of any 
stocks of chemical war matériel. It desires to maintain the existence 
of a war department agency engaged in experimentation and manu- 
facture of chemical warfare matériels and in training for unforeseen 
contingencies. 

2. Maximum limit of unladen weight of airplanes. See telegram 
No. 168, July 2, 10 [9] p. m. 

3. Modified prohibition of aerial bombardment. 
(a) Navy Department has no comment to offer except that the 

factory as giving rise to controversies over bombing attacks adjacent 
to the line of limitation. It feels the more satisfactory method of 
protection of civilian population would be the limitation of bombing 
to strictly military objectives. 

(0) War Department considers suggestion of restricting air bomb- 
ing Operations to X kilometers from the front as entirely impracti- 
cable. 

4. Numerical restriction of aircraft. See telegram No. 168, July 2, 
10 [9] p. m. 

5. Budgetary Limitation. 
(aand 6) Navy Department and War Department remain unalter- 

ably opposed to the principle of limitation of expenditures. 
6. Artillery. 
(a) Navy Department has no comment to offer except that the 

proposed scrapping of artillery of greater caliber than naval guns 
should not because of a desire to effect a maximum reduction be per- 
mitted to lead to a decrease in the caliber now permitted naval guns 
under the Washington Treaty. 

(6) War Department opposes the French position against making 
a distinction between fixed and mobile artillery. Agreement by the 
United States to the French position of fixing a maximum caliber 
to be used with field forces might easily result in scrapping of our 
16 inch and other major caliber seacoast defense guns, a situation 
that it could not countenance. 

7. Private Manufacture of Arms. 
(a) Navy Department considers any restriction of the private 

manufacture of arms as detrimental to the interests of the United 
States. 

_ The foregoing views of the Army and Navy Departments should 
be before you. Inasmuch, however, as your queries were predicated 
on the possibility of concluding a treaty of limited scope and as our 
present plan is to persuade the Conference to commit itself in prin- 
ciple on the President’s proposal as a whole, it has not seemed neces- 
sary or advisable to call a conference with the Army and Navy and 
to reach a meeting of minds on the points under discussion. The De-
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partment, therefore, refrains from giving you specific instructions on 
these points until such time as circumstances require a final decision 
of policy. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4/1247 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GENEVA, July 6, 1932—5 p. m. 
[Received July 6—1 p. m.] : 

306. MacDonald telephoned this morning asking that Davis and I 

go to see him at Lausanne at 10 o’clock. He received us with Simon 
and we went over some of the ground Davis touched on in his tele- 
phone conversation yesterday afternoon to the effect that the British 

Government was under serious criticism in the House for failure to 
make clear its position in regard to the President’s proposal, that 
Baldwin was insistent on the necessity for making a full statement 
not later than tomorrow (Thursday) afternoon, that he and Simon 
had been in constant contact with the Cabinet in the formulation of 
a statement which they hoped would not complicate the situation but 
would on the contrary relieve feeling in England and make it possible 
for them to go ahead with us. He said he could not yet go into | 
details with us because the Cabinet had not yet taken a decision on 
various points submitted by MacDonald and Simon, that Cabinet 
was meeting this morning and that its decision would probably reach 
him some time in the afternoon, that we would be put in possession 
of all the facts as soon as they were available. He said he wanted 
it very clearly understood that they were not putting forth anything 
in the nature of a rival plan and that their observations would have 
to do only with alternative methods of dealing with parts of the plan 
especially reduction in part but that they expected to give a whole- 
hearted indorsement in principles and general conception of the 
President’s plan. 

MacDonald said they had given a good deal of thought to the 
question of a statement in the General Commission at the same time 
that Baldwin was speaking in the House of Commons, that while 
they would be guided by our wishes in this matter they felt that this 
might lead to a series of second speeches by the delegations which had 
already spoken in regard to the President’s plan and might even be 
interpreted as an attempt to start criticism, that for that reason they 
felt it was better if possible to avoid any further statement by the 
British delegation in the General Commission and to confine them-
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selves to transmitting a copy of Baldwin’s statement to the President 
of the Conference for his information and such disposal as he deemed 
wise. We concurred in this procedure as calculated to expedite the 
work. Simon went over with us a very rough draft of a resolution 
which he prepared as a result of our talk with him yesterday. It 
embodies practically all that we had in our draft and in some respects 
is more downright in expressing approval of the President’s plan. 
He is coming to Geneva today to work with other delegates and i 
very hopeful of being able to wind up this session with the adoption 
of the resolution next week. In view of the precarious situation of 
the Herriot Government this seems particularly urgent as it would 
be most unfortunate if there were another French Cabinet crisis 
which prevented us from adopting such a resolution as a preliminary 

to adjournment. 
GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1248} : 

The Secretary of State to President Hoover 

WasHINGTON, July 6, 1932. 

Dear Mr. Presipent: I am sending you herewith a stenographic 
record of my talk yesterday with Norman Davis?! which I sum- 
marized to you at Cabinet Meeting. It is so interesting that I thought 
you would like to read it in full. As you will see, there is still a pos- 
sibility of something unpleasant coming out either in the House of 
Commons or in Simon’s speech; but in general what was a very awk- 
ward matter is smoothing down into pretty good shape. 

Faithfully yours, Henry L. Stomson 

500.A15A4/1266 

Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation *? 

Gisson: Hello, Mr. Secretary, this is Gibson. For the last three 
days we have been told of this statement that Baldwin is telling today 
in the House of Commons and, after putting us off on one pretext or 
another, we have just been handed a copy of it.33 It begins with a 
good deal of very friendly comment on the plan in general. The 
land part is all right. The part on air armaments is unsatisfactory 

*1See memorandum of conversation, p. 263. 
“Between Mr. Stimson in Washington and Mr. Gibson and Mr. Davis in 

Geneva, July 7, 1982, 9:40 a. m. 
=For text, see Great Britain, Cmd. 4122, Miscellaneous No. 6 (19382): Dec- 

laration of British Disarmament Policy.
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but it is not sufficiently important to bother you with now. Now we 
come to the naval business which is really dreadful. That proposes for 
immediate adoption by international agreement the following pro- 
posal relating to the Navy [1] to reduce the maximum size of any 
future capital ship to 22 thousand tons and maximum caliber of guns 
to 11 inches; (2) to reduce maximum tonnage of cruisers hereafter , 

constructed to 7 thousand tons and maximum caliber of guns to 6.1 
inches; (3) if international agreement on point (2) cannot be secured, 

the Government of the United Kingdom would still urge that the 
maximum size of capital ships be reduced to 25 thousand tons and 
the guns to 12 inches as a maximum; (4) reduces the maximum for 
aircraft carriers to 22 thousand tons with 6.1 inch guns. (5) abolishes 
submarines; (6) reduces destroyer tonnage by approximately one- 
third depending on the abolition of submarines; (7) if submarines. 
cannot be completely abolished, their maximum is 250 tons with a 
strict limitation both of total tonnage and also the number of units. 

Now we had considerable argument on that. The most striking thing 
is that their plan is a greater tonnage reduction than that suggested 
by the President because it will completely rebuild the fleets of the 
world. That is going to be released at four o’clock here, that is in a 
few minutes. 

Norman Davis called up Simon on the telephone and told him we 
were very unhappy about this as it showed that there was no express 
desire to get together with us merely a counter-plan—a rival plan 
to that of the President without any expression of desire to sit down | 
with us and reach an agreement. He said that this would seem pretty 
well to nullify the value of the resolution we are working on together 
but it is too late to change the thing now but Simon in transmitting 
a copy of it says he will put in his letter a statement that this is a 
statement of his views, but of course they want to sit down with all 
powers and work out an agreement but that is all they have been able 
to do about it so far. 

Now, Mr. Secretary, what line do you want us to take with the 
press. Do you want us to try to deal with the argument or minimize 
the significance of this and express confidence in trying to get to- 
gether. 

SECRETARY: I should think something of the latter point. I should 
take the latter course as far as possible. Of course this proposition 
is, on its face, quite impossible at once. You see what I mean? 

Gipson: There is no immediate relief in it at all. 
SECRETARY: No, it involves an enormous expense. 
Gipson: It means completely rebuilding all existing fleets. 
SECRETARY: Yes, and that means that it cannot take place for a
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great many years anyhow. Therefore, it cannot be understood as an 
immediate practical proposition. 

Gipson: Exactly. 

SEcRETARY: Nobody is going to rebuild their fleet at this stage of 
the world. They are going to hang on to their fleets as long as 
possible. 

Gipson: I think we can take a line based on that but, in the mean- 
time, we hope to press for some immediate relief. 

SECRETARY: Yes. Now let me ask you a question. They do not 
make any cut in the number of the battleship unit? 

Gipson: No, they don’t suggest any reduction in the numbers any- 
where. 

SECRETARY: What do they do with gross tonnage? 
Gisson: They don’t mention it. By rebuilding everything, they 

will effect a total tonnage reduction similar to that suggested by the 
President. That is rather humbug. 

SECRETARY: Of course, that is really not practical at all. Well, I 
think you have got as good an idea of how to handle it as we could 
suggest to you. Treat it in a friendly way so far as possible, but of 

course do not prevent any newspaper people from knowing its limita- 
tions. 

Ginson: We will express confidence in our ability to work together 
for some more immediate relief and give some consideration to the 
fact that we are not ready to comment on the British proposal for 
later relief. 

SEcRETARY: After all, we must remember that they have a right 
to their own views about a navy as much as we have. We put 
out our views without consulting them and they are doing the same 
thing by putting their views out now. 

Gipson: In responsible quarters in England there are a great many 
people who are getting together on the basis of the President’s plan 
and there has been a great deal of attack on this general British con- 
ception of reducing unit size, but I think they will have to moderate 
that very shortly. 

SECRETARY: We will find that out. 
Gipson: Do you wish me to give any message to the Prime 

Minister ? 

SECRETARY: No, except that you can say to him that he knows my 
views already about the necessities of our American Navy so well 
that it 1s unnecessary for me to restate them to him. 

Gipson: How would it do to suggest to him also that you hope very 
much that he will avoid having any position taken which will prevent 
our sitting down and ironing out our different points of views?
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SecrRETARY: In my opinion, it would be quite impossible for us to 
undertake to do this properly at any time, certainly now. 

Gipson: Yes, I agree with you. 
SrcreTary: In so far as ultimate battleship size, it is not impossible 

that we might come down somewhat, as you know, but not as far as 
even their second suggestion. 

Gipson: We haven’t got our minds closed on the whole subject. 
I think that is a good deal to give them. : : 

SECRETARY: We feel in frankness, it is necessary to point out that 
on the cruiser radius which they necessarily impose, they strike right 
at the heart of American policy. 

Gipson: Norman Davis has just returned from talking to Simon 
on the telephone and I will have him report to you about it. 

SecreTary: All right. 
Davis: I told him that it seemed to me, personally, an unsatisfac- 

tory way to approach it and he said that made him quite upset because 
that was the last thing in the world that he wanted to do. He said 
it was too late to change that statement, in fact he couldn’t do it. He 
said that the Minister for Foreign Affairs can make a statement in 
his letter to Henderson circulating this statement from Mr. Baldwin 
and he is prepared to put in his letter the following, written by us: 

“The document which I am circulating contains the views of my 
Government on various types of armaments and on the points in 
which it represents a divergence from the proposals of the American 
Government. We are, nevertheless, prepared to discuss in friendly 
fashion the methods of reconciling these differences and obtaining 
our common purposes of effecting a further substantial reduction in 
armaments.” 

SECRETARY: Well, that is all right, I guess that is as good as you 
can do. 

Davis: What he just said to me is this: 
“Now look here, it hasn’t occurred to us that Mr. Baldwin did not 

bring cut clearly the fact that while this was the British point of 
view, the way in which they would like to approach this problem 
was to reconcile the views between the two Governments and they 
feel satisfied that by the proper spirit and good-will which prevails 

between the two Governments, they could do so.” 

But it appears to me now that this is decidedly the spirit of the 
whole Cabinet and he thinks it would be unfortunate if the impres- 
sion should be given to our newspapers that this is anything except 
a friendly action on their part because it might make it more difficult 
and he is very anxious for us not to allow the wrong impression to 
get over because they are quite disturbed now about it, just as we are,
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and they say they have given us every assurance that this is no rival 
plan and that the object is that we will get together. That is about 
all. 

Secretary: Yes, I see. All right, I think you have the right line 
of handling it there. We will have a little more difficulty here. 

Davis: Yes, I am afraid you will. I think you are going to have 
more trouble in our own country from all we can hear. It is not 
going to help them. I think it is going to make our plan stand out 
in wonderful relief. 

SECRETARY: I think a good deal of background talk may come out 
from over here because every newspaper man now knows enough 
to work out the impossibilities of their plan as a practical proposi- 
tion. | 

Davis: Of course, there is no immediate relief in their plan and 
we are not happy over it at all. 

SECRETARY: What I mean is, this is so impractical that it is going 
to assume the appearance of an entirely future and theoretical propo- 

sition rather than a practical one and, therefore, it may not look quite 
as bad as if it had been put out as an immediate counter-plan to ours. 

Davis: That is perfectly true. It is an excellent point. There is 
one answer he gave me, when I said it looked to.me as if they were 
upholding the Japanese point of view instead of ours; he said, “we 
don’t mean that at all, because as a matter of fact, we are not pro- 
posing to do anything right now.” 

Secretary: I don’t quite follow you there, but this plan of the 
British will be looked at just as an aspiration rather than an im- 
mediate proposal. 

Davis: That is right; that is an excellent point. I think that is 
the way to deal with this. He said it does not conflict with ours 
because ours is for something now and their plan is for the future. 
But what he really had been intending to say is that the British 
would have preferred to approach this from our point of view but, 

| aS our proposal was out, they naturally had to recognize that and 
tried to fit in with it in some way. If the wrong impression got out 
to the press, he said we could depend upon him and MacDonald to 
do everything possible because it is their most earnest desire to go 
right along with us. 

SecreTary: All right. I am glad to know he feels so but it does 
not make it any easier. 

Davis, I said to Gibson and I am not sure that he heard me, this 
fact: the British proposal both in battleships and in cruisers strikes 
at the heart of our naval needs because it, in both cases, limits the 
cruising radius.



NEGOTIATIONS FOR DISARMAMENT 277 

Davis: I understand and quite agree with you. 

SEcRETARY: That is the whole trouble and it is particularly im- 
portant now in the present situation in the Pacific. | 

Davis: That is right. I told him that in effect, but he said, “Good- 
ness, we are not doing anything right now, it is something for the 

future.” , 
SECRETARY: That is what I say. It is merely a British aspiration. 
Davis: They have been embarrassed and they are trying to run to 

cover and I am afraid they are going to be more embarrassed than 
ever as a result. 

SECRETARY: I will have to reflect over that. That is enough for one 
morning. 

Davis: We are going up to the meeting of the General Commission 
now. Good-by. 

SECRETARY: Good-by. 

500.4 1544/1267 | 

Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation *4 

Gipson: .Hello, Mr. Secretary. I want to tell you about this after- 
noon’s meeting and some other things. At this afternoon’s meetizig 
we had speeches from eleven delegations. Belgium, Brazil, Turkey, 

Cuba, Austria, Norway, the Dominican Republic, Finland, Hungary 
and [Canada and Denmark]. All except Finland supported the 
President’s program and accepted it either completely or in prin- 
ciple. The Finnish Delegate accepted the portion relative to the 
abolition of aggressive weapons but repeated the old arguments for 
special consideration to be given to the unprotected states who can- 
not reduce their armament without political guarantees of assistance. 
Belgium’s speech is significant in that they give a wholehearted ac- 

- ceptance of the President’s plan—the first time they have come out 
quite independently of the French. At the beginning Simon sent in 
a letter which was read by the Chairman explaining the statement’ 
made by Baldwin. It included the suggestions which we added to it, 
stating their readiness to discuss existing differences with regard to 
the President’s program. Copies of this statement were circulated to 
the delegates during the meeting so that they could spend their time 
reading that instead of listening to the speeches, and Simon had a 
press conference and sent the press away. That is with regard to the 
afternoon meeting. : 

* Between Mr. Gibson in Geneva and Mr. Stimson in Washington, July 7, 
1932, 3: 35 p. m.



278 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1932, VOLUME I 

We also want to consult with you as to speeches. We get some 
rather confidential indications that this statement is aimed in part 
at complicating the situation of the gentleman who is now in Lau- 
sanne and we want to be very careful not to facilitate any maneuvers 
that may be directed against him. We feel we want to be careful 
not to promote this by any ill-advised statement. He is extremely ill; 

_he has gone to bed and his eyes have gone back on him again so we 
haven’t been able to see him and he is not in a condition to take an 
active part in the discussions. We feel that tomorrow morning we 
ought to have a rather frank talk with Simon, letting him know that 
whatever his intentions were, this has complicated the situation very 
much and has facilitated the backing out of the French and possibly 

Japanese, and that it might be turned to advantage in a sense if we 
handle it right. If we impress upon him that in order to correct any 
possible misapprehension he must now make the resolution and be 
frank with us for the adoption of a stronger resolution in support 
of the President’s plan. What do you think of that talk? 

SECRETARY: Well, what I think is this: that you want to get 
through your resolution and get the conference wound up as quickly 
as you can. | 

Gipson: Yes, that is our view. We think we must impress upon 
him now that he must make it stronger in support of the resolution 

, in order to correct any impression that has been created in the minds 
of other delegations that we are at odds. 

SEcRETARY: Yes, and then have the motion to adjourn for the study 
passed as quickly as you can. 

Gipson: That is our view. Mr. Kellogg has been here today and 
has been extremely helpful. He talked with Sir John after the meet- 
ing and told him in extremely plain language that they were in 
danger of getting back to the atmosphere of the 1927 conference ;*° 
that they had to be very careful to maintain the correct impression 
that they were working with us and not against us. So I think he 
has been extremely useful to us, saying things that we could hardly 
have said without offense. He thinks that we ought to have a frank 

and free talk as to the necessity of driving ahead at full speed a 
comprehensive and very definite adoption in principle of the Presi- 
dent’s plan before adjournment. 

SECRETARY: Yes, I agree. 

Gisson: There are about fifteen more people going to speak to- 
morrow and so far as we know all of them are going to adopt the 
President’s plan. It has been a very impressive performance today 

* Conference for the Limitation of Naval Armament, June 20-August 4, 
1927 ; see Foreign Relations, 1927, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff.
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and will doubtless be the same tomorrow and, in the meantime, I 
think the British are going to feel a good deal of pressure from 
home telling them very definitely. the fact that they are working 
with us. 

Secretary: Well, I hope so, but you go ahead and try to finish the 
thing up as quickly as you can. 

Gipson: We are fully alive to the needs of that; we are working 
against time. We will let you know anything that happens. 

SEcRETARY: Well, I am very much obliged. 

500.A15A4/12684 . 

Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation *® 

Gipson: Hello, Mr. Castle, this is Gibson. | | 

CastLeE: Hello Hugh. 
Gisson: I think we better tell you about today’s meeting first. We 

had two sessions today, morning and afternoon, and nineteen dele- 
gations spoke on the President’s proposal. They were almost all very 
strong in their acceptance. The most striking speech was that by 
the President who accepted unconditionally to go along with it. 
Other countries, substantial countries like Sweden and Holland also 
accepted very wholeheartedly. Some other very striking speeches 
of the day were the speeches of the South American countries: Mex- 
ico, Colombia, and Venezuela, who not only accepted in full but were 
complimentary in their general comments on the attitude of the 
‘United States of America. It was one of the finest performances I 
have ever seen. The Venezuelan delegate made .a very significant 
statement in which he said that they were wholeheartedly in favor 
of the President’s plan and intimated that their acceptance of the 
British Naval proposal could be reconciled to the .. . 37 Although 
it was an extremely strong sentiment throughout the day. 

CastLE: I hope the press will have it all in the morning. 
- Gisson: Yugoslavia, Rumania and Portugal made compliments on 
the plan but made general reservations. They were all enthusiastic. 
It comes out now that we have had thirty-three states come out very 

strongly for this plan. Six of them have not spoken, including sev- 
eral of the Dominions; Poland; Czechoslovakia and Spain, and as 
the Spanish delegate occupies an official position as Vice President 
he couldn’t properly speak but they have made clear that they are 

* Between Mr. Gibson and Mr. Davis in Geneva and Under Secretary of 
State Castle in Washington, July 8, 1932, 4 p. m. 

37 Apparently a break in telephone connection at this point. a
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enthusiastic in their support. So that has wound up the general 
debate and at the end of it the President announced that probably 
tomorrow the draft resolution would be circulated and that a meeting 
would be called on Monday or Tuesday ** for its adoption. Now, 
the next thing is, this morning we got a telephone call that Mac- 
Donald wanted to have a talk with Davis and me at Lausanne, and 
with Simon, at twelve-thirty. As all the speeches in the meeting 
were more or less addressed to the American delegation, I felt that 
T had to be in my place, so Davis went alone and spent the day with 
MacDonald and Simon and I think he ought to tell you about that. 
As he is a modest violet he probably won’t tell you this—that he has 
done a very monumental job in clearing away misunderstanding and 
getting things back on the track. 

CastLE: Hello, Norman, don’t be a violet. 
Davis: Hugh is getting quite complimentary. 
CasttE: Yes he is, and lets see whether he ought to be. 
Davis: Well, it was very worth while. Of course they had learned 

by the time I got there that there were things about their action which 
had not had a good effect. First, MacDonald took me off alone and 
I told him that their proposal had had a very adverse effect and that 
I was afraid that in spite of all our efforts here and your efforts that 
they were going to get a very bad press report and he said he was 

quite disturbed over that, but, of course, he has been so tied up at 
Lausanne, and yesterday he was in bed all day and couldn’t do any- 

: thing, that he really didn’t know what had happened and he wanted 
me to tell him. When I told him, he certainly was surprised to learn 
that they had submitted a rival plan and just then Simon came in 
and I told him that in view of the fact that he and the P. M. had both 
told Hugh and me that they were not going to submit a rival plan, 
that we were quite surprised, and MacDonald said he didn’t under- 
stand that they were going to submit a rival plan and Simon said it 
was not intended as such and would not have presented it that way. 
He was evidently embarrassed. I learned in another way afterward 
that what really happened was that the British Admiralty sent the 
naval portion of this memorandum to the Cabinet and asked the 

Cabinet to accept, and they just took this bodily and incorporated 
it in the statement and it was overlooked and the people here were 
as astonished as we were. After I explained that, MacDonald said, 

“Well, we have got to clear this thing up, but what can we do?” I 
said that of course I did not come to discuss navy as much as our 
own relations, as the navy was trivial compared to our going together 
step by step. They both agreed to that and then he said, “Well, what 

*e July 11 or 12.
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can we do?” Well, I said that of course one thing is to avoid the 
impression getting over that you would in any event or under any 
circumstances be striking at the heart of our navy. He said that was 
the last thing they would want to do; that their navy was really 
somewhat upset at our proposal and he said of course this was em- 
barrassing because he had what he thought was a gentlemen’s under- 
standing with the President, that no proposal would be submitted 
by either one of us for an alteration of the Naval Treaty until 1935. 
I said I thought there must be some misunderstanding about that, 
because I didn’t know anything about it, but when we came over here 
we had no intention of the kind and I don’t suppose anything would 

have been done if it had not been provoked first by the British in 
London. He said he understood that and it explained all those de- 

' tails of how it came about and gave him a different picture from what 
he had before. I said, “How could you expect us, with what Bald- 
win said to us in the presence of Simon really asking us to think it 

over and get our Government to think it over 38—he is at least the 
head of the predominant political party and next to you,—not to take 
it seriously. We got all worked up over it. He said, “How are we 

going to rectify it because that is the important thing.” He said we 

have got to do things together and he was evidently quite disturbed. I 
_ said, “Well, the main thing is, we have first got to stand together at 

Geneva and let the other powers know that we are going to insist 
upon a substantial measure of disarmament and to particularly sup- 
port the President’s plan and insist on Europe reducing its Army 

and the effectives.” He said, “I am quite with you on that and we 
will do it.” I said that we will have to make that resolution a little 
stronger than we had anticipated—much stronger—and that will 
wipe out any erroneous impression that may have resulted from this 
unfortunate move on your part. “Well,” he said, “I don’t know 
anything about that resolution, I haven’t even seen Simon’s draft, 
but you and Simon sit down together and work out that.” Then he 

said, “You ought to be able to wind up in Geneva with a bang next 
week because we are going to as we have had tremendous success 

here in Lausanne today.3® We have just finally reached a complete 

agreement. We may really do something remarkably for the people 
of the world and, after we adjourn, if you will come over to London 
—I have got to go back tomorrow night—we will sit down together 

and reach an agreement on the navy.” After that, I went off and 
got Allen Dulles and we sat down with Simon and went over the 

8 See telegram No. 169, May 13, 4 p. m, from the Acting Chairman of the 
American delegation, p. 121. 

® For correspondence relative to the Lausanne Conference, see pp. 636 ff.
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draft which Simon had prepared after the discussion he had with 
Hugh and me yesterday. He has done quite a good job on that and 
we are going to cable that to you tonight so you will get it in the 
morning. We are going to send the original draft, together with 

the suggested changes which he accepted today, but I think we better 
send the original to you because there have got to be many changes 
yet. You have got to bring in the other people, and we hope you will 
give us instructions as fast as you can as to its acceptability so we 

will know how to proceed. 
CastLeE: All right, we will right off. 
Davis: I think this resolution, Bill, if we can get it through, will 

render a huge success. 
CastLeE: That is magnificent. What do the French think about it, 

do you know? 
Davis: They are not really very greatly opposed. They want a 

few little things, but Simon told me he went over it with Boncour 
yesterday and he is quite hopeful and we will see him again in the 
morning and, so far as we can gather, the French Cabinet right now 
are in favor of accepting in whole the President’s plan. It is per- 
fectly remarkable what is happening there with Herriot. 

CastLeE: You better put it through quickly before Herriot falls. 
Davis: The only trouble is that Boncour has got to be in Paris 

Tuesday and Wednesday because that is the big fight in the Chamber 
over the Economy program but we are going to try to get him to 
agree to this resolution before he goes. We are going to try to get 
it over Monday. 

CasTLeE: We will send an answer to that telegram to you, tomor- 
row. I think you have done very well. J think you are a sunflower 

instead of a violet. 
Davis: The main thing is to get an adjournment. Neville Cham- 

berlain and I had lunch with MacDonald and Simon and they all 

recognized the importance of the French being with us. 

CastLE: That is fine. | 
Davis: They are running on one cylinder in London now with 

six Cabinet members away, three of whom are in Geneva and three 
in Lausanne and it is very confusing. 

CastLeE: Norman, they have really reached a settlement at Laus- 
anne, haven’t they? 

Davis: Yes. 

CasTLe: We had it all in the newspapers but we wanted to be sure 
it was correct. 

Davis: MacDonald told me that Simon and Herriot sat up until 
three o’clock last night and Herriot held out both hands and said,
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“This marks the end of reparations and also marks the beginning of 
a new era in which we recognize the interdependence of nations,” and 
really it was quite astonishing. Of course, I haven’t seen the wording 
yet, and I understand that there is some little clause in it that this 
agreement shall not be ratified until there is a general settlement. 

CastLeE: I am sorry that was in but we can’t help it. 
Davis: I was hoping that would not be in but I understand it is 

in there in an unobjectionable way. 
CastLeE: It doesn’t mention the United States specifically ? 
Davis: That statement by the President . . .* to get something 

straightened out. 

CastLeE: I wish something of that sort could be done. I don’t 
know. 

Davis: They have got to have political appeasement. That is the 
thing to lay stress on. They are going to have political appeasement 
and it is going to be work[ed] out here. 

Castite: That is fine. That isthe main thing. All right, Norman, 
we will answer your telegram PDQ tomorrow. Have a good Sunday. 
Good-by. 

600.A15A4/1268 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State : 

| Geneva, July 8, 1932—9 p. m. 
[Received July 8—8:20 p. m.]| 

314. Today’s morning and afternoon sessions of the General Com- 
mission were again devoted to the expressions of views on the part of 
those delegations who had not previously spoken on the subject of 
the President’s proposals. Nineteen delegates today expressed them- 
selves generally in favor of the proposals and rendered homage to 
the President’s initiative in formulating them. 

Mexico, Colombia, Sweden, the Netherlands and Switzerland gave 
the proposals their full and sympathetic support. In an unusual 

speech the Colombian delegate, Sefior Restrepo, expressed the desire 
of his Government to work in harmony with the American Govern- 
ment and recalled in this connection the American Constitution and 

the Monroe Doctrine which constituted true guarantees for the 
sovereignty of the small American states. 

The Baltic states of Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania gave full adhe- 
sion while mentioning the difficulties of the proposal for effectives 

“ Apparently a break in telephone connection at this point.
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in small states. Rumania and Yugoslavia while doing lip ‘service 
to spirit of the plan merely promised to give it deep study. Vene- 
zuela, Afghanistan, Portugal and Persia while expressing accord 
with the general principles called attention to their particular geo- 
graphical situations and spoke of the necessity of applying the Presi- 
dent’s proposals in the spirit of article No. 8 of the Covenant. In 
addition Bulgaria stated that the President’s proposals offer no 
obstacle to the realization of its claim for equality of treatment. 

Argentina, Bolivia and China expressed their entire agreement 

with the proposals. 
The most constructive contribution to the debate came from the 

representative of Switzerland, President Motta, who in accepting 
the proposals without reserve affirmed his Government’s willingness 
to go even further. He strongly advocated measures for the control 
of the manufacture and traffic in arms and advocated the establish- 
ment of a permanent commission of control. In accepting the peace 
treaties as a basis for determining the formula of reduction he sug- 

gested that instead of taking the average ratio 1t would be well to 
determine the ratio of each of these individual countries and apply 
to all other states the most appropriate of the ratios so determined. 
In other words the police forces of the greater nations should be 
determined upon the geographical ratio; for the smaller nations upon 
the basis of the ratio for the smaller central powers. In conclusion 
he referred to the British declaration as a contribution on the part 

of that Government in an effort to find an acceptable solution. 
The President then announced that private negotiations were con- 

tinuing with a view to the framing of a resolution acceptable to the 
Conference. The President then suspended the sessions but hoped 
to reconvene the Bureau and then the General Commission in the 
early part of next week for discussion of the resolution. 

GIBson 

500.A15A4/1269 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
: Secretary of State 

Geneva, July 8, 1932—midnight. 
[Received July 8—11:387 p. m.] 

315. Following is text of projected resolution as drafted by Simon 
last night, July 7: 

eT 

The Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 
Being firm in its determination to achieve a substantial measure 

of disarmament, which should be sought along the lines of article
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No. 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations expected to make and 

which would be the natural consequence of the undertaking given 

by the states of the world in signing the Briand-Kellogg Pact; 
Welcoming heartily the initiative taken by the President of the 

United States in formulating concrete proposals; 
Bearing in mind also the Draft Convention of the Preparatory 

Committee, the statements made to the Conference by a number of 
delegations and the reports and resolutions of the various commis- 
sions of the Conference; 

Declares that it accepts forthwith and unanimously the underlying 
principles of President Hoover’s declaration : 

First, That the present Conference should decide on a substan- 
tial reduction of armaments; 

Second, That this reduction should apply to all three arms— 
land, sea and air; 

Third, That a primary objective should be the weakening of 
methods of attack so as to strengthen defense. 

II 

The Conference notes that a sufficient measure of agreement has 
been reached upon a number of important points to enable it to record 
already at this stage a considerable advance toward the goal which 
it is seeking to reach. It is now able to declare that, without preju- 
dice to more far reaching proposals that have been made or may be 
put forward by different delegations, there is agreement on the fol- 
lowing propositions: 

Ar ARMAMENTS 

1. The chapter of the disarmament convention dealing with air 
armaments shall contain provisions to secure the civil population 
against air attack. 
2. With this object in view the high contracting parties should 

accept and observe provisions defining strictly the area, if any, 
within which bombardment from the air may be practiced in the 
event of hostilities between them. 

3. It should further go as far as possible towards the elimination 
of types of aircraft specially suited for bombardment by providing 
for the limitation to (blank) tons of the unladen weight of any indi- 
vidual airplane, capable of use in war, in commission and in imme- 
diate reserve in the land, sea and air armed forces of each of the 
high contracting parties. A limited number of exceptions may have 
to be made to meet special circumstances. 

4. In addition the maximum number and total tonnage of air- 
planes, capable of use in war, in commission and in immediate reserve 
in the land, sea and air armed forces of each of the high contracting 
parties shall be limited. 

5. Airplanes above the specified weight, devoted to civil aviation, 
should be subject to a special international regime. 

Lanp ARMAMENTS 

6. In order to reduce the offensive character of all land forces as 
distinguished from their defensive character the chapter of the dis- 

6442124826
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armament convention dealing with land armaments shall contain a 
provision prohibiting the possession by any high contracting party 
of any tank exceeding (blank) tons in weight. Any tank exceeding 
this limit of weight shall be destroyed within (blank) months of the 
coming into force of the convention. 

7. The number and calibre of heavy land artillery shall be limited. 
8. The chapter of the disarmament convention dealing with chemi- 

cal, bacteriological and incendiary weapons shall contain the provi- 
sions recommended by the special committee on such weapons as 
summarized in the annex to this resolution (the annex seems unneces- 
sary to cable). 

SUPERVISION 

9. The disarmament convention shall provide for the establish- 
ment of a permanent disarmament commission with the constitution, 
rights and duties generally as outlined in part 6 of the draft dis- 
armament convention submitted by the Preparatory Commission for 

: the Disarmament Conference. 
10. It is for consideration whether and under what conditions the 

Permanent Disarmament Commission shall be given rights of local 
investigations of complaints. 

III 

11. The Conference decides to invite the Bureau to meet during the 
adjournment of the Conference, with a view to making agreed recom- 
mendations for giving detailed effect to points 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 7 and 10 
above in so far as these have not been settled by the present declara- 
tion. 

The Bureau shall endeavor to find a rule or standard whereby the 
numbers and total tonnage of airplanes referred to in point 4 can 
be determined. | 

In each case where an agreed recommendation is secured, the 
Bureau shall draft—with the assistance if need be of a special draft- 
ing committee—articles giving effect to the recommendation, for 
insertion in the convention. 

Certain other points raised in President Hoover’s declaration, in 
the draft disarmament convention and by various delegations in the 
course of the present session call for further detailed examination 
before concrete propositions can be furnished. 

The Conference requests the Bureau to examine, with the assistance 
of such other delegations as it may decide to be necessary, the pro- 
posal made by President Hoover and other proposals with regard 
‘o effectives and to consider the various proposals that have been 
made for the limitation of the caliber of mobile land guns. 

In any case this committee shall furnish a report on the results of 
its deliberations, with the text of any articles that may have been 
drafted in time for circulation to the delegations to the Conference 
one month before the opening of the next session. 

The Subcommittee of the National Defense Expenditure Commis- 
sion shall continue and complete its work as soon as possible in order 
that the Conference on its resumption may be in a position to decide 
whether a system of budgetary limitation or publicity can be 
accepted.
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As regards the proposals made by President Hoover and other 
proposals concerning naval armament the Conference invites the 
powers parties to the naval treaties of Washington and London to 
confer together and to report to the Conference, if possible, before 
the resumption of its work the conditions which they have been 
able to reach. It is recognized that the limitations and reductions 
to be accepted by the naval powers other than the powers parties to 
the above treaties will be dependent on the nature of these conclu- 
sions.” | 

| Gibson 

500.41544/1270 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GENEVA, July 9, 1982—1 a. m. 
[Received July 9—12: 32 a. m.] 

316. Simon’s draft quoted in our 315 1 was received this morning 
shortly before Davis left for Lausanne and his suggestions sum- 

marized below were based on our preliminary study and we shall 
smooth out drafting points tomorrow. 

Davis told Simon that he thought the draft resolution was in the 
main excellent but that there were several changes and additions 
which he felt should be considered to strengthen the document. 

In addition to acceptance of the underlying principles of the Presi- 
dent’s declaration Davis suggested a statement be added that the 
Conference would proceed promptly to give practical effect to the 
general measures of disarmament outlined in the proposal and fur- 
ther that the resolution should contain a very definite statement that 
the principle of reduction in effectives was accepted. 

Turning to the particular drafting changes Davis suggested that 
a paragraph be added in the preamble as follows: 

‘Being profoundly convinced that the time has arrived when the 
nations of the world must adopt substantial measures of disarmament 
on land, sea and in the air in order to lighten financial burdens and 
promote peace.” 

Sir John was entirely agreeable to this change. Davis then pro- 
posed that reduction in armaments referred to in the last paragraph 
of preamble should be carried out “along the lines of the President’s 
declaration which aims to reduce the burden of world armaments 
approximately one-third”; Simon obviously balked at citing the 
one-third reduction. He said that this presented very serious com- 
plications for them and would probably be unacceptable to French. 

* Supra.
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After some discussion Simon suggested that by a slight change in 
his draft the idea we had in mind could be included. His idea was 
that the resolution should state “that the Conference decides on a 
reduction of armaments on the substantial scale indicated” in the 
proposal of the President. 

Simon agreed to the redrafting of the first paragraph of section 
2 in order to make it more precise. He also agreed to changes in para- 
graphs 1 and 2 under air armaments so as to emphasize positive 
accomplishment in the prohibition as far as possible of all air bom- 
bardment and in any event the complete protection of civil popu- 
lations. 

After demurring somewhat Simon agreed tentatively to cut out 
the section of paragraph 3 following “bombardment” which pro- 
vided for the limitation of aircraft by unladen weight. Davis pointed 
out that this would only provoke endless debate since there was no 
vestige of agreement among the various states as to where that limit 

should be fixed. Simon concurred that paragraph 5 regarding the 
special international regime for civil aviation should be restricted in 

its application to European countries. 
Under paragraph 8 Mr. Davis proposed that a long annex describ- 

ing the limitation of chemical warfare should be omitted from the 
resolution as giving undue emphasis to this point. 

With regard to the paragraphs relating to supervision Simon noted 
our suggestion that paragraph 10 be eliminated and replaced by an 

_addition to paragraph 9 to permit certain changes in part VI of the 
draft convention if found necessary to increase the usefulness of 
the Commission. (We have not as yet deemed it wise to make any 
use of the authority contained in your 1638, June 30, 7 p. m.) 

Regarding the work of the Bureau during the adjournment of the 
Conference (paragraph 11) Simon seemed to feel that our suggested 
language namely “that the Bureau be charged with carrying on the 
work of the Conference” went a little too far but he was prepared 
to accept some modifications of his draft along this line. 

Davis said that we felt it essential to include in the draft resolution 
a statement of acceptance in principle of a reduction of the defense 
component of effectives, that if this was not done the French would 
feel that they would be relieved from doing anything on this score 
and that it was now or never. Sir John agreed in principle and 
we gave him a tentative suggestion as follows: 

“The Conference accepts the principle of reduction in the defense 
component of land forces, and recognizing that the declaration of 
President Hoover furnishes a basis for achieving this end, requests 
the Bureau to submit concrete proposals to give effect to the declara- 
tion of the President”.
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Davis raised the question of the date of reccnvening ihe Conference 
and read a proposed modification of Simon’s draft to the effect that 
the opening of the next session should be “at the discretion of the 
Bureau but at least within 6 months of the present adjournment[”’]. 

In conclusion Davis said that he felt it was important to include 
in the resolution something more concrete as to the course of the 
naval discussions particularly as between the United States and 

Great Britain. He felt that if a proposed procedure was described 
in the draft resolution, possibly on the basis of a statement made to 
the Conference by the British and American representatives, it would 

tend to give impetus to this and other negotiations between various 
states for example France and Italy which had particular problems 
to be worked out between themselves. Davis then read Simon the 
following as a tentative and personal suggestion : 

“In view of the fact that the declarations made by the President 
of the United States and the British Government aim at a reduction 
of naval armaments and in view of the fact that the purposes of those 
declarations are in no way incompatible the Conference notes with 
pleasure that Great Britain and the United States agree to en- 
eavor to reconcile their proposals and to confer with the other 

powers parties to the naval treaties of Washington and London.” 

Davis said that some such statement might help allay any feeling 
that the two Governments were working at cross purposes. 

Simon replied that he would talk the matter over with the Prime 
Minister, that he saw the usefulness of such a statement and of 
course the form would have to be worked out with great care and 
after consultation. 

Simon’s original draft quoted in our 315 has already been cir- 
culated to French, Italians, Japanese and Germans and to Benes, 
Politis and Madariaga. Hence all of foregoing will be working on 
original basis rather than on basis as amended following Davis’ 
above talk with Simon. Dulles and Marriner will get in touch with 
Cadogan tomorrow morning in order to have a completed draft em- 
bodying above suggestions ready when Simon arrives from Lausanne 
to consult with those who have been considering his earlier draft. 

GIBsoNn 

,
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§00.A15A4/1275 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, July 9, 1932—10 a. m. 
[Received July 9—9:10 a. m.] 

317. It would be helpful to us here if you could arrange some 
expression of the satisfaction which we have felt in the vigorous and 
distinguished support given the President’s proposal by the states 
of Latin America most notable among them being Najera of Mexico 
and Restrepo of Colombia who in addition to the full support of 
their Governments expressed real friendship and comprehension of 
America’s position.4? Likewise Soares of Brazil, Aguero of Cuba, 
des Champs of Santo Domingo and Costa del Rels of Bolivia gave 
full support in warm terms. The Argentine delegate Bosch whose 

Government sees difficulties in the questions of bombardment and 
effects subordinated all these difficulties to a brief statement of entire 
harmony with the principles. Escalante of Venezuela expressed 
sympathy with the principles but made no mention of special geo- 
graphic circumstances. The other Latin America states were absent 

, from Geneva. We have already taken steps to express our apprecia- 
tion to the friendly European speakers as well as to those above 
mentioned. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1271 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, July 9, 1932—11 a. m. 
[Received July 9—4: 438 a. m.] 

318. In considering our 315 and 316 you will appreciate that the 
preliminary draft of the resolution must be worked out in private 
conferences involving a dozen or more delegations and eventually 
perhaps in public session. Hence we will need room for negotiation. 
In view of this and of the urgency of the matter we would appreciate 
it 1f you could give us any general views on the Simon draft and on 
our comment by tomorrow Sunday and we will keep you advised as 
tmportant drafting changes are worked out here. We shall be con- 
tinuing discussions with the British today regarding the resolution. 

GIBSON 

“Letters of appreciation were sent to the representatives in the United 
States of the particular countries.
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500.A15A4/1277 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 

American Delegation (Gibson) 

| WASHINGTON, July 9, 1932—3 p. m. 

174. Your 315, 316 and 318, July 8 and 9. While the draft resolu- 

tion satisfactorily accepts the underlying principles of the President’s 

plan, it does not seem to keep up an affirmative tone in regard to the 

ways and means of putting it into effect. 

As we realize that the resolution in its final form must be the 

product of much negotiation, we shall suggest no substitute texts, 

but merely certain underlying considerations for your guidance. 

Every one of the suggestions put forward by Davis and reported in 

your 316 seems to us a decided improvement, (and as such are 

accepted by us) but we feel that the declaration should go yet fur- 

ther, both in proportion and in tone toward accepting at least in 

principle the concrete suggestions contained in the President’s pro- 

posal. 

Specific Suggestions : 

Section II, Air Armaments, Paragraph’3. We attach considerable 
importance to the omission of any reference to tonnage limitation 

after the word “bombardment”. 
Paragraph 5. It is essential that referenee to special international 

regime must make clear that this is a regional question in which we 

are not involved. 
Section II, Land Armaments. 
It seems to us highly desirable that the section on land armaments 

shall include as one of the definite agreements of the conference an 
acceptance of the principle of reduction in the defense component 
and if possible a recognition that the declaration of President Hoover 
furnishes a basis for achieving this end. In other words, it seems to 
us to make the resolution of the conference much more substantial 
if this important principle can be included as one of the items defi- 
nitely agreed upon. Under Section 3 of the resolution the Bureau 

can be assigned the duty of presenting the details. 
Section III. The whole resolution would seem to be strengthened 

if this were put in the form of instructions to the Bureau to arrive. 

at agreements on these points and present specific recommendations 
rather than the somewhat nebulous character of its instructions as 

now worded. 
We also feel that the vagueness of this section with respect to the 

date of meeting of the Bureau, the continuity of its sessions, etc.,
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particularly when coupled with the absence of a specific date for the 
reconvening of the Conference, may give the public an impression 
that the adjournment is a disguised form of ending the Conference. 
We should welcome anything you can do toward making this section 
more concrete. Our preference would be to see a date fixed for 
reconvening the Conference sometime between 4 and 6 months hence. 

Last paragraph of the resolution dealing with naval questions. 

We favor the idea of Davis’ suggested draft addition provided that 
he substitutes for the phrase reading “in view of the fact that the 
purposes of those declarations are in no way incompatible” the fol- 
lowing phrase “in view of the fact that the aims and purposes of 
the two nations are in no way incompatible”. We want you to insist 
moreover on the inclusion of a sentence to the effect that naval reduc- 

tions are understood to be contingent on substantially corresponding 
reductions in land armaments, in view of the fact that in this field 
of armaments material progress has already been made. 

The foregoing suggestions represent what we hope you will be 
able to accomplish in the way of strengthening and improving the 

resolution and leave it to you, without further instructions, to attain 
the maximum possible in the circumstances. 

| CASTLE 

500.415A4/1278 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State : 

Geneva, July 10, 1982—2 p. m. 
[Received July 10—12:25 p. m.] 

320. Department’s 174, July 9, 3 p.m. We are happy to report 

that practically every point covered in your instructions had already 
been agreed upon yesterday in our negotiations with the British and 
insisted upon in our talks with the French. All your views have 
been embodied in the draft now in the hands of the British which 
they have accepted but which of course are still subject to negotiation 
with other delegations. 

We entirely agree with your last suggestion concerning importance 
of pressing contingent character of naval reductions. Of course 
inter-dependence of armaments is already stressed in resolution and 
also fact that reduction should apply to all three types of armaments, 
we shall endeavor to secure specific adoption your suggestion in 
resolution and in any event we could include idea in identic letters 
to be sent to the Chairman of the Conference by the British and
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ourselves stating what we propose to do as regards naval negotia- 
tions. This letter as we now see it would be along the lines of Davis’ 
suggestion with the addition brought out in your cable. On reflec- 
tion it has seemed better to us that this be set forth in the form of 
such identic letters rather than incorporated in a resolution for the 
Conference to pass on. The Conference might of course take note 
of this correspondence in the resolution. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1301 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 

American Delegation (Gibson) 

WasHineron, July 13, 1932—1 p. m. 

179. The British naval proposal has confirmed my foreboding as 
to the chief danger to this country which may arise in the course of 
the discussion over the Hoover plan. It is conceivable that, although 
a substantial agreement as to land and air armaments may be 
reached, a serious issue may arise in regard to naval armaments in 
which Britain and Japan join in supporting a method of reduction 
which we cannot accept. Not only are the British battleship and 
cruiser proposals quite unacceptable in view of our historic insistence 
upon greater cruising radius, but their plan involves a necessary 

period of transition between two systems of size of armament which 
would involve special dangers to us. (See my 152, June 27, 4 p. m.) 

Please do not lose sight of these possibilities. If America should 
find herself unfortunately isolated by such a combination, it would 
nevertheless be necessary to maintain an unyielding position on those 
points, and it would be unfortunate if there was anything put on 
record or said informally which made it difficult for us to do so. I 
believe you are fully aware of this situation but its importance is 
so serious that I venture to call it specially to your attention. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4/1299 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, July 18, 1932—11 p. m. 
[Received July 13—8: 20 p. m.] 

325. A revised text of the resolution was worked on last night to 
ascertain the maximum of agreement possible between American,
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British, French and Italian delegations. In the absence of the British 
and French delegates from Geneva a drafting committee was sum- 
moned by Benes to whom Sir John Simon had turned over his duties 
of drafting the resolution. This committee consists of Massigh, 
Aubert, Cadogan, Rosso, Marriner and Dulles. The result of this 
attempt to coordinate the several drafts which had been presented to 

Benes is weaker on important points than previous draft outlined 
in our cables and as such was not accepted by our representatives. 
In particular the sections on the acceptance of the President’s plan 
in the first part and the stipulations with regard to effectives are 

inacceptable and I have so informed Benes today. The Italians have 
likewise stated that the draft is inacceptable to them. No text on 
the subject of limitation of expenditures which the French consider 

of capital importance has as yet been worked out. It is hoped that 
on the return of the French chief delegates on Monday. after the 
adjournment of Parliament this text can be strengthened at least in 
conformity with the resolution cabled in our 315, July 8, midnight, 

and 320, July 10, 2 p. m. 

GIBSON 

500.415A4/1303 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GeENEvA, July 14, 1932—9 p. m. 
[Received July 14—5: 04 p. m.| 

330. Department’s 179, July 13, 3 [2] p.m. You may rest assured 
that we have never lost sight of the problem as you outline it. We 
have made it extremely clear to the British that we cannot accept 
their proposals and believe they are under no illusions. So far as 
we can foresee the question will not be allowed to come into public 

debate during this session as the naval clauses of the projected reso- 

lution, which have already been cabled you, were drafted in full 
agreement with the British and have met with no opposition else- 

where. | 

| GIBSON
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500.A15A4/13303 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
| Secretary of State 

Geneva, July 15, 1932—9 p. m. 
| Received 10:05 p. m.| 

833. The text of a paragraph to be included in the resolution which 
we are working on on the subject of limitation of expenditures has 
been worked out after long negotiation with the French. It repre- 
sents a series of concessions on their part and as it now stands in this 

last draft is acceptable to the French themselves. The delegation 
considers it satisfactory. The matter has been especially considered 
by Senator Swanson in view of possible repercussions in Congress 
and he has accepted it as well as the naval and military advisers. 
As the French attach capital importance to this paragraph we would 
like your views as soon as possible. 

“1. The Conference shall when it reconvenes determine what system 
of limitation or of publicity of national defense expenditure will best 
be suited to guarantee the alleviation of the financial burdens of the 
peoples and to prevent the measures of qualitative and quantitative 
disarmament provided for in the convention from being rendered 
ineffective by the perfecting or development of permitted arms. 

2. In view of the decisions to be taken for this purpose the govern- 
ments represented at the Conference shall make known before the 
next session of the General Commission and under reserve of the 
special situation of each state, 

(a) Either the extent of saving which would be the immediate re- 
sult of reductions in matériel and effectives which each accepts for 
itself. 

(6) Or the percentage of reduction which they agree to put into 
effect in their next national defense budget as compared with their 
present budget in order to effect and maintain during the life of the 
Convention a saving at least equivalent to that foreseen under (a) 
above.” 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4/1326 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation ( Gibson ) 

: Wasuineron, July 17, 1982—11 a. m. 

183. Your 333, July 15, 6 [9] p.m. While I am not prepared to 
state how definitely the text you have worked out with the French 

commits us, nevertheless its general tenor does not seem to be con- 
sistent with our position of refusing to accept for ourselves any form
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of global limitation of expenditures. There has been no alteration of 
policy on this point. The text you suggested in your 305 July 5, 
midnight, I accepted in that it referred only to savings in matériel, 
but at the same time I cautioned you that this was the ultimate limit 
to which we would go. 

After all, the resolution of adjournment is primarily a list of 
subjects on which all the delegations are agreed. Global limitation 
of expenditure is not one of them and as such should not be included. 
Even if it is framed with such loopholes as not actually to bind us 
to an acceptance of the principle, it would introduce into the negotia- 
tions a second and alternate method of disarmament which might 
well eventually result in the sidetracking of our proposals. 

I quite appreciate the difficulties of your negotiations as well as 
the pressure from other delegations, and I desire to be as helpful 
as possible, but the principle of global limitation of expenditures 
even in an attenuated form is one we cannot accept. It would put us 
at a disadvantage with respect to other powers, it would cost us the 
support of the services here, it would not, as far as we can judge, 
command popular approval, and above all it would weaken the 
clear-cut framework of the President’s plan. 

Of course publicity of expenditure is acceptable in any form and 

I have agreed to limitation of expenditure for matériel (see telegram 

no. 170, July 6,11 a. m.) but beyond this I regret we cannot go. 

STIMsoNn 

500.A15A4/1335 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Secretary of State 

Geneva, July 19, 1932—4 p. m. 
[Received July 19—12: 10 p. m.] 

343. The French and British have worked out a text on limitation 

of expenditure which the Italians are ready to accept. As before 
stated the French are insistent that some reference to limitation of 
‘expenditure be inserted in the resolution. The British feel the same 
reluctance we do but think it advisable to accept this attenuated 
draft in order to complete agreement. Since it is consistent with 
your views we all feel that this text can be accepted without in any 
way prejudicing our position. Text follows: 

“Limitation of budgetary expenditure. 
: 1. The Conference on the resumption of its sittings will determine 

what system of limitation and publicity of expenditure on national 
defense will best guarantee to the peoples an alleviation of their finan-
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cial burdens and will prevent the measures of qualitative and quan- 
titative disarmament to be embodied in the convention from being 
neutralized by the increase or by the elaboration of arms that are 
permitted. 

2. With a view to the decisions to be taken under this head, the 
Conference invites the Commission of National Defense Expenditure 
and its subcommittee to continue and complete the work which they 
have in hand and to report as soon as possible. The Conference 
requests the Bureau to formulate a plan on the basis of that report 
which shall achieve the purpose in view, taking into consideration 
the varying conditions of the several states.” 

GIBSON 

500.41544/1343 : Telegram 
The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 

American Delegation (Gibson ) 

WasHINGTON, July 19, 1932—7 p. m. 

187. I fear that the draft submitted in your 343, July 19, 4 p. m,, 
fails to represent any advance over that contained in your 3883, July 
15, 9 p. m. and is open to the same type of objection. 

The insistence of the French is quite understandable, but global 
limitation of expenditure cannot be listed as a principle that the 

Conference has agreed to nor can we with honesty accept a resolution 
which provides that the Conference will determine a system of limi- 
tation of expenditure or which requests the bureau to formulate a 
plan on the basis of the still uncompleted report of the Commission 
of National Defense Expenditure. This might encourage either the 
Conference or the general public to believe that we might later be 
prepared to reverse our position on this question. 

Apart from the inherent inacceptibility to us of global limitation 
of expenditure, I am the less disposed to modify our stand on this 
point as (1) we have consistently refused to alter our position (see 
Department’s 145, June 21, 11 p. m.,** 168, July 2, 10 [9] p. m., 170, 
July 6, 11 a. m. and 183, July 17, 11 a. m.) and the French can have 
no reason to feel that we were disposed to make any concessions on 

this point; and (2) I do not feel that the resolution in its present | 
form is strong enough to warrant the French asking us for an addi- 

tional concession or modification of principle. 
If you are unable to avoid any reference to the subject in the reso- 

lution it will be necessary for you to devise some phraseology that 
will specifically and not merely inferentially except us from an 

acceptance of the principle. 
STIMSON 

* Ante, p. 211. ws :
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500.A15A4/1344 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

Geneva, July 20, 19382—11 a. m. 
[Received July 20—7:47 a. m.4*] 

850. Your 187, July 19, 7 p.m. We request reexamination of the 

text contained in our 843 * and comparison with that contained in 
- our 333.46 It seems clear to us that your anxiety must be based on 

the misapprehension that this is recognition of a principle. If you 
will examine the draft text you will see that this does not come under 

part 2 which is a statement of principles agreed upon but rather 
under part 3 which deals with questions for study. While this text 
may not mark any great advance over that contained in our 333 we 
venture to point out that it is distinctly less objectionable in that it 
omits any mention of global limitation. This wording was agreed 
upon because it left the door open to any form of limitation including 

limitation of expenditure on matériel as complementary to direct 
. limitation. We do not feel that we are asking the Department to 

modify its stand in any way. No delegation here misunderstands 
the position of the American Government which has been repeatedly 

and definitely stated and they are under no illusion that we are 
prepared to modify our attitude. There is nothing in this text which 
is not fully consistent with your letter of guidance ‘7 and the state- 
ment of our position in point 9 of my opening: speech.*® 

Moreover, the present text has been approved by the entire dele- 
gation including military and naval advisers. 

In order that there may be no proper basis of misunderstanding 
IT am preparing a reference in the speech which I shall make in the 
General Commission, (my 349)* which will specifically and not 
merely inferentially except us from acceptance of the principle of 
global limitation. 

This section of the resolution has been worked out laboriously 
together with those on effectives, air and other subjects and they to 
some extent hang together. Furthermore, the Italians and British 
who are even more intransigent than ourselves on the question of 
limitation of expenditure have acquiesced in this formula. 

“ Telegram in two sections. 
“ Anite, p. 296. | 
4 Ante, p. 295. 
* January 19, p. 1. 
* February 9, pp. 25, 30. 
® Not printed.
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I plan to telephone this afternoon at 3:30 Geneva time (since the 
meeting of the General Commission is called for 5 p.m.) and read 
you what I plan to say on this subject. 

GIBSON 

500.415A4/1355 

Memorandum of Trans-Atlantic Telephone Conversation ™ 

SECRETARY: Hello, Gibson. 

Gipson: Good-morning, Mr. Secretary, this is Hugh Gibson. 
Have you had a chance to read our telegram No. 350? 

SECRETARY: Well, I just got it and have read it rather hurriedly. 
Gisson: Do you still feel any misgivings? 
SECRETARY: I do. 

Gisson: You feel that it is desirable that we refrain from this 
subject in our speech at the beginning of the discussion. 

SECRETARY: I can’t myself see that your 343 makes any serious 

change in the 3383. , 
Gipson: It leaves out all reference to global limitations; it is not 

in the section of the treaty that has to do with principles but only lays 
down work and leaves all methods wide open for discussion. In fact, 
it is nothing more than telling the Committee on Expenditures to go 
ahead and complete the task which it had in the beginning. 

SECRETARY: It leaves it open for the conference to bring up global 
limitations as an alternative to the Hoover plan. 

Gisson: They are going to do that as a supplementary thing to 
it and that is all these people want, to complement this system of 
disarmament. They are going ahead and even if they accept the 
President’s plan, they will also do that. They don’t care whether 
we are in on it but they do want it themselves. I think we would be 
in a very bad position if they could point to us as the stumbling 
block. 

Secretary: If they wanted to add an additional agreement be- 
tween themselves, of course we would not oppose that, but I am 
afraid that is not the way in which it would be used. 

Gipson: The British and the Italians who are just as rigid as 
we are on this are opposed because it is not open to their objection, 
and since your telegram came in, we have had a further talk with 

Simon and with the Italians and they say they scrutinized this care- 
fully and they would not accept it because they did not feel that it 
was open to that objection. 

© Between Mr. Gibson and Mr. Davis in Geneva and Mr. Stimson in Wash- 
ington, July 20, 1982, 9:55 a. m.
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SECRETARY: I have the two before me here. I have talked with 
the President this morning and he is very much opposed to anything 
which will give an opportunity like this, as he thinks this might, to 
slide off from the plan for direct limitation. 

Gipson: I don’t think it will do that. The whole thing is a com- 
plementary method. These people want this so as to control the 
effective carrying out of direct limitation. There is no doubt about 
that. I don’t think it will be used in any way to sidetrack the Presi- 
dent’s proposal. Mr. Secretary, may I read what I had proposed in 
our opening statement this afternoon. See if that does not do it. It 
was stated in the sixth paragraph from the end between the para- 
graph ending, “giving assurance against competition either in quality 
or quantity of armaments.” 

SECRETARY: Are you talking about your speech given in 3849 252 
Gipson: Yes, it would be inserted in the sixth paragraph from the 

end of the speech. 
SEcRETARY: The trouble is, we have not got the whole of your 

speech yet. 
Gisson: Well, may I read you this? I feel that this resolution has 

the merit of registering at the same time the point of complete accord 
in Chapter IT, and those points on which we are agreed to continue 

study in Chapter ITI, considering that these methods will produce 
the adjustments necessary for further accord. There has not been 
time to work out the details of various proposals. For instance, the 
Committee on National Defense Expenditure has not yet been able 
to complete its study. The resolution thus, does not attempt to judge 
the results of those studies and for the conclusions to be derived 
from them, each nation will be its own judge. The resolution leaves 
open the . . .52 as complementary for direct limitation of expendi- 
ture or an objection by them. These methods shall be the ultimate 
result of our work. It merely indicates that by any of these methods 
we seek a common end. | 

SECRETARY: Is that what you intended to put in? That is not 

enough. The United States delegation is unalterably opposed to 
global limitation, and I should not be satisfied with any collateral 
statement which did not go as far as that. In other words, you are 
leaving yourself open to trouble hereafter and I want you to stup 
that. I want you to say that we will not, under any circumstances, 
consent to global limitation. 

Gisson: All right, we will put that in. 
SeoreTarRy: And not in any diplomatic language either. 

“ Not printed. 
Apparently a break in telephone connection at this point.
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Gipson: Global limitations which we will not accept. We will 
put that in in perfectly definite language. — 

SECRETARY: It must he absolutely clear so that there will be no 
mistake hereafter that the American delegation will not accept global 
limitation. 

Gipson: Don’t you think that is clear: “global limitation which 
we will not accept.” 

SecRETARY: No, I should make it even a little more clear than 
that. I should say, “My country has consistently from the beginning 
been unwilling to accept global limitation because it is quite (you 
can give the reasons) unfair from the standpoint of a nation that 
has already made its reduction, and give them an absolutely clear 
notice.” , a 

Gipson: All right, we will do it and not in terms to be open to . 
interpretation. | | 

SECRETARY: I don’t want it to be open to a bit of interpretation, 
so that there will be no argument hereafter about it. In other words, 

if that system is adopted by the conference at Geneva it must be 
adopted as a regional method applicable to other nations but not to 
us. Is that clear? 

Gipson: Yes, that is clear, we can put that in and not start any 
more. We are still working on artillery. 

SECRETARY: I mean I am not at all favorably impressed by the 
attitude the French have taken in the telegram which you sent me 
this morning, about their last minute proposition in your 348.53 

Grsson: That is the naval subject. | 
SECRETARY: Yes. I am not satisfied that you have been treated 

very fairly by the other people, particularly the French. Gibson, if 
you accept this form in No. 348, I must insist that you make the 
statement very clear and emphatic in your speech. 

Gipson: The statement in our speech will be very clear. 
SECRETARY: Yes, it must not be a mere relative speech to go in as 

you propose, but you must say something like this: 

“The American delegation is obliged to refer to its consistent 
objection to the method of global limitation of expenditures as a 
method which is unfair to a nation in the position in which the 
United States is, of having already made its great reduction in land 
effectives and armaments as we have, and, therefore, I am obliged 
for the purpose of avoiding misunderstanding to point out that this 
position cannot be changed and that if any such system is adopted, 
it must be adopted as a regional method for other nations.” Do you 
see ! | 

53 Not. printed. 

6442124827
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Gipson: Yes, I have got that. 
SECRETARY: That has got to be absolutely clear. I am not insisting 

upon the actual verbiage which I give you but I want the idea -abso- 
Jutely clear. 

Gisson: We will make it as clear as we can. That will be all 
right. Have you had a chance to look at the draft of the speech that 
I sent in, reporting the draft resolution ? 

SecreTary: I have the first two sections, but I haven’t all of the 
speech. | : 

| Gisson: Is it all right as far as it goes? The thing to do is get 
people to accept it without being weakened and I think we are getting 
a lot of support to that end. 

Secretary: I thought the speech was all right and I was glad to 
notice what you said about the real opinions of the nations being 
more advanced than the resolution, because I feel that the resolution 
is not much. , 

Grsson: That is the way we wind up, “This represents the point 
that has been reached by the last resolution.” 

| Secretary: Yes, I noticed that. You can go ahead that way but 
| make your reservation absolutely clear. : 

_ Davis: This is Davis, may I speak to you a minute. I just want 
to say to you that on this work we are all just as much opposed to 
global reduction as you are and we are going to make that objection 
as clear as a whistle so don’t worry about that. We feel that we have 
got a great measure of success in regard to the effectives, don’t you 
like that formula? 

Secretary: I am unable to tell which formula is now in effect. 
There have been so many changes and so much whittling down that 
it is hard for me to follow it. 

Davis: You don’t know what a terrible battle we have had. 

SECRETARY: Oh, yes I do. I know perfectly well what a battle 
you have had and I am not criticizing what you have done. On the 
contrary, I feel very much inclined to sympathize and congratulate 
you, but you have been the focal point of a general onslaught aimed 
to whittle down the Hoover plan into a rather meaningless statement. 

Davis: We finally succeeded in getting it tied to the Hoover pro- 

posal. There was no mention of that proposal at all in regard to 
that resolution and it is a very definite commitment and they look on 
it most seriously and everyone here thinks it has been a remarkable 

success. We had an all day struggle on that yesterday, two days in 7 
fact, and on the air armaments. 

SECRETARY: I am very glad that you have had that measure of 
success but, on the question of effectives, the form which immediately
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preceded this one, recognized not only Mr. Hoover’s name but it 
recognized the essentials of his method, namely, the difference be- 

tween forces for internal defense and other forces. Now this last 
method does not do that. 

Davis: That is perfectly true but it also uses the name of the 
proposal. . 

SECRETARY: Yes, but not by way of adoption and that is what 
I mean when I say that they have in their usual method pretty well 
gotten away from any definite commitments but I didn’t expect much 
else and I know the difficulties you have been up against. 

Davis: I think you are wrong in thinking this does not commit 
them to the President’s plan. They look upon it as such. They 

objected to stating specifically the defining of the component points 
because they said that was the most specific criticism they felt at this 
moment in regard to the method which had not been examined, but 
they agreed to the principle without the actual method of the men- 
tioning of that plan and no other plan at all. We look upon it as 
the British look upon it, as a very distinct commitment of the French. 
The British have been working with us the last few days most loyally. 

SECRETARY: I am very glad to hear that. 
Davis: The understanding there between France and England is 

not. as strong as we thought at one time. Would you like for me to 
read to you the formula on artillery that we are struggling over. 

SECRETARY: I think that it had better be cabled, it is very hard 
to get it down. 
Davis: Senator Swanson and Simon have both agreed to it. 

1. All heavy land guns of calibres between any maximum limit as 
determined in the succeeding paragraph and a lower limit to be 
defined shall be limited in number. 

2. Subject to an effect of the matter being elaborated to prevent 
the . . .5* of guns on such mountings and to mobile guns as such 
maximum of land guns may be fixed for the conference as follows: 

(a) the maximum limit for the calibre of coastal guns which 
shall not be less than the maximum calibre of naval guns; 

(5) a maximum limit for the calibre of gunsin . . .54 frontier 
or defense system ; 

(c) a maximum limit for the calibre of mobile land guns other 
than those employed for coastal defense. 

SECRETARY: I just want to ask you this question. Is the safeguard 
that they are trying to introduce by that method against the mobiliza- 
tion of fixed artillery; is that simply making a different maximum 
calibre permitted in each case. 

% Apparently a break in telephone connection at this point.
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Davis: Yes, also numbers. It is agreeing to the principle of the 
abolition of mobile land guns above a figure which the French have 

: never agreed to before. They have been arguing constantly that land 
guns were related to naval guns and we have positively refused to 
accept that position and the British have stood with us on that. This 
is the final concession by the French and the only way they would 
do it. We propose that we have got to go to conference and say 
we have not been able to reach any agreement on this. 

SECRETARY: Is this the result of that? Just let me give you this 
proposition. If this goes into effect, there will be in each nation a 
limited number of large mobile guns; there will be a limited number 
of coast artillery guns of a different calibre, and there will be a 

different calibre for naval guns. Any other guns? 

Davis: Yes, that is right. 

SEcrETARY: I think I understand it roughly. 

Davis: I don’t think there is any disagreement to it from the 
Army or Navy; certainly they accepted it here. 

SECRETARY: All right, that is much better than the previous 
proposal. 

Davis: We have left it wide open to the President’s proposal. 

Our next subject is torpedoes. 
Secretary: If you think you have had troubles in the past, I 

warn you that the big troubles will come when you reach the Navy. 
You had just better have your shirt sleeves rolled up when you get 
to that. 

500.A15A4/1348 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation ( Gibson ) 

WasHIneTon, July 20, 19382—1 p. m. 

188. Since talking with you over the telephone I have again 
studied the resolution as a whole with its most: recent modifications 
and wish to congratulate you on the elements of strength and the 

direct relationship to the President’s plan which you have success- 
fully retained. I realize fully that you have been up against a 

determined effort to whittle away the effectiveness of the President’s 
plan and do not wish you to feel from some criticisms of detail I 
may have made over the telephone this morning that I underestimate 
the real measure of success you have had. 

STIMSON
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500.415A4/1350 : Telegram | | 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

| Secretary of State 

GENEVA, July 20, 1932—11 p. m. 
[Received 11: 80 p. m. | 

852. The completed text of the resolution * reported in our various 
telegrams was presented to the General Commission this afternoon 

by Benes with a long and lucid exposé of the methods that had 
brought it about and the purposes it was designed to achieve. At the 
beginning of the general discussion at the request of Henderson, 
Benes, Drummond, Simon and Herriot I delivered the speech ®* con- 
tained in my 349 as amended according to your suggestion, text con- 
tained in my 351,57 as it was felt that such a statement on our part 
would tend to minimize a number of amendments which failing of 
adoption might create an impression of weakening the value of the 
resolution. I showed the speech before I delivered it to Simon, 

Herriot and Boncour who approved. Herriot and Boncour saw no 
objection to the statement of our position on the limitation of ex- 
penditure. It is, however, possible that they or some of their group 
will make observations on the effectives along lines very similar to 
those included in my speech as regards limitation of expenditure. So 
far as we can judge the speech was well received. 

| GIBSON 

500.A15A4 General Committee/104 

Address Delivered by Mr. Hugh S. Gibson, Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation, Before the General Commission of the Con- 

ference, Geneva, July 20,1932 

Inasmuch as the resolution submitted by Doctor Benes bears upon | 
the proposals of President Hoover which I had the honor of laying 
before you some time ago I feel that I should make clear to the 
Commission the attitude of the American delegation at the outset 
of this discussion. : 

Naturally I should have preferred a resolution accepting still more 
definitely the details of the President’s plan but the American dele- 
gation feels that the present resolution contains the maximum of 
agreement which can now be achieved, all of which is in the direction 
of the President’s proposal and offers the best hope of eventual 

weer text of resolution as adopted July 23, see p. 318. 

& Nes. 349 and 851 not printed.
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attainment of that goal. For this reason the American delegation 
does not hesitate to support the resolution realizing that it contains 
a provision that nothing shall preclude the possibility of pressing 
for more definite and far reaching measures at later steps of the 

Conference. 
I wish to take this first opportunity since the conclusion of the gen- 

eral debate to express on behalf of the American delegation our 
sincere thanks to those governments which have given us their support 
by adhering to the President’s plan. We value their adherence be- 
cause this support has made possible the measure of agreement 
registered in the resolution now before us. 

I wish also to record my appreciation of the frank and friendly 

spirit of the delegates with whom we have been in constant consulta- 
tion for the past ten days, for the real effort they have made to 
contribute to this result. Needless to say we are all grateful to 
Doctor Benes for his unfailing energy and resourcefulness in helping 
to formulate this document. , 

The resolution represents a first step toward realistic disarmament 
since it contains an engagement for substantial reduction of the 
wide range of existing armaments. Hitherto all debates on this 
subject have been confined to methods. Now at last we are deciding 
what to do in the way of concrete measures of reduction and giving 
directions that methods be found for carrying out these measures. 
Therefore although the resolution does not go all the way on the 
plan proposed by the President it recognizes that this plan constitutes 
a goal and sets out on what seems a proper path to attain it, namely, 
the acceptance at once of certain principles contained therein, the 
establishment of means to consolidate them and the examination of 
others with a determination to attain the ends which they propose. 

It is essential in considering a resolution of this character to 
recognize the means by which international agreements are made 
and recorded. All of us here recognize that the principle of unanimity 
in international gatherings is the bulwark of national independence 
and therefore when an agreement is reached as in the present case it 
represents not the point to which daring leaders have attained, nor 
even the position occupied by perhaps a great majority of states, 

but rather that point which the last straggler seeking the same goal 
has passed. Therefore the text of this resolution means that the 
opinion of the nations is much farther toward the goal we are seeking 
than we can record here. It likewise naturally means that, as the 
bulk of public opinion is ahead of this point, we may rest assured 
that the moderate accomplishment which we can reach now will 
serve merely as a base for further forward movement.
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Let me single out for purposes of illustration the problem of 
bombardment aviation. The discussion in the General Commission 
revealed that a large group of delegations are now prepared to 
abolish bombardment aviation and prohibit bombardment from the 
air. However, in the intensive consultations which have gone on 
here during the past few weeks we have found that certain states 
have genuine difficulties still to surmount before they are in a position 
to agree to these measures. We have found no disposition to stand 

on the level of agreement set forth in the resolution as the last word 
on the subject; on the contrary, we have found a disposition to set 
the present measure of agreement as a point of departure, to devote 
the next phase of the work to finding a way over or around existing : 
obstacles in the hope of agreeing upon more far-reaching measures. 

Up to the present the world has never known the appeasement 
which will come to it through a general treaty for the limitation and 
reduction of armaments and the relief to every country from the 
danger of surprise by its neighbor and from the necessity for the 
costly competition in armaments and men. Once the world experi- 

ences this relief, tension will relax and we will be enabled with ease 
to go farther than has even been thought possible. I said in my 
opening speech that the best defense of a nation was the goodwill of 
its neighbors, and in my opinion the best way to attain that goodwill 
is to enter into engagements for reducing the means of attack against 
one another, and I consider the present resolution as the first step. 

The present resolution contains for the first time definite com- 
mitments for general reductions of land material and effectives. It 
likewise takes into account the lessons of the last war when damage 
and destruction spread to the civil population, and contains the 
strict undertakings to prevent recurrence of this abuse. Above all, 
it recognizes the necessity for lightening the financial burdens which 
war and preparations for war impose upon the world, and proposes 
to contribute to economic recovery by reducing the means to these 
ends and giving assurance against competition either in quantity or 
quality of arms. 

Global limitation of expenditure has been consistently opposed by 
my Government as applied to itself since it considers that such a 
method is unfair to a nation like the United States which has al- 
ready drastically reduced its armaments and my Government has 
made clear that it cannot accept such a method for itself. However, 

the resolution leaves open the possibility for other governments to 
adopt this method as between themselves if they deem it desirable 
and useful in view of their special necessities and regional require- 
ments. The resolution, however, accords with the position we have
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always maintained that any of these methods shall be destined to 
supplement and check direct limitation. 

The resolution provides. that the Conference shall go on working 
since the Bureau and various committees will carry on during the 
recess of the General Commission. Meanwhile the various govern- 
ments undertake to see how much farther they can go to complete 
agreements. To activate this, however, we count on world public 

opinion, which was stimulated by the recent discussion and by the 
willingness that it revealed on the part of the heavily armed powers 
to do their share towards reduction of world levels of armament. 
The peoples of the world may not know the technical difficulties of 
disarmament but they have the will to surmount them, and it is on 
them that we count to make it possible on the resumption of the work 
of the Conference to achieve far more than this resolution consolidates 
at the close of this present phase of our labors. 

There can be no question that the present resolution represents a 

great advance in our work here. When we cast our minds back to the 
atmosphere of caution and withholding in which this Conference 
opened and then consider the definite character of the undertakings 
in this resolution we realize that we have made a long and definite 
stride toward disarmament. 

To summarize what I have in mind, we are at this time faced with 
alternative courses. We might, in view of the support which has 
been given to the President’s plan, summon the Conference to accept 

or reject it in its entirety. This would undoubtedly show an 1m- 
pressive body of opinion in favor of acceptance, but we must remem- 
ber that no state is bound by a majority vote and that therefore such 
procedure would bring us no nearer to general agreement, which is 
essential to the realization of such a plan. The other course is to 
consolidate the measure of accord which we can reach now, to accept 
the principles which shall guide us and the methods we are to pursue 
to reach the goal which we have recognized in this resolution. | 

Therefore, I consider this resolution as the embodiment of those 
immediate steps of reduction and limitation which shall constitute a 
pledge of the intention of the nations of the world to attain that full 
measure of disarmament which the world expects.
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500.A15A4/1356 : Telegram - | 
Lhe Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Secretary of State 

Geneva, July 21, 1982—midnight. 
| [Received July 21—11:27 p. m.] 

359. Our 353, July 20, 11 p. m.5® Davis and I had a talk with 
Nadolny today and told him that we were really worried about his 
statement that he would vote against the resolution unless it con- 
tained a definite recognition of the principle of equality of rights 
which he also informed us the French had refused to concede. We 
told him that we felt a most unfortunate impression would be created | 
all over the world. if, after demanding general disarmament ever 
since the war, Germany took the first occasion when there was a 
definite move in that direction to prevent progress; that as regards 
feeling in America the present resolution was so tied up with the 
President’s plan that the impression would clearly be that Germany 
had chosen the first moment of hopefulness to torpedo the President’s 
plan. We said we felt it would be disastrous from the German point 
of view and that before acting on his instructions he really ought to 
consult Neurath further and at least limit himself to making a reser- 

vation as to the question of equality of rights just as the French felt 
they were already doing in the provision in the draft resolution that 
all political questions were reserved. We told him that we had talked 
this matter over with Herriot who had shown an extremely reason- 
able attitude and had said that in the interest of agreement he had 
withdrawn any demand that the French plan for security and an 
international force be considered as a condition precedent to dis- 
armament and that he felt that in view of this Germany would be 
warranted in withholding her claim to equality of rights both of 
them reserving the privilege of bringing forward their views when 
they could judge as to the value of the treaty to be concluded and 
the progress made in disarmament. 

In conclusion I told him that during the first 2 years of the war 

I had on a number of occasions pointed out to the German authorities 
in Belgium where they were taking a course that would have a de- 
plorable effect on public opinion; that on each occasion they had 
scoffed at this and later had admitted that I had given them sound 
advice. I then said that on this occasion I had no hesitation in saying 

that 1f the adoption of the resolution was rendered impossible by the 
action of Germany they would be making a tragic mistake. 
.Nadolny said he would communicate further with Neurath and see 

what could be done. He was, however, not encouraging. 

—_____ Gipson 
* Not printed. |
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500.A15A4 General Committee/98 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GenEvA, July 21, 1932—midnight. 
[Received July 21—11:51 p. m.] . 

360. The General Commission met this afternoon to consider the 

BeneS resolution presented yesterday. The preamble was adopted 
as well as clauses on air and artillery contained in chapter 2. | 

Before the general discussion Litvinof advanced a series of amend- 
ments framed to bring about changes in both the preamble and 
chapters 2 and 3. His proposed amendment to the preamble provided 
for at least a 83 1/3 percent reduction in all categories of land, naval 
and air armaments with exception of the armies of smaller countries 
of navies under 100,000.5® In a long speech he sharply criticised the 
resolution as failing to achieve any real purpose. On a vote as to 

whether the text of the draft resolution should be maintained or not 

his amendments relating to the preamble and the clauses on air and 
land artillery in chapter 2 failed of adoption. Balbo, Italy, provided 
the sensation of the afternoon in a brief statement to the effect that 
the Fascist Government while unwilling to take any step which 
would in any way prejudice the adoption of the resolution neverthe- 
less felt itself obliged to abstain from voting on the resolution as a 
whole or any of its clauses on the grounds that it was entirely in- 
sufficient and offered no real grounds towards actual attainment of 
the principles of disarmament upheld by his country. He concluded 
by stating that his Government nevertheless saw no objection to an 
agreement for the prolongation of the arms truce. 

Nadolny announced that he reserved all comment until the end of 
the general discussion and that he would abstain from voting on any 
of the individual chapters of the resolution. He stated that he would 
present his Government’s views with regard to the resolution as a 
whole at the close of the debate. 

In the discussion of the air provisions Motta as spokesman for the 
smaller states while supporting the resolution made an eloquent 
appeal for the total abolition of bombardment aviation and bombing 
planes. He was followed by Simon who dealt at some length with 
the difficulties in realizing any more far-reaching restrictions on 

° Latter part of this sentence is apparently garbled. This portion of the 
amendment as submitted by Mr. Litvinoff read as follows: “with exemption for 
small countries respectively possessing armies of not above 30,000 men and a 
total naval tonnage of not above 100,000 tons, and also for countries which 
have been subjected to disarmament in virtue of other international agree- 
ments.” (Records of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Arma- 
ments, Series B, Minutes of the General Commission, vol. 1, pp. 164, 166.)
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aviation at this time in view of the difficulties over the control of civil 
aircraft. 

A further amendment by the Swedish and Dutch representatives 
proposed to substitute for the land artillery provisions resolution, a 
simple limitation of the number and maximum calibre of mobile land 
artillery. A long debate ensued in which I intervened stating that 
while our delegation would prefer a simpler text, we could not but 
feel that the actual wording of the resolution represents in fact the 
maximum of achievement which had been arrived at as the result 
of lengthy and arduous debate without prejudice to our right to 
press for more far-reaching measures later. 

The General Commission will resume its discussion of the resolu- 
tion tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock. | 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4 General Committee/99 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
Secretary of State 

GeneEvA, July 22, 19832—midnight. 
[Received July 22—11:29 p. m.] 

361. I'wo meetings of the General Commission were held today 
for further discussion of the BeneS resolution. After consideration : 
of the various amendments proposed this morning the text as origi- 
nally drafted was maintained with the exception that states that 
manufacture [with the exception that State manufacture] of arms 
was included with private manufacture as regards regulations to be 
applied. The Soviet and Chinese amendments to the remaining chap- 
ters of the text were withdrawn. 

During the discussion relating to the limitation of national defense 
expenditure Sir Herbert Samuel explained the British view that 
expenditure reductions already effected must be taken into considera- 
tion. Great Britain he stated takes note of the American observation 

on global limitation and accepts the text with the understanding that 
its reductions already effected will be considered. 

There were 14 speakers this afternoon who commented on the reso- 

lution as a whole. With the exception of the Central European 
group the majority of the speakers accepted the resolution as being 
the best possible agreement under the present circumstances. 

Following Nadolny and Sir John Simon, Herriot explained his 
Government’s acceptance of the resolution and stated very clearly 
that France supported a global reduction on budgetary expenses cit-
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ing as proof thereof that the French Government had just adopted 
an actual reduction of approximately 10 percent on military. He 
was extremely cordial in his references to the value of initiative of 
the President and stated France’s entire agreement with the prin- 
ciples on which it was based. As regards the effectives proposal he 
made the three following points: 7 

1. It would be necessary in calculating effectives to take into ac- 
count not only the apparent force but the real existing force; not 
only the admitted organizations but also the clandestine. 

2. It would likewise be extremely difficult to calculate the military 
coefficients on the basis of population alone. To do this would be to 
set an unfair premium on quantity of population and to favor what 
might be called “mass imperialism”. In this connection he told me 
that he had Russia in mind. 

3. President Hoover’s proposal has not taken into account the 
possibility of coalitions. 

He likewise reiterated the old French arguments on security but 
indicated that these would be withdrawn as a condition precedent in 
order to obtain the consolidation of the steps contained in the resolu- 

tion which he felt to be of value and stated that he could not assume 
the responsibility of holding up these measures. Parenthetically he 

told me before making the speech that the French [plan?] as such 
might never appear and that his intention was to wait until he saw 
what measure of satisfaction was accorded France by the treaty of 
disarmament and then to examine in a sensible way what comple- 
mentary measures were essential. 

GIBSON 

500.A15A4 General Committee/100 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
' Secretary of State 

GENEvA, July 22, 1932—midnight. 
[Received July 283—12:01 a. m.] 

362. The General Commission will finish its discussion of the reso- 
Jution tomorrow noon at which time the Conference will hold a 
plenary session to adopt the resolution. The indications are that the 
resolution will be adopted by the votes of all states except the former 
enemy powers. Of these Hungary, Bulgaria and Austria have stated 
that they will abstain and Germany has indicated that she would 
vote against the resolution. As this would mean that the resolution 
would fail of unanimity in the Conference it would not be carried. 

However as the majority vote of the General Commission would en-
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able all the procedural sections of the resolution to be carried on, the 
program of Conference work would presumably go on as outlined 
in the resolution. It would only mean that there would be no adop- 
tion of the agreed on previous reports in chapter 2 of the resolution 
and that thus Germany would be responsible for preventing agree- 
ment on the first step in the matter of air armaments, artillery, 

chemical and bacteriological warfare and tanks. : 
Nadolny’s speech this afternoon was extremely temperate in tone 

but was a long indictment of the resolution for not going far enough, 
of the Conference for not taking into account the situation of Ger- 
many and implicitly of France for blocking all measures of disarma- 

ment and particularly for failing to satisfy the absolute demand of 
the German people, which was necessary to satisfy their national 

honor namely on equality of treatment. 
At the beginning of his speech he paid high tribute to the purposes 

and nature of the generous initiative of the President but developed 

the idea that this had been practically negatived in the steps taken 
thus far to carry it out. At the ending of his speech he read a 

declaration of his Government which concluded as follows: 

“The German Government must consequently insist that its doubts 
be eliminated by recognition without further delay of the equality of 
all states as regards national security and the application of all the 
provisions of the convention. In as much as the different questions 
arising from the application of the principle of equality of rights 
require clarification the German Government is prepared immediately 
to enter upon negotiations with the interested states. The German 
Government must immediately make clear that it cannot undertake to 
continue its collaboration in case a solution satisfactory to Germany 
on this definite point has not been reached before the reconvening of 
the Conference.” 

Nadolny’s intransigent speech was followed by a long and eloquent 
speech by Apponyi of Hungary who while joining in much of the 
reasoning of the German representative and while claiming equally 
with him the ultimate right to equality of treatment in any final 
treaty that might come out of the Disarmament Conference would 

not insist on the immediate solution of this question and considering 

that the steps contained in the resolution while they did not go far 
enough altogether to please his country were nevertheless of suffi- 
cient value as first steps to enable Hungary to permit the onward 
course of the deliberations by withholding its vote on the resolution 

and thus allowing it to be adopted in unanimity. He was confident 
that justice would ultimately be done. 

Sir John Simon in one of the best speeches of the Conference made 
a most eloquent plea for reasonableness on the part of the Germans
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pointing out that the question of equality of treatment had no part 

in a resolution which was destined to indicate the points on which 

agreement had been reached and the methods of study for other 

points upon which some measure of agreement had been attained. He 

likewise pointed out that chapter 4 of the resolution reserved political 

questions and that other nations had made concessions in this con- 

nection equal to that requested of Germany and therefore that the 

Conference would re-assemble with Germany’s position in this matter 

entirely unprejudiced by the present resolution and with it was hoped 

progress made along the lines of disarmament in which assuredly 

Germany had the greatest possible interest. 

The Germans endeavored to explain informally that their speech 

was less intransigent than it sounded particularly as the course of 

the debate indicated that should they vote no to the resolution espe- 

cially in the plenary session of the Conference they would be in 

danger of being quite alone. It is not impossible that they might 

vote no to the resolution in the General Commission where it can be 

passed by a majority vote and abstain from voting in the plenary 

session. 
GIBSON 

500.A15A4 General Committee/101 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 

Secretary of State 

GENEVA, July 23, 1932—11 a. m. 
[Received July 23—9:15 a. m.] 

363. We have decided that it would be best to submit nothing at 
this time in detail on the effectives formula. It seems the wisest 

course to present a memorandum based on the speech sent you by 
letter of May 30, together with any charts, at the beginning of the 
Bureau meeting in September as this will again call public attention 

to the effectives formula and revive interest in it at that time. 

GIBSON 

© Not printed.
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500.A15A4/1375 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Acting Chairman of the 
American Delegation (Gibson) 

: WASHINGTON, July 238, 1932—4 p. m. 

198. On Thursday during a call of the German Ambassador the 
Secretary referred to your report (353, July 20, 11 p. m.)® that 
Nadolny would introduce an amendment to the conference resolution 
recognizing Germany’s claim to equality of treatment and that if this 

amendment was not adopted, he would vote against the resolution 

and announce that Germany would no longer collaborate with the 
conference. The Secretary told the Ambassador that this attitude 

was bad procedure on the part of Nadolny and reminded the Am- 
bassador that it was a reversal of the attitude which Bruening had 
taken with the Secretary in Geneva last April,®? at which time the 
latter had stated that he would be satisfied to have the present figures 
of armament inserted in the new treaty, making only a reservation 

to the effect that this was done voluntarily by Germany. The Sec- 
retary stated the pending resolution had been under general discus- 

sion with all the principal nations, had been substantially agreed 
upon and a maneuver by Germany of this type now would tend to 

break up a conference from which she had the most to gain and 
seemed bluntly stupid. It would disturb international confidence in 

Germany and unsettle the world. The Ambassador said he saw the 
force of these views, that he had no information about Nadolny’s in- 
structions but would communicate immediately with his Government. 

Today the German Ambassador called on Rogers with an oral 
response to the above interview. He said Nadolny had not been 

instructed to withdraw from the conference if his amendment failed 
of adoption but to record the dissent of Germany and to take the 
position that Germany would not reenter the conference after ad- 
journment unless meantime informal conversations had developed an 
agreement to have the conference adopt an expression upon recon- 
vening that the general principle of equality was recognized. He 

said Germany did not seek any practical application of the principle 
at this time except perhaps some modification of the minor detail of 
its land forces but would insist upon recognition of the principle. 

In response to the Secretary’s reference to the understandings with 

Bruening and Bilow the Ambassador stated his Government replied 
that the Secretary must be mistaken in regard to the terms of their 

8! Not printed. 

26 p10 gremorandum of the conversation with Mr. Stimson at Geneva, April
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conversation; that Germany had from the beginning, indeed from a 
time shortly following the signature of the Treaty of Versailles, 
steadily insisted upon the reestablishment of equality and that the 
German expressions to the Secretary had been consistent with this 
and had conceded only that an adoption of the principle of equality 
in general terms would be sufficient. The Ambassador stated that the 
pressure of popular opinion with the impending elections in Germany 
required a bold stand on this principle which was being constantly 

agitated in the German press, and that inasmuch as Germany was 
united with the United States and the other nations in the movement 
for reduction of armament, informal conversations during the period 
of adjournment might and should develop an agreement for recogni- 

tion of the principle. 
Rogers repeated the Secretary’s statement that the procedure 

adopted had been disappointing, unnecessary and unjustified. Rogers 
sald we had not yet received adequate reports of the final proceedings 

and a study of these proceedings would be necessary to estimate the 
effect of what seemed a blunder. The effects might be serious both 
to the progress of the disarmament movement and to the American 
and international attitude of confidence and sympathy with Ger- 
many. The Ambassador was reminded that Germany might well 
have preserved her position by less violent action. The Ambassador 
asked for a further conference and for affirmative suggestions from 
the Secretary if possible before sailing for Europe next Wednesday. 

Please repeat to Berlin. 

CaRR 

600.A15A4 General Committee/103 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the 
| | Secretary of State 

: Geneva, July 23, 1982—5 p. m. 
[Received July 28—2: 30 p. m.] 

366. The final session of the General Commission took place this 
morning. Five remaining speakers expressed views with regard to 
the resolution, the Turkish representative declaring his abstention. 
Litvinoff explained his vote against the resolution in one last plea 
for total disarmament. As the final speech on the resolution Hender- 

son, in his capacity as President of the Conference, took the floor to 
explain its advantages and stated that those who voted against the 

resolution were voting against the three principles stated in the pre- 
amble and against President Hoover’s plan. These three principles
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are (1) that the time has come when the world must adopt substan- 
tial and comprehensive measures of disarmament (2) that it is firmly 
determined to achieve a substantial reduction in armaments and 
(3) that it is decided, guided by the general principles underlying 
President Hoover’s declaration, to effect a substantial reduction of 
world armaments to be applied by a general convention alike to land, 
naval and air armaments. 

A vote was then taken as to the adoption of the resolution. Both 
the German and Soviet delegations cast negative votes, the former 
explaining that he did not vote against any of the principles ex- 
pressed but merely against the resolution itself, and the latter stated 
he voted for disarmament but against the resolution. Eight absten- 

tions were recorded as follows: Afghanistan, Albania, Austria, 

Bulgaria, China, Hungary, Italy and Turkey. The Chinese delegate 
said that his country could agree to no measure of disarmament until 
the Sino-Japanese dispute has been regulated to its satisfaction. The 
remaining 41 delegations present [voted?] for the resolution. The 
Bolivian delegate in expressing his affirmative vote stressed the hope 
that all South American nations would be represented at the next 
conference and called to the attention of the Conference that one of 
Bolivia’s neighbors was at the present time committing acts of un- 
warranted aggression. The Japanese representative accepted the 
resolution with the reservation formulated in his speech of the | 
previous day, to the effect that Japan considered that the air clauses 

of the resolution should be further studied particularly in relation to | 
restrictions on other forms of armaments and definitely reserved its 
attitude on the whole question until these studies should be effected. 

The President then announced an adjournment of the General 
Commission, stating that a plenary session of the Conference would 
then meet for the purpose of recommending to the various govern- 
ments the extension of the armaments.truce provided for in part 5 
of the resolution. The roll call of the plenary session showed 49 votes 
in favor of the extension of the armaments truce with no contrary 
votes and 1 abstention which was that of China. : 

The Conference adjourned following the usual complimentary ad- 
dresses which included a most graceful and witty tribute to the work 
of the President by M. Herriot and a word of appreciation by myself 
on the work of the Secretariat. Sir John Simon added a word of 
praise to the labors of Dr. Bene’ rapporteur. 
_Prior to the adjournment the next meeting of the Bureau was 

definitely fixed for Wednesday, September 21st. 

GIBson 
6442124828
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500.A15A4 General Committee/120 

Resolution Adopted by the General Commission on July 23, 1932 ® 

| I. | 
The Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, 
Profoundly convinced that the time has come when all nations of 

the world must adopt substantial and comprehensive measures of dis- 
armament in order to consolidate the peace of the world, to hasten the 
resumption of economic activity, and to lighten the financial burdens 
which now weigh upon the peoples of the world; 

Desirous of avoiding a competition in the power of armaments 
which would be both ruinous to the peoples and threatening to their 

national defence; | 
Recalling its resolutions of April 19th, 20th and 22nd, 1932; 
Firmly determined to achieve a first decisive step involving a sub- 

stantial reduction of armaments, on the basis of Article 8 of the ~ 
Covenant of the League of Nations, and as a natural consequence of 
the obligations resulting from the Briand-Kellogg Pact; 

Welcoming heartily the initiative taken by the President of the 
United States of America in formulating concrete proposals for a 
substantial reduction of armaments by the prohibition of certain 

. methods of warfare, by the abolition of certain material, and by re- 

ductions varying in magnitude and amounting for certain armaments 
to the proportion of one-third; : | 

Bearing in mind also that draft Convention of the Preparatory 
Commission, the statements and proposals made to the Conference by 
a number of delegations, and the reports and resolutions of the vari- 
ous Commissions of the Conference: 

Decides forthwith and unanimously, guided by the general prin- 
ciples underlying President Hoover’s declaration : 

1. That a substantial reduction of world armaments shall be - 
effected to be applied by a general Convention alike to land, 
naval and air armaments; 

2. That a primary objective shall be to reduce the means of 
attack. 

II. CONCLUSIONS OF THE FIRST PHASE OF THD CONFERENCE 

The Conference, noting that agreement has now been reached on 
a certain number of important points, decides, without prejudice to 

more far-reaching agreements hereafter, to record forthwith the fol- 
lowing concrete measures of disarmament, which should form part 
of the general Convention to be concluded. The Conference also 

* Text transmitted to the Department by Mr. Gibson under covering letter 
of July 27. |
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decides to establish certain principles as the basis for further reduc- 
tions of armaments, and to determine the procedure necessary for 

the active prosecution of its work. 

. 1. Am Forces 

~The Conference, deeply impressed with the danger overhanging 
civilisation from bombardment from the air in the event of future 
conflict, and determined to take all practicable measures to provide 
against this danger, records at this stage of its work the following 

-conclusions: | | 

1. Air attack against the civilian population shall be absolutely 
prohibited ; | 

2. The High Contracting Parties shall agree as between themselves 
that all bombardment from the air shall be abolished, subject to 
agreement with regard to measures to be adopted for the purpose of 
rendering effective the observance of this rule. 

These measures should include the following: 

(a) There shall be effected a limitation by number and a : 
restriction by characteristics of military aircraft; 

(6) Civil aircraft shall be submitted to regulation and full 
publicity. Further, civil aircraft not conforming to the specified 
imitations shall be subjected to an international regime (except 
for certain regions where such a regime is not suitable) such as 
to prevent effectively the misuse of such civil aircraft. 

9.. Lanp ARMAMENTS 

(a) Land Artillery. 

1. All heavy land artillery of calibres between any maximum limit 
as determined in the succeeding paragraph and a lower limit to be 
defined shall be limited in number. 

2. The limitation of calibre of land artillery shall be fixed by the 

Convention. 
Subject to an effective method being established to prevent the 

rapid transformation of guns on fixed mountings into mobile guns, 
different maxima for the calibre of land guns may be fixed as follows: 

(2) A maximum limit for the calibre of coastal guns, which 
shall not be less than the maximum calibre of naval guns; 

(6) A maximum limit for the calibre of guns in permanent 
frontier or fortress defensive systems; 

(c) A maximum limit for the calibre of mobile land guns 
(other than guns employed for coastal defence). 

(6) Tanks. 

The maximum unit tonnage of tanks shall be limited.
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38. CHEMICAL, BACTERIOLOGICAL AND INCENDIARY WARFARE 

Chemical, bacteriological and incendiary warfare shall be pro- _ 
hibited under the conditions unanimously recommended by the Spe- 
cial Committee. 

4. SUPERVISION 

There shall be set up a Permanent Disarmament Commission with 
the constitution, rights and duties generally as outlined in Part VI 
of the draft Convention submitted by the Preparatory Commission 
for the Disarmament Conference, with such extension of its powers 
as may be deemed by the Conference necessary to enable the Conven- 

tion to be effectively applied. 

Ill. PREPARATION OF THE SECOND PHASE OF THE CONFERENCE 

_ The Conference requests the Bureau to continue its work during 
the period of adjournment of the General Commission, with a view 
to framing, with the collaboration (if necessary) of a Drafting Com- 

mittee, draft texts concerning the questions on which agreement has 
already been reached. Such texts will be communicated to all dele- 
gations as soon as they are drafted, and will then be submitted to 
the Commission. 

Points which call for detailed examination will be examined by the 
Bureau or by the appropriate Committees, with the assistance of the 
Governments concerned, in order that definite conclusions may be 
reached as soon as the General Commission meets again. 

The questions which will form the subject of such examination are 
the following: 

I. EFrecrives . 

A strict limitation and a real reduction of effectives shall be 
brought about. 

For this purpose, the Conference invites the Bureau to examine, 
with the collaboration of such delegations as it considers necessary, 
the proposal of President Hoover relating to effectives. These studies 
should take into consideration, in the case of each country, the actual 
conditions of defence and the number and character of its forces. 

2. Liwrration or NationaL Derence ExPENDITURE 

(a) The Conference shall decide on the resumption of its labours, 
taking into account the special conditions of each State. what system 
of limitation and publicity of expenditure on national defence will 
provide the peoples with the best guarantee of an alleviation of their 
financial burdens, and will prevent the measures of qualitative and
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quantitative disarmament to be inserted in the Convention from being 
neutralised by increases or improvements in authorised armaments. 

(6) With a view to the decisions to be taken under this head, the 
Conference requests the Committee on National Defence Expenditure 
and its technical Committee to continue and complete the work en- 
trusted to its organs and to submit their report as soon as possible. 
The Conference requests its Bureau to draw up, on the basis of this 
report, a plan accomplishing the purpose aimed at and taking into 
consideration the special conditions of the various States. 

3. TRADE IN AND MAaNnvuracrure or ARMS 

The Bureau will set up a special Committee to submit proposals to 
the Conference, immediately on the resumption of its work, in regard 
to the regulations to be applied to the trade in and private and State 
manufacture of arms and implements of war. : 

4, Nava AgMameEnts 

As regards the proposals made by President Hoover and other 
related proposals concerning naval armaments, the Conference in- 
vites the Powers parties to the Naval Treaties of Washington and 

London, which have already produced important results, to confer 
together and to report to the General Commission, if possible before | 
the resumption of its work, as to the further measures of naval reduc- 
tion which might be feasible as a part of the general programme of 
disarmament. | 

The Conference further invites the naval Powers other than the 
Powers parties to the above Treaties to make arrangements for de- 
termining the degree of naval limitation they are prepared to accept 
in view of the Washington and London Treaties and the general 
programme of disarmament envisaged in the present resolution. : 

The Bureau will be kept informed of the progress of these nego- 
tiations, which it will be its duty to co-ordinate within the framework 

of the General Convention in preparation for the comprehensive de- 
cisions of the General Commission. | 

5. VIOLATIONS 

Rules of international law shall be formulated in connection with 

the provisions relating to the prohibition of the use of chemical, 

bacteriological and incendiary weapons and bombing from the air, 
and shall be supplemented by special measures dealing with infringe- 
ment of these provisions.
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6. Fuorore Work or THE CONFERENCE : PROCEDURE 

Pending the resumption of the meetings of the General Commis- 
sion, the Bureau will keep the delegations informed of the progress 
of the work. 

It will be for the Bureau to fix the date of the next meeting of 
the General Commission with one month’s notice. The meeting of 
the General Commission shall take place not later than four months 
after the resumption of the work of the Bureau, which will meet 
during the week beginning September 19th, 1932. 

IV. GENERAL PROVISIONS 

The present Resolution in no way prejudges the attitude of the 

Conference towards any more comprehensive measures of disarma- 
ment or towards the political proposals submitted by various dele- 
gations. 

Vv. ARMAVENTS TRUCE 

In order to ensure that, pending the resumption of the meetings of 
the General Commission and during the second phase of its work, 
no steps shall be initiated by any Power which might prejudice the 
preparation of the General Disarmament Convention, the Conference 
decides to recommend to the Governments to renew for a period of 
four months from November 1st, 1932, the truce provided for by the 
resolution of the Assembly of the League of Nations of September 
29th, 1931. | 

Il. WORK OF THE BUREAU OF THE GENERAL DISARMAMENT 
CONFERENCE, SEPTEMBER 21-DECEMBER 13, 1932 * 

500.415A4/1429 

Memorandum of a Meeting of Representatives of the State, War, 
and Nawy Departments % 

[Wasurineron,] August 15, 1932. 

After a few words of welcome and evaluation of the results 
achieved at the first session of the General Disarmament Conference, 

“For the proceedings of the Bureau, see League of Nations, Conference for 
the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, Geneva, 1982, Records of the 
Conference, Series C, Minutes of the Bureau, vol. 1. . 

© Present: Chairman, William R. Castle, Jr., Under Secretary of State. For 
the Department of State: James Grafton Rogers, Assistant Secretary of State: 
Jay Pierrepont Moffat, Chief of the Division of Western European Affairs; and 
Noel H. Field. For the War Department: Brigadier General George S. 
Simonds; Lieutenant George V. Strong; Major James Garesché Ord. For the 
Navy Department: Rear Admiral Arthur J apy Hepburn; Captain Alexander 
Hamilton van Keuren; Commander Thomas C. Kinkaid; Commander. Rich- 
mond Kelly Turner. 

ad
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Mr. Castle opened the discussion of preparations for future develop- 
ments at Geneva, notably (a) the meeting of the Bureau next Sep- 
tember, (0) the naval conversations and (c) the next session of the 

General Commission in January, 1933. 
A. Bureau Meeting. On the question of American representation 

at the Bureau meeting, both the War and Navy Department repre- 
sentatives felt that the principal problems to be discussed would be 
of a political nature and that it would be unnecessary to have any 

technical experts attend. They thought that Mr. Wilson would be 
our logical representative. The naval question was out in any case 
since the naval conversations which presumably must precede discus- 
sion in the Bureau have been postponed until October at the British 

Foreign Minister’s request. As regards effectives—which both Service 
Departments regard as one of the two vital issues (naval tonnage 

being the other) General Simonds felt that Mr. Wilson had a sufh- 
cient grasp and understanding of the problem to handle it without 
technical assistance. While he might, if he desired, call upon one 

of the military attachés abroad, General Simonds considered that 
Mr. Wilson was more familiar with the subject than anybody whom 
the War Department now has in Europe. Colonel Strong empha- 
sized that the primary difficulty in connection with effectives was 
political and that once an understanding had been reached on political 
lines, technical solutions would follow almost automatically. 

Mr. Moffat explained that in discussions with him the other day, 
General Simonds and Colonel Strong had brought out three principal 
problems regarding effectives: (1) Consideration of the application 
of a sliding scale to police components rather than to defense com- 
ponents with a view to meeting the needs of the smaller powers (see 
memorandum of conversation between Mr. Moffat and Colonel 
Strong, August 11) ;5* (2) the question as to whether or not naval 
effectives should continue to be included in our effectives formula— 
on this point the Army and Navy representatives were in agreement 
as to the desirability of covering land effectives only; and (8) the 
question of the extra-cadre effectives such as the Schupo, Hitler 
Army, the Fascist Militia, etc. As regards the third point, Colonel 
Strong, on a question by Mr. Castle, stated that the National Guard 
was not affected as long as Article 4 of the draft convention ® is 
maintained. : 

In discussing the principal functions of the forthcoming Bureau 
meeting, it was brought out that as regards part 2 of the resolution 

* Not printed. 
* League of Nations, Documents of the Preparatory Commission for the Dis- 
oro Conference, Series X, Minutes of the Sixth Session (Second Part),
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of adjournment,®® the Bureau’s task was primarily one of acting as 
a drafting committee in preparing detailed texts embodying the 
various points already agreed on; as regards part 8, the Bureau’s 
job was on the contrary one of endeavoring to translate principles 

into actual agreements. From this point of view, Admiral Hepburn 
felt that the Bureau discussions would be of fundamental importance 
and would largely determine the subsequent success or failure of the 
full conference. | 

B. Naval Discussions. Asked by Mr. Moffat how he thought the 
naval conversations foreshadowed in the resolution of adjournment 

should be conducted, Admiral Hepburn said he thought that con- 
versations should first and foremost take place between ourselves and 
the British, thereafter with the French and Italians and only in the 

third instance with the Japanese. In order not to antagonize the 
Japanese by seeming to leave them aside during these preliminary 
conversations, Admiral Hepburn suggested that, while carrying on 

our main discussions with the other naval powers, we might ask the 
Japanese to submit their own detailed proposals for an equitable 
naval reduction in order that we might have an idea of just what 
they would like to see done. He felt that if it were possible to bring 
about a prior understanding among the other four naval powers, 

the Japanese would be more likely to be reasonable in the face of 
complete isolation. In this respect, Admiral Hepburn thought it 
doubly important for us to come to a full and frank understanding 
with Great Britain in view of the fact that British policy in the 
recent past had frequently appeared divided against itself as regards 
Japan. In the course of the further discussion it was brought out 
that the Japanese at the conference were already out on a limb not 
only as regards the large powers but also as regard the small ones. 
They had shown themselves distinctly uncooperative on the naval 
commission, for example on such questions as exempt vessels and 
replacements. | 

Mr. Castle asked whether the British might not conceivably come to 

Washington for the naval conversations. Mr. Moffat stated that when 

this idea had first been talked over here, it had been felt preferable 

to await Admiral Hepburn’s return from Geneva before going into 
the problem of the naval conversations. Asked by Mr. Castle whether 
he would be prepared to go to England in the event that the dis- 
cussions should take place there, Admiral Hepburn said that, being 
temporarily assigned to the General Board, he was at the State De- 
partment’s disposal for the time being. : 

* Resolution dated July 23, p. 318. .



NEGOTIATIONS FOR DISARMAMENT 320 

Mr. Moffat asked him whether he thought political or technical 
questions should predominate in these naval conversations. Admiral 
Hepburn said he thought the two should go hand in hand. He felt, 
however, that the whole matter would require detailed study and the 
reaching of important decisions in Washington before the subject 
was taken up with the British. 

Mr. Rogers brought up the question as to just what is the British 
policy regarding cruisers. Admiral Hepburn explained that while 
they were quite willing to abolish eight-inch gun cruisers, their prin- 
cipal pre-occupation with respect to cruisers as a whole was numbers. 

At London they came down to some fifty-five cruisers as their min1- 
mum needs as compared with over seventy demanded at the Three 
Yower Conference. They have since felt, however, that the London 
figure is too small and they are anxious to increase the number. On 
the basis of a flat general tonnage reduction, Admiral Hepburn thinks, 
however, that the British may be willing to stick to the number of 
units agreed upon at London but he does not consider that they 

will be willing to go any lower. 
Admiral Hepburn added that one of the principal difficulties with 

the British as regards cruisers arises from the fact that we have in- 
sisted on treating all types of cruisers as one category whereas in fact 
the eight-inch gun cruiser undoubtedly constitutes a distinct category. 
If cruisers were limited to six-inch guns, he thought there would be 
no difficulty in arriving at an agreement with Great Britain for a 
straight tonnage reduction. 

On battleships, the Admiral said, the British position is similar 
to that on cruisers. They are more interested in numbers than in 
tonnage and feel that a reduction to ten battleships would not meet 
their requirements for wide dispersal in different parts of the world. 
Admiral Hepburn said he could sympathize with the British attitude 
since he was inclined to think:that we also needed more than ten 
capital ships. On a question by Mr. Castle, the Admiral said he did 
not favor a reduction in unit tonnage for capital ships at the present 
time inasmuch as the country would undoubtedly not ratify it. He 
thought it might come some time in the future. 

On the question of capital ship replacements, Admiral Hepburn 
pointed out that if matters are left standing as they are now until 

the expiration of the Washington and London naval treaties,” the 
three principal naval powers will be faced with such a large con- 

® Conference for the Limitation of Naval Armament, held at Geneva, June 
20-August 4, 1927; see Foreign Relations, 1927, vol. x, pp. 1 ff. 

* For text of the Washington treaty, see ibid., 1922, vol. 1, p. 247; for text 
of the London treaty, see tbid., 1980, vol. 1, p. 107.
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tingent of overage battleships that it will be extremely difficult to 
find the wherewithal to provide new ones in their place. Even if 
their construction is spread over several years, the financial drain 
will be very great. This is one of the main reasons for Great Britain’s 

desire to reduce the unit tonnage since they feel that Parliament is 
more likely to maintain the present total of fifteen ships if the cost 
per vessel is thus cut down. 

In reply to Mr. Rogers’ question as to the British attitude on air- 
craft carriers, Admiral Hepburn said there was a difference of 
opinion as to their value between the Air Force and the Admiralty. 

Commander Kinkaid stated that he had been a little disturbed over 
the fact that nothing had been done in the Naval Commission toward 
getting the small naval powers into general limitation. He thought 
that this would have been the logical first step. One reason for 
bringing in the small naval powers would be that it would weaken 
the alliance value of small navies; without such a limitation, the 
French would, for instance, be free to provide the Yugoslavs with 
enough funds to build up a large navy, thus providing France with 
an extra-treaty auxiliary fleet. 

Mr. Rogers inquired as to the Franco-Italian situation. It was the 
consensus of opinion among the naval experts that the situation had 
if anything grown worse. The French in particular have hardened 
in their views. Italy’s trump card is the capital ship; the French are 
anxious to build new capital ships but know that the Italians would 
construct ton for ton with them. On his trip to Rome, Commander 
Turner, in conversations with Italian officials, was frankly told that 
Italy had only fifteen billion lire to spend on national defense and 
that there was no chance of increasing that sum. Yet their basic 
policy remains parity with France and every one of their proposals 
in Geneva was consequently directed toward achieving this parity 
within the limits of the funds available to them, not merely with 
respect to navies but also notably as regards air armaments. 

Mention was made of the fact that Admiral Pratt will be absent 
from Washington until September 9. 

C. Budgetary Limitation. ‘There followed a brief discussion of the 
question of limitation of expenditure and it was brought out that the 
only ones who are wedded to the idea of global budgetary limitation 
are the French and their satellites. The reasons for their insistence 
is not primarily military but rather a desire to get recognition in 

the treaty for budgetary cuts already made or still to be made as a 
result of parliamentary action. The general consensus of opinion 
was that we should not be represented in the next session of the 
budgetary committee opening on September 26. Admiral Hepburn
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thought the committee would not come to any agreement in any case 
and that it was likely that the committee will be about evenly split, 
even without the presence of the United States. Our principal ob- 
jection to global limitation, Admiral Hepburn added, is that it repre- 
sents a qualitative limitation.on personnel which we cannot possibly 
accept. 

Colonel Strong said that the reaction to Mr. Gibson’s statement 
regarding budgetary limitation in his concluding speech™ was in 

general that we had returned to our 1927 position. : 

D. Neat Session of the Conference. It was agreed that there was 
small value in discussing the next session of the conference at the 
present time in view of the fact that it will in any case not meet 
before next January and its course will depend entirely on the in- 
tervening discussions of the Bureau and the informal conversations 
between the naval powers on the one hand and the land powers on 

the other. : 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/34 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

| Berne, September 14, 19382—11 a. m. 

[Received 2:10 p. m.] 

79. On the 12th instant the German Consul at Geneva’? informed 
Aghnides that inasmuch as Germany had obtained no satisfaction in 
their claim to equality of treatment the German Government would 
not send a representative to the meeting of the Bureau of the Dis- 
armament Conference called for 21st instant. Aghnides argued with 
the Consul on this point and the latter remained unshaken. Aghnides 
finally said that this was such a serious matter that he could not 
assume the responsibility of accepting such a message orally and 
requested the Consul to send the Secretary-General *? a formal com- 
munication giving the reasons therefor. 

Up to the moment the formal communication has not been received 

since Aghnides promised to telephone me as soon as it came. . 
It is impossible to foretell what effect this will have on the meeting 

of the Bureau if Germany’s attitude is maintained. I incline to the 
belief that even in the face of such an attitude it would be better 
for the Bureau to continue its work, to note with regret the absence 
of Germany, to express the hope that a solution can be found rapidly 
for the difficulty which is impeding Germany’s participation and to 

1 Ante, p. 805. 
™Dr, H. Frélicher. | | 
™Sir Eric Drummond.
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state that the other states are so convinced of the necessity of dis- 
armament that they will do the best they can in the absence of 
German representatives. Such an attitude would, I believe, cause 
public opinion throughout the world to bring pressure on Germany 
to reenter the negotiations. 

Germany’s attitude does not yet seem entirely official and they 
may be hesitating before making it so. 

You may feel that some action could usefully be taken to 
strengthen the impression already made by Castle’s conversation with 
the German Chargé d’Affaires outlined in your telegram No. 311, 

September 2, noon, to Paris. 
7 Cipher text by mail to Berlin, Paris, Brussels, London. 

WILSON 

500.A15A4 General Committee/126 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Berne, September 14, 1982—38 p. m. 
[Received September 14—2:15 p. m.] 

82. Yesterday I had a conversation with Aghnides, Chief of Dis- 
armament Section of the League, who showed me an analysis he had 
prepared of work arising out of the resolution of July 23 of the 
General Commission.7®> On all the points which may be brought up 
in the early sessions of the Bureau, save one, I feel adequately in- 
structed at least for the time being.: It is proposed that Henderson 
shall inquire of the great naval powers what progress has been made 
or what steps are contemplated for the conversations foreseen in the 

' resolution. On this point I should be glad to have your views as to 
how I should answer. 

WILSON 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/40 ; Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson ) 

| WASHINGTON, September 15, 19382—8 p. m. 

63. Your 82, September 14, 8 p.m. As you are aware, the naval 
conversations with the British’® were postponed at Sir John Simon’s 
request and no definite date for their commencement has as yet been 
fixed; nor have we had any conversations to date with other naval 

* Post, p. 419. 
* For text of resolution, see p. 818. 
6 See pp. 528 ff.
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powers. We have, of course, been giving consideration and study to 
the naval problem as it was left standing upon adjournment of the 
Conference and assume that the other naval Powers have been doing 
the same, thus preparing themselves for an early initiation of inter- 
governmental conversations. 

We suggest that you consult with your British colleague and pre- 
pare an identic answer to be made to Henderson. 
Norman Davis will be prepared for a preliminary exchange of 

views with Simon early next month. He plans to sail on the L'uropa 
September 25 (not on the Leviathan September 20 as he had previ- 
ously telegraphed Simon). Admiral Hepburn and probably Dulles 
will follow a few days later. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A44 Steering Committee/56 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European — 

Affairs (Moffat) 

[WasHincTon,] September 16, 19382. 

The French Chargé d’A ffaires called on the Secretary of State this 
morning to discuss with him the situation which has arisen from the 
German démarche on equality of arms. The Secretary asked Mr. 
Moffat to be present. | 

Mr. Henry told the Secretary that in spite of the conciliatory 
nature of the French reply to the German note, the German Govern- 
ment had decided not to be present at the meeting of the Bureau 
in Geneva next week, although it would continue to watch the efforts 
of the Disarmament Conference. In the circumstances the British - 

Government was anxious to postpone the meeting of the Bureau. 
This the French Government could not consent to for reasons given 
in a memorandum, copy of which is attached. He added that Mr. 
Massigl had had a talk the day before with Mr. Marriner, who 
indicated that the American viewpoint was that it would be better 
for the meeting of the Bureau to be held (see Paris telegram No. 

352 [532]).™ The Secretary replied that he personally would regard 
it as unfortunate if the meeting did not take place on the scheduled 
day. On points of immediate procedure, therefore, the two Govern- 
ments agreed. a 

Mr. Henry then went on to say that as the French interpreted the 

German note, it was an insistence that the Allied Powers come down 
in the first disarmament convention to the level of Germany. If 

™ Not printed. — . -
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they only came down part way, then Germany would be free to come 
up to their level. The Secretary remarked that he did not feel that 
the text of the German note went as far as this. Mr. Henry replied 
that the French interpretation was based not only on the text of the 
note, but on the speeches of von Papen and von Schleicher and on 
the oral statements of Foreign Minister von Neurath to the French 
Ambassador at Berlin, Francois-Poncet. 

Mr. Henry then asked what would be the attitude of the American 
Government if the French interpretation of German intentions was 
correct and she would proceed to rearm up to the level to which the 
other Powers had reduced. The Secretary replied that this was a 

question which he could not well answer. He said it was the type 
of question which an Anglo-Saxon instinctively avoided. It implied 
settling in advance action under different contingencies and he saw 
no profit or advantage in so doing. What he would say to Mr. Henry 
was that we were exceedingly concerned with the situation brought 
about by the German démarche. It ran the risk of resulting either 
In a Fearmament by Germany or in an interruption in the process 
of disarmament by others. We felt that we were in the midst of 
practical negotiations at Geneva. We would not admit that the 

conference was a failure, but felt that concrete results might be 
forthcoming. We agreed with the French that disarmament must be 
a gradual affair, marking, step by step, the progressive reduction of 
armaments. We felt that Germany’s activities, even the withdrawal 
of her cooperation at the conference, should not prevent the continua- 
tion of its work. We regarded the French note as conciliatory in 
tone and hoped that it would be possible, in spite of the difficulties 
that beset us, to work out some practical solution which would reduce 
armaments in the world. 

Mr. Henry said that he entirely understood the Secretary’s point 
of view and felt that the French and American attitudes were not 
so far apart. Later in the day, Mr. Henry remarked confidentially 

to Mr. Moffat that he was thinking of sending.a personal message 
to Mr. Herriot to the effect that if France supported the American 

thesis concerning Manchuria at the League of Nations, he thought it 
would influence Mr. Stimson in viewing the French viewpoint with 
full sympathy. 

P[rerreront] M[orrat] 

[Annex] 

The French Government’s objections to the postponement of the 
meeting of the Disarmament Conference Bureau are summarized as 
follows:
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The resolution of July 23rd has entrusted the Bureau with a task 
the completion of which must precede the meeting of the General 
Commission. If the German delegate is not present at the delibera- 
tions, the German Government will thus be placed in a position 
similar to that of the numerous Powers which are not members of 
the Bureau and which will be at liberty to examine afterwards the 
propositions which this agency of the Conference is going to formu- 

late. 
From the point of view of procedure, there is therefore no objection 

to the Bureau performing its task without a German representative. 

On the other hand, most of the problems dealt with in the resolu- 
tion of July 28rd can be discussed by the members of the Bureau 
whether a German representative be present or not. 

In fact, the technical matters pertaining to heavy artillery, tanks, 
military aviation are of no concern to Germany where these various 
materials are either abolished or limited to levels much below those 
likely to be adopted by the Conference. In this respect, the German 

position is clear: the Reich wants the Conference to extend to all 
Powers the limitations prescribed by the treaty. 

As for the man-power of the various armies, the trade in arms 

and the fabrication thereof, these are matters that, as far as Germany 
is concerned, have already been decided upon by the Versailles 
treaty.7® . 

It is not to be expected that Germany is going to protest against 
the extension of chemical warfare prohibition, which has been already 
stipulated by the Versailles treaty. : 

. In naval matters, the Bureau is expected simply to perform a task 
of study and coordination, the technical discussions being for the 
present at an end. The Reich is at liberty to participate in the nego- 
tiations between naval Powers not signatories of the Washington 
treaty. : 

As for the limitation of the armament expenses, the experts have 
already resumed their work in the absence of their German colleague. 
Their task is expected to be a long and arduous one and their con- 
clusions therefore are not going to be submitted to the Conference 
before a certain length of time. Germany’s abstention is no sufficient 
motive for the experts postponing their work at the present time. 

In the matter of armaments control, Germany has to abide by the 
stipulations of the Versailles treaty and the absence of the German 
delegate can constitute no obstacle whatsoever. | | 

8 Treaties, Conventions, etc., Between the United States of America and Other 
ret 1910-1923 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1923), vol. mt,
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The only serious difficulty pertains to the internationalisation of 
civil aviation, a problem for the discussion of which the German 
participation is obviously very desirable. 

In the speech delivered on the 12th of September, Mr. von Papen 
has made it clear that Germany would agree to be again represented 
at the Conference if the question of “rights’ equality” were solved 
according to the Reich’s wishes. This would imply for France the 
admission that Part 5th of the Versailles treaty is to be considered 
as void, thus encourage Germany to reject in fact every compromise 
solution and to formulate additional requests for rearmament. In 

this instance, again, a postponement of the work of the Bureau, 
would mean a deadlock for the disarmament Conference./. 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/48 : Telegram | 

The American Delegate on the Bureau of the General Disarmament 

Conference ( Wilson)” to the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, September 21, 1932—8 p. m. 
[Received 8:04 p. m.] 

3879. Bureau held two sessions today; at morning session it was 
decided that sessions in general should be public. After usual pre- 
liminary remarks Chairman * read his correspondence with German 
Minister for Foreign Affairs relating to Germany’s absence from 
Bureau. In doing so he suggested that discussion be deferred at least 
until opportunity for German reply. | 

Chairman also caused to be circulated program for the Bureau 
program groups questions in four categories in the general order set 
forth in articles 2, 3, and 4 of the resolution of July 23rd. It was 
decided that the Bureau should examine this program to decide 
whether the questions therein should be dealt with in the Bureau it- 

self or referred to committee. Preceding this decision I suggested 
that the Bureau could work on a number of questions simultaneously 
through committees, for example effectives. I further suggested that 
there should be political representatives on the effectives committee 
and that this committee should be authorized to write its own mandate 
for the Bureau’s approval. The suggestion was favorably received 
by the Chairman, rapporteur and others and will be acted on tomor- 

* As the American representative at the Bureau of the General Disarmament 
Conference, Mr. Wilson was assisted by two advisers: Ferdinand L. Mayer, 
Counselor of Embassy in Belgium; Lieutenant Colonel George V. Strong of the 
War Department; and by Samuel Reber, Jr., Third Secretary of Embassy in 
Belgium, as Secretary of the American delegation. . 

® Arthur Henderson, President of the General Disarmament Conference.
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row. The Bureau is now confining itself to procedure and is not 
attacking fundamentals. 

The Bureau took up the question of chemical warfare and re- 
quested the Secretary General to furnish tomorrow technical informa- 
tion as to possibility of the prohibition of (a) means of chemical 
warfare (6) the manufacture of gas, and (¢) peace-time training. 
Am forwarding separate telegram on the subject of peace-time 

preparation for chemical warfare. Program forwarded by mail 

Bureau document number 18. 
WiLs0n 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/49 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, September 21, 1982—9 p. m. 
[Received September 21—7: 80 p. m.] 

380. Since as you will note from my 379, September 21, 8 p. m., the 
question of preparation of gas warfare in time of peace will be one 
of the first questions to be dealt with exhaustively and in view of the 

last paragraph of your 109, May 24, 6 p. m.,®! I feel that I should 
again bring it to your attention. 

I have made an informal poll and have discovered: the British will 
agree to abolition of means of chemical warfare and training but 
maintains a reservation as to any attempt to prohibit or control manu- 
facture of gas for industrial purposes. The French have approxi- 
mately the same pomt of view but insist on extended supervision. 
The Italians and Japanese have approximately the British point of 
view. Hrom recollection of previous sessions the Scandinavian 
States, Holland and Spain are also for the abolition of preparation. 

I shall not reiterate the arguments which the delegation advanced 
to you previously but suggest early consultation with Senator Swan- 
son on this subiect and reconsideration of our position since we are 
apparently isolated, certainly among the great powers. 

WILSON 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/53 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson ) 

WASHINGTON, September 22, 1932—5 p. m. 

207. Your 380, September 21, 9 p. m. Do you mean that the 
French would insist on “extended supervision” of manufacture of 

% Ante, p. 141. 

6442124829
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gas by industrial concerns or only on state preparation for chemical 
warfare? If the former, it runs into so many difficulties of a prac- 
tical nature including the question of legitimate trade secrets as to 
seem in theory inacceptable and in practice unworkable. If the 
French mean only a strict control of Government manufacture, it 
would not solve the problem so long as civilian chemical industry 
could operate without hindrance. Until it is a little clearer just how 

this difficulty is to be met, and in particular just what concrete 
measures are envisaged in an abolition of means of chemical warfare 

and training, it is impossible to send you specific instructions. Mean- 
time, I feel that your best tactics would be to avoid commitment. 

There is one other consideration which should not be overlooked. 
That is, that no nation could give up all peacetime preparations, for 
or against chemical warfare unless all nations did the same. This 
raises aS a preliminary question the conditions under which the treaty 
shall come into force. We fear that if the treaty must be ratified by 
every nation, even those where the armament problem is not im- 
mediately pressing, the entry into force of the convention might be 
delayed for a period of many years. Rather than wait for ratification 
by all states, our feeling has been that provided the principal Euro- 
pean Powers, Japan and Russia ratified the treaty, it could enter 
into force at once without awaiting similar ratification by numerous 
other states. If preparation for or against chemical warfare in time 
of peace were prohibited in the Convention, then it would probably 
require universal ratification to enter into effect. 

, | STIMSON 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/50 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, September 22, 1932—9 p. m. 
| Received September 22—8 : 55 p. m.] 

381. My 379, September 21, 8 p. m. Bureau concluded its pro- 
cedure discussion today and adjourned until early next week as 
Council convenes tomorrow. 

Following three types of procedure decided upon for the various 
questions : 

1. Separate rapporteurs who would sound out delegations and re- 
port to Bureau as basis for discussion arranged in two instances; 

2. Preliminary report for President of Chemical and Bacteriolog- 
ical Commission to precede Bureau discussion. 

38. Committees were set up for question of manufacture and trade 
in arms and in the case of offectives.
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Committee in the latter instance is to consist of political represen- 
tatives of all members of the Bureau who will write their own terms 
of reference, in accordance with my suggestion (see my 379). 
Upon inquiry regarding naval armaments Sir John Simon stated 

after consultation with me that while there was nothing to report 
at present he hoped that negotiations would shortly commence of 

which the Bureau would be kept informed. 
Wi1son 

§00.A15A4 Steering Committee/51 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

| GENEVA, September 24, 1932—5 p. m. 
[Received 5:30 p. m.] 

384. Benes telephoned me in strict confidence that Henderson was 
planning, at the next meeting of the Bureau, set for Monday after- 
noon, to lay emphasis on the reluctance of the Bureau to discuss the 
larger aspects of the Resolution and to propose that a meeting of the 

General Commission should be summoned about November 10th in 
order to give an additional incentive to speed in the Bureau’s work 
and also to have a body about whose competence to handle larger 
political questions there can be no doubt. 

It seems to me the plan outlined places a premium upon procrastina- 
tion since it would encourage the members of the Bureau to pass the 
matter back to the General Commission. The Bureau has received 
a definite mandate in the Resolution of July 23rd in which it has 
certain drafting functions under section 2 and certain preparatory 
functions under section 3, as well as a definite obligation for the 
substantial reduction of armaments and a limitation upon the means 
of attack in section 1. Unless and until the Bureau has made an 
honest and intelligent effort to solve the specific questions placed 
before them in sections 1, 2 and 3 of their mandate, there appears to 
be nothing which they can report to the General Commission unless 
it be a confession of inability to accomplish anything. 

Unless I am instructed to the contrary prior to Monday noon, I 
shall oppose any consideration of the question of setting a date at 
this moment for the reconvening of the General Commission. I shall 
vigorously urge the carrying out of the provisions of the Resolution 
of July 28rd, step by step and subject by subject. I shall take the 

position that we must discover either whether progress can be made 
or whether failure must be reported. Before we are justified in con- 

sidering a date we must have acted on the mandate which the General
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Commission has given us. I shall pledge all our efforts to reach 
these decisions at the earliest possible moment in order to enable the 

Commission to be called as soon as possible. 
There is some doubt as to whether the Bureau may undertake 

consideration of large political questions which are not specifically 
entrusted to it by the resolution of July 23rd. Simon, supported by 
Paul-Boncour, made an argument in the last meeting which seemed 
to indicate that such was his opinion. Henderson feels the con- 
trary. It may be that Henderson is animated in his desire to call 
the General Commission by a desire to enlarge the scope of the 
Bureau’s mandate. In the event that such is the purpose of his 
proposal it might be well to add that I have no objection to resuming 

consideration within a few weeks of setting a date since by that 
time we might be able to judge whether progress was possible or 
impossible but that to discuss the matter now without any such in- 
dication seemed to me obviously premature. Certainly in the event 
that the General Commission was called it would have to be with the 
clear understanding that the Bureau was not to be relieved of solving 
these particular questions which have been given to it and which all 
are agreed are in its competence. 

I should be very grateful for your opinion before the meeting of 
the Bureau. 

WILson 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/52 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson ) to the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, September 24, 1932—9 p. m. 
[Received September 24—8:10 p. m.] 

385. Relative to section 2 (a), part 2, resolution of July 28rd. 
Strong informs me that he got the impression in Washington that 
any agreement which involved a limitation by number or by caliber 

of coast defense guns would render a treaty very difficult of accept- 
ance by the Senate. 

Buero, Uruguay, who has been appointed by the Bureau as rappor- 
teur for this section with the task of presenting a report after consul- 

tation with members, called this morning and I told him of the 

difficulties which we encountered at home with this section and 
stated that my colleagues would very much prefer to have a simple 
undertaking to eliminate mobile guns above 155, with adequate under- 
takings not to render coast defense guns mobile. 

As a matter of policy should we not insist upon maintenance of 

the distinction between fixed and mobile guns and have measures
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of qualitative limitation apply only to mobile artillery? We might 
insist that on account of its defense functions coast defense arma- 

ments should not be subject to any qualitative restriction. It must be 
remembered that in past years in the Preparatory Commission we 
have vigorously insisted upon numerical limitation for artillery with- 
out exempting coast defense. 

I would appreciate as soon as possible instructions from you as 
to whether I should definitely state that such limitation of coast 
defense is unacceptable. In view of the terms of the resolution for 
which we voted which provides such limitation I should notify my 
colleagues as soon as possible if our attitude is changed in this matter. 

WiLson 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/54 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson) 

WASHINGTON, September 25, 1932-3 p. m. 
209. Your 384, September 24, 5 p. m. 

1. The essential thing to remember is that any appearance of dis- 
cord between the three principal members of the Bureau on what is 

after all basically a matter of procedure would complicate the general - 
disarmament situation (particularly in world public opinion) out of 
all proportion to the question at issue. 

2. Inasmuch as we shall not always see eye to eye with the British 
and French on questions of policy, I consider it particularly impor- 
tant that in all major procedural questions you endeavor to reach an 
informal agreement with them in advance and whenever possible 
give the appearance of a working cooperation. 

3. I wish therefore that you would try to come to an understanding 
with Simon and Boncour as to the summoning of the General Com- 
mission. Your arguments are wel] taken and you may vigorously 
urge them, but if you are not successful and if they both favor the 
fixing of a date with a view to making certain that the Conference 
shall be brought face to face with the larger political issues, I think 
it would suffice for you, in public session, 1) to emphasize that this 
shall not relieve the Bureau from the tasks with which it was en- 
trusted nor serve as an excuse for procrastination and 2) that you 
understand that the purpose of calling the Commission is to remove 
any doubt which may exist as to the scope of the Bureau’s mandate. 

4. If Simon and Boncour cannot agree with one another then I 
approve your taking the stand you have suggested. 

: STIMSON
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500.A15A4 Steering Committee/55 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, September 26, 1932—6 p. m. 
[Received September 26—4:11 p. m.] 

888. My 384, September 24, 5 p. m. and Department’s 209, Sep- 
tember 25, 3 p. m. During the private meeting of the Bureau this 
afternoon Henderson raised the question of fixing a date for the 
next meeting of the General Commission. Madariaga first cast doubt 
as to the wisdom of this procedure. As envisaged in my telegram 
under reference I then explained that the Bureau should first give 
evidence of its desire to effect real progress according to the mandate 
given it to bring about substantial reduction of armaments and the 
strict limitation of the means of offense rather than run the risk of 
delaying such decisions by postponing them until meeting of the 
General Commission. Both Boncour and Simon expressed similar 
point of view. . 

It was therefore agreed that the Bureau might reconsider this 

question about October 10th when it shall have had the opportunity 
to determine what progress was actually being made. In the subse- 
quent public meeting this decision was ratified as well as the appoint- 
ment of Sir John Simon to keep the Bureau informed as to the 

progress of the naval discussions in accordance with the terms of the 
resolution. 

Before making this suggestion to the Bureau I had consulted both 
Paul-Boncour and Sir John Simon and gained their agreement in 
principle. 

WiILson 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/69 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate ( Wilson) 

WASHINGTON, September 29, 1932—4 p. m. 

911. Your 385, September 24, 9 p. m. 
1. We agree with you as to the importance of maintaining a dis- 

tinction between fixed and mobile guns, with adequate provision 

against the rapid conversion of fixed into mobile guns, and should 
prefer to see measures of limitation confined to mobile artillery. 
Limitation of fixed guns would, in our opinion, amount to an indirect 
limitation on the number or strength of fortifications, and thus be 
in contradiction to our thesis of strengthening the power of defense 
as compared with the power of attack. 

2. We recognize, however, from the course of the debates during 
the last session of the Conference that it is improbable that you will
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succeed in obtaining the acceptance of our thesis in its entirety. 
Furthermore, inasmuch as we voted for the resolution of adjourn- 
ment although in respect of artillery it falls short of the President’s 
Plan, we are prepared to adapt our views so as to fit them within 
the framework of the resolution provided they continue to embody 
the essential principles of our plan and safeguard our defense in- 
terests. 

3. The resolution as it now stands recognizes (a) that heavy artil- 
lery should be limited not only by numbers but also by maximum 
caliber and (6) that separate treatment should be accorded coastal 

guns, guns in frontier fortifications, and mobile guns not employed 
for coastal defense. This classification is sufficiently close to the 
division into fixed and mobile guns, advocated by us, to enable us, 
if necessary, to accept it on the following conditions: | 

4. As regards “mobile land guns and other than guns employed 
for coastal defense”, you should continue to press for the acceptance 
of our original proposal which called for the abolition of mobile guns 
exceeding. 155 millimeters in caliber. 

5. As regards “guns in a permanent frontier or fortress defensive 
system”, no difficulty should arise from our point of view. We possess 
no extensive system of the type described apart from our coastal 
defenses, and could therefore, if necessary, probably accept any limi- 
tation of caliber which the other Powers can agree to as regards fixed 
guns for other than coastal defense. 

6. Our principal preoccupation is thus in relation to our coast 
defense guns. As previously indicated, we do not hold out for the 
retention of our present railroad coastal guns and are willing to 
immobilize them. If, however, other Powers insist on the retention 
of mobile coastal guns, we feel that some system must be worked out 
to limit them numerically and/or to provide a definite prohibition 
against their use for other than coastal defense. We are opposed to 
any limitation whatsoever on fixed coast defense guns whether numer- 
ically or by caliber. 

7. Other than on fixed coast defense guns, we do not anticipate 
any particular difficulty in applying to ourselves a quantitative limi- 
tation commensurate with any figures that other Powers might agree 
upon for themselves. We seriously question, however, the wisdom 
of complicating the problem of qualitative limitation by provisions 
for limitation of numbers. The difficulty at arriving at a ratio is 

already sufficiently great in connection with effectives and would in 
all likelihood lead to endless controversy when applied to all types 
of artillery. 

STIMSON
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D00U.A15A4 Steering Committee/80 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GeENEva, October 6, 1932—8 p. m. 
[Received October 6—5: 08 p. m.]| 

402. In the first general discussion of the Committee for the 
Regulation of Trade in and Manufacture of Arms this afternoon 
Jouhaux, France, made appeal for the total abolition of private 
manwfacture of arms and munitions of war. If this is not possible 
he then recommended the establishment of a strict control and restric- 

tion of production. 
Madariaga emphasized the importance of establishing the same 

system for private and state manufacture and desired to apply a 
tripartite system providing for control of both private and state 
manufacture, control of surplus on hand and a more adequate control 
of arms traffic which would be brought about through the deposit 
of copies of all licenses for both impoit and export shipments of 
arms with a central control office in Geneva. 

During the general discussion which followed I summarized the 
American position both as regard our constitutional difficulty and 
as regard full publicity for both private and state manufacture and 
expressed the thought that possibly Madariaga’s suggestion of a de- 
posit of licenses of arms shipments with a disarmament commission 
in Geneva should be carefully considered since it might provide the 
means of conciliating the different points of view and provide a 
solution. 

Wison 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/82 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, October 8, 1932—5 p. m. 
[Received October 8—3: 05 p. m. | 

403. Since the general discussions in the Committee for the Regu- 
lation of the Traffic in and Manufacture of Arms have been concluded, 

specific points will now be raised and it would be most helpful to 
have further instructions from the Department as to the attitude the 

delegation should adopt. 
An effort will primarily be made to bring about the abolition of 

all private manufacture of arms. Although this may be accepted 
by a majority of the Committee if accompanied by control of state 
manufacture it will probably fall short of universal adoption. In the 

latter event considerable pressure will be exerted to bring about a
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system of control involving traffic in arms, existing stocks and both 
state and private manufacture. 

Does the Department consider its instruction No. 276, August 9, 
1928, to Berne * should still govern the attitude of the delegation or 
are any changes in the American attitude to be made? 
Among the specific questions which may be raised are the follow- 

ing: 

Apart from the question of expediency would the complete aboli- 
tion of all private manufacture of implements of war be considered 
unconstitutional ? 

If the use of certain heavy types of weapons are prohibited can any 
form of prohibition of their manufacture be accepted ? 
What responsibility if any can our Government accept in the issue 

of licenses governing export and import of arms? 

WILson 

500.41544/1506 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, October 9, 19382—2 p. m. 
[Received 5:55 p. m.] 

404. Supplements telegram No. 585, October 7, 4 p. m., to Depart- 
ment from Paris.®? Benes told me that in the visit which he planned 
to pay to Herriot next week he was going to talk over with him a plan 
which he hoped to persuade Henderson to put before the Bureau. 

According to Benes’ idea Henderson should postpone the Bureau 
until about the 19th instant at which time reports could be made 
on the state of the work of the various rapporteurs and committees. 
Henderson might then say that he thought it would be wise if the 
United States, Italian, French, and British representatives should 
have some informal conversation on the major political problems 
such as equality of security, et cetera, in order to see if they could 
reach an accord. He could propose that these conversations if con- 
venient, however, start early in November before the Manchurian 
question came up. 

I replied that speaking personally I saw certain advantages in this 
procedure inasmuch as the United States could more readily par- 
ticipate in discussion of strictly disarmament problems than if the 
field were extended. I pointed out, however, that such procedure, 
unless something was done in the way of explanation and preparation 
with Germany, might cause the latter nation to think that a bloc 

= Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 292. 
% Post, p. 457.
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of four was preparing an ultimatum to hand to her. This danger 
should certainly be given consideration. Finally I urged Benes to 
keep me apprised regarding this matter since a most embarrassing 
situation might be produced by a sudden and unexpected proposal of 
the President of the Bureau in this sense if such a proposal were 
made before I had time to consult you. 

Benes stated he would certainly keep me advised and that his 
own thoughts were only tentative in that, as I understood, he had to 
harmonize them with Herriot’s before urging them on the Conference. 

While I did not consider it proper to enter more deeply into the 
matter with Benes before consulting you I submit certain thoughts 
for your consideration. 

1. BeneS’ idea of dealing with the German equality demand seems 
to me a logical and happy consequence of the various currents and 
interests which have come to light through the British proposal for 
a five-power conference at London. The subsequent discussions have 
shown: | | 

(a) A reluctance on the part of the French to hold the con- 
versations elsewhere than in Geneva. 

(6) A preoccupation on the part of both the French and 
certain other smaller interested states that the latter be not left 
entirely out of the picture. Benes’ plan would furnish the pos- 
sibility of keeping Henderson in touch with the conversations 
and he in turn could apprise the smaller interested powers. 

2. There is a real preoccupation in my mind as to the necessity 
that the German Government should be apprised if such a plan is 
contemplated at the earliest possible moment and asked whether 
they cannot enter these informal discussions as a means of solving 
their difficulty. They would thus be given an opportunity to discuss 
their problem through a means which would not seem to be politically 
unacceptable to them. 

I am mailing cipher text of this telegram to Paris and London 

for Davis’ information, and to Brussels, and would appreciate the 
benefit of your advice on this matter and suggest that any instruc- 
tions you give me be repeated to Davis. 

WILSON 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/88 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, October 18, 1982—2 p. m. 
[Received October 183—11: 04 a. m.] 

409. At a secret meeting of the Bureau Henderson explained the 
efforts which he had made to bring the French and German delega-
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tions together to discuss their difficulties. He had recently written 
to Von Neurath asking him whether he could return to Geneva in 
the near future for this purpose. Henderson received a telegram 
yesterday in which Von Neurath stated that having accepted the 
invitation to London he could not come to Geneva. After wishing 
well to the efforts made at London Henderson stated that Herriot had 
told him in Paris that the “French plan’’’* would be ready approxi- 
mately at the end of this month. Henderson said that he had con- 
sulted with the officers of the Conference and Drummond and they 
were unanimously of the opinion that the Bureau should authorize 
the President to call the next meeting of the Bureau on November 
8rd in order to give more time to those who are now carrying on 
work under the resolution of July 28rd. At that time also the French 
plan would have been presented and could be examined in the Bureau. 
The officers of the Conference further recommended that the notifi- : 

cation necessary under paragraph 6, section 3, of the resolution of 
July 23rd should be issued summoning the General Commission for 
a meeting during the week beginning November 21st. Henderson 
explained that this meeting would give 3 weeks to the General Com- 
mission to work not only on the results of the Bureau’s efforts but 
also on the new French plan and perhaps the French-German rela- 
tions. He added that it was unlikely that the General Commission 
could sit in January because of the World Economic Conference ® 
and under the resolution it was necessary for it to sit within 4 months 
from September 19. The Bureau acquiesced in this arrangement. 

Cipher text mailed Paris, London, Brussels. : 
Wison 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/90 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, October 14, 1982—4 p. m. 
[Received October 14—12: 40 p. m.] 

410. My telegram number 402, October 6, 8 p. m., and 408, October 

8,5 p.m. The Committee for the Regulation of the Traffic in and 

Manufacture of Arms has concluded its first reading of the draft 
convention of 1929 on manufacture ®* without registering any substan- 
tial progress toward a settlement of the different points of view 

expressed. 

* Post, p. 380. 
& For correspondence relating to preparations for the Conference, see pp. 808 ff. 
* For text, see League of Nations, Reduction of Armaments, Supervision of 

the Private Manufacture and Publicity of the Manufacture of Arms and Ammu- 
nition and of Implements of War (Official No.: A.30.1929.TX), p. 6,
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On Tuesday the Committee will begin discussion of the traffic in 
arms convention. 

During the discussions the question of licenses to cover export and 
import shipments will undoubtedly arise. Please instruct me prior 
to this meeting regarding the attitude to be adopted (1) covering 
the suggestion made by Madariaga as reported in the first telegram 
under reference and (2) concerning the last question raised in my 
403. 

An effort may be made to establish a definite limitation upon ship- 
ments of arms in addition to adopting stricter provisions for their 

licensing and attendant publicity. It is presumed that no system of 
licenses can be accepted unless accompanied by adequate publicity. 

WILson 

500.A1544 Steering Committee/06 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate ( Wilson ) 

Wasuineron, October 17, 1932—6 p. m. 

219. This telegram is in reply to the questions raised in your 402, 

October 6, 8 p. m., 408, October 8, 5 p. m., and 410, October 14, 4 p. m. 
1. In asking for instructions relating to a proposal for the com- 

plete abolition of all private manufacture of implements of war, you 
drew a distinction between expediency and constitutionality. We 
can see no advantage to be gained in viewing the problem from any 
standpoint but the former, as it is inherently unacceptable. Any 
differentiation of treatment of private and state manufacture, or any 
attempt to regulate private manufacture to the exclusion of state 
manufacture, would be fraught with danger to our national defence. 
It would oblige the United States and other nations which do not 
possess extensive government arsenals, either to go to the vast expense 

of constructing arsenals, or to remain dependent upon nations 
already so equipped for the supply of arms and munitions necessary 
to their adequate defense. 

2. The prohibition of the manufacture of prohibited types of 
weapons is a necessary corollary of the President’s proposals. To 

abolish a weapon and yet permit its manufacture involves a contra- 

diction of thought. This Government will accordingly give favor- 
able consideration to any reasonable proposal to prohibit the manu- 
facture of such weapons provided the same regulations are stipulated 
for all manufacture, both public and private. | 

We must of course consider our constitutional limitations. A care- 
ful study of this phase of the problem has just been completed by
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the Legal Adviser.87 As a result, we feel able to discard the assertion 
previously made that the control of private manufacture is unconsti- 
tutional, but we do not feel that we can go to the other extreme and 
assert that it 1s definitely constitutional, inasmuch as the courts have 
not passed upon the precise question at issue. Whatever the executive 
may think with respect to the constitutionality of a conventional 

arrangement on this subject, or of legislation enacted pursuant to 
the convention, everyone appreciates that the Senate (as to the Con- 
vention), the Congress (as to any supplementary legislation), and 
the Courts (as to both the Convention and legislation) must after all 
be the final arbiters. 

All things considered, however, we believe that we would be justi- 
fied in agreeing by conventional arrangement to prohibiting all 
manufacture of prohibited types of weapons. 

A question of tactics, however, arises on which we should like your 
advice. In view of the uncertain situation as regards the division 
of authority under the Constitution, please telegraph your opinion 
as to whether you should pass over these doubts in silence, or make 
an explanation to the effect that if Congress or the Courts should 
decide that the former did not have the constitutional power to give 
effect to this part of the convention, such a decision should not be 
regarded as a breach of our international undertakings. 

3. As to the responsibility, if any, that this Government might be 
able to accept with respect to the issue of licenses governing importa- 
tion and exportation of arms, this is clearly and exclusively within 
the authority of the treaty making power and of the Congress under 
their power to regulate interstate and foreign commerce. We can 
see little advantage however for the Conference to complicate its 
program by introducing into the convention new provisions in regard 
to the regulation of the international traffic in arms before even the 
Convention of 1925 88 has entered into force. A resolution urging 
the ratification of this convention or even its incorporation into the 
framework of the new disarmament convention would seem calcu- 
lated to produce the desired results. You may, at your discretion, 
state that this Government will make every effort to secure, during 
the forthcoming session of Congress, the advice and consent of the 
Senate to its ratification. 

4, Madariaga’s specific suggestion for the deposit of copies of 
licenses with a central office in Geneva was embodied in the Conven- 

* Green H. Hackworth. 
* Ratified by the United States, with reservation, June 21, 1935. Owing to 

insufficient ratifications (14 are necessary) to bring this convention into force, 
it is filed among the “unperfected treaties” of the United States. (Unperfected 
Treaty I-10.) For text, see Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, p. 61.
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tion of Saint Germain.®® It was superseded by the provisions of 
articles 6, 7 and 9 of the Convention of 1925. In view of these pro- 

visions. there would appear to be no necessity, if that Convention 

were ratified, for setting up the machinery which he suggests, though 

we see no insuperable objection to depositing copies of licenses of 

arms shipments with a central coordinating office. Madariaga’s fur- 

ther suggestions, such as control of surplus, seem beyond the range of 

practical realization. 
STIMSON 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/102: Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GeEeNeEvA, October 21, 1982—noon. 

[Received October 21—11: 50 a. m.] 

416. Your 219, October 17,6 p.m. Section 1 understood. Section 
2, paragraph 2 and following. 

While I am not only interested in this modification of opinion and 
find that it simplifies the immediate problem the matter is of such 
far reaching importance to our work during the future months that 
I venture to discuss it again with you. Were it merely a question 

of the prohibition of the manufacture of certain types of weapons 
which will be prohibited under the General Disarmament Treaty I 
should not hesitate to carry on under this instruction. But you will 

note that for years the American delegation has maintained and still 
maintains a general reservation on the articles of the draft convention 

on manufacture of arms (document No. A. 30, 1929 IX September 

4) relating to supervision and publicity, and if we admit the greater 
right of the Federal Government to prohibit certain types of manu- 

facture we must admit the lesser right to supervise such manufacture. 

The prohibition of manufacture of certain types prohibited in the 

General Disarmament Treaty will probably include in addition to 
artillery, chemical warfare, certain types of airplanes, tanks and cer- 
tain types of naval craft. This prohibition of military armaments 

leads inevitably to the demand for supervision of and probably ulti- 

mately extension to the economic field. Control and supervision 

governmental or international in the internal economic field in its 

last analysis might threaten the sovereignty of the individual states 

of the union. While I realize that on the ground of expediency a 
line can be drawn any place the Department sees fit, nevertheless, the 

acceptance of a first step in governmental control as visualized in 

® Foreign Relations, 1920, vol. 1, p. 180.
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your 219 may lead us to an embarrassing situation when it comes to 
switching from the constitutional ground to the expediency ground 
in rejecting unacceptable provisions. To sum up while the modifica- 
tion of our attitude and the admitting of the possibility of super- 
vision of production would simplify the immediate problem of the 
negotiation of a convention on manufacture of arms, I fear it would 
render more difficult the larger problem of international control as 
applied to prohibiting weapons. If we maintain our attitude of con- 
stitutional inability to supervise production we can then logically 

restrict our action to an undertaking by the Government not to manu- 
facture nor to acquire nor to permit export of weapons which are : 
prohibited by the general treaty. Any endeavor to carry our obliga- 
tion further we could meet by our constitutional inability. 

In consequence I confess that I am hesitant without the fullest 
consideration to admit in a [sc] ineptitude that the Federal Govern- 
ment has such rights of control, supervision and prohibition relating 
to private manufacture within the states and believe we would be 
justified in getting the opinion of the Attorney General.°° 

I recollect that Mr. Charles Cheney Hyde in 1924 and 1925 ex- 
pressed grave doubts as to the constitutionality of any provision 
which would tend to limit private manufacture as to the kind or 
quality of weapons they produced.®! The Judge Advocate General 

of the Army * in 1931 similarly expressed doubt as to the constitu- 
tionality of any treaty provision which provided for the limitation of | 
the right of a state to maintain its national guard. It would appear 
that the same basic constitutional consideration is involved in both 
these questions, namely, under our Constitution what are the limita- 
tions of the power of the Federal Government other than those 
specified as to the acceptance of treaty obligations which may limit 
the exercise of sovereign powers by any state within its own terri- 
torial boundaries? 

The Committee on the Manufacture of Arms has adjourned and 
will not meet until after the meeting of the Bureau on November 

8rd. There is therefore time for further consideration and for the 
obtaining, if it 1s judged advisable, of the opinion of the Attorney 
General. 

Should you eventually feel as stated in section 2, paragraph 2, of 
your 219, I am of the opinion that in all fairness we must take an 

© William D. Mitchell. 
* Mr. Hyde was Solicitor for the Department of State, 1923-25; the occasion 

for his opinion was American participation in the Conference for the Super- 
vision of the International Traffic in Arms, Geneva, 1925. For correspondence 
relative to the Conference, see Foreign Relations, 1924, vol. 1, pp. 17 ff.; {bid., 
1925, vol. 1, pp. 26 ff. 

* Major General Blanton Winship. .
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early opportunity to explain the change in our attitude which we have 
maintained for the past 7 years. I think we must not run any risk 
of being subsequently put in a position where the action of the 
courts might cause other nations to feel that we have violated our 

treaty obligations. 
Reference to sections 3 and 4, I will comment at a later date. 

WILson 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/109 : Telegram 

The Chargé in France (Marriner ) to the Secretary of State 

| | Paris, October 29, 1982—8 p. m. 
[Received 9:11 p..m.] 

631. From Davis. I saw M. Herriot this afternoon at 4:30 ac- 
companied by Marriner. He was very pleased at the reception his 
speech of last night had had in the French press and naturally most 
of all the reception it received in the Chamber of Deputies where he 
said that the vote even astonished himself and would have approached 
unanimity had it not been for the rather strictly partisan nature of 
the order of the day which included the vote of confidence; that he 
had been told by many people who had abstained from voting that 
they entirely supported the policy he set forth. He likewise said 
that despite the great moderation of his speech the German papers 
today carried wild assertions that he had insulted Germany. 

He produced the document which had been placed before the 
Superior Council of National Defense of which the summary quoted 
in the Embassy’s 628, October 29, 10 a. m.® formed the first para- 
graphs and said that he would be glad to furnish us with copies as 
soon as minor corrections could be made. I said that I had read the 
outline of the plan this morning with great interest and that there 
were two points which American correspondents had raised: first if 

the conscript plan were applicable to Continental Europe alone. He 
said that was not at all his intention, to include England or the 
United States since his idea in this respect was limited to Europe 
and to the endeavor to make comparable the military forces of the 
great armed European powers in order that reductions in such forces 
would be on comparable bases, in other words that the Hoover plan 
might be worked out on effectives but among conditions effective in 

the contiguous European states. 
The other question was with regard to his point number 4 that the 

United States give the guarantee of security that they themselves 

* Not printed.
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have contemplated. This, he said, referred to the considerations con- 
tained in Mr. Stimson’s speech of August 8th,®* his recent speech in 
Pittsburgh ®° and the endorsements of the idea of consultation con- 
tained in the platforms of both the great parties. I emphasized that 
these were unilateral statements of national policy which were of 
great value but hardly susceptible of embodiment in a disarmament 
treaty. I told him that although the United States is committed to 
the principle of consultation he must not expect to incorporate this 
in a treaty in such a way as to imply the remotest obligation to use 
force. Mr. Herriot said he understood this entirely but that he felt 
that the idea of consultation had been embodied in existing treaties 
such as the London Naval, the Nine Power and in the contemplated 
Disarmament Treaty to a point that would safeguard the United 
States from unauthorized implications in any future action of the 
United States along these lines. 
When the question of the presentation of this plan was brought 

up I pointed out that it seemed desirable that it should not be pre- 
sented 2 or 3 days before the German elections ®* thus causing those 
elections to take place amid a storm of protest and misunderstanding 
with respect to French intentions. M. Herriot said he would be 
absent in Spain for a week and that M. Paul-Boncour would have 
charge of this presentation and therefore asking us to go and see 
him. I then pointed out that what seemed even more important was 
that in view of the number of national plans already existing at 
Geneva and the action taken on them this plan should not be in- 
troduced as an exclusive plan but should be related to what had gone 
before and in particular should be presented as complementary to the 
working out of the Hoover plan. M. Herriot said that this was cer- 
tainly the idea behind it, that is to say to make applicable to Europe 
the terms of a plan along the lines of the President’s and that he 
valued tremendously the cooperation of the United States and of 
England in making the plan workable even though these nations 
were not most intimately concerned with it. He said again that as 
Paul-Boncour would have to present the plan he desired us to talk 
with him. He took occasion to point out that the plan did not alone 
look toward a reduction of troops and an equality of treatment for 
all countries as to the nature of their army but likewise to a reali- 

zation by stages of an equal treatment of matériel, that is to say, by 
gradual stages the heavier forms of matériel should be for the 

* Post, p. 575. 
* Department of State, The Work of the United States Government in the 

Promotion of Peace During the Past Three Years: Address Delivered Before 
the Council of the Methodist Episcopal Church for the Pittsburgh Area, October 
26, 1932 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1932). 

** November 6. 

6442124830
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Kuropean states placed at the disposition of an international force 
and the lighter forms remain for the use of the national armies in all 
states and that he thought this went a long way toward meeting the 
German demands if they had any goodwill in the matter. 

When we called on M. Paul-Boncour at the Ministry of War he 
seemed overimpressed by the necessity of presenting the French plan 
on November 3rd because it had been requested by the Bureau of 
Disarmament Conference and because Mr. Henderson and Mr. Politis 
seemed to think it essential that the French point of view be so set 
forth. I pointed out that the success of any plan was far more 
important than the demands of any organization but a telephone 

call from Politis that came in while we were in the room finally 
decided Boncour that it would be impossible to hold even a day in 
the presentation. However, he did agree merely to make an exposé 
of the plan and await reactions before placing before the Conference 
a definite text. 

With respect to the question of relating this plan to others, in par- 
ticular the Hoover plan, he seemed again to have great logical diffi- 
culties but finally in the very exposé he gave indicated the lines which 
might make the presentation of the plan more readily acceptable to 
American, English and German public opinion. M. Boncour said 

that the plan had been worked out in an effort to find similar bases 
for the European states to compare their arms and armaments in 
order that they might reduce in accordance with the Hoover formula 
and that furthermore the conception of setting up a special regime 
of treatment for those heavily armed European powers contiguous 
to one another within the general framework of a larger scheme in 
which all the nations of the world would be less immediately bound 
was designed to be an aid to the realization of concrete steps by 
stages in the reduction of both effectives and matériel. He said that 
it had taken courage to introduce such a plan in France and that he 
was gratified by the reaction of the Chamber. M. Herriot had 
already pointed out that he had had the greatest difficulty with the 
General Staff and had barely been able to prevent Weygand from 
resigning and Pétain from making endless difficulties. [Davis.] 

MarRINER
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500.A15A4 Permanent Disarmament Commission/4 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 1, 19832—2 p. m. 
[Received November 1—11:50 a. m.] 

426. Bureau meets November 3rd, first item will be “control” (see 
summary of rapporteur’s report my telegram No. 425, October 29) .* 

I believe it is desirable to make statement on this subject promptly 
not only for its bearing upon control but also to help focus opinion 

upon other and more important subjects to be considered in the near 
future. Bearing in mind your 163, June 30, 7 p. m.,°® I propose, 
unless instructed to the contrary, to speak along the following lines. 

We believe that the provisions of the draft convention relating | 
to supervision and control were worked out laboriously and thor- 
oughly, they represent a high degree of conciliation between the 
parties participating in this work and provide an effective and far 
reaching control. We believe that the control and the manner and 
extent of supervision to be exercised by the Permanent Commission 
on Disarmament is dependent primarily upon the realization of that 
portion of the resolution of July 28rd which provides for “substan- 
tial reduction” under the inspiration of the plan of the President 
of the United States. Until such reduction has been accomplished 
we feel that any arrangement on supervision and control must be 
subject to final decision in the full light of the measures for reduc- 
tion and limitation contained in the treaty. We would have pre- 
ferred dealing with this more essential problem first but acceding to 
the wishes of many of the Bureau we are willing to continue the 
examination of the ratifications of control now but hope that the 
fact will be borne in mind that any, final acquiescence on our part to 
the extension of the powers of the Permanent Disarmament Commis- 
sion is contingent on the contents of the final treaty specifically in 
relation to the accomplishment of substantial reduction. 

Witson 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/116 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson ) 

~ Wasninerton, November 1, 1932—6 p. m. 

227. Your 416, October 21, noon. This exchange of telegrams was 
predicated on the assumption that the Convention would contain a 
prohibition of certain types of weapons. Davis’s telegram No. 631 
of October 29, 6 [8] p. m., indicates that the French have reverted 
from the idea of abolishing or prohibiting the use in time of war of 

* Not printed. 
*% Ante, p. 249.
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certain weapons to a system of gradual diminution of matériel. 
Should this plan prevail, the questions discussed herein are not imme- 
diately pertinent and you may be able to avoid becoming involved 
for the present in detailed discussions of supervision and control of 
the manufacture of and traffic in arms. In any case, we hope that, 
asa matter of tactics, you may be able to avoid such discussions until 

more positive progress is made on the actual steps to be taken toward 
the reduction and limitation of armament. 

Your doubts as to the advisability of taking the position outlined 
in Section 2 of the Department’s 219 of October 17 resolve themselves 
into a question of law on the one hand and a question of expediency 

on the other. 
1. With respect to the former, we stand by our opinion that “we 

would be justified in agreeing, by conventional arrangement, to pro- 
hibit all manufacture of prohibited types of weapons.” We have 
given sufficient study to the constitutional question to feel that we 
are on firm ground in the position above expressed and we would be 
prepared to take active measures, if necessary, to support it. 

While, as already explained in our 219, we cannot assert that the 
prohibition and manufacture is definitely constitutional since the 
courts have not passed on it, we feel that in the event that the matter 
should come before the courts, adequate legal considerations exist 
which would justify the court in refusing to nullify a provision nec- 
essary to the successful execution of an effective disarmament treaty. 
We think that the vital connection between the abolition of aggres- 
sive weapons and the prohibition of their manufacture would be 
self-evident to Congress and the public. We do not feel that we 
should jeopardize the possible success of the negotiations for the 
limitation of armaments by invoking the Constitution merely on the 
possibility that the convention might conceivably run counter to the 
Constitution. It may be noted that no treaty negotiated by the Presi- 
dent and ratified by him with the advice and consent of the Senate 
has ever been declared unconstitutional by the courts. 

In this connection, you are, of course, aware that the Opium Con- 
vention of 1912 ® and the Narcotics Convention of 1931,1 which have 
been ratified by the United States, contain provisions for the control 
of the manufacture of narcotics and that no question as to their con- 

stitutionality has arisen. 
9. As for the grounds of rejecting unacceptable provisions in the 

treaty, I gather that you feel it would be embarrassing for us to 

exchange the position that we can not constitutionally agree to do 

® Foreign Relations, 1912, p. 196. 

1 Tbid., 1981, vol. 1, p. 875.
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certain things for the position that we will not. I do not believe that 
such a shift should cause undue embarrassment. There should be 
no difficulty in drawing a sound line between a prohibition of offen- 
sive armament and an invasion of fields which might be considered 
to be exclusively within the internal domain of the states. We do 
not hesitate to refuse on grounds of expediency unacceptable provi- 
sions in treaties, and would prefer not to invoke the Constitution in 

such cases unless clearly applicable. 
It is frequently impracticable to carry to its logical extreme every 

principle advocated. We have for instance given up our blanket 
opposition to budgetary limitation, and have accepted it as a supple- 
mentary method of limiting land matériel, without thereby agreeing 
to the extension of this principle to other types of armament. 

It would seem entirely feasible for you to present our agreement 
to prohibit the manufacture of prohibited weapons as naturally de- 
riving from the President’s proposal to abolish aggressive weapons, 
unrelated to the problem of the international supervision of arms 
manufacture in general, as to which we still desire to maintain the 
position heretofore taken. Agreement to prohibit the manufacture 
of weapons which are to be abolished does not carry with it any 
obligation to agree to international supervision over such prohibition 
or to the international control of the manufacture of other types of 
arms which are distinct questions. 

8. If you still feel, as stated in your penultimate paragraph, that 
an explanation of our change of approach to this problem is in order, 
please telegraph in advance for our approval, the text of the ex- 
planation you propose. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4 Permanent Disarmament Commission/5 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson ) 

Wasutineton, November 1, 1932—7 p. m. 

298. Your 426, November 1,2 p.m. The last sentence of your pro- 
posed statement might imply an acquiescence on our part to further 

measures of supervision and control, as authorized in our 163, June 
30, 7 p. m.,2 before having used this concession as a trading card. 
As a practical matter it would be extremely difficult to revert from 

a concession once made even if the contingency on which it was based 
was not completely fulfilled. We, therefore, incline to the belief that 

this sentence might be reframed so as to retain our freedom of action, 

2 Ante, p. 249. oe .
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pointing out that it would be difficult for us to alter our attitude on 
supervision and control until we knew definitely what we were going 
to have in the way of treaty provisions that would require such 
supervision and control; that thus far our position had been clearly 
set forth, but that if the final treaty resulted in substantial reductions 
of armaments, we might be willing to acquiesce in the extension of 
the powers of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4 Permanent Disarmament Commission/6 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 2, 1932—noon. 
[Received November 2—8 : 50 a. m. | 

428. I am inclined to believe that the difference between the in- 
structions in your 228 and our views expressed in our 426 is mainly 
a matter of strategy involving no essential modification in the under- 
lying principle of your 228. But at this moment the question of 
strategy is of the highest importance as I shall endeavor to make 
clear. 

The Conference and the commissions have debated ad infinitum the 
question which should be examined first, the problem of control or 
the problem of figures. An overwhelming majority prefer the former 
course. We can naturally insist on the latter course but this will 
lead, I feel, to entirely sterile results. We, therefore, have the choice 
either to go along with the majority reserving our rights until we 
see what measure of reduction the treaty offers or to dig in and say 
we will not discuss control until figures are discussed thereby running 
the danger of wrecking the Conference. Acquiescence in the desire 
of the majority will enable the work to continue and an expression of 
our views following generally my 426 will make any arrangement of a 
purely tentative nature the final acceptance of which involving a 
formal change in our attitude will depend upon the ultimate con- 
tents of the treaty. Furthermore, the bargaining utility of our 
action as outlined in your 163, June 30, 7 p. m., is maintained as a 
constant pressure in the type of action which I have envisaged and 
can be used again and again in debate on subject of figures. It will 
be an ever present threat. 

I hold to these views the more strongly in that for the first time we 
have approached the threshold of results. But the other states will 
not cross this threshold until a tentative solution of the problem of 
control can be envisaged.
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I hope this suggested modification will meet your views and at the 
same time enable us to exercise the strategy which is so necessary for 
continuation of our present progress. Since meeting is tomorrow 
afternoon I request most urgent reply. 

WiLson 

500.A15A4 Permanent Disarmament Commission/7 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson ) 

WasHInGToN, November 2, 1932—3 p. m. 

229. Your 428, November 2, noon. We defer to your judgment, 
and approve your suggested method of handling the problem. 

CaRR 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/119 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GenrEva, November 3, 1982—11 a. m. 
[ Received November 8—8: 30 a. m.] 

429. Reference our 424, October 28, 7 p. m.3 The report on the 
subject of chemical warfare will come up for consideration in the 
Bureau in the next few days. It would be very helpful if we could 
have some guidance of the Department upon the following points: 

(a) Is a general renunciation or prohibition of the use of chemical 
warfare preferable to a reciprocal agreement? In this connection 
you will note that the rapporteur suggests the first alternative still 
representing the consensus of opinion of the various delegations with 
which he has consulted (I was not consulted by the rapporteur). 

(5) In the event that you find acceptable a general renunciation or 
prohibition of the use of gas, how far could you go with respect to 
the prohibition of preparation on training in time of peace, In gen- 
eral as foreseen under third paragraph of my 424? 

(c) We will insist upon the extension of the right of preparation 
and training for protection to apply to groups as well as to in- 
dividuals. 

(@) Would it not be better to delete all reference to lacrymatory 
gas in those sections of the conclusions dealing with prohibition of 
use and preparations and to insert subsequently a new section cover- 
ing the renunciation of its use against any state in warfare. 

(¢) In the event you approve of a general renunciation we feel 
that penalties in kind are incongruous with the conception of re- 
nunciation. What might be envisaged is the establishment of the 
fact of violation by the Permanent Disarmament Commission fol- 
lowed by advice between the other states as to what should be done 
without any specific authorization for penalties. 

* Not printed.
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Bearing in mind your 207, September 22, 5 p. m., I shall in any 
case refrain from entering this debate as long as possible and shall 

give you as soon as possible the trend of the discussion. Neverthe- 
less it may be essential to make some pronouncement either at the 

request of the chair or in conversation with my colleagues and I 

should therefore appreciate your guidance on the points above. 

Witson 

500.A15A4/1592 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 3, 1932—3 p. m. 
[Received 3:55 p. m.] 

430. In accordance with statement in Davis’ 427, November 1, 
8 p. m.,£ he and I had a long conversation with Aubert in the course 

of which we learned certain additional facts regarding the new 
French plan. 

The plan is elastic and will not be presented on a take it or leave it 
basis. It is recognized that many of the details must be adjusted. 

The plan is however designed both to ease the situation as far as 

Germany is concerned and to be complementary to President Hoover’s 

plan. Whereas, the President’s plan contemplates the diminution 
of the power of offense in relation to defense in material, the French 

plan in addition contemplates the reduction of offensive power in 
relation to defense in the question of effectives. 

1. Effectives. In proposing the change of professional continental 
armies into compulsory militia systems the French envisage the 
necessity of this being done by stages during which the Reichswehr 
as well as the professional portions of the metropolitan forces of 
other continental armies will be gradually abolished and replaced (if 
replacement) by conscripts of short period training. The length of 
training and the number of conscripts to be called under the colors 
will be subject of negotiation. 

At the same time it is envisaged that a certain number of divisions 
of the professional forces highly equipped will remain in existence 
scattered among the various states. These forces would be put at the 
disposal of the League of Nations for action when determined by 
the Council. No one state will have a sufficient force of professional 
soldiers in its metropolitan area to menace its neighbor but the com- 
bined force to be at the disposal of the League would be sufficiently 
powerful to give pause to an aggressor. This would necessarily in- 
volve undertakings by the various states to give free passage across 
their territory, et cetera, when a decision has been taken by the 
Council. We raised the thorny point of the retention by France of 

* Post, p. 472.
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a highly developed professional striking force in the colonies and the 
concern that this gives Italy whose metropolitan area is so near to 
North Africa. Aubert was not entirely clear as to how this problem 
could be solved but referred again to the necessity of negotiation on 
this point. He also stated that colonial troops could not be used for 
a knockout blow and could only be brought over after a war begins 
and that in the case of Italy it could make the transport of French 
troops most difficult. _— 

2. Land material. The French envisage that the “militia armies” 
of the Continent will not be equipped with the heavier types of 
artillery and tanks. They hope to provide that present stocks of 
these weapons above sizes to be specified will be stored (place not 
specified) at the disposition of the League of Nations and for use 
in the event that the Council so ordains. Aubert envisages the possi- 
bility of undertakings not to replace this heavier type of material 
thus allowing it gradually to become obsolescent. — 

3. Air. According to Aubert the plan does not involve any radical 
change of French point of view on this subject. 

4, Navies, Aubert offered nothing on this subject beyond the fact 
that the French maintain their thesis of the interdependability of 
armament. 

5. Political. The French plan will apparently accord equality of : 
legal status to Germany. This does not mean that Germany will 
have of immediate right to all of the same types of armament as 
other nations but that theoretically such right will exist and that 
Germany will voluntarily restrict itself to certain types of material. 
The full realization of equality would only be reached after a period 
of years. 

Aubert then touched on questions relating to the United States 
and seemed to believe that in some way the obligation for consulta- 

- tion envisaged in Secretary Stimson’s speech of August 8th should 
be formalized. We pointed out in this connection that events had 
moved in such a way in the United States as to establish for our 
country a strong unilateral obligation in this direction and that it 
might be unwise to endeavor to force a formalization of such a situa- 
tion through multilateral agreement. Aubert, however, was insistent 
on the necessity of some such action. 

As to the reference in the French plan to the reenforcement of 
article 16,5 Aubert pointed out that recent interpretation of this 
article, especially on the part of Great Britain, had somewhat de- 
tracted from the meaning of its actual wording. They desire to 
reenforce this and whereas the United States a non-member state 
would not be expected to take any positive obligation under article 
16, it was hoped that there could be incorporated in the treaty at 

least a negative commitment on the part of our Government not to 

5 Of the Treaty of Versailles, Treaties, Conventions, etc., 1910-1923, vol. mr, 
pp. 3829, 3341.



358 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1932, VOLUME I 

obstruct the action of the other states in case the Council found it 
essential to invoke article 16 against either aggressor. 

We told him this raised a very difficult question and that we 
thought it inadvisable to make a plan which gave such promise 
contingent upon getting Great Britain to increase her present com- 
mitment under article 16 which she would probably refuse to do and 
upon getting us to do something which would be difficult if not 
impossible. 

WILson 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/121 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 3, 1932—10 p. m. 
[Received November 3—7:57 p. m.] 

432. Thanks for the elucidation in your 227 November 1, 6 p. m. 
The situation is very clear regarding the question of the prohibition 
of the manufacture of weapons of which the use is prohibited by a 
general disarmament treaty. This question is not immediately press- 
ing and may never become pressing. 

Furthermore, it is of course understood that we will oppose on 
the ground of expediency the suppression and prohibition of the 
private manufacture of all arms. 
We are, however, faced with a situaticn in the Committee on the 

Trade in and Manufacture of Arms on which we hope you can give 
us also further elucidation. The situation is as follows: 

In past years our representatives have repeatedly stated that for 
constitutional reasons the Federal Government of the United States 
was powerless to control (issue licences for) the private manufacture 
of arms, ammunition and implements of war within the states of 
the union. Following this general policy on October 6th I made a 
statement to this effect before the Committee (please see in this con- 
nection our general reservation to the draft convention of 1929 re- 
ferred to in paragraph 2 of my 416, October 21, noon) the rapporteur 

for this Committee is preparing a report for the Bureau and in this 
report reference will be made to this reservation as follows: 

“The delegation of the United States of America invited attention 
to its prior declaration to the effect that the constitutional system of 
the United States presented difficulties in the application of a pro- 
hibition, of a system of licenses upon private manufacture, which 
takes place under the jurisdiction of the States which form the United 
States of America.”
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It is entirely feasible subsequently of course to amend our position 
in any way you see fit but I think it well you should have in detail as 
above what the present situation is. 

Dismissing then from consideration at the moment the question of 
the suppression of the manufacture weapons the use of which may 
be prohibited under the treaty are we on firm ground in maintaining 
before the Conference that the Federal Government for constitutional 
reasons is unable to supervise or control (in the general way con- 
templated in articles 8 and 4 of the draft convention 1929) the 
manufacture of all arms, ammunition and implements of war within 
the States of the Union? If we are not on firm ground we hope 
to communicate with you further regarding steps to be taken to cor- 
rect our position. 

For your information we have not committed ourselves in any way 
to any form of international control and our present problem deals 
solely with the domestic exercise of this control by the Federal Gov- 
ernment within the States of the Union. 

WILs0n 

500.A15A4 Permanent Disarmament Commission/14 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[Wasuineron,] November 4, 1932. 

I sent for the French Ambassador and when he came I went over 
hastily with him the information given to me in cable No. 430, of 
November 8rd, 3 p. m., from Wilson at Geneva. I told him very 
sketchily of the proposition as to effectives and land matériel and the 
political point in regard to equality of legal status for Germany. 
Then I read him the paragraph in which Wilson stated that Aubert 
had brought up the question of formalizing the obligation for con- 
sultation. I pointed out that Aubert was insistent that there should 
be a formal obligation in the shape, apparently, of a multilateral 
agreement for consultation. I told M. Claudel that as he knew, that 
would be quite impossible. He said that of course it would be wholly 
impossible. He said that he supposed the utmost I could possibly do 
would be to make a unilateral declaration. I said that while I myself 
would be in favor of that, I had not even brought the President as 
far as that point yet, and for the French to bring up a demand for 
a formal agreement to consult would simply undo all my work. He 
said, “I understand perfectly. You mean it would set us backward.” 
I replied, “Yes.” He told me he had already communicated with his 
government on this subject but that he would take up this matter with
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them now. I told him I called on him because I knew how well he 
understood our position here. He said that he understood it per- 
fectly. 

H[enry] L. S['rrson | 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/124 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson ) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 4, 1982—8 p. m. 
. | Received 10:09 p. m.] 

434. At a special meeting of the Bureau this morning Paul- 
Boncour explained the general lines of the French plan in a long 
speech which may be summarized as follows: 7 

The French conception of the problem of disarmament was de- 
- scribed as that of two concentric circles, the larger including all 

nations. Their task should be to transpose into international law the 

proposition inherent in the Briand-Kellogg Pact ® along the lines ex- 
plained by the American Secretary of State which are: 

1. To consider that no nation can continue to benefit from bel- 
hgerent rights or those of neutrality and, 

2. 'To deny recognition to any acquisition territorial or otherwise 
obtained through violation of the Pact. 

‘The small circle is composed of nations who by their situation as 
continental powers are particularly exposed to certain risks. Among 
these must be concluded a pact of mutual assistance, precise because 
it is restricted, which will provide that the sole professional forces 
remaining in these states will be definitely limited in number and 
placed at the disposal of the League of Nations. This force will not 
be sufficient to stop aggression but will check it by furnishing imme- 
diate assistance to the League. 

Within the frame work of the Hoover plan France has endeavored 
to find a means of establishing a just and equal method of reduction. 
The difficulty with which it was faced was to establish a fair com- 
parison between the forces of the different powers. France believes 
it impossible to arrive at any equitable reduction of armaments with- 

out taking into consideration the essential discrimination between the 
uses of different forces such as that set up by the Hoover plan between 
police forces, overseas forces, and those known either as defense 
forces or forces of aggression. In these categories no purely mathe- 
matical comparisons can be made owing to the differences in nature 
existing between the forces of various nations. France proposes that 

"For text of speech, see Records of the Conference, Series C, Minutes of the 
Bureau, vol. 1, pp. 82-388. 

® Treaty for the Renunciation of War, Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 158.
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those nations bound by the more restricted pact should therefore agree 
to nationalized unification of their types of forces, that is, the estab- 
lishment of conscript armies. 

As regards qualitative disarmament the French plan envisages the 
abolition of chemical and bacteriological warfare provided an effec- 
tive control be exercised over its preparation, a prohibition of aerial 
bombardment under the conditions set forth in the resolution of July 
23, placing at the disposal of the League reduced national air con- 
tingents. The discrimination between defensive and offensive wea- 
pons which forms the basis of the American proposals is applied to 
heavy war material such as artillery and tanks. Fixed material of 
this nature should be reserved to each country for its coastal and 
frontier defense. Other heavy material should be prohibited to na- 
tional forces but placed at the disposal of the League of Nations. 

The French proposal to reduce the armies of the continental forces 
to a uniform type “in order to render practicable and just the reduc- 
tions foreseen in the American plan” will primarily be accomplished 
by a reduction of the period of training. 

As regards the question of international control, the control should 
be specially efficacious as regards those nations which will be bound 
by the more restricted form of agreement. 

The conclusions to be drawn from this speech envisage a more 
definite plan of disarmament and control to be applied to the con- 
tinental nations rather than to all powers and the system of con- 
script armies proposed is stated to be destined to provide an equitable 
basis for the reductions envisaged in the Hoover plan and a distinc- 
tion is drawn between defensive and aggressive weapons, the latter 
to be placed at the disposal of the League of Nations by the con- 
tinental powers. 

A more considered analysis of the proposals contained in the speech 
will be telegraphed as soon as the necessary detailed study can be 
completed. | 

WILson 

500.A15A4 Permanent Disarmament Commission/8 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson ) to the Secretary of State 

Grnrva, November 4, 1932—11 p. m. 
[Received November 4—8: 40 p. m.] 

435. This afternoon the Bureau continued to discuss Bourquin’s 
report on control (telegram No. 425, October 29, 11 a. m.®) and 
reached the question of investigation on the spot. 

*Not printed. | . a,
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In the earlier stages of the debate the British, the Japanese and 
the Italians in addition to myself had all made statements reserving 
their final decisions until they could see the results of the treaty. 

Massigli urged the advantages of a system of periodic investiga- 
tions under the jurisdiction of the Permanent Disarmament Commis- 
sion specifically for use in Continental countries. The question of 

exceptional investigations he thought was of more general appli- 
cation and should be made either on a formal complaint submitted 
as provided in article 52 of the draft convention and the vote of the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission or solely by vote of the Com- 
mission on its own initiative and authority. He rather favored the 
latter since the method of complaint was so serious that it might and 
probably would create a serious situation between the public opinion 
of the two countries. 

Hiden, British delegate, stated that Great Britain accepted the prin- 
ciple of investigation on the spot but was unable yet to say under 
what conditions it should be carried out. | 

At the end of the meeting Sato told me that his Government could 
not tolerate investigation on the spot. They were faced with a special 
position in which investigation could only be unilateral in the Far 
Kast since it was impossible to make real investigations as to the 
situation in China and in lesser degree in Russia. He intends to defer 
making such a declaration until the close of the debate in order not 
to block progress any more than can be helped. | 

The Bureau will meet again on Monday afternoon. As it seems 
important that the form of control on the spot should be worked out 
in a manner which will be most acceptable to us I propose to take 
part in this discussion but to withhold indication of our willingness 
to accept local investigation as authorized in your 168, June 30, 
7 p. m.?° until such disclosure can be most effectively made. Ob- 
viously I would couple any remarks with a reference to the position 
which I have previously taken on November 3d, namely, that our final 
acquiescence in extension of powers of the Permanent Disarmament 

Commission is dependent on the achievements of the Conference. 
Therefore, I would appreciate your advice with respect to the follow- 
ing possibilities. 

A. I think we would insist on exceptional rather than periodical 
investigation (unless of course the latter is limited to Europe) both 
because I believe little would be accomplished by inexpert periodic 
investigation and because of the increased possibilities of friction. 

B. I am inclined to think that exceptional investigation should 
only take place on a “complaint” by a state and a vote by a substantial 

% Ante, p. 249.
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majority of the Disarmament Commission but confess that I was 
impressed by Massigli’s argument as given above. 

C. It would seem to be wise to insist that investigation on the spot 
shall not take place until the Permanent Disarmament Commission is 
satisfied by its own preliminary investigation that it is essential, 
i.e. something like the grand jury. 

I have been considering whether it would not be advantageous 
to provide that when a complaint is brought the state against which 
it is brought may request an investigation on the spot as it would 
enable an innocent state to vindicate itself promptly by showing a 
willingness to submit to investigation and would avoid a considerable 
period during which the press of [the] world would jump to the 
conclusion that a violation had taken place. 

WILson 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/128 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson ) 

Wasuineton, November 5, 1932—noon. 

232. Your 432, November 3,10 p.m. The Department realizes that 
in the absence of recent instructions on this point you were entirely 
justified in your speech on October 6 in assuming that it was desired 
that you follow the lines laid down in previous instructions. The 

Department has, however, made sufficient further study of the con- 
stitutional question involved so that it no longer feels that we would 
be justified in maintaining before the Conference that the Federal 
Government for constitutional reasons would be unable to exercise 
supervision and control of the general character of that contemplated | 
in Articles 3 and 4 of the draft convention of 1929. As in the case of 
the question of prohibition of the manufacture of prohibited weapons 
no positive assurance can be given in the absence of a court ruling on 
the specific point but we no longer feel justified in pressing the 
constitutional objection. 

In view of our change of position on this point, it is hoped that 
there will still be time to request the rapporteur to delete from the 
report the section quoted in your telegram under reference. 

Should some explanation of our change in position be necessary 
you might refer to the difficulty of constitutional interpretation in 
respect to questions on which the courts have not specifically ruled. 

In future discussion of this and related questions, you should pro- 
ceed entirely upon the ground of policy, avoiding any reference to 
constitutional questions. As to whether, as a matter of policy, we 

would be prepared to accept provisions for Federal supervision and
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control of the character contemplated in Articles 3 and 4 of the 
draft convention, we should prefer to postpone taking any definite 
position at the present time, and would be glad to receive a report 
from you on the development of opinion in the Committee. 

CaRR 

500.A15A4 Permanent Disarmament Commission/10 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson ) 

Wasuineton, November 5, 1932—1 p. m. 

233. Your 435, November 4,11 p.m. We agree with your recom- 

mendations as found in points (@) and (c), as providing the most 
acceptable solution of a difficult problem. With regard to point (0b), 
we are somewhat inclined to feel as you do but are not prepared to 
make a final decision until subsequent discussions in the Bureau have 
further clarified the implications of the two suggestions. We particu- 
larly like the suggestion contained in the last paragraph of your 
telegram providing for an opportunity for any state against which a 
complaint has been brought, to request investigation on the spot. 
You might even think over the possibility of extending it further, 
and giving a state the opportunity to request such an investigation 

under any circumstances, as it might be just as useful for an innocent 
state to vindicate itself in the case of a hostile and persistent press 
campaign abroad, as if a foreign government had actually lodged a 
complaint. 

| CARR 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/129 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson ) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 7, 1982—noon. 
[Received November 7—10: 50 a. m."] 

438. Your 232, November 5, noon, is highly interesting and opens 

a very important problem. First, as to procedure. 
The report to be presented shortly covering the discussions in the 

Committee on the Manufacture of and Trade in Arms can be nothing 
but a photographic reproduction of the debates in the Committee 
since this body came to no decisions. Any presentation which omitted 
our reservation would be like Hamlet without the ghost. It should 
also be remembered that our delegation has refrained from comment 
on many of the questions at issue because we have been covered by the 

% Telegram in two sections.
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constitutional reservation. Simply to withdraw it without expla- 
nation would place us in an embarrassing position in suggesting alter- 
ations in unacceptable articles and expressing our views on points 
which we have previously passed over in silence. 

Further, I think the presentation of our altered point of view is so 
important that we should give its phraseology most thorough con- 
sideration and not be rushed into endeavoring to get it into a report 
which will be presented within the next couple of days. 

There are evidences of movement toward disarmament along many 
lines at this moment and every contribution that any state can make 
within the next few weeks may help to precipitate a situation which 
may even result in giving us a satisfactory treaty. For this reason 
it would seem effective to let the reservation stand in the report and 
at the moment when it comes up for discussion in the Bureau take 
advantage of this public opportunity to withdraw the reservation and 
make the following explanation. 

“The rapporteur has been good enough to include in his statement 
a reference to the attitude of American delegation based on remarks 
which I had the honor to offer to the Committee on October 6. These 
remarks dealt with the peculiar constitutional system of the United 
States and with the difficulties which this system placed upon the 
American Government in accepting an obligation to control or super- 
vise private manufacture of arms, ammunition and implements of 
war. 

The American Government has instructed me to withdraw this 
reservation. At the same time I am directed to make clear our posi- 
tion in this matter. 

As has been stated here frequently relations between the Federal 
Government and the constituent States of the American Union are 
peculiar in so far as the Federal Government exercises only powers 
which are delegated specifically or follow by implication from the 
wording of the Constitution. The particular question involved in the 
draft convention in regard to the exercise of control by the Federal 
Government within the realm which heretofore has been considered 
as pertaining solely to the reserved sovereign powers of the individual 
States has not been passed upon by the judicial authority of the 
United States. The American Government while still feeling it is 
necessary to lay emphasis upon the constitutional difficulties which 
may be involved no longer considers these difficulties insurmountable 
in all respects. 

My Government actuated not only by a desire to refrain from 
blocking progress in this very important adjunct to the general dis- 
armament treaty but also wishing to make a further material con- 
tribution to the limitation and reduction of armaments so urgently 
needed at this time desires no longer to insist upon this reservation 
in the hope that our convention relating to the manufacture of arms 
may contribute to the general welfare. My Government is further 
animated by the belief that the convention will result in the common 

6442124831
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good to humanity and more specifically may make practicable the 
application of certain portions of the general disarmament treaty. 

: It must be realized in this connection that the ultimate solution 
may call for long and patient study on the part of all of us in order to 
avoid decisions which however desirable theoretically may actually 
jeopardize the success of our work. 

Thus my Government no longer considers certain phases of the 
problem insurmountable and at the proper time in the debates the 
American delegation will present its views from the point of view 
of expediency and practical policy”. : 

The foregoing statement has been drafted with article 1, section 

8, paragraph 1 of the Constitution constantly before us. 
7 WiLs0n 

600.A15A4 Land Armaments/183 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson ) 

Wasuineron, November 8, 1932—3 p. m. 

234. Your 437, November 7, 11 a. m.!2_ Answering the points raised 
in your 429, November 3, 11 a. m. 

(a) As indicated in our 103, May 14, 3 p. m.,!* we should continue 
to press for an agreement that is universal in scope. Failing uni- 
versality, there are two ways to meet the problem, (1) a reciprocal 

agreement which would bind states to abstain from chemical war- 
fare only as against states or their Allies which are similarly bound 
and (2) a general renunciation by the High Contracting Parties of 
the use of chemical. warfare against any state, whether or not bound 
by the Convention, which we interpret as meaning a general renuncia- 
tion against initiating chemical warfare, but not against retaliation 
in kind. Is our understanding of the terminology correct? In 
accordance with the Hoover Plan we could agree to (2) provided 
the definition made it very clear that the right of retaliation in kind 
was implicit, and that this right did not appear merely by implica- 
tion in the section on penalties. 

(6) and (c) The question of the prohibition of preparation or 
training for chemical warfare in time of peace is one of the most 
difficult problems we have to face. We must on the one hand avoid 
blocking progress at the Conference, and on the other hand jeopardiz- 
ing in any way our national defense. Both the Army and the Navy 
remain adamant in insisting that we shall not agree to such pro- 
hibitions. For our own part, we query whether any such prohibi- 
tions, failing complete universality of agreement would be efficacious. 

8 Not printed. 
® Ante, p. 126.
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Starting from the premise that it is not possible to differentiate 
between governmental and commercial preparations, and extremely 
difficult to differentiate between offensive and defensive preparations, 
we come inevitably to the conclusion that really to abolish peace-time 
preparations it would be necessary not only to do away with certain 
types of research, whether in government laboratories or private 
institutions, but also to regulate the chemical industry, and to adopt 
so complete a system of control over private manufacture as to be at 
variance with our policies. We hope that you can present our position 
as a desire to agree to such measures as will effectively preclude 
chemical warfare, without entering a domain where there would be 
an appearance of advance without the reality. We have again con- 
sidered the arguments adduced in your 188, May 16, 11 p. m.%* and 
other telegrams but do not at present feel that we can go further 
toward meeting the recommendations of the delegation unless and 
until an undertaking of universal application has been accepted by 
all the nations represented at the Conference. 

(2) We leave to your discretion the method of handling any 
references to lacrymatory gas, provided its domestic use in main- 
taining order is not interfered with. 

. Srmmson 

500.A15A4 Permanent Disarmament Commission/12 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Grneva, November 8, 1932—8 p. m. 
[Received 8: 24 p. m.] 

440. My 439, November 7, 9 p. m.15 The Bureau concluded its 
discussion of the report on control by considering proposition con- 
tained in article 47 of document CD 140.16 

I expressed doubt as to the wisdom of such a committee as being 
an irresponsible group having official status. Its action might be 
superfluous and even disastrous in case of a difference of opinion in 
the case of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. Eden sup- 
ported this, succeeded by Motta and the Italian delegate. Sandler, 
Sweden, urged its adoption as a means of focusing and inspiring 
public opinion over the world. It was agreed on suggestion of Motta 
that this point should be referred to the General Commission for dis- 
cussion and decision. 

4 Ante, p. 129. 
%* Not printed. 
1% Conference Documents, vol. 11, p. 857.



368 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1932, VOLUME I 

The Bureau then considered the report on chemical et cetera war- 
fare (document CD 1421") and the first part of the conclusions was 
opened for discussion. Massigli and Eden expressed reservations 
until they could see the manner in which parts III and IV related 
to control and sanctions were handled. I stated that I was not quite 
ready to commit myself in this matter and reserved judgment. Sub- 
ject to these reservations part I was tentatively adopted. 

A discussion will begin tomorrow afternoon on part II. 

Wi1s0n 

500.A15A4 Land Armaments/185 ; Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Grneva, November 9, 1932—10 p. m. 
[ Received 10: 34 p. m.] 

441. Thanks for your 234, November 8, 3 p. m. Since this whole 
situation is moving with great rapidity I venture to submit certain 
remarks on the tendency of the debate and observations thereon. 
This afternoon I raised the question as to “universality” as against 
a renunciation and pointed out the effects that might follow in regard 
to the application of prohibitions and sanctions in case of a renunci- 

ation rather than a universal prohibition which would immediately 
be embodied in international law. 

1. The speakers who discussed my observations on “universality” 
all emphasized that in accordance with the resolution of July 23d 
we are drawing up a new rule of international law. They all desire 
that the application shall be universal. Certain of them notably the 
British are willing to consider it universal for prohibition purposes 
if all states capable of being considered seriously from the standpoint 
of chemical warfare join in. Certain of the speakers stated that even 
if the treaty was not “universal” it was essential, in treating a rule 
of international law, to envisage sanctions as applicable not only to 
signatory but to non-signatory powers, if any. In its essence they 
all approve the universal idea but we can not have a real commitment 
on this subject until the General Commission meets in which sit the 
representatives of all states. 

2. Another striking feature of the debate was that no nation raised 
any objection to the general principle of the “prohibition of prepa- 
ration and training in peace time” and several including Great Britain 
and France expressly approved it. The Japanese delegate went fur- 
ther and suggested the prohibition of preparation and training in all 

Conference Documents, vol. 11, p. 370.
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matters relating to chemical warfare including measures taken for 
protection. Motta frankly brought out the impracticability, in the 
present state of civilization, of abandoning provisions for defensive 
measures. No question was raised by any power on the Bureau in 
regard to the prohibition of peace time preparation or training for 
the war time use of means of chemical warfare, nor in any conversa- 
tions have I found anybody who was not willing to accept this prin- 
ciple. In the course of the debate I raised the question as to pro- 
tection against the illegal use of means of chemical warfare (see 
second paragraph concerning conclusions my 424 18 or section 2 con- 
clusions document (CD 142) and pointed out the necessity of defining 
the field of protection, the means to be employed in that field for 
both material and personnel and the measures of preparation and 
training necessary for the employment of those means. Indeed I 
am inclined to believe that had I not said that it was difficult for me 
to pass on this matter until these technical points were cleaned up 
the Bureau would have accepted and passed section 2 in principle. 
At Massigli’s suggestion and in view of the fact that there has been 
no technical discussion as to the abolition of preparation and training 
it was agreed that a technical committee should be set up to study this 
question. 

3. We have most carefully considered that paragraph of your 234 
which begins “b and c” and entirely understand your difficulty as 
well as the necessity that there should be no undertaking which would 
interfere with our private industry. I believe that a thorough con- 
sideration in a technical committee of the questions already raised in 
regard to prohibition of preparation and training will result in a 
solution which will be satisfactory in so far as the questions you raise 
in this paragraph are concerned, and may further result in satisfac- 
tion to the Army and Navy through the retention of units charged 
with preparation of protective measures. | 

4. In considering this general problem, I venture to raise the 
thought that we who are most advantageously situated geographically 
and with the greatest industrial resources can afford better than 
others to enter into an agreement to forego the peace time preparation 
for the use of gas in war, provided we are left free to take adequate 
measures for the protection of our military forces and our civil popu- 
lation against the illegal types of chemical warfare. 

5. Relative to paragraph “d” your 234 I called upon the ingenuity 
of the rapporteur to find a way in which states might preserve the 
right to prepare and use lacrymatory gas for internal police pur- 
poses. The rapporteur replied that in any case his report only 

8 Not printed.
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envisaged the suppression of its use for the purpose of injuring an 
adversary in time of war and that states were of course free to use it 
for police purposes. 

6. Concerning retaliation (1) do you feel that under “universality” 
it is essential to provide for retaliation in kind? I venture to express 
doubts as to the propriety of such an insertion if we assume that we 
are formulating a general rule of international law although if we 
envisage merely a renunciation of limited scope such a clause would 
be proper. (2) if you consider a provision for retaliation necessary 
in the event of “universality” would it not be well at least to stipulate 
that such retaliation should only follow satisfactory establishment of 
the fact by the Permanent Disarmament Commission or other au- 
thorized body ? : 

7. The record will show clearly our position on the principle of 
universality as I have stated that “our final consideration of this 
question depends upon the universal application of such a pro- 
hibition.” Do you not consider therefore that we may continue the 
work in the technical committee on the subject of prohibition of 
preparations since our final acceptance will be dependent on its 
universal scope? Such procedure would avoid any formal reserva- 
tion attached to the document itself when it goes to the General 

Commission. 
The Bureau tomorrow considers the remainder of the conclusions 

of the report. As I said before the debate on the report is proceeding 
so rapidly that I would much appreciate your thoughts on this tele- 
gram or any other phase of the problem as urgently as possible. 

Witson 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/137 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson) — 

Wasuineton, November 10, 1932—5 p. m. 

236. Your 438, November 7, noon. The question of procedure to 
be followed in presenting our change of position on the proposals for 
supervision and control of the manufacture of arms must be con- 
sidered not only in respect to the most convenient and least embar- 
rassing tactics to be followed in making it clear to the Bureau, but 
also, and particularly, with reference to possible repercussions in 
this country. The position on the Constitutional limitations of the 
treaty making power which you took in your statement of October 6 
has already been the subject of adverse criticism in the press. See 
letter from Manley O. Hudson in New York Times, October 16, and 
editorial in The Nation, October 26. It would be most unfortunate
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if this constitutional question should become the subject of wide- 
spread controversy. That would inevitably result in its becoming a 
political question, and the opponents of the Government’s disarma- 
ment policies might attempt to use it to serve their ends. 

I therefore hope that this change of position may be made as soon 
as possible, with the least possible emphasis, and in the manner best 
calculated to avoid extensive publicity. The choice of means I must 
leave to a large extent to your discretion. 

From our point of view it would still appear preferable to have . 
the section quoted in your 482, November 3, 10 p. m., deleted from the 
report and for you to refer to our change of position, if necessary, 
in a brief informal statement, introduced incidentally into the dis- 
cussion in the Committee. You might refer to the difficulty of con- 
stitutional interpretation in respect to questions on which the courts 
have not specifically ruled, adding that after further study of the 
constitutional question involved, we no longer feel justified in main- 
taining our former position and that you will hereafter discuss the 
problems of supervision and control on the basis solely of expediency 
and practical policy. In other words, unless you feel that it is 
entirely impracticable, I should like you to handle it in this manner, 
namely, by making it clear informally that we no longer object on 
constitutional grounds but still reserve decision as to whether as a 
matter of substance the principle of supervision of control of private 
manufacture is acceptable to this country. Possibly by a series of 
talks off the record you could make our position clear without in- 
curring undue publicity. 

Should it be impossible to handle this matter in the informal way 
suggested and should you still decide to make a statement to the 
Bureau, we will comment later on one or two points connected with 
your proposed statement. 

STIMson 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/138 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Genrva, November 11, 1982—11 a. m. 
[Received November 11—8: 45 a. m.] 

446. Department’s 236, November 10, 5 p. m. I defer to your 
wishes of course and understand the position. I shall delete our 
reservation from the report and explain privately but as widely as 
possible our position in order to forestall as far as possible emphasis 
being laid on it in discussions in the Bureau. Whatever precautions 
we take however I feel we must expect a certain amount of publicity
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since a considerable amount of interest and speculation is already 
rife among the American pressmen aroused by a letter which Manley 
Hudson sent to a friend in the Secretariat stating that he learned 
from official sources that the American delegation had reversed its 
attitude. 

We have to face the possibility of an explanation being necessary 
during the discussion in the Bureau and to this end I should like to 
suggest a phraseology which I might have ready but which would be 
delivered informally: 

“The reservation which my delegation has heretofore maintained, 
based on the peculiar constitutional system of the United States, has 
been withdrawn. The reservation had raised the question of conflict 
of authority in certain spheres between the Federal Government and 
the powers exercised by the States within their own boundaries. We 

: feel that after further study the particular constitutional question 
involved in the matter of licensing or control of private manufacture 
must be merged in and become a part of the whole question of limita- 
tion and reduction of armaments. This problem, as being a part of 
a larger problem the solution of which is based primarily upon the 
common good and the general welfare, must be considered from a 
broader standpoint. Thus in considering this and other questions 
involved in the broader field of disarmament we will take our posi- 
tion on the basis of expediency and practical policy.” | 

It is impossible to say just when this discussion will take place in 
the Bureau but at the rate things are now moving it may be in the 
immediate future. Therefore, I would appreciate as soon as possible 
your views as to the phraseology of this contemplated “extemporane- 
ous” statement. 

WILSON 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/150 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate ( Wilson) 

Wasuineton, November 11, 1932—7 p. m. 

240. Your 488, November 7, noon, and 446, November 11, 11 a. m. 
Should such an explanation as you suggest appear to be necessary 

or eminently desirable you might speak extemporaneously substan- 
tially as follows: | 

“The reservation which my delegation has heretofore maintained 
in regard to the supervision and control of the private manufacture 
of arms has been withdrawn. 

As has frequently been stated here, the relations between the Fed- 
eral Government and the several states of the American Union are 
peculiar in that the Federal Government can exercise only those 
powers which are specifically or by implication conferred upon it by
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the Constitution. Constitutional interpretation has occupied the 
minds and employed the talents of many of our greatest scholars and 
most eminent statesmen. When, as in this case, a new question 
arises on which the courts have not specifically ruled, it is sometimes 
difficult to determine with full confidence the extent of the powers 
of the Federal Government in the premises. My Government has 
made a new and thorough study of the constitutional question in- 
volved in the proposal to establish supervision and control of the 

_ private manufacture of arms by conventional agreement, and it now 
believes that a formula can be found to accomplish the aim desired 
which will be within the constitutional powers of the Federal Govern- 
ment and as to which my Government would be justified in entering 
into a treaty. | 

The American Delegation will, henceforth, discuss the question of 
the private manufacture of arms solely from the point of view of 
expediency and practical policy.” 

For your information. Article 1, section 8, paragraph 1, of the 
Constitution refers to the legislative powers of the Federal Govern- 
ment. The treaty making power, conferred in Article 2, section 2, 
paragraph 2, unlike the legislative powers “is in terms unlimited ex- 
cept by those restraints which are found in that instrument against 
the action of the Government or of its departments, and those arising 
from the nature of the Government and of that of the States.”— 
Geofroy v. kiggs (1890) 183 U. 8. 258.267.— (In this connection see 
the Second Amendment). Article 1, section 8, paragraph 18 vests in 
the Federal Government the power to enforce treaties by appropriate 
legislation. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/141 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate ( Wilson ) 

WasuHineaton, November 12, 1932—noon. 

241. Your 446, November 11,11 a.m. You are instructed to state 
in the Committee or in the Bureau, when the appropriate occasion 

' arises, that this Government is prepared to support the inclusion in 
the convention of measures of supervision and control of the private 
manufacture of arms of the general nature of those indicated in Ar- 
ticles 3 and 4 of the Draft Convention of 1929, provided that the 
same measure of supervision and of publicity is applied to both pri- 
vate and state manufacture, and provided that a substantial reduction 
and limitation of armaments is agreed upon. 

For your information. It is our understanding that the super- 
vision and control contemplated is solely domestic control by each 
Government within its own jurisdiction, and that no form of inter-
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national control in this field is contemplated. It is also our under- 
standing that under the system of supervision which is contemplated 
there would be no restrictions placed upon the various governments 
as to the number of licenses to be issued or as to the amount of non- 
prohibited weapons which might be manufactured within the juris- 
diction of each. 
We hope that the specific means for carrying out any system of 

supervision agreed upon may be left in so far as possible to the 
decision of the several contracting parties. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4 Permanent Disarmament Commission/17 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

. Geneva, November 12, 1932—1 p. m. 
[Received November 12—8: 50 a. m. |] 

448. In the meeting of the Bureau this morning the Drafting Com- 
mittee referred to in my 447, November 11, 8 p. m.,!® introduced the 
following proposed text dealing with sanctions paragraph 2, part 4, 

of the conclusions of the report. 

“The declaration of the Permanent Disarmament Commission es- 
tablishing the fact of the use of chemical, incendiary, or bacterio- 
logical weapons, shall have the following effects: 

1. Third states shall individually be under an obligation to bring 
pressure to bear, chosen according to circumstances, and notably ac- 
cording to the special situation in which they are placed in relation 
to the belligerents, upon the state which has used the chemical, in- 
cendiary, or bacteriological weapons, to induce it to give up the use 
of the said weapons or to deprive it of the possibility of continuing 
to use them. 

2, A consultation shall be held among third states through the 
agency of the Permanent Disarmament Commission at the earliest 
possible moment to determine what joint steps shall be taken and to 
decide on the joint punitive action of every description to be taken. 

These decisions shall be taken by a majority vote (character of the 
majority to be decided by the General Commission). The minority 
shall not be bound but it shall be under an obligation not to hinder 
the action of the majority. 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall be entitled to take 
in advance all preparatory measures with a view to the possible ap- 
plication of the decisions referred to in the foregoing paragraph. 

3. Third states situated in a given region may further pledge them- 
selves to undertake jointly and as rapidly as possible severe punitive 
action against the delinquent state and for this purpose to create 
beforehand a joint police force. 

2 Not printed. |
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4. The state against which chemical, incendiary, or bacteriological 
weapons have been employed shall in no circumstances retaliate by 
the use of the same weapons”.?° 

I made general reservation. Report of debate follows in my 449. 
. WILSon 

500.A15A4 Permanent Disarmament Commission/18 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 12, 1932—3 p. m. 
| [Received November 12—12: 20 p. m.] 

449. My 448, November 12,1 p.m. At a meeting of the Bureau 
this morning reservations were made by Italy as to paragraph 
numbered 38 of the text transmitted in my télegram under reference. 
I stated that since this debate far exceeded in scope what we had 
contemplated in the case of one special aspect of the disarmament 
program I was constrained to make a general reservation on behalf 
of my Government. Eden made similar reservation for British Gov- 
ernment followed by the Russian delegate who said he needed to 
consult his Government whereupon Massigli and Bourquin urged that 
no action be taken on this document at the moment. The Chairman, 
Henderson, then stated that no action would be taken and further 
discussion on this question would be postponed until the special 
committee had worked on the technical problems presented under 

point 2 section 4 of the conclusions of the report (CD 142). 
On the whole this procedure will be beneficial since it will give 

them perhaps 2 weeks to talk over the matter here and to consult with 
you as to the attitude we should take. I call attention to the fact 
that the three paragraphs under number 2 of the text telegraphed 
bring up squarely the question of the exercise of neutral rights. I 
have explained to Massigli that an endeavor to push us on this point 
before responsible private conversations can be had as to the broad 
lines of the French plan would be a mistake and I think he realizes it. 

Now that the problem is presented to us in more concrete form 
by this document it would be of the greatest help if I could have 
your criticism article by article since the whole scope of the question 

of sanctions, consultation and neutral rights is thus brought before 
us in a form under which we can isolate the question for discussion. 

Politis made a report in introducing this document. I requested 
that this be distributed verbatim and shall at once mail his statement 

when available. | 
Wison 

» Records of the Conference, Series C, Minutes of the Bureau, vol. 1, pp. 78-79.



316 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1932, VOLUME I 

500.A15A4 Permanent Disarmament Commission/20 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson) 

Wasuineton, November 12, 1982—5 p. m. 

242. I have the greatest sympathy with your difficulties during the 
debates on chemical warfare. As I see the problem it is an attempt 
to do away with a new method of hostilities which is potentially so 
dangerous as to threaten our civilization. It is type of warfare that 
can be used not only against military forces but with devastating 

effect against civilian populations. Our best efforts must be directed 
toward effectively removing this menace. Obviously we must start 
with a renunciation of the use of chemical warfare, universal if 
possible, but in any event binding the principal military powers. 

Once this is agreed to, three subsidiary questions arise on which you 
seek guidance: (a) our attitude toward reprisals or retaliation in 
kind; (6) our attitude toward peacetime preparations or training for 
chemical warfare; and (c) our attitude toward the involved rules 
covering supervision, penalties, sanctions, etc. 

(a) Retaliation. Should the provisions for chemical warfare be 
treated as an ordinary contract, which when breached releases the 
injured party from its provisions, or is this a special case where a 
violation does not confer on the injured party freedom of action? 
As a practical measure, I feel that in warfare when passions are in- 
evitably inflamed it would be beyond human nature to prohibit re- 
taliation in kind. The provision which would seem to offer the best 
hope of observance would be one whereby retaliation would be for- 
bidden against the civilian population, assuming that gas has been 
illegally used, but only against the armed forces of a state. 

(5) Preparations. You report that we are alone in declining to 
prohibit peacetime preparation and training for chemical warfare, 
and that every other power is prepared to agree to such a prohibition 
in principle. You further indicate that defensive measures will be 
permitted. In other words, what is under discussion is the prohibi- 
tion of peacetime preparation and training for offensive chemical 
warfare. If this is correct we cannot put ourselves in the position 
of blocking such a move or of refusing to accept it in principle. Our 
position simply is that we do not think, as a practical matter, that a 
provision covering such a prohibition could be framed with sufficient 
clarity as to leave no room for misinterpretation or to permit a clear 
distinction between defense against chemical warfare and preparation 
for its offensive use. We query whether provisions can be drawn 
which will so clearly define the rules that a nation will be able to 
know whether it is complying with them or not. No formula which 
we have yet seen seems to us to be satisfactory. For example, the pro- 
visions in the sub-paragraphs (1), (2) and (8) of Part 2 of the 
Conclusions of the Report would so interfere with adequate training 
and preparation for defense against gas that they would be un- 
acceptable. In order to prepare for defense against gas one must
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produce gas, experiment and devise new types of gas in order to 
test your defensive equipment and to train men in the use of the 
equipment under exposure to the actual gas. Insofar as these pro- 
visions relate to private manufacture, etc., they seem to us so unreal 
as to be valueless. 

You may, however, in your discretion, continue to explore the 
possibilities, whether in technical committee or in the Bureau, or 
devising a formula which will meet our preoccupations. 

(c) Violations and sanctions. The intricate provisions of the re- 
port dealing with violations and sanctions, were, as I understood it, 
intended for European application alone, as, for instance, to be in- 
serted in the inner concentric circle of the French plan as outlined 
by Boncour. I have not yet had an opportunity to consider thor- 
oughly the new text contained in your 448, but although public 
opinion in this country would align itself against the violator of 
the chemical warfare treaty, I do not think it would be possible for 
this Government to pledge itself to affirmative action. 

(d2) The complexities of the problem are such that I would like to 
revert to our original suggestion of a simple renunciation of chemical, 
incendiary and bacteriological warfare, without specific rules for 
its application. I am strongly of the opinion that the simpler the 
treaty, the easier will be its acceptance; similarly, the more it de- 
pends on the good faith of its signatories, the better will be the 
chances of its observance. I know that you have suggested this, and 
that the majority favored an extension of the treaty, but if the de- 
bates in the Bureau result in the confusion and complexities indicated 
in your recent telegrams, an opportunity may arise where you could 
re-offer this thought as an acceptable solution. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/142: Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GENEvA, November 14, 1932—46 p. m. 
[Received November 14—2: 40 p. m.] 

452. Your 241, November 12, noon. 
1. Your telegram makes very clear the role we shall follow in the 

discussion of manufacture of and traffic in arms and your under- 
standing in paragraph 2 is correct so far as the control provided 

in the draft convention of 1929 is concerned. 
2. The Committee’s preliminary report is now complete but con- 

tains no definite conclusions merely listing the different proposals 
submitted. Among these are the following which relate to control 

for both private and state manufacture. 

(a)—Control shall be exercised by the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission which shall be empowered to issue licenses to manu- 
facturing firms.
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(6)—An effective system of international control should be es- 
tablished and 

(c)—That the number of factories to whom licenses may be issued 
will be limited presumably by international agreement. 

It seems to us clear that we must oppose the foregoing three sug- 

gestions. 
—— 8. As regards publicity a definite proposal has been submitted— 

that any system of publicity shall apply equally to material in stock, 
private and state, as well as to manufacture. In view of the position 
we have always taken with regard to material in stock we believe that 

a sympathetic attitude might be manifest toward this proposal and 
it may be considered useful to mention this position in discussions of 

| the report in the Bureau. 
4. Proposals submitted concerning traffic in arms have not yet 

been worked out in any detail either in the report or during the Com- 
mittee’s discussions. It has been generally recognized however that 
it will be necessary to modify the 1925 convention to take into account 
the changes in circumstances which have arisen since that date. 

The Department may therefore consider it preferable not to resubmit 
this convention for ratification until it becomes clearer what changes 
may be inserted as a result of the present study. 

5. It is of course axiomatic that we shall insist upon the same 
measures of control and publicity to be applied to state and private 
manufacture. 

6. If any of these considerations do not meet your views please let 

us know. 
| WiLs0n 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/143 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 14, 1932—9 p. m. 
[Received November 14—8:40 p. m.] 

453. From Davis. Simon who returned today told me that the 
British did not intend to submit any definite plan but that on 
Wednesday he expects in the Bureau to repeat in substance what he 
said in his speech in Parliament on November 10th with regard to 
disarmament and the German demands. In addition he will advocate 
strongly the abolition of submarines and suggest a thorough con- 
sideration of the abolition of aerial warfare which they are prepared 
to agree to provided it can be made effective. He said that he would 
then make known that if their views as to general reduction and to 
the abolition of submarines are accepted Great Britain will in spite
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of the reductions which she has heretofore made be prepared to 
accept reductions in line with the American proposal. Upon ques- 
tioning him more specifically regarding the latter reference to a 
conditional acceptance of the President’s proposal he said that he 
did not want to bring in the naval question yet or agree specifically 
now to the reductions proposed so I do not know just how far he 
will be willing to go. He then said he thought the most important | 
and urgent thing to do now was to get Germany back into the 
Conference and that the French plan and his statement accepting in 
theory the German claim for equality of status would probably serve 
as a bridge for Germany’s return but that he hoped I would be 
willing to give some indication of the American attitude and say 
something at the Bureau as it would be helpful. I told him that we 
would not wish to engage in a discussion of the German claim for 
equality but that I would be glad to consult as to the advisability of 
our saying something in appreciation of the spirit in which France 
was endeavoring to meet German views and effect a real reduction 
and also of the efforts of Great Britain to reconcile differences and 
contribute to a solution of the problems that face the Conference; 
and also to state that we are here to get a reduction in armaments 
and not an increase and that we hope that Germany will see fit to 
return and collaborate in the working out of a general convention. 
Please let me know if you think it advisable for me to say anything 

along the above lines if, after delivery of Simon’s speech and study 
of full text of Herriot’s, we feel that such a statement would help 
along the work here. 

In this connection I may say that although Wilson is handling 
the work of the Bureau he thinks that if we are to make any state- 
ment as indicated it would be better for me to do so. 

I told Simon that I agreed with the importance of getting Germany 
back but that it was still more important to be prepared to carry 
through some accomplishment if she did return. I also told him I 
felt that we should at once make every effort to get France and 
Italy into the naval treaty and that this is the best time to do so 
because France will have the incentive to reach an agreement with 
Italy before the Germans are brought in because this would also 
have a tendency to make the Germans more reasonable. He agreed 
with this and said he would cooperate in every possible way. 

He then asked how a French-Italian naval agreement would affect 

Japan. He said that he feared we would soon be faced with the 
Japanese demand for an increase in the naval ratio question. Since 

they would not agree to this and he assumed we also would not 

agree he was wondering how best to deal with the matter. I told
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him that we would never consent to any increase in the Japanese 
ratio and that if we could get the French and Italians into the treaty 
it would weaken pressure for a change—to which he agreed. 

Simon explained that his suggestion in the House of Commons 
speech, that in consideration of meeting the German demand for 
equality in status the European states should join in a solemn affirma- 
tion not under any circumstances to attempt to solve any present or 
future differences between them by resort to force, was with a view 
to avoiding a situation such as that in the Far East where Japan 
claimed that the use of force was not in violation of treaty since 
there had not been a resort to war. [Davis.] 

WILsSon 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/144 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson ) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 15, 1982—noon. 
[Received 3:50 p. m.?7] 

455. Delegation has today received Conference Document 146 en- 
titled “Memorandum by the French Delegation”. First part of this 
document consists of a lengthy statement along the lines of Boncour’s 
speech (see my 4384, November 4, 8 p. m.) then follow the proposals: 

PROPOSALS 

Cuapter I 

All the powers taking part in the work of the Conference shall be 
called upon to establish in an effective manner the following prin- 
ciples, which are generally recognized to be a necessary consequence 
of the Pact for the Renunciation of War: 

(a) Any war undertaken in breach of the Paris Pact is a matter 
of interest to all the powers and shall be regarded as a breach of the 
obligations assumed toward each one of them. 

(5) In the event of a breach or threat of breach of the Paris 
Pact, the said powers shall concert together as promptly as possible 
with a view to appealing to public opinion and agreeing upon the 
steps to be taken. 

(c) In application of the Pact of Paris outlawing war, any breach 
of that Pact shall involve the prohibition of direct or indirect 
economic or financial relations with the aggressor country. The 
powers shall undertake to adopt the necessary measures to make 
that prohibition immediately effective. 

(qd) The said powers shall declare their determination not to 
recognize any de facto situation brought about in consequence of 
the violation of an international undertaking. 

*1 Telegram in five sections,
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Cuapter IT 

The application of the principles laid down in the previous chapter 
will make it possible to give full effect to the obligations devolving 
upon the members of the League of Nations under the Covenant and 
under the treaties they have concluded in conformity with the prin- 
ciples of the Covenant: the general convention on means of pre- 
venting war, the convention for financial assistance. 

France considers the effective and loyal application of article 16 
of the Covenant as an essential element of the plan she has worked out. 

Cuapter IIT 

The special organization for Europe, which has already received 
a first realization in the Locarno treaties ?? which it must be under- 
stood must not be affected by any of the present plan—will involve 
political arrangements and military arrangements. This organization 
entails in the first place their acceptance by a sufficient number of 
powers, regard being had to their importance and geographical posi- 
tion, in order that the security of each of them should be ensured in 
all circumstances. 

Section (a) BO 

The fundamental object to that political arrangement will be to 
define the conditions in which each of the states forming part of the 
European organization will be entitled to the cooperation of the other 
contracting states. 

(1)—These arrangements will establish the right to assistance when 
a territory under the authority of one of the signatory powers is 
attacked or invaded by foreign forces. An aggression as thus defined 
cannot be taken to include certain cases such as the existence of an 
agreement to the contrary, the case of self-defense i. e. the repulsing 
of armed forces which have entered by violence the territory of the 
state which is defending itself, and action undertaken in execution 
of article 16 of the Covenant of the League of Nations or specially 
authorized for any other reason by the Eouncil or Assembly of the 
League. 

(2)—The object of the assistance will be to put an end to the 
aggression, and to create a de facto situation which will allow of a 
fair settlement of the consequences of the aggression. 

(3)—The Council of the League of Nations will decide that assist- 
ance shall be given on simply ascertaining that an attack or invasion 
has taken place. In order to facilitate any steps that may be neces- 
sary to ascertain the facts, there shall be established in each of the 
signatory states a commission consisting of diplomatic agents and 
military, naval and air attachés accredited to the Government of that 
state, the members of this commission being appointed by the Council 
of the League of Nations. Any state which believes itself to be 
threatened or alleges that it has been attacked may demand that the 
necessary measures be taken to establish the facts. 

(4)—The peaceful settlement of disputes between states which 
have signed the European agreement will be ensured by the com- 

2 League of Nations Treaty Series, vol. tiv, pp. 289-3638. . 

6442124832
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ulsory accession of those states to the general act of arbitration. 
Should one of the signatories refuse to conform to the methods for 
the peaceful settlement of disputes, or to execute an arbitral award 
or judicial decision, or to take necessary action when the Council of 
the League has established that there has been a breach of an inter- 
national undertaking, the other party will submit the matter to the 
Council, which will decide what steps are to be taken. The con- 
tracting powers will lend assistance in carrying the decision into effect. 

(5)—In the cases considered above, the Council’s decisions will be 
taken by a majority vote. 

(6)—To enable first aid to be given without delay to any state 
entitled to the assistance provided for in paragraphs (2), (3) and 
(4) above, the contracting powers will agree to the specialization of 
portions of their military forces under the conditions laid down in 
section (6) below. 

Section (6) 

Corresponding to the political arrangements in section (a) above, 
there will be military arrangements aiming, on the basis of an 
equality of defensive status, at: 

(1)—Reducing the offensive character of the national forces in 
accordance with the principle laid down in the American proposal 
of June 22nd last; 

Specializing certain elements with a view to the most urgent 
operations involved in the common action provided for in para- 
graph 1 of article 8 and paragraph 2 of article 16 of the Covenant 
of the League of Nations. 

(a) The land forces assigned for the defense of the home frontiers 
of the states of continental Europe will be reduced to a uniform 
general type—that of a national short service army with limited 

: effectives—not adapted to a sudden offensive. 
For this purpose, under the conditions defined in paragraphs (0), 

(c) and (d@) below, as and when those conditions are fulfilled, the 
said forces will be organized on the following bases: 

Their effectives and period of training shall be fixed so as to secure 
their defensive character, in conformity with the provisions of article 
8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations—that is, in such a way 
as to ensure the national security of each state, taking account of its 
geographical situation and circumstances. In particular, the nu- 
merical limitation of the short service effectives will be adapted to 
the inequalities and variations of the resources of recruitment of the 
various signatory powers; the same will apply to the period of train- 
ing, which will have to include, in a form to be determined, the time 
spent in pre-regimental training or in military training received, 
for example, in political organization. 

(6) Apart from the specialized elements for common action re- 
ferred to in paragraph (2), no contracting party will be able to 
retain in the forces assigned for the defense of its home territory 
units consisting of professional effectives or soldiers serving longer 
than the period fixed for its national army.
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(c) The professional or long service effectives (instructors, spe- 
cialists and cadres) of the national armies referred to in paragraph 
(a) will be limited on common bases and in relation to the effectives 
of those armies. 

(2) The effectives of home police forces of a military character, 
more especially those living in barracks, will be limited on a basis 
of calculation common to all signatory states. Any excess over the 
figure resulting from these calculations must be set off by an equiv- 
alent reduction in the effectives defined in paragraph (c). 

(e) There shall be prohibited, for the national armies of the con- 
tracting powers, at least all powerful mobile material, especially 
such as would facilitate an attack on permanent fortifications (pow- 
erful artillery and powerful tanks). It is quite obvious that the 
general convention will have to be established in conformity with 
these restrictions of material and with the provisions which follow. 

(2) (a) Each of the contracting powers will place permanently 
at the disposal of the League of Nations, as a contingent for joint 
action, a small number of specialized units consisting of troops serv- 
ing a relatively long term and provided with the powerful materials 
prohibited for the national armies. 

In order to be able, at the first call from the League of Nations, 
and according to plans drawn up by a delegation of the League’s 
Permanent Advisory Commission, to provide the speedy aid to which 
any state party to the European arrangements would be entitled in 
the conditions contemplated in section (a) above, these specialized 
contingents will be kept constantly ready for action, and will be 
formed on similar lines. The convention will stipulate the quota to 
be contributed by each state for such purpose. 

(0) Apart from the normal armament of the contingents contem- 
plated above, any mobile land material which is prohibited for the 
national armies contemplated in section 1 will be stored in each of - 
the contracting states under international supervision. These stocks 
will if necessary be placed at the disposal of the parties in aid of 
which collective action is taken. 

(c) Any contracting party engaged in legitimate self-defense, as 
defined in the political arrangements in section (a) above, will regain 
the free use of the contingent maintained by it and of the stocks of 
materials in its territory. 

(3) In all the contracting powers, war materials, both those of the 
national defensive armies and those of the contingents for common 
action, will gradually be made uniform, their manufacture being 
internationally supervised and organized. 

(4) There will be organized among the contracting parties a regu- 
lar and permanent supervision of the execution of their obligations 
in regard to their armaments. This supervision will involve an in- 
vestigation at least once a year. 

(5) The general organization—to be established within a period 
to be fixed—being defined on the foregoing bases, the successive 
stages of its establishment will be settled, all arrangements being 
made for any of the parties concerned to be given at any time the 
necessary safeguards in regard to effectives and the value of the 
forces to be compared, and to ensure that there is no increase of
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forces or expenditure on armaments for any state, apart from any 
exceptions duly justified and accepted by the Conference. 

Cuaprer IV 

Naval and oversea forces are evidently not affected directly by a 
continental system of the kind set out above. 

They stand primarily in relation, on the one hand, to the special 
needs for the protection of the territories for which certain powers 
are responsible overseas, as well as for the defense of the coast of 
the home country or colonies and of territorial jurisdiction by sea, 
and on the other hand to the naval or military forces of such powers 
as may not be parties to the arrangements proposed in chapter IIT. 

That will not make it any less necessary to maintain the inter- 
dependence of the general system of military reductions adopted on 
the European Continent and of the limitation of sea and oversea 
armaments. 

Oversea forces should strictly therefore be calculated and special- 
ized for the particular tasks incumbent upon them; the resulting 
limitations shall be fixed by the general convention. 

As regards naval forces the solutions to be contemplated, whether 
in connection with security or in connection with the limitation and 
reduction of armaments, necessarily find a place within a general 
framework applying equally to all maritime powers. But the con- 
clusion at the Washington Conference of the Pacific agreement ** 
which made possible the signature of the naval treaty of 1922 2* has 
clearly shown the advantage of regional understandings of a political 
character for the purpose of facilitating the reduction of fighting 
fleets. If such was the effect of an agreement whose scope was 
limited to certain restrictions on the use of naval bases and a simple 
undertaking on the part of the signatories to consult one another, 
it is reasonable to suppose that very much larger reductions of ton- 
nage would be facilitated by agreements organizing, with all the 
necessary stipulations of detail, the cooperation of fleets in cases 
analogous to those contemplated in section (a) of chapter III. This 
applies in particular to the case of the conclusion of a Mediterranean 
pact between the naval powers concerned. 
However this may be, it is in accordance with the spirit of the 

Hoover proposals that, in the case of naval as in that of land arma- 
ments, the principal reductions should be effected in those categories 
of vessels which have been recognized as the most offensive by means 
of the relevant reduction of the characteristics at present fixed for 
certain types of war vessels. 

As regards quantitative reductions since, under the terms of the 
Hoover proposal, “the naval armaments have grown up in mutual 
relation to one another”, it will be desirable to look for “real and 
positive” reductions of tonnage, while leaving this relativity as it 
stands. 

Consequently, subject to a special system applicable to fleets whose 
aggregate tonnage does not exceed 100,000, the uniform percentage 
of reduction to be accepted should apply to the aggregate tonnages 

23 Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, p. 276. 
* Toid., p. 247.
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declared in 1931 by the different naval powers in reply to the ques- 
tionnaire of the Council of the League as to the position of their 
armaments. 

It is unnecessary, from the standpoint of armaments, to distinguish, 
in the case of naval forces, between general and specialized forces, | 
But, for the purpose of supplementing at sea the land action provided 
for in chapter ITT, section (0), (2); every contracting power pos- 
sessing naval forces shall, when called upon by the League of Na- 
tions, supply the emergency assistance to which any state which is 
a victim of aggression would be entitled under the conditions laid 
down in chapter III section (a). Such assistance shall include a 
certain proportion of vessels of every category, that proportion being 
stipulated beforehand in the convention. 

It is clear that, like the naval forces, the air forces cannot be 
directly affected by a Continental system like that outlined in chapter 
III. Nevertheless, in the matter of reduction of alr armaments it 
would now appear possible to take a most important step forward 
within the framework of the general convention, in view of the fact 
that the Conference, acting on the proposals put before it for qualita- | 
tive disarmament (to which were added the proposals of President 
Hoover), provided in its resolution of July 28rd last for the total 
prohibition of bombardment from the air, subject to special guarantee 
of security in connection with non-military aviation. 

It will be all to the good, however, if these results are defined, 
when the time comes, in a regional system, which can be made even 
more effective in the case of the air, if all the great air powers of 
Europe—continental and non-continental—agree to participate. 

Consequently, in addition to the provisions already proposed in the 
draft convention of the Preparatory Commission, the French dele- 
gation proposes the following body of measures: 

(1)—AIl bombardment from the air shall be prohibited and bomb- 
ing aircraft shall be abolished under the conditions for which the 
resolution of July 28rd provides; 

(2)—The necessary provisions for this purpose shall be settled 
in principle by the general convention ; but these will be supplemented 
by a special arrangement with regard to the air, applicable to Europe 
alone, regarding points which do not form part of the general agree- 
ment—in particular, concerning the establishment of a “European 
air transport union”, which will entrust the management and super- 
vision in Europe of public air transport to an international body, 
and will ensure the application of a system of safeguards against 
the use of civil aircraft for military purposes; : 

(3)—The importance of the obligations assumed in connection with 
the air is so great, and the consequences of their violation would be 
so serious, that it appears essential to give the League of Nations, 
at’ any rate in Europe, a powerful means of action capable of im- 
mediate intervention as necessity arises to guarantee the execution 
of the obligations in question. Specialized air units, as in the case 
of the land army, possessing more powerful machines and more 
powerful equipment than the ordinary air units, will be able to 
place adequate means of action at the disposal of the League.
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Going still further in this category of ideas, certain delegations, 
including the French delegation, have already suggested the estab- 
lishment of an organically international air force to be set up and 
maintained permanently by the League of Nations. The provision 
of material for the force will be made easier by the abolition of 
bombing aircraft in the different national air forces, these aircraft 
being handed over to the League of Nations in accordance with 
executory regulations to be drawn up. Staff will be provided by 
direct recruiting from volunteers of different nationalities in accord- 
ance with a quota system to be laid down”. 

The last paragraph of the document reads: 

“In conclusion be it noted afresh that the several parts of this 
plan constitute one indivisible whole. Examination has shown it to 
be based integrally on the application of the Pact of Paris and of 
the Covenant of the League of Nations, from which the French 
Government has declared its doctrine to be derived. This plan can 
only be carried out by stages, each of these stages being justified and 
naturally introduced by the experience gained in the previous ones. 
This means that its success will depend on the progress of the con- 
fidence which must grow up between peoples and on the loyalty 
with which it is carried out. It presupposes the concentration of 
efforts and the determination to overcome the inevitable difficulties 
and not to sacrifice the realities of positive action to facile negations 
or criticisms”. 

WILson 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/146 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson ) 

Wasuineton, November 15, 1932—noon. 
245. Your 452, November 14, 6 p.m. Your understanding that 

you should oppose suggestions (a), (0) and (c) is correct. 
You should support the proposal that any system of publicity of 

manufacture should apply also to material in stock, private and 
state. 

The convention of 1925 is still before the Senate. Therefore what 
we contemplated was not resubmission of that treaty but an effort 
to secure favorable action upon it by the Senate. Such effort, if made, 
should be made as soon as possible after Congress reconvenes. For 
our guidance in this matter, please keep us fully informed of all 
developments as they occur. . 

STIMSON
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500.A15A4 Steering Committee/147 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson ) 

Wasuineron, November 15, 19382—5 p. m. 

247. For Davis. Your 453, November 14,9 p.m. If you feel that 
a statement by you would be helpful in assisting Germany’s return 

to the conference, I see no objections to your speaking along the lines 

you indicated. 

: STIMSON 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/151 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

| [Wasuineron,] November 15, 1932. 

M. Recouly *** called to talk with me. The conference was mainly 
taken up by my answering his questions as to the progress which 
might take place in regard to Disarmament. He told me of M. 
Herriot’s proposal and his interest in it, and of the importance which 
the giving of a pact by this country along the lines suggested, would 
have in facilitating the public opinion of both France and Germany 
towards disarming. I told him of my admiration for what M. 
Herriot had done at Lausanne and how that, in my opinion, had 
affected favorably public opinion here towards France, particularly 
after it had not been favorably reciprocated by Germany. I told 
M. Recouly of the method which I had been trying to follow in the 
development of cooperation with the nations of Europe. I said I 
had been following the method which we in America best understood 
because it was the same as that of the common law: i. e., the method 
of developing by precedents and decisions. I told him I hoped this 
might result some time in an Executive declaration on the subject of 
our relations to the League of Nations somewhat similar to that of 
the Executive declaration as to the Monroe Doctrine. I told him I 
had never feared that when the time came any American Government 
would interfere with the action of the League of Nations towards 

an aggressor, particularly since the adoption of the Kellogg Pact, 
because any party proceeded against by the League would also 
necessarily be a violator of the Pact of Paris and I could not con- 
ceive of any American Government seeking to fish in troubled waters 
on behalf of a violator of that Pact. On the other hand, I said, if we | 
tried to embody our promises in a pact, we faced possible opposition 

Stat Raymond Recouly, French journalist and historian on tour of the United 
ates. 

,
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in the Senate which might trouble international amity, while progress 
the other way by Executive action was in the hands of the President 
alone; that while we reserved independence of action, the precedents 
would guide us probably more effectually than any pact. I told 
him that we were as a nation rather suspicious of legislative acts 

and pointed out our unfortunate experience with the Prohibition 

Act. 
M. Recouly said he appreciated all this but thought that a pact 

would have a very great influence in helping France to disarm as a 
matter of political effect, as well as in Germany. 

: In parting, he told me he had been in the Philippines where he 
admired so greatly the progress that had been made, and that he 
could not see how it was possible for us to give away the Islands 
and thus throw them back into what he called the melting-pot. 

H[enry] L. S[tmson ] 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/152 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GreneEva, November 16, 19382—7 p. m. 
[Received 8:44 p. m.] 

458. From Davis and Wilson. The delegation, including Army 
and Navy members, have been considered [considering ?] the French 

plan and we offer certain general considerations, entering into a more 
detailed analysis in another message. 

1. In considering the plan which Paul-Boncour called “the inner 
concentric circle” or the organization for Europe, we offer certain 
thoughts. We take it that the greatest good that could come out of 
the General Disarmament discussions would be the establishment of 
real peace in Europe. If such peace can be established and at the 
same time a substantial reduction of armament achieved, so much 
the better; but the essential thing is finding a thesis on which the 
European states can agree, within the framework of which they can 
live and under the jurisdiction of which most of the bitterness will 
have a chance to be forgotten. We believe that you will agree that 
the method to achieve these ends is secondary. We are inspired to 
these thoughts by the considerations which you have so often em- 
phasized when discussing the Manchurian question and its effect 
on world affairs, especially on the “framework of peace”. We have 
particularly in mind the third paragraph of your message to Davis, 
No. 273, October 20, 8 p. m.2 We, therefore, suppose that anything 

> Post, p. 467.
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which is not fundamentally unacceptable to us and which at the 
same time may prove practical enough to contribute to the reinforce- 
ment or enlargement of this “framework of peace” should receive our 
good wishes. We cannot say now whether anything along the lines 
of the French Plan for Europe will prove generally acceptable and 
we are not the judges as to that. We see the profoundest difficulties 
in the [acceptance?| by the European states of such a plan for 
Europe, but if this scheme for Europe can only be accepted through 

the establishment of armed forces at the disposition of the League, 
then such establishment would be of benefit even though it con- 
travenes our conception of how the machinery of peace should be 
organized. 

2. While the French plan is essentially what the French have been 
consistently striving to attain it is disappointing in that emphasis is 
laid on complicated theses rather than on disarmament. A lot of 

brushwood must be swept away before you arrive at certain real 
advances in French thought. Their tactics are as ancient as French 
civilization, to emphasize their conditions and withhold their reality 
for the purpose of bargaining, and as long as we deal with them we 
must expect such procedure. 

3. [t appears to us that we should show in conversation with the 
French an attitude of disappointment, stating that we had been 
ready to give the most friendly consideration to their proposal but 
that it really is disappointing that everything France wants is set 
out with exceeding clarity, while everything that is simple disarma- 
ment is put in the vaguest form and fails to be in any case a definite 
offer. Therefore, how can we know whether it is worth our while 

to examine the political conditions in so far as applicable to us. 
4. The plan will be still more unpalatable to the British Govern- 

ment than it will to us because of the more positive role ascribed to 
them under its terms, and its fate will probably turn on its reception 
by the British. In any case it can be said that it is more palatable 
to the British Government than was the protocol of 1924.6 

5. We trust that these rather pessimistic observations will not 

prove to be the last word on the plan and that something may yet 
be worked out on the basis of its positive features. It would appear 
that the plan, as approved by the Council on National Defense, does 
not carry out the spirit and purpose which Herriot revealed both in 
his conversations and his public declaration. Possibly when they 
come here next week we can persuade them to [revise?] some of their 

unworkable ideas, but the publication of the plan in all its details will 
prove an obstacle. 

* Geneva Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes, 
October 2, 1924; text printed as 8S. Doc. 180, 68th Cong., 2d sess.
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6. We will bear in mind in any case that the Lytton Report 27 
comes up for discussion in the near future and walk especially warily 
regarding the French plan for the moment. 

7. In the meantime we think it will be highly useful to consider 
with you how we should shape our views and it is in that sense that 
our 459, November 16, 9 p. m. is drafted. 

Wison 

§00.A15A4 Steering Committee/153 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Grnerva, November 16, 19382—9 p. m. 
[Received 11:03 p. m.?8] 

459. From Davis and Wilson. Supplementing our 458, November 
16, 7 p. m., herewith follows comment on “proposals of French plan” 
(see my 455, November 15, noon.) 

Chapter I of the French plan provides that the powers shall es- 
tablish in an effective manner certain principles “recognized to be 
a necessary consequence” of the Paris Pact. Presumably France has 
in mind that these principles should be set forth in the Disarmament 
Convention although the use of the phrase “in an effective manner” 
possibly leaves open the establishment of the principles in other ways 
such, for example, as a unilateral declaration of governmental policy. 

The first question which arises is as to whether it would be possible 
and advisable to restate the principles outlined in your August 8th 
speech and in your Pittsburgh address in connection with a Disarma- 
ment Convention. 

In case it is deemed advisable to contemplate some such action we 
add our analysis of the four principles set forth in chapter I dealing 
of course not with matters of phraseology but with the substance. 
Paragraph (a) appears to raise little difficulty. Paragraph (d) 
might be acceptable but would suggest that the phrase “shall concert 
together” be replaced by the phrase “shall advise together with 
respect to the maintenance of peace” and the elimination of the rest 
of the sentence. Paragraph (c¢c) obviously goes very much farther 
than we could accept and we raise the question as to whether in lieu 
of this paragraph anything could be worked out on the principle 
that in the event of breach of the Pact of Paris the powers should 
be under no obligation to recognize that the violator had the rights 
of a belligerent or to observe the rules of neutrality with respect to 

* For correspondence relating to discussion of the Lytton Report during the 
period October 1—November 30, see ch. 12, vol. Iv, pp. 281 ff. 

2 Telegram in two sections.
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- such violator. The French will also certainly press us for an under- 
taking that we would not in this event insist on what are now known 
as neutral rights. 
With respect to paragraph (d) with regard to nonrecognition of 

de facto situation brought about by violation of “an international 
undertaking” it would appear to us that in view of the multiplicity 
of international undertakings presumably any such commitment 
should be limited to multilateral undertakings of a special character 
as the Paris Pact or in the case of parties thereto the Covenant of 
the League. 

Under both (c) and (d) it appears essential that any formula 
should be based upon the idea that it is for the United States alone 
to determine the aggressor as far as it concerns our action under 

the treaty. 
We fully appreciate that this whole subject raises questions of the 

gravest import. In laying the matter before you we would point 
out that if we take a completely negative stand with regard to the 
whole subject matter of chapter I an effort might be made to place . 
on our doorstep the responsibility for the failure to make further 
progress in the disarmament work. In view of the declarations which 
the President and you have made and the position taken in the party 
platforms regarding consultation there seems to be no reason to be 
driven into any such position. It is, however, of very great impor- 
tance that we know how to proceed with respect to the general 
subject matter of chapter I when the French plan comes up for 
serious discussion. If the plan breaks down presumably it will be 
on chapter III. We must be careful therefore that chapter I is not 
blocked by us before we find out whether chapter III is going to 
present insurmountable obstacles. In any case we feel we should 
give no definite answer for or against some cooperation under chapter 
I until we have satisfied ourselves as to the results to be achieved. 

Chapter II. No comment. 
Chapter III. This chapter raises certain possibilities of giving 

satisfaction to Germany through the establishment of armies of com- 
mon pattern. Conversations with French military officers have con- : 
vinced us that the French proposals regarding effectives for the 
home-land are capable of being adapted to and indeed will facilitate 
the working out of President Hoover’s proposal relating to the 
subject. 

The political considerations under section (a) of this chapter are 
not our immediate concern but it seems essential to us that point 5 
at least of this section be modified since it would in its present form 
involve a change in the Covenant and as such causes an indefinite 
delay.
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Section (6). There is no evidence in part 2 paragraph (0) of the 
French plan of a desire to scrap material of any category but there 
is a distinction of considerable importance made between mobile and 

fixed artillery. As for material, while France does not recede from 

its previous position concerning material in stock the proposals con- 

tained in chapter III section (6), part 3, would eventually after a 

period of years not only make material in stock uniform but its 
quantity and type would become known to other powers. 

It is fair we think to state that reduction of material will, under 

the plan, be largely fictitious at present although some scrapping 

may be brought about under chapter IIT, section (6), part 2 (0). 
Reference chapter ITI section (6), part 5, the conception of succes- 

sive stages of reduction appears to us really useful in that while the 

balance of force and resulting feeling of security can be maintained 
real reductions can be envisaged which in themselves will gather 

momentum in favor of more radical means of reduction as each 

successive stage is reached. 

Chapter IV. No commitment is taken regarding the reduction of 

colonial forces and indeed the fourth paragraph would seem to offer 
no application of the Hoover plan to overseas forces and is consistent 

with the maintenance of the status guo. As regard naval reduction, 
the proposal that this should be chiefly effected in categories of ves- 
sels “recognized as the most offensive” is, according to Massigli, 
directed against the battleship and the submarine. The basing of 

naval reductions on the aggregate tonnage declared in 1931 in reply 
to the League questionnaire will be considered by Italy as another 
attempt by France to profit by the retention of its obsolete capital 
ships and armored cruisers. 

Concerning the last paragraph and the fifth paragraph of chapter 

IV, members of the French delegation have assured us that they were 

under no misapprehension as to the fact that we would never tolerate 

any such use of the American fleet and that this paragraph was 

written with the idea of England in mind and the obligation which 

rests upon England under the Covenant to make use of their fleet 

to give effect to decisions of the Council under article XVI. It is 

not intended to apply to us. 

Chapter V. This chapter on air forces constitutes no advance over 

the final resolution of the General Commission of July 23 and indeed 
in its precisions may present still greater difficulties. 

WILSON
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500.A15A4 Steering Committee/154 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 16, 1932—10 p. m. 
[Received November 16—5:45 p. m.] 

460. Referring to my 458, November 16, 7 p. m., and 459, November 
16, 9 p. m., we are contemplating submitting to you certain sugges- 
tions concerning the method of handling the situation created by the 
French plan but prefer to await Simon’s statement tomorrow and 
subsequent private conversations before bringing them to your 
attention. 

WILSON 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/155 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

: Genrva, November 17, 19382—2 p. m. 
[Received November 17—1: 05 p. m.] 

461. At the Bureau meeting this morning Mr. Davis spoke as 
follows: : 

“Mr. President, I do not rise to comment on the very interesting 
and most important statements made by the British Minister for 
Foreign Affairs, Sir John Simon,?® nor do I take this occasion to 
discuss the significant statement made by Monsieur Paul-Boncour at a 
recent meeting of this Bureau.2® I merely rise now, Mr. President, 
to associate the American delegation wholeheartedly with the analysis 
which you have made of the problems which face this Conference. 

We must not lose sight of the fact that this Conference was called 
for the express purpose of reducing and placing a limit upon arma- 
ments. It is now almost 10 months since the Conference opened. 
During the time many technical questions have been threshed out, 
many differences of opinions reconciled and agreements have been 
reached on some most important questions of principle. It has been 
agreed in principle that there must be a substantial reduction and 
limitation upon all branches of arms and yet we have not reached 
the point of the actual drafting of the general treaty giving effect 
to the principles that are recognized. 

It is generally recognized that the only legitimate and useful pur- 
pose for which a nation should maintain armaments is for self- 
defense. It is also recognized that armaments may reach a point 
where they cease to give security. Instead they may create political 
tensions which promote insecurity. It is therefore evident that one of 
the most essential factors to a genuine security is that the burden and 
menace of armaments shall be reduced. 

* See infra. 
* See telegram No. 434, November 4, 8 p. m., from the American delegate, p. 860.
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When this Conference met the depression from which the entire 
world is suffering seemed to be at its height. Unfortunately there 
has been no appreciable improvement during all of the months we 
have been here and in some respects the economic difficulties have 
become more intense. While it cannot be said that the burden and 
menace of armaments were the primary cause of this depression it 
is becoming increasingly evident that they were a contributing cause 
of conditions which brought on the depression and that a reduction 
and limitation of armaments would contribute tremendously to re- 
covery from the depression. 

In spite of the fact that Germany, Austria, Hungary and Bulgaria 
were to a great extent disarmed after the World War the expendi- 
tures on armaments are greater today than they were before the war. 
The time has come not only to call a halt but to make substantial 
reductions. 
Although armaments may not have been the direct cause of all the 

misery in the world today caused by the unbearable burden of public 
and private debt the stagnation of trade and commerce and the un- 
paralleled unemployment, we are not going to pull very far out of 
this depression unless we reduce armaments and make a genuine 
success of this Conference. If this depression from which every 
nation is suffering today is not cured it will soon bring upon each and 
every nation further social, financial and economic difficulties which 
will be more of a menace to national safety and welfare than any 
fear of external military aggression. 
The world is not in a condition nor are the people in a state of 

mind to stand a failure of this Conference. There is no nation that 
would not suffer from such a failure. 

Preparations are now being made for calling a world economic and 
monetary conference. It is important to have such a conference but 
its success will depend largely upon that of the Disarmament Con- 
ference and the world cannot wait much longer for this success. 

While the United States of America is not disturbed by any danger 
of invasion nor so directly concerned as are many other nations in a 
removal of the dangers of armaments we have however a genuine and 
vital interest in the peace and prosperity of the world. We have 
accordingly worked conscientiously for the success of this Conference 
and expect to continue patiently and earnestly in such efforts in col- 
laboration with all the other nations so long as there is reason to hope 
for success. 

The plan presented some months ago by the President of the United 
States, that of the French Government, which we have just received, 
and the pronouncements made today by Sir John Simon, are all 
inspired by the determination to effect a substantial reduction in 
armaments. They have all helped to bring the Conference face to 
face with the real issues before us. With this initiative which has 
been given to our work it is doubly incumbent upon us to take ad- 
vantage of this situation and to take the steps which are necessary 
to accomplish as rapidly as possible that progressive reduction of 
armaments to which we stand pledged in principle and which we 

| must now put into practice. It is obvious that the successful ac- 
complishment of this task will require the close collaboration of all
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nations and we trust that this will be so generally recognized as to 
facilitate regaining the cooperation of Germany in this task in 
which they in common with all nations have such a legitimate and 
vital interest”. 

- Wuson 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/159 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 17, 1932—7 p. m. 
[Received November 17—6: 25 p. m.] 

_ 462. Following is a résumé of an address by Sir John Simon *! 
before the Bureau this morning in a special session on the subject 
of the return of Germany to the Conference and certain suggestions 

regarding disarmament. 
Sir John prefaced his remarks by pointing out that his delegation 

was not yet prepared to comment upon the French plan nor would 
it have any detailed plan of its own to present since its immediate 
concern was with a précis matter which should be effectively dealt 
with as a condition precedent to the adoption of any detailed plan. 
This premise is to find the basis upon which the claim to equality of 

rights could be dealt with. The objective elements of this immediate 
problem were, he explained, as follows: 

1. There must be no modification of the Treaty of Versailles save 
by general agreement. In this connection he made his sole comment 
upon the French plan to the effect that 1t contained a proposal re- 
lating to method of recruitment which would involve a modification 
of part 5 of the treaty. | 

2. By general understanding in 1919 Germany’s disarmament was 
the precursor of a substantial measure of general disarmament. 

8. Other nations of the world are not as yet under any contractual 
obligations to limit or reduce their arms (save by the naval treaties) 
and they are still permitted weapons for war which are prohibited 
to Germany. 

4. The hesitation regarding the acceptance of Germany’s thesis | 
proceeds from the fear of the dangers resulting from this new 
situation created thereby. 

Concrete propositions could be derived from situation: 

(a) All European states should join in a solemn affirmation that 
they will not in any circumstances attempt to resolve any present or 
future differences between them by resort to force. 

(6) The limitations on Germany’s armaments should be contained 
in the general convention defining the limitations on the armaments 
of others. 

31 For text, see Records of the Conference, Series C, Minutes of the Bureau, 

vol. 1, pp. 89-94.
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(c) The newly expressed limitations in the case of Germany would 
extend over the same period and be subject to the same methods of 
revision as those for all countries. 

(dq) The British Government declares its willingness to accept as 
regards application to Germany the principles of qualitative equality 
which refers to the kind of arms rather than to their quantity. 

In proposing a first stage for the actual program of this Disarma- 

ment Conference, he suggested certain methods which might be ap- 
plied in this first stage and considered that a few years of good 
neighborly conduct will do much to prepare the way for the second 
stage which concerns political difficulties. 

These concrete suggestions relate to (1) qualitative and (2) quan- 
titative disarmament and (3) the question of supervision and control. 

Under the first heading, as regards naval armaments, Great Britain 
proposes to permit Germany to build capital ships of a tonnage to 
which the great naval powers can agree to reduce theirs. Any con- 
struction undertaken by Germany should not, however, increase the 

total tonnage in any category of its navy. Great Britain proposes 
to limit cruisers to vessels of 7,000 tons with 6-inch guns and to 
abolish submarines. In respect of land armaments heavy tanks should 
be abolished, Germany being granted in principle the right to a 
limited number of small tanks. Large mobile guns may only be 
replaced by those of a calibre permitted Germany (105 millimeter). 
The British proposals concerning air armaments envisage the even- 
tual abolition of military and naval machines and of bombing, com- 
bined with an effective international control of civil aviation. As 
a preliminary measure to achieve this end it proposes immediate 
reduction of all air forces to the level of the United Kingdom, which 
now is fifth in size, and thereafter a cut of 33 1/3 percent of all the 
reduced air forces, plus a limitation of the unladen weight of military 
air craft to the lowest figure possible. Pending the examination of 
the more far reaching proposals Sir John considered that Germany 
should refrain from making any claim to possess military or naval 
aircraft. 

In the realm of quantitative disarmament any readjustment of 
Germany’s forces which follows from the recognition of its claims 
for equality of treatment should be carried out in such a way as not 
to involve any increase “of Germany’s powers of military aggression”. 
Favorably impressed by the Hoover proposals relating to military 
effectives, he reiterated that Great Britain is prepared to accept 
them in principle as a basis for discussion. 

Subject to the conditions being accepted by all states represented 
at Geneva, Great Britain is prepared to provide for effective super- 
vision of the execution of the convention.
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Henderson then devoted a short speech to the necessity of bringing 
about Germany’s return to the Conference and emphasized that the 
time had come when the question of equality of status must be solved. 
He felt that both the British and French suggestions contained 
proposals enabling the Conference an equable solution of this ques- 
tion. Any discussion upon it should clearly recognize the necessity 
of including the limitation of Germany’s armaments in the same 
convention as those imposed upon all countries. He concluded with 
the earnest expression of hope that the German Government would 
decide at an early date that its delegation would rejoin the Conference. 

In associating himself on behalf of Italy with Henderson’s con- 
clusions concerning the necessity of resolving Germany’s claim to 
equality of rights, Rosso pointed out that it would be illusory, if not 
dangerous, to hope to attain any settlement of the important dis- 
armament problems in the absence of Germany. Principle of equal- 
ity claimed by Germany must be applied through reduction of the 
levels of the armaments of the most heavily armed countries and 
not by the re-armament of others. | 

Massigli in welcoming the British proposals stated on behalf of 
his Government that it confirmed its previous memoranda dealing 
with the question of providing means for insuring Germany’s re- 
entry. He associated himself with Henderson’s expression of hope. 

Mr. Davis then made the statement contained in my 461 *? and was 
followed by the representatives of Poland, Belgium, Russia, Switzer- 
land, Czechoslovakia and Austria who all associated themselves with 
the expressions of the President. Indeed the speech by the Soviet 
representative was the most conciliatory in tone that has issued from 
that delegation in the 4 years of their participation. 

WiILson 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/161 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Germany (Gordon) to the Secretary of State 

| Beruin, November 18, 1982—3 p. m. 

[Received November 18—12:05 p. m.] 

291. The French disarmament plan has encountered general antag- 

onism in Germany. It has been criticized semi-officially as not being 

a disarmament plan but merely a political organization of Europe 

to safeguard French security by maintaining the status quo, and as 

not realizing Germany’s equality claim. The only idea found sound 

was that of standardizing continental armies. Entire German press 

2 Supra. . | 
% For texts of statements, see Records of the Conference, Series C, Afinutes of 

the Bureau, vol. 1, p. OT. 

6442124833
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destructively critical ever since publication of text which right press 
described as “grotesque”, “indiscussable” and “unacceptable” while 
left press voiced keen disappointment and complained of plan’s 
ambiguousness, 

On the other hand initial reaction to Simon’s Geneva speech has 
been favorable in moderate and social democratic press which con- 
siders it a plea for German equality. Right press regards it as 
intended to soothe Germany and to bring her back to Geneva but 
as according her only “moral” equality. 

Copy by mail to Geneva. 
GoRDON 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/167 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 21, 1932—3 p. m. 
[Received November 21—1:50 p. m.] 

465. From Davis and Wilson. We have been considering what 
might be done to bring concrete results out of the General Dis- 
armament Conference without an interminable delay and in this 
connection what our future policy should be. 
We must recognize that after 8 months of work the Conference 

has not yet reached the point of drafting a general and all inclusive 
treaty of a far reaching character. Nevertheless, this much has been 
gained: today the Conference and the nations of the world would 
not be finally satisfied with half-way measures as might have been 
the case last February and there is now a greater degree of earnest- 
ness and sincerity in attacking the problem. 

The French plan and the proposals in Sir John Simon’s speech 
have now been injected into the Conference work to supplement the 
Hoover plan and so far as we can see it would require months and 
perhaps years to realize the far reaching objective sought by these 
proposals especially by the French plan even if the latter were 
acceptable in principle and susceptible of being worked out which 
we seriously doubt. On further consideration of the French plan 
our opinion is that certain features of it are inherently unsound and 
that its failure when forced to the test would wreck the peace 
machinery which is being laboriously built up. In the first place it 
contemplates creating through the League what would be in effect 
a super state backed by continental military force; second, it is based 
upon the assumption that continental powers shall enter into an 
agreement of mutual assistance for upholding the status quo in 
Europe while at the same time it offers no possibility of the peaceful
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changing of the status quo except through arbitration on a strictly 
legal basis; third, it in effect calls upon the United States and Eng- 
land at least to give their moral support to such a political organiza- 
tion of Europe and to consult and take other steps in case of efforts 
to alter the status quo by the use of force. They are accordingly 
attempting to develop and incorporate in a disarmament treaty what 
they conceive to be the implications of your August 8th speech with 
all of the moral obligations involved in such [implications?]. 

What the states of the Continent do for the Continent is not our 
business. It only becomes our business when they ask us to give it 
our support. Thus it is one thing for them to organize as they see 
fit within the inner concentric circle. It becomes another matter 
when they ask us to assume any obligation whatever toward the 

proper functioning within the inner circle. 

A constructive solution of the so-called European security problem 
may require some program for concerted action by the continental 

powers for the maintenance of peace but it is unsound to base this 
upon the theory of perpetual maintenance of the territorial and 
political status guo in Europe. The French now in effect propose 
the creation of an international force available by majority vote to 
maintain this status quo and at the same time fail to provide ade- 
quate facilities for altering by orderly processes a status where 
justice and the maintenance of peace require a change. 

In summing up the whole situation as we see it we are faced with 
the necessity of some immediate achievement in which Germany col- 
laborates and acquiesces; otherwise we must contemplate the de- 
nunciation by Germany of part 5 of the Versailles Treaty followed 
by a major European crisis. The situation is such that the world 
cannot wait for the accomplishment of these very ambitious ob- 
jectives which the Conference has set. 
We feel that the wise course to pursue would be to endeavor as 

promptly as possible to register in the form of a “convention” of 
limited duration while [which?] we are describing in a separate 
cable the progress which has so far been made; set up the Disarma- 
ment Commission; and entrust to this Commision the task of en- 
deavoring to work out as the second step the proposals mentioned 
above. 

To accomplish this and at the same time satisfy the German de- 
mands will not be easy. It might be possible, however, to induce 
Germany in this critical stage of world affairs to accept a partial 
degree of satisfaction for a limited period if she could be convinced 
that during this period a sincere effort would be made to give more 
complete satisfaction to her claims, In effect since Germany on thie
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financial side has been granted the practical elimination of repara- 
tions and many private creditors have been indulgent she might be 
called upon to show consideration in the field of disarmament if 
some satisfaction in principle could be accorded. 

We do not overlook the great difficulty of the program outlined 
above. On the other hand we feel that the method of procedure 
adopted by the Conference, namely, that of public debates in large 
commissions has tended to exaggerate obstacles and has obviously 
made it most difficult for the various powers to state the ultimate 
limits to which they were prepared to go. In view of the publicity 
it has been impossible to make concessions since there was no way of 
ascertaining simultaneously sub-rosa possible compensating conces- 
sions on the part of others, every problem before the Conference 
being debated as an isolated question rather than as part of a general 
plan. 

We believe that the only hope of ascertaining and formulating, for 
a preliminary convention, the pomts on which present agreement is 
possible, is through private discussions between a small number of 
powers directed toward this limited but immediate objective. Unless 
some such plan of work can be developed the alternative seems to 
be for the Conference to lose itself in interminable discussions of 

detail with the indefinite prolongation of the work or what is more 
likely a complete breakdown. The first mentioned alternative would 
obviously bring up the question as to our willingness to continue our 
participation as in the past. 

Last night Davis asked Simon what he thought of doing something 
along above lines and he was most enthusiastic about it. 

In a conversation with Massigli Friday morning Davis told him 
that unless there is some concrete evidence of progress within the 
next few weeks he fears that opposition may develop at home to our 
continuing to participate in a conference which after so many months 
of effort is unable to achieve more than it has to date. He explained 
that since we would not care to sit on here indefinitely waiting for 
the military reorganization of Europe as envisaged in the French 
plan it occurred to him that we might in addition to completing 
the London Naval Treaty consider the possibility of a preliminary 
convention along these lines above indicated. Massigli liked the 
idea of such a convention and said that he would take the matter 
up with the Government this week-end as to how far they would be 
willing to go. Davis explained, of course, that the suggestions were 
purely tentative as he did not know yet the views of his Government. 

To ascertain whether any plan such as we have outlined is feasible 
it is necessary to explore the ground through a meeting such as
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originally suggested by MacDonald. Unless political difficulties in 
France prevent, it might be feasible to arrange such a meeting here in 
the near future assuming that the new government in Germany would 
be disposed to cooperate to this extent. Neurath arrives here tonight 
and as such a meeting could be held without committing them to 
return formally to the Conference and without the publicity attendant 
upon a formal conference it seems unlikely that they would oppose 
the idea. 
We would not, of course, wish to go any further along these lines 

unless we felt that you concurred in our general analysis of the 
situation and in the method of procedure. It would not, of course, 
be necessary for us to take the initiative in organizing any pre- 
liminary meeting nor to assume the responsibility of advocating a pre- 
lhminary convention as we believe that some such idea would naturally 
evolve if the private conversations were started under proper auspices. 
We hope to report shortly regarding result of efforts to complete 

London Naval Treaty which have made some progress this week. 
More detailed suggestions follow in a subsequent telegram. These 
details have not been discussed with other delegations pending your 
comment. 

. Wis0n 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/168 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson ) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 21, 1932—5 p. m. 
[Received 5:45 p. m.34] 

466. From Davis and Wilson. Supplementing our 465, November | 
21,3 p.m. We have been considering what could be contained in the 
“convention” * of short duration to be immediately concluded pend- 
ing the eventual working out of a “general disarmament treaty”. The 
results which we foresee are based on a considerable amount of op- 
timism, are predicated on the continuance of the good will and desire 
to succeed which have animated the discussions in the last 2 months 
and take into account the speed and frankness which should result 
from private negotiations. | 

The “convention” might contain the following 

(1) Effectives 
(a) The determination of element “a” for the metropolitan com- 

ponent (the “police” forces foreseen in President Hoover’s proposal 
for home countries”. ) 

* Telegram in four sections. 
* See Annex “A,” p. 508.
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(6) The acceptance of approximately the status guo for oversea 
forces. 

(c) The immediate reduction of element (>) (defense contingent) 
of total forces can hardly be achieved within a brief period. 

(d) An agreement not to increase the total land forces. 
(e) Agreement on principle of common types of armies for con- 

tinental Europe. 

(2) Artillery 
(a) A limitation by numbers of all mobile land artillery above 105 

mm. This presumably would be on the basis of present numbers. 
(6) An undertaking not to construct mobile land artillery above 

155 mm. Possibly some scrapping might be arranged. 

(3) Tanks 
(a) Scrap tanks above 18 tons. 
(6) Limitation by numbers of tanks below 18 tons. 

(4) Aur 

(a) Universal abolition of aerial bombing. Oo 
_ (8) Prohibition of peace time preparation and training in bomb- 
ing. 

(c) Conversion or possible scrapping of bombing planes. 
(2) Limitation by number of military planes. a 
(e) Full publicity as to type and characteristics of civil planes 

registered or constructed with possibly some further measures of con- 
trol applicable to Europe. 

(5) Chemical warfare 
(a) Universal abolition of use of chemical warfare. 
(6) An agreement not to make preparation for or to train in the 

offensive use of chemical warfare in peace time (this to include the 
right of every state to adopt necessary measures of protection against 
illegal use of chemical warfare). 

(c) Both (a) and (6) above are contingent on finding a solution 
satisfactory to the continental powers of the questions of control and 
sanctions. 

(6) Navy 

(a) Completion of London Treaty by France and Italy. 
(6) The extension if necessary of the Washington and London 

Treaties to coincide with the expiration of the “convention”. (a) and 
possibly (6) would be separate instruments. 

(c) Nations not parties to the Washington and London Treaties 
to accept a limitation of types so as not to prejudice the restrictions 
on type which already govern the leading naval powers. 

(7) Manufacture of and trade in arms 
(Since we are contemplating a convention to be concluded in the 

near future we will have to confine ourselves under this point to ac- 
ceptance in principle only as detailed formulation will require several 
months). 

(a) Recognize the principle of state supervision of private manu- 
facture.
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(6) Recognize the principle of equality of publicity for state and 
private manufacture. 

(c) Recognize the principle of control and publicity for export 
and import. 

[(8)] The Permanent Disarmament Commission to be set up as en- 
visaged in the draft convention with amendments as now being 
drafted after recent discussions in the Bureau. 

The foregoing eight points are by no means sure of achievement 
but represent what we consider within the bounds of possibility for 
the immediate future. 

In our thoughts the “convention” might embody something ap- 
proximating these eight points. In addition an agreement should be 
reached between the states to set up at once without waiting for rati- 
fication of the “convention” the Permanent Disarmament Commis- 
sion. This Commission should have for its task the preparation of 
the general disarmament treaty using as a starting point the “con- 
vention” and the American, French, British and other plans of 

broader scope which have been or may be submitted. After ratifica- 
tion of the “convention” the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
would have all the powers provided for in the convention but until | 
that time it would have only the task of preparing the general dis- 
armament treaty. It could further be specified that after a fixed 
period the states would confer if ratification had in the meantime not 
taken place as to whether the work should be continued or abandoned. 

We contemplate a “convention” of a limited duration, say from 3 
to 5 years, and envisage it apart from the immediate achievement to 
be registered therein as a method of preventing the situation from 
growing worse and as an earnest of the reality of the desire to achieve 
a more far reaching general disarmament treaty. The very existence 
of this convention which because of its limited duration will be easier 
of acceptance by many states particularly under present financial 
conditions will facilitate the drafting of the general disarmament 
treaty. With the existing intergovernmental debt and national bud- 
getary situation few states would have the temerity to state that they 
contemplated an increase in armaments within the proposed life of 
the convention. A convention of this character might be put into 
effect as between the parties upon ratification by the key states of 
Kurope, the United States and Japan without awaiting universal 
acceptance except of course as to provisions where universal accept- 
ance 1s a prerequisite. 

Now as to the specific problem of Germany. We believe Germany 
should be given some inducement to cooperate and suggest the follow- 
ing:
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(a2) That in the “convention” the enlistment provisions for the 
Reichswehr be ameliorated and perhaps certain other concessions be 
made in regard to part 5 of the Treaty of Versailles subject to de- 
termination by negotiation. 

(5) That assurances be given to Germany that the limitations for 
Germany will be incorporated in the general disarmament treaty 
under the same conditions and for the same duration applicable to 
other states. Further that on the coming into effect of the general 
disarmament treaty part 5 of the Treaty of Versailles will lapse. 

(c) Ambassador Sackett now here suggests to us that if any way 
could be found to bring Germany into the general framework of the 
Washington and London Treaties it would insist on it meeting her 
views regarding equality of status and that as a participant she 
might be willing to accept under these conditions even less tonnage 
than the Versailles Treaty naval provisions. This might also furnish 
opportunity to ameliorate the French position as regards the pocket 
battleship question. We think this is an interesting thought and hope 
you will consider it. If we succeed in completing a Franco-Italian 
naval agreement this might furnish an occasion for bringing Ger- 
many into the picture. 

It is our idea that the provisions appearing in the convention 
should form a transition ground between the provisions of part 5 of 
the Treaty of Versailles and those provisions of general limitation 
which are applicable to all states, Germany included, which will be 
found in the “general disarmament treaty” to be drafted. 

On the basis of a convention such as outlined we feel that we 
should be on firm ground in refusing even to discuss as far as we are 
concerned any such far reaching political objectives as contained in 
chapter I of the French plan. However it is quite probable that they 
will ask some form of reaffirmation of the willingness to consult as 

set forth in the platforms of both parties. 
Winson 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/178 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson ) 

Wasuinoron, November 22, 19382—5 p. m. 

249. Your 465, November 21, 3 p. m. and 466, November 21, 5 p. m. 
The analysis we had prepared of the situation facing the conference 
as a result of the presentation of the French and British viewpoints 
was almost identical with your own. 

I concur in your estimate of the weakness, and even the dangers, 
of the French plan, and I feel perhaps more strongly than you that 

Sir John Simon’s speech failed to make any substantial contribution 
to the cause of disarmament. There seems to be very little of the
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substance of the Hoover proposal left in either presentation, except 
for an attenuated acceptance of the principle of dealing with land 
effectives. oe 

Given the difficulties of harmonizing the divergent approaches to 
the problem of disarmament, I fully approve your idea of endeavor- 
ing to negotiate as speedily as possible a convention of limited dur- 
ation, during the life of which the disarmament commission should 
try to work out a detailed general treaty. The vital elements as I 
see it are: (1) speed in drafting, to profit by the better spirit which 
has recently been evidenced and (2) the utmost simplicity of form, 
keeping as far as possible to a statement of the broad principles 
agreed to and avoiding undue complexities. 

Even if you succeed in obtaining agreement on only a portion of 
the eight points outlined in your 466, November 21, 5 p. m., but can 
actually sign a preliminary instrument within the next few weeks, its 
effect on world public opinion would be one of real encouragement, 
ata moment when it is urgently needed. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/205 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GeENEvA, December 1, 1982—3 p. m. 
| Received December 1—11 :20 a. m.] 

470. The subcommittee upon manufacture of arms will begin a 
discussion on Monday ** of the licensing systems both for manufacture 
and for traffic in arms now in existence among the states members of 
the committee as a preliminary to making recommendations either for 
a uniform system of licenses adopted under control of the states 
themselves or for an international system under the control of the | 

Permanent Disarmament Commission. 
While it is presumed that the latter suggestion is not acceptable 

to the United States it would be most helpful if prior to the Monday 
meeting the delegation could be informed in general of license systems 
now prevailing both for manufacture and for traffic in arms under 
the auspices of the Federal Government or of the individual States. 
It is realized of course that details of any such systems will be difficult 
to collect in time to be of use at this meeting but it would be 
appreciated if some general outline thereof in particular as regards 
Federal regulation could be sent to the delegation for use in this 

connection. 
| Witson 

** December 5. |
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500.A15A4 Steering Committee/217 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson) 

Wasuineton, December 1, 1982—4 p. m. 

254. Paragraph 4, your 452, November 14, 6 p. m., and final para- 
graph Department’s 245, November 15, noon. Department is con- 
templating writing to Senator Borah urging favorable action on the 
Convention of 1925. Please telegraph any information which the 
Department should consider in this connection, together with your 
comments and recommendations. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/213 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate ( Wilson) 

WasHincoton, December 2, 1932—noon. 

255. Your 470, December 1, 3 p.m. I perceive grave objections to 
the establishment of any system of licenses under the control of an 
International Commission. A system under the domestic control of 
each government within its own jurisdiction, with the specific means 
for carrying out the system left in so far as possible to the decision 
of the several contracting parties, and with full publicity, appears 
preferable from every point of view. Any proposal for the setting 
up of any form of international supervision of privately owned fac- 
tories in this country would be certain to arouse strong opposition in 
the Senate. 

An examination of the laws and regulations of 30 of the States 
of the Union reveals that such systems of licenses for the manufacture 
of and traffic in arms as exist in any of those States have nothing 
to do with munitions of war, as such, but are designed solely for the 

| prevention of crime and for the safety of the public against acci- 
dents resulting from carelessness in the storage and transportation 
of explosives. Such systems as may exist in the remaining 18 States 
are presumably of the same nature. 

There is no federal system of licenses governing the manufacture 
of arms. 

The only existing system of federal licenses governing the traffic 
in arms is that which is based upon the Joint Resolution of Congress, 
approved January 31, 1922,37 authorizing the President to issue 
proclamations restricting the exportation of arms and ammunition to 
any American country or to any country in which the United States 
exercises extraterritorial jurisdiction when such country is involved 

42 Stat. 361.
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in civil strife. In pursuance of this authority the President has, at 
various times, issued proclamations prohibiting the exportation of 
arms or munitions of war to Brazil, China, Cuba, Honduras, Mexico 
and Nicaragua, except under licenses granted by the Secretary of 
State for each individual shipment. Such proclamations are at 
present in force in respect to China, Honduras and Nicaragua. The 
procedure prescribed for obtaining licenses and the criteria under 
which they are granted differ in detail to fit the conditions existing in 
the several countries. In general a license is granted for any par- 
ticular shipment when the lawfully constituted authorities of the 
Government recognized by the United States desire that the shipment 
be permitted. 

Srmson 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/212: Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

: Geneva, December 2, 1932-2 p. m. 
| | [Received December 2—10:30 a. m.] 

471. Department’s 254, December 1, 4 p.m. Although the Com- 
mittee has not yet discussed the form that the final conventions con- 
cerning trade in and manufacture of arms shall take, it seems 
generally understood that the Convention of 1925 will not be recom- 
mended for further ratifications without certain changes. Further- 
more, in the resolution by the Bureau on November 22 referring the 
Committee’s report back for further consideration the following 
provision appears: 

“The Bureau considers that it is already agreed that the provisions 
relating to the trade in and manufacture of arms and implements of 
war shall be included in the same legal instrument as the convention 
for the reduction and limitation of armaments”. 

This does not necessarily imply that a separate protocol may not 
be drawn up to embody the provisions agreed upon but merely that 

it shall be drafted within the general framework of the Conference 
and final disarmament treaty. 
Among the changes in the 1925 Convention envisaged at the present 

time are modifications of the barred zone to meet the Persian request 
for exemption; amendments in the lists of categories to take care of 
arms, the use of which may be prohibited or restricted by the general 
convention; and the establishment of a uniform list both for manu- 
facture and trade in arms. It is also possible that an effort may be 
made to require licenses both for import as well as for export ship-
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ments and the deposit of copies of all such licenses issued by the 
governments with the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

In these circumstances the Department may consider it advisable 
to withhold its efforts to urge favorable action upon the 1925 Con- 
vention until more definite progress can be registered in this slowest 

of all the committees. 
WILson 

500.A15A4 Permanent Disarmament Commission/32 :Telegram _ 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson) — 

Wasurineron, December 3, 1932—2 p. m. 

958. Your 448, November 12, 1 p. m., and 449, November 12, 3 p. m., 
re chemical warfare. Insofar as possible endeavor to restrict the 
provisions of the report relating to violations, sanctions, et cetera, to 
European States. Our whole policy should be to avoid being drawn 
into the “inner concentric circle” of the French project with its 
elaborate organization, rules and plans for joint action. 

If necessary to take a definite stand on the text submitted in your 
448, you should be guided by the following general considerations : 

Paragraph (1) Acceptable. 
Paragraph (2) Subparagraph 1. Consultation among third States 

on the implications of a situation, the facts of which have already 
been established, can be accepted. | 

Subparagraph 2. In general, we oppose the principle of balloting 
under the circumstances described. The last clause providing that 
the minority “shall be under an obligation not to hinder the action 
of the majority” would not only bind us in respect to a situation 
which might arise in the future but leaves the scope of the situation 
undefined. It in effect asks us to sign a blank check, and deprives us 
of independent decision, and is thus at variance with our policies. 

Subparagraph 3. This gives far more power to the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission than we had anticipated or would wel- 
come. 
Paragraph (8). No comment as this clearly applies to Europe only. 
Paragraph (4). See second paragraph my telegram 242, November 

12, 5 p.m. 

Srmtson 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/219 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, December 5, 1932—10 p. m. 
[Received December 5—8 : 33 p. m.] 

473. From Davis. Today Matsudaira gave me the text of the 

Japanese navy proposal. It is a closely knit plan involving qualita-
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tive restrictions in all categories; quantitative restrictions and conse- 
quently ratios in the so-called offensive categories of capital ships, 
aircraft carriers and heavy cruisers; “uniform tonnage” for five 
principle powers in defensive categories of light cruisers, destroyers 
and submarines; and a system of general and special agreements 
based upon regional grouping. <A study of full text is necessary for 
complete understanding. I presume that you may have been pre- 
sented with a copy. If not shall I cable full text? [Davis.] 

WiLson 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/223 : Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson ) 

Wasurineton, December 6, 1932—2 p. m. 

259. Your 473, December 5,10 p.m. Department has not received 
a copy of the Japanese naval proposal. Please telegraph text if it is 
of reasonable length; otherwise telegraph a summary and follow 
with full text by open mail. 

STIson 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/267 

Mr. Norman H. Davis of the American Delegation to the 
Secretary of State 

Grnrva, December 8, 1932. 
My Dear Mr. Secretary: I enclose herewith the complete text of 

the Japanese Naval Proposal which was summarized in my 477 De- 
cember 7th 10 p. m.38 

Note: The words “maximum tonnages, uniform to the five naval 
powers” which have been underscored here and there in the text, may 
be misleading. These do not mean that each country may possess an 
equal amount in each of the categories in question (i.e., light cruisers, 
destroyers and submarines), but merely that the maximum in each 
category which any power of the group may possess is to be the same 
for all powers in the group. The actual allocation of tonnage in these 
categories is to be determined upon considerations of geographic and 
special circumstances, thus establishing, so far as the global tonnage 
of the three categories is concerned, a virtual ratio. 

The Japanese Delegation has in mind to lay this proposal before 
the Bureau either at the end of this week (December 10th) or early 
next week. It has been privately circulated to the five powers only. 

Sincerely. yours, Norman H. Davis 

8 Not printed.
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[Enclosure] 

| Proposal of the Japanese Government 

The Japanese Government, anxious for the realization of the pro}- 
ect of disarmament, whereby the peace of the world is to be con- 
solidated, have been doing their utmost, in co-operation with other 
Powers concerned, to contribute to the success of the present Dis- 
armament Conference. Paying sincere respect to the initiative taken 
by the participating Powers, particularly by President Hoover and 
the British Government, in putting proposals before the Conference, 
the Japanese Government have given careful consideration to those 
proposals. Having found, however, that these proposals contain cer- 
tain points with which the Japanese Government cannot associate 

: themselves, they wish to submit their point of view in so far as the 
problem of naval disarmament is concerned. 

It is the earnest desire of the Japanese Government that, for the 
purpose of qualitative and quantitative reduction of naval arma- 
ments, the following should be observed by the present Conference 
as its guiding principle: that the Conference, always relying on the 
basis of the three important resolutions adopted by the General Com- 
mission in the early stages of the Conference,—viz. those embodying 
the principle of reduction of armaments, the criteria for the limita- 
tion and reduction of armaments and the principle of qualitative 
disarmament—should seek to reduce those forces which are aggres- 
sive in character and strong in offensive power, and to find a fair and 
rational solution of the problem in such a way as to meet existing 
conditions, giving due consideration to the geographical situation 
and special circumstances of the various countries, so that the sense 
of security may not be impaired. 

For the success of the Conference, the most careful attention should 
be given to the procedure to be followed in its future discussions. It 

: is believed to be practically impossible for a World Conference such 
as the present one to seek to conclude a comprehensive agreement at. 
a single stroke by having all the participating powers take part. in 
the discussion of every problem regardless of whether it is of minor 
importance or of concern to only some of those Powers. Such a 
method would rather jeopardize the chance of ultimate success. In 

the future discussions of naval questions, therefore, and with a view 
to realizing the guiding principle set forth above, to facilitating the 
progress of the Conference, and to assuring the attainment. of its 
object, the Japanese Government. propose, as a practical and effective 
procedure, that: 

1. The general outline of agreements to be concluded shall form 
the subject matter of prior negotiations between the United States,



NEGOTIATIONS FOR DISARMAMENT 411 

the British Empire, France, Italy and Japan, as was contemplated 
by the resolution of the General Commission on July 23. 

2. The agreements shall be of two kinds,—general and special. 
Discussions on matters of a general character will be followed by 
discussions on matters of a sectional and detailed nature. 

3. A distinction shall be made between powerful naval vessels, 
which possess a high degree of relativity as between Powers, and less 
powerful vessels which, having a close relation to geographical situ- 
ation and special circumstances, are primarily necessary for defence 
and patrol services; in other words, such vessels as capital ships, air- 
craft carriers and A-class cruisers on the one hand, and such vessels 
as B-class cruisers, destroyers and submarines on the other, shall be 
dealt with separately. 

In the general agreement, qualitative limitation of all categories 
of naval vessels and quantitative limitation of capital ships, aircraft 

carriers and A-class cruisers are to be effected between the five lead- 
ing naval Powers, so that the offensive power of these vessels will be 
greatly reduced; and the maximum tonnages, uniform to the afore- 
mentioned five Powers, for B-class cruisers, destroyers and sub- 
marines respectively shall be fixed. 

In the special: agreement, quantitative reduction to be applied 
mainly to B-class cruisers, destroyers and submarines shall be ef- 
fected within each group of Powers most closely related, taking into 
account their geographical situation and special circumstances. 

The Japanese Government think that the method outlined above 
should prove to be the most practical way to obtain a fair and equi- 
table agreement. 

A. GENERAL AGREEMENT © 

It is the purpose of this agreement to provide for qualitative limi- 
tation of naval vessels of all countries, together with a quantitative 
limitation among the United States, the British Empire, France, 
Italy and Japan, of vessels having a great offensive power and to fix 
the maximum tonnages, uniform to the said five Powers, for B-class 
cruisers, destroyers and submarines respectively. 

1. Reduction in the unit size of the various naval vessels and the 
calibre of the guns shall be agreed upon. 

2. The reduction and limitation of the tonnages of capital ships, 
aircraft carriers and A-class cruisers of the above mentioned five 
Powers shall be agreed upon. 

3. The maximum tonnages, uniform to the five naval Powers, for 
B-class cruisers, destroyers and submarines respectively shall be 
agreed upon in the general agreement. The actual tonnages of these 
vessels to be retained by the five Powers shall, however, be fixed as 
low as possible within the above mentioned maximum, by means of 
special agreements, between the Powers in the respective groups to
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which the said five Powers belong, taking the tonnages actually 
possessed by each Power as a basis and also bearing in mind the 
geographical situation and special circumstances of each country 
concerned. 

4, As for the tonnages of the Powers other than the United States, 
the British Empire, France, Italy and Japan it shall be agreed in the 
general agreement that they shall be limited and reduced by means of 
the special agreements, upon the basis of the actual tonnages of the 
powers and with due regard to their geographical situation and 
special circumstances. 

B. Spectra, AGREEMENT 

For the purpose of these agreements, the world shall be divided 
broadly into the Pacific, Atlantic, European and South American 
groups, and the limitation and reduction of the tonnages to be ac- 
tually retained by a country shall be agreed upon between that 
country and other countries of the same group on the basis of the 
provisions embodied in the general agreement. (As for the United 
States, the British Empire, France, Italy and Japan, the special 
agreements apply to the tonnages of B-class cruisers, destroyers and 
submarines). A country which is closely related to more than one 
group shall participate in the negotiation of the agreement of each 

of those groups. 
Throughout the discussions of the Conference in the first six 

months, the most important point unanimously agreed upon was the 
principle of qualitative limitation, which was adopted with the basic 
idea in mind of strengthening defensive power by weakening offensive 
power. 

Having this end in view, the Japanese Government urge, first of 
all, the total abolition of aircraft carriers, which were admitted by 
a great majority of the members of the technical Commissions to be 
most offensive, most efficacious against national defence, and most 
threatening to civilian populations. The Japanese Government also 
urge the reduction in the unit size of all categories of naval vessels, 
especially that of capital ships and A—class cruisers. 

In view of the fact that the basic idea referred to above of strength- 
ening defensive power by weakening offensive power necessarily de- 
mands a larger sacrifice on the part of larger navies in comparison 
with that of smaller navies, the former should be prepared to take 
the lead in larger reductions than the latter. To apply the same 
percentage of reduction to both large and small navies alike would 
naturally impair the sense of national security of countries with lesser 
navy, and this sense of security will diminish as the measure of reduc- 
tion is increased. It is absolutely necessary, therefore, that in effecting 
the reduction in the tonnages of vessels possessing a high degree of
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relativity as between Powers, such as capital ships and A-class 
cruisers, the above consideration of national security should be taken 
into account in order that lesser naval Powers may not be disturbed 
in this regard. B-class cruisers and destroyers, having no great 
offensive power, are less important in the consideration of relativity. 
The tonnages required by each Power should therefore be determined 
primarily by the needs of that Power in view of its geographical 
situation and with due regard to the function of these types of vessels 
in coastal defence and protection of lines of communication In war 
time, and for patrol and similar services in time of peace. 

Submarines, as was recognized by a large majority of the members 
of the Naval Commission, are of defensive and not offensive character. 
The degree of their relativity as between Powers is extremely slight 
and they constitute an arm indispensable for the defence of a lesser 
naval Power. The required tonnage should be determined, therefore, 
solely by the geographical situation and defensive needs of each 
country. 

In short, the greatest importance should be attached to con- 
siderations of the geographical situation and special circumstances 
of each country in determining the tonnages of B-class cruisers, 
destroyers and submarines. The Japanese Government therefore 
propose that the actual tonnages of these vessels to be retained by 
the various Powers be determined by means of special agreements, 
and that the uniform maximum tonnages acceptable to all the Powers, 
for these three types of vessels, be stipulated in the general agreement. 

In pursuance of the above considerations, the Japanese Govern- 
ment wish to put forward the following concrete proposal relating 
to the qualitative limitation to be embodied in the general agree- 
ment :— 

The maximum unit size and gun calibre of vessels to be constructed 
in the future shall be reduced and limited as follows: 

Type Tonnage Gun-calibre 

Capital ship ............ 25,000 14 inches (3855 mm.) 
A-class cruiser ......... 8,000 8 inches (203 mm.) 
B-class cruiser ......... 6,000 6.1 inches (155 mm.) 
Destroyer (including flo- 

tilla leader) .......... 1,500 5.1 inches (130 mm.) 
Submarine ............. 1,800 5.1 inches (130 mm.) 

Aircraft carriers shall be abolished, prohibiting at the same time the 
construction of aircraft landing platforms or decks on naval vessels. 

A concrete proposal for the quantitative limitation of the tonnages 
to be retained by the five leading naval Powers has also been prepared. 
But the Japanese Government deem it appropriate that that proposal 
should first be examined by the said Powers. 

6442124834
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The proposal of the Japanese Government based as it is upon the 
principles of disarmament which have received the approval of the 
public opinion of the entire world, offers, in their opinion, a fair, 
reasonable and practical solution of the problems of naval disarma- 
ment. In putting forward this proposal, the Japanese Government 
wish to make it clear that they are animated by the sincere desire 
to facilitate the successful conclusion of the Conference. It is sub- 
mitted not only with the hope that the other naval Powers will en- 
counter no difficulty in accepting it, but with the firm conviction that 
it will effect an enormous reduction in expenditures on armament that 
now weigh heavily upon the peoples of the world, and that it will lead 
the way toward the consolidation of a lasting world peace. 

{[Subenclosure] 

Concrete Proposal 

(1) The maximum unit size and gun calibre of vessels to be con- 
| structed in the future shall be reduced and limited as follows: 

Type Tonnage Gun-calibre 

Capital ship ............ 25,000 14 inches (355 mm.) 
A-class cruiser ......... 8,000 8 inches (203 mm.) 
B-—class cruiser ......... 6,000 6.1 inches (155 mm. ) 
Destroyer (including flo- 

tilla leader) .......... 1,500 5.1 inches (130 mm.) 
Submarine ............. 1,800 5.1 inches (1380 mm.) © 

Aircraft carriers shall be abolished, at the same time prohibiting 
the construction of aircraft landing platforms or decks on naval 
vessels. 

(2) Thestrength of the British Empire, the United States, France, 
Italy and Japan in Capital ships and A-—class cruisers shall be reduced 
to the following figures: 

Capital Ships Tonnage Number of units 

British Empire ........... 275,000 11 
United States ............. 275,000 11 
JAPAN .... cece eee eee eee 200,000 8 

For France and Italy, the maximum tonnage shall be fixed at 
150,000 (number of units being optional) ; and within that limit the 
actual tonnage to be allowed each Power shall be agreed upon by the 
Powers concerned. 

A-Class cruisers 

British Empire ............ 96,000 12 
United States ............. 96,000 12 
JAPAN ooo. eee ee eee eee eee 80,000 10 

For France and Italy, the maximum tonnage shall be fixed at 
56,000 (number of units, 7) ; and within that limit the actual tonnage
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to be allowed each Power shall be agreed upon by the Powers con- 
cerned. 

(3) The maximum tonnage in B-class cruisers, destroyers and sub- 
marines for the United Kingdom, the United States, France, Italy 
and Japan shall be fixed as follows: 

Type Tonnage 

B-class cruisers ......... cece cece eens 150,000 
Destroyers ........ ccc cee ee ee tees 150,000 
Submarines ..........0eceeeeeeeeeees . 45,000 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/254 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GeENEvA, December 13, 1932—noon. 
[Received December 13—7 :57 a. m.] 

492. The Bureau of the Conference met this morning im secret ses- 

sion. On the motion of the President it was decided to propose to 
the General Commission tomorrow that the Bureau should meet again 
on January 23 and the General Commission on January 31. The 
President explained that the various committees would meet on ear- 
her dates than that summoned for the Bureau in order to prepare 
their work as far as possible for submission to the Bureau. 

On Massigli’s intervention urging the discussion of the French 
plan as soon as possible by the General Commission the President 
stated that the Bureau would discuss the agenda for the meeting of 
the General Commission on January 31 and that there was no reason 
why a general explanation and discussion of the French plan could 
not be undertaken at once upon the convening of the General Com- 
mission and that this explanation and discussion would follow the 
same broad lines as that accorded to the plan of the President of the 
United States when submitted. 

WiLson 

500.415A4 General Committee/141 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GreneEvaA, December 14, 1932—3 p. m. 
[Received December 14—12:03 p. m.] 

496. This morning’s session of the General Commission was de- 

voted to a discussion of the Five-Power declaration *® following a 
statement by the President summarizing the action of the Bureau 
taken since July 28rd resolution. While all speakers welcomed the 
declaration and the return of Germany to the Conference representa- 

© Post. p. 527.
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tives of the smaller states in particular Poland, Yugoslavia, Rumania, 
Uruguay, Belgium, Spain, China, Argentina and Ireland considered 
that the method of private conversations was one which should not 
be adopted as a normal form of procedure for the Conference. They 
felt that only by discussion of all questions in duly constituted organs 
of the Conference with the collaboration of all states can success be 
assured and the interests of all participating powers given due con- 

sideration. 
Massigli followed by Simon pointed out that occasionally such con- 

versations in limited groups were required to overcome certain ob- 
stacles but were not to be considered as substitutes for the regular 

machinery of the Conference. 
In the name of the German delegation Weizsacker thanked the 

President and the speakers for their words of welcome and assured 
the Conference that Germany would resume its collaboration when its 
active work began in January. The spirit of good will and confidence 
manifested by the Five-Power agreement was one which in his 
opinion would bring the Conference to a speedy, successful and satis- 
factory conclusion in the common interests of all states. 

After the approval of a resolution welcoming the Five-Power 
declaration and thanking the representatives of those powers for the 
success of their efforts Henderson explained the decision of the 
Bureau to reconvene the next meetings both of the General Commis- 
sion and Bureau in January and adjourned the session. 

| WILson 

III. DEMAND OF GERMANY FOR EQUALITY OF ARMAMENTS 

763.72119 Military Clauses/1: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Germany 
(Sackett ) 

: Wasuineton, August 17, 1982—5 p. m. 

97. The United Press despatch from Berlin reports that Germany 
and France are on the point of initiating direct negotiations concern- 
ing the limitations placed on German armaments by the Treaty of 

Versailles.4° The first conversations, according to this report, are 
expected to begin some time next week upon the return to Berlin of 

the French Ambassador.* 
Do you have any information which would confirm this story? 

CASTLE 

* Treaties, Conventions, etc, Between the United States of America and 
Other rowers, 1910-1923 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1923), vol. 

a eee Francois-Poncet.
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763.72119 Military Clauses/2 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Germany (Sackett ) to the Secretary of State 

Beruin, August 18, 1982—5 p. m. 
[Received August 18—2:18 p. m.] 

162. Reference to your telegram 97, August 17, the report was 
based on recent interviews with von Papen and Neurath by Mr. 
Kaltenborn of Columbia Broadcasting Company whose contem- 
poraneous notes of the conversations I have seen. 

Dr. Dieckhoff of the Foreign Office confirms the report that con- 
versations between Germans and French will shortly take place. He 
said that Germans demand such modifications of the treaty require- 
ments as would permit a more economic use of German military 
budget without, however, increasing the amount of the budget as well 
as the removal of certain hardships. He cited especially relief from 
the 12-year service period for enlisted men which tended to destroy 
morale of the Army. Through such proposed changes a formula 
could be found that would satisfy the demands for “equality” the 
lack of which prevented the Germans from voting for Geneva 
adjournment and which would make possible Germany’s re- 
participation in the Conference. He thought the French, as the re- 
sult of many previous unofficial conversations, appreciated the need 

for concessions to meet the situation. 
The French Embassy informs me, however, that in so far as France 

was concerned no official negotiations as such had taken place nor did 
the Embassy expect any instructions in the premises. The Embassy, 
however, admitted that informal conversations covering treaty 
changes as to German armaments had taken place from time to time 
at Berlin, Geneva, Lausanne and Paris but exclusively upon the ini- 
tiative of the Germans. Furthermore, that the French Embassy was 
impressed with the merits of certain German arguments and had 
recommended to its Government a more conciliatory attitude toward 

the German demands. 
SACKETT 

768.72119 Military Clauses/$ : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State 

: Paris, August 29, 1932—6 p. m. 
[Received August 830—8:55 a. m. | 

502. For the Secretary and Under-Secretary. With reference to 
the Department’s telegram to Berlin No. 97, August 17, 5 p. m.; and 
to Berlin’s reply No. 162, August 18, 5 p. m., I learn from the Foreign



418 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1932, VOLUME I | 

Oilice that the conversations in question will probably begin within 
the next day or two. ‘These conversations are being held on the in- 
sistence of the German Government. Leger, the official at the Foreign 
Office with whom we spoke, feels that the German Government will, 
in order to obtain acceptance of its demands, use the threat not to 

attend the sessions of the Disarmament Bureau *? commencing at 
Geneva on September 20th next unless they are acceded to. He feels 
that the German reason for opening these discussions at this time is 
twofold: not only as stated in order to be able to use the threat not 
to attend further disarmament discussions unless complied with but 
to see how far the Allied Governments are still preserving a common 
front on such questions. Leger states that unfortunately it is per- 
haps true that the Germans may be able to count on Italy’s support 
as the latter, since the Lausanne and Geneva conferences, have shown 
a very intransigent attitude. As to the British he would like to feel 
that the French can count on them as supporting their position but 
I judge that thus far they have no definite assurance to this effect. 
They would also like to feel that they can count on our collaboration 
and moral support which they realize is all we can possibly give them. 
France, Leger states, is ready as they have already stated officially to 
grant Germany equality of rights, adding that she would have this 
in signing the disarmament treaty on an equal basis with the other 
powers but is absolutely unwilling to concede either equality in fact 
or even such increases and changes as the Germans are now demand- 
ing. His arguments were along these lines: the nations of the world 
have met at Geneva to try to evolve a formula for drastic reductions 
in armaments. France has hitherto not been able to go as far as she 
would have wished and other nations would wish because of her feel- 
ing of insecurity largely due to the uncertain attitude and state of 
mind in Germany today. With this uncertainty daily increasing 
Leger asks is it fair to ask France not only to agree to further dis- 
armament but to make concessions to Germany to enable her to 
increase her own armaments and effectives. He admitted that while 

the German demands might not on first examination seem to be very 
drastic (he said they had every reason to believe that their informa- 
tion as to what would be asked was, reduction in the term of service 

of the Reichswehr from 12 to 6 years, the building of a certain num- 
ber of military planes, heavy tanks, et cetera) it was perhaps more 
the principle involved as well as the fact that they would then have 
the models ready so that they could be duplicated in large numbers 
on short notice that determined France’s position. 

Leger indicated that the French Government considers this test one 

© See pp. 322 ff. _ . | ee |
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of the most critical that has arisen since the war. If the. other 
powers signatory to the treaty accede to the German demands the : 
French Government will be forced to face the issue alone in which 
case he feels it will be difficult to foresee the extent of the consequences 
on disarmament and other questions. 

Herriot left for the Island of Jersey yesterday where he is to meet 
Sir Herbert Samuel and it seems very probable that he will there 
attempt to obtain British support of the French position. 

If you feel that the French position is a reasonable one and are 
inclined, as Leger indicated they hoped would be the case, to give 
them your moral support, would you consider the possibility of au- 
thorizing me to see Herriot and convey some informal message from 
you to him. I am emboldened to make this suggestion in view of the 
conversation you had on July 25 last with the German Ambassador 
a memorandum of which you were kind enough to forward me under 
cover of your strictly confidential despatch No. 1249 of August 4th 
last.48 My particular reason for making this suggestion is that if we 

do feel that the French position on this matter is reasonable a word 
to this effect to the French at this time might be extremely helpful 

in other directions. 
Ep@r 

%763.72119 Military Clauses/7 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Edge ) ** 

WASHINGTON, September 2, 1932—noon. 

311. Your 502, August 29,6 p.m. The German Chargé * came in 
to see me on August 31 to tell me of the conversations which had be- 
gun between Germany and France as a result of Berlin’s demand for 
equality of rights in the matter of armaments. He explained the 
German thesis at some length and added that unless the principle of 
equality were acknowledged by France in advance, there would 
hardly be any reason for Germany to collaborate further in the Con- 

ference at Geneva. 
I recalled to the German Chargé that the Secretary had told von 

Prittwitz as far back as July 21 that this “demand” was a reversal 
of the attitude which Bruening had taken with the Secretary in 
Geneva last spring. At that time Bruening had told the Secretary 
and MacDonald jointly, (the fact that MacDonald was present does 
not appear in the Secretary’s memorandum to which you referred, 

*® Not printed. 
“See penultimate paragraph for instructions to repeat to Berlin, London, 

Brussels, and Berne. 
*Rudolf Leitner. .
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but is an item of considerable importance) that he would be satisfied 
to have the present figures of armament inserted in the new treaty, 
making only reservation to the effect that this was done voluntarily. 
Any maneuver by the German Government which would tend to 
break up a Conference from which she had the most to gain would 
disturb international confidence in Germany and unsettle the world. 

I told Leitner that what was true then was true today. On the one 
hand this country, not being a party to the Versailles Treaty, was only 

academically interested in the legalistic phase of the discussion. On 
the other hand, as a participant in the Disarmament Conference and 
a protagonist of real reduction of arms, our interest was so real that 
if Germany, by making extravagant demands, should break up the 
Conference and prevent disarmament, I felt that the trend of opinion 
in this country would turn strongly against Germany. Furthermore, 
it seemed to me that Germany was making this demand at a most 
unfortunate time since political conditions in Germany were very 
unstable and France, perhaps rightly, feared serious trouble. Ger- 
many could get the equality it wanted during the course of the years, 

by proving itself stable and pacific, and by winning the growing 
confidence of the nations. This would be facilitated by a gradual re- 
duction of arms in other nations and not by an increase of armament 
in Germany. 

I concluded that while this country was sympathetic with the de- 
sire of Germany to have fair play, I wished to reiterate that we were 

greatly in favor of disarmament, and that anything which looked like 
a move in the opposite direction, as did her present demands, would 
be received with deep disfavor. | 

The French Chargé d’Affaires *6 called yesterday to explain to me 
| the French thesis, and to ask us to help persuade the German Gov- 

ernment to postpone the matter until all the nations met again in 

Geneva. In reply I authorized him to tell his Government that I had 
discussed the matter with the German Chargé as outlined above, 
again emphasizing that we were not interested in the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles angle, but only in the general question of world confidence and 
world disarmament. 

Please repeat the foregoing to Berlin, referring to Sackett’s 168 
September 1, 6 p. m.,*7 by telegraph, and to London, Brussels and 
Berne by mail. 

T do not think it would be wise to seek out Mr. Herriot and volun- 
teer this information, but if he should raise the subject with you I 
can see no harm in your explaining to him our position. 

——__ : CastTLr 
46 Jules Henry. 
“Not printed. . -
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763.72119 Military Clauses/16 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[Wasuineron,] September 7, 1932. 

The British Chargé, Mr. Osborne, came and presented me with an 
aide-mémoire, which is annexed hereto, concerning the representa- 
tions which Sir John Simon has made to the German Government on 
the subject of their démarche in regard to equality of arms. He also 
read to me from a telegram a few sentences, indicating that Sir John 
felt and had stated to the German Government that this was a very 

dangerous move for them to make at this time. In this telegram he 
stated also that the German Government had defended itself by say- 
ing that their attitude was merely a continuation of the position taken 
at Bessinge last spring in Geneva. 

I at once said that this statement was not in accord with the facts; 
that my recollection was that Chancellor Bruening at Bessinge had 
taken a very different position from what the German Government 
was now reported as taking towards the French. I told Mr. Osborne 
that according to my recollection at Bessinge, at an interview at which 

Mr. MacDonald and Lord Londonderry, Chancellor Bruening and 
von Buelow, and myself and Mr. Gibson and Mr. Wilson were 
present, Chancellor Bruening said that Germany did not seek to raise 
her armament, nor did she expect France to come down to her level, 
that she only asked that France would make a material reduction 
paving the way for further reduction in the future and Germany 
asked to be relieved only from certain very technical or minor incon- 
veniences. I then sent for my diary and read to Mr. Osborne the 
memorandum of the interview in question at Bessinge which took 
place on April 26, 1982,48 and which entirely corroborated my recol- 
lection. 

. I told Mr. Osborne that I was inclined to sympathize with Sir 
John’s apprehension, and Mr. Osborne asked me whether I intended 
to make any similar representation. I said I understood that Mr. 
Castle had already had a talk with the German Chargé on the sub- 
ject and I would look into that and see whether any further repre- 
sentation was necessary on my part as I had just returned from an 

absence. But I told him to assure Sir John Simon that I shared his 
apprehensions and sympathized with his desire that Britain and 
America should consult with each other on the subject in order to 
avoid misunderstanding or divergence of action; that in general I 
was sympathetic with his attitude. 

H{enry] L. S[{rmtson ] 

* For text of memorandum, see p. 108.
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{ Annex ] 

The British Embassy to the Department of State 

Amr-MEMOIRE 

On August 26th Sir John Simon informed the French Ambassador 
in London,* in reply to an enquiry from His Excellency, as to 
whether the German Government had made any representations to 
His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom on the lines of 
their approach to the French Government in regard to equality, that 
so far as he knew, no such representations had been received. Count 
Bernstorff had, however, said, when notifying the adherence of Ger- 
many to the Anglo-French Consultative Declaration,°° that the 

matter would be raised. 
9. Sir John said that as soon as any specific communication was 

received by His Majesty’s Government, M. Herriot would be fully 
informed. The French Ambassador said that M. Herriot would 
keep His Majesty’s Government no less fully informed. 

3. Sir John said that there were three possible courses with regard 
to the German claims. The first was to reject them outright, the 
second and third alternatives were either to contemplate some up- 
ward change in German armaments, or to secure on the part of Ger- 
many’s neighbours a real reduction in armaments. He would like to 
know what attitude the French Government would adopt to the 
German demand; he himself disapproved of the first alternative and 
strongly deprecated the second; His Majesty’s Government wished 
to see a method of treatment which would promote general disarma- 
ment, applied to Germany’s aim. 

4. The French Ambassador replied that M. Herriot. was not pro- 
posing to reject the German claims outright; he would discuss the 
question and see whether agreement could be reached. 

5. Sir John said that time would be necessary for consideration 
of the representations which it was understood the German Govern- 
ment would make. He would make a communication to the French 
Government, a little later. In the mean time the question whether 
His Majesty’s Government could usefully urge upon the German 

Government. the inexpediency of raising the matter in a challenging 
form at the present moment, was under consideration. 

6. The French Ambassador thought that it would be more useful if 
His Majesty’s Government were to intervene on broad lines later on, 

and Sir John gained the impression that the French Government had 
come to the conclusion that a point had been reached where Germany 
was determined to raise the question specifically with them. 

# Aime Joseph de Fleuriau. 
© See pp. 691 ff.
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7. On August 29th a further conversation on the subject took place 
between Sir John Simon and Count Bernstorff, of which the following 
is Sir John’s summary : — 

“T told Count Bernstorff today that I had heard from the French 
Ambassador that the German Government contemplated early dis- 
cussion with the French Government regarding Germany’s claim to 
equality of status in armaments. I understood that Herr Von Bilow 
added that Germany was approaching France alone because other 
Powers had raised no objection to the broad outline of the German 
claim. In order to avoid misapprehension I had told the French 
Ambassador that we had received no representations from the Ger- 
man Government on the subject beyond Count Bernstorff’s intimation, 
when notifying the German adhesion to the Anglo-French declara- 
tion, that diplomatic negotiations on German claims would be started. 
The question had not been raised since, though the possibility of 
Part V of the Treaty of Versailles being in effect overlaid by the 
final Disarmament Convention had been discussed informally at 
Geneva in April. Count Bernstorff confirmed my statement, where- 
upon I observed that there seemed to me no basis for inferring our 
assent. We had exchanged ideas, but certainly never expressed judg- 

_ ment. Count Bernstorff suggested that our side had derived from 
the conversation (between Herr von Biilow and Monsieur Francois- 
Poncet) an impression that was not intended. I said that at any 
rate there was now no possible misunderstanding, and asked him to 
inform the German Government accordingly. I then said that we 
regarded the present as a very inopportune moment to raise the dis- 
cussion on the German claim. The immediate necessity of Europe 
was economic recovery, which must take precedence. The Lausanne 
settlement was provisional and nothing would prejudice success more 
than an upset of confidence. A big discussion with France was most 
likely to precipitate a clash of French and German public opinion. I 
requested Count Bernstorff therefore to represent strongly to the 
German Government our view that this was very unacceptable course 
to take at present. 

“Count Bernstorff undertook to report what I had said. The Ger- 
man intention was to continue the Geneva discussions of last April, 
and, in the first place, to ascertain privately how far the French 
would meet the German view. I remarked on the difficulty of in- 
suring secrecy. Moreover the April conversations had been quadrilat- 
eral. As regards the expediency of raising the questions Count Bern- 
storff referred to the German internal situation. Germany was united 
in its disappointment at the result of the Disarmament Conference. 
I pointed out that only the Bureau of the Conference was to meet in 
September. The Conference would probably not, resume till early 
next year. 

“Before Count Bernstorff left, we exchanged assurances that the 
two Governments would keep each other fully informed. I said that 
this seemed to me doubly desirable in view of the recent Consultative 
Declaration.” 

8. On September ist the German Chargé d’Affaires communicated 
to the Foreign Office the text of a memorandum handed to the French
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Ambassador in Berlin on August 30th and made at the same time 
the following verbal communication. 

(i) The German Government hoped that His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment would not abandon the attitude adopted at Geneva and Lau- 
sanne regarding the German claim to equality of armaments. In 
the interest of peace a solution must be found for the problem. ‘The 
German claim was to equality of status, not actual parity and failing 
agreement it would be impossible for the German Government to 

take part in the meeting of the Bureau of the Disarmament Con- 
‘erence. 

(ii) The German Government wished to reply to the representation 
made to Count Bernstorff on August 29th. Both at Geneva and at 
Lausanne agreement in principle had been reached, and the German 
Government therefore did not understand why His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment now said that they had never approved the German point of 
view. The decision taken up now was the result of agreement reached 
at the Disarmament Conference between Herr Nadolny and M. 
Herriot. A conflict of opinion with France need only occur if the 
French Government were intransigent. The German Government 
would reply to any charges of infraction of the disarmament clauses 
with the greatest equanimity. 

WASHINGTON, September 6, 1982. 

763.72119 Military Clauses/25 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[Wasuineton,| September 8, 1932. 

During the call of the German Chargé, Herr Leitner, he brought 
up the subject of the démarche. He produced the annexed paper 
which, he said, was the paper presented to France. It was under- 
stood by the German Government to be presented in confidence but, 
unfortunately, was published the next day, together with certain 
statements that Germany was about to arm by the method of build- 
ing its number of munitions factories; all of this was not true. 

The history of the situation was that the matter of the principle of 

equality came up at Lausanne * and the British approved in principle 
but would not take it up at Lausanne because it was thought not to be 
germane. This was on July 6th, and the fact that this was done was 
mentioned in the procés-verbal. 

Herr Leitner said that Germany was always for disarmament but 
found it very difficult to remain in that situation in view of the 
principle of equality of rights which obtains as a basic and funda- 
mental principle in the family of nations. He referred to the repre- 

For correspondence concerning the Conference at Lausanne, June 16—-July 9, 

see pp. 636 ff.
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sentations and promises which were alleged to have been made by the 
victorious nations in and at the time of the Versailles Treaty, and 
he also quoted a statement of Henderson’s, made a year or two ago, to 
the effect that Germany had a treaty right to have the other nations 
disarm. 

After he had finished and had suggested that his Government would 
be glad to have my view, I said in substance first, that this was the 
first time that I had received the document in question and, as my only 
information in regard to its contents was hearsay and indirect, was. 
at a disadvantage in commenting on it. I said that our chief interest 
in the matter was that we were interested in disarmament and there- 
fore we were interested in the method by which the principle of 
equality which Germany rested upon should be attained. It might 
conceivably be attained by Germany going up on her armament or 
the other nations coming down. If the former were proposed we 
should be deeply interested on account of the disastrous effect which - 
it would have upon the Disarmament Conference at Geneva. 

Herr Leitner at once said that there was no proposal in this paper 
that Germany should arm. On the contrary, she did not wish to : 
arm—she had no money to arm with. I then said there was one other 
consideration that I felt was necessary to mention because it had been 
mentioned by two others. I understood that when this was presented 
to the British, and probably also to the French, it was stated that 
the position taken in this paper was the same as that taken by the 
German Government at Bessinge, my house in Geneva, last April 
at a conference between the British and the Germans. If the position 
taken by the Germans was as it had been represented in the press 

reports of this démarche, I could only say that it must be very differ- 
ent from the position taken at my house, as to which my recollection 
was very clear. I then stated that there the German representatives 
said that they had no desire and made no request to increase their 
armament and that they showed great moderation and patience in 
their demand that the other governments should come down, recog- 
nizing that disarmament is necessarily a matter of gradual perform- 
ance and takes a good deal of time. Herr Leitner said again that 
Germany did not seek to go up and that she was very moderate in 
her demands about going down but that she had waited a long 
time and that a new generation had grown up since the peace treaties 
which saw no reason for Germany remaining in a condition of in- 

equality. I then said that I would have the paper translated and 
read it with great care but, subject to that, I would say that I was 
considerably worried and disturbed that Germany had brought up 
this question just at this time when there were so many disturbing 
elements and so much instability in the world and when we needed



426 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1932, VOLUME I 

the influence of all of the great and stable powers, like Germany, in 
the interest of peace. I reminded Herr Leitner that Germany had 
just received a very great concession at Lausanne and that to follow 
that concession, which had been made to her there, so promptly by 
a demand of a disturbing character had made a very painful impres- 
sion on the world. So I gave him as my final message to his 
Government that if they wished to know what my view was it 
would be that they should exercise the utmost patience and forbear- 
ance in regard to bringing up any such questions and that they 
should throw their influence with the rest of us in seeking to stabilize 
rather than to unsettle the world. 

H[znry] L. S[rmtson] 

{Annex—Translation] 

(1) After the last Geneva negotiations concerning the disarma- 
ment problem, an attempt must be made to clear up at once by diplo- 
matic means the question which the German delegation raised in its 
definitive declaration of July 22. For this purpose the German Gov- 
ernment, pursuant to the confidential conversations already held in 
Geneva with the French representatives on this subject, would like 
to get in touch in the near future with the French Government. It 
is of the opinion that a confidential discussion between the German 

and the French governments, in which the views and desires of both 
parties shall be openly expressed, is the best means of bringing about 
an understanding. If the French Government is prepared for such 
a confidential discussion, both governments are, of course, at liberty 
to inform the other governments chiefly concerned, such as, in particu- 
lar, the British, Italian, and American governments in an appropriate 

manner, and, at the proper time, to bring about their participation 

in the negotiations. 
(2) The attitude of the German delegation with regard to the 

resolution of July 29th [23rd] of the General Commission © was de- 
termined exclusively by reasons inherent in the question itself, and 
was unavoidable. The resolution establishes important points for 

the definitive disarmament convention, and, indeed, in a manner that 
already shows that the convention will fall very far short of the 

Versailles treaty in the reduction of armaments. 

For this reason alone it was impossible for the German Govern- 
ment, which in view of this treaty, for the juridical and political 
reasons which it has often set forth, sees in the task of the Conference 
a much more radical disarmament of all countries, to assent to the 
resolution. There was however also another viewpoint involved. As 

8 Ante, p. 318. iets eg er
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a matter of fact, the conclusions reached had no meaning for Ger- 
many at all. For in spite of the discrepancy between the disarma- 
ment regime provided for in them and the regime of the Versailles 
treaty, the question remained entirely open in the resolution as to 
whether the conclusions reached were to apply to Germany. As long 
as this question is not cleared up, it is impossible for the German 
delegation to cooperate even in the future discussions of the definitive 
adjustment of the individual points of the disarmament problem. 

(3) Under these circumstances, the resolution of July 28rd 1m- 
mediately brought up the fundamental question, which in the dis- 
cussion up to the present has been called the question of the equal 
rights of Germany. From the beginning of the disarmament con- 
ference, Germany has asserted her claim to equality of rights, and 
has repeatedly made plain the significance and extent of this claim, 
not only within the framework of the discussions themselves in the 
conference, but also through diplomatic channels and in unofficial 
conversations between the representatives of both sides. In order to 
prevent any misunderstanding in this respect, what Germany under- 
stands by equality of rights and how she conceives from a practical 
point of view the realization of this principle, will be once more set 

forth hereinafter in résumé. 
(4) In this connection, it must be stated as a premise, that in view 

of the drastic form of general disarmament desired by the German 
Government, there are no stipulations that Germany would reject, 
on account of the extent of the obligation inherent in them, if the 
general regime to be created by the convention applies to all states. 
Accordingly, Germany has always demanded that the other states 
reduce their armament to a status which, in view of the special con- 
ditions in each country, corresponds in kind and extent to the status 
of armament which is imposed on Germany by the Versailles Treaty. 
The claim of Germany to equality of rights would thereby receive 
consideration in the simplest way. The German Government was, 
however, to its great regret, obliged to infer from the resolution of 
July 28rd, that the convention will not correspond to the Versailles 
standard either in methods or extent of disarmament. 

Under these circumstances, nobody can expect that the German 
Government will be reconciled to a result of the conference, which 
for the heavily armed countries will involve only a slight change in 
their present status of armament, while for Germany, on the other 
hand, it would maintain the Versailles status. Germany has the same 
right to security as any other state. Therefore the question at present 

can be only that of considering how the way can be prepared by the 
first convention for the necessary adjustment of armament and there- 
by the realization of the national security of all states.
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(5) In this respect three elements of adjustment may be differ- 
entiated: namely (1) the juridical form of adjustment; (2) the 

| period of its application, and (3) its material content. It is obvious 
that there is but one conceivable solution for the first two elements. 
The juridical form as well as the period of validity of treaty obliga- 
tions must hereafter be the same for Germany as for all other states. 
If a distinction unfavorable to Germany were established on these 
two points it would mean that Germany must also continue to play 
the role of a second-class nation in the field of armament. Therefore 
the only solution can be that for Germany the Disarmament Conven- 
tion shall replace Part V of the Versailles Treaty, and that with re- 
gard to the period of its validity as well as with regard to the 
juridical status after its expiration no special stipulations shall apply 

to Germany. 
(6) In contrast to the two first elements of adjustment the material 

content of this adjustment affords room for negotiations. The Ger- 
man Government certainly cannot forego appropriate expression in 

the convention of her right to a status of armament in keeping with 
her national security. She is, however, ready to acquiesce for the 
period of the first convention in certain modifications of her status 
of armament because she is of the opinion that after the expiration 
of the first convention there must. be another convention which will 
go much further in the reduction of the armaments of the heavily 
armed nations, and that more justice will be done thereby to the 
German standpoint in the disarmament question. In order to present 
an idea of the measures to be considered for a reconstruction of the 
German defense forces, the German Government would like to ex- 
plain a few principal points as follows: 

(7) In the field of qualitative disarmament the German Govern- 
ment is ready to accept every inhibition of arms that will apply in 
equal measure to all states. However, those classes of arms which are 
not universally forbidden by the Convention, must in principle also be 
permitted to Germany. 

So far as the system of defense is concerned, the German Govern- 
ment must also claim the right enjoyed by all other nations to organize 
it, within the framework of the stipulations universally applied, in a 
manner to meet the needs, as well as the economic and social charac- 
teristics of the country. In this connection there is the question, on 
the one hand, of changes in organization, as for example gradations 
in the active period of service of those serving for long periods, and 
freedom in the organization of the defense forces; and on the other 
hand, of the short term training of a special militia liable to military 
duty, for the purpose of maintaining internal order as well as for 
coast and boundary defense.
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Of course the German Government, in carrying out its proposed 
measures will take into account the financial situation of the Reich. 

(8) In remarks made by the French Prime Minister, in direct 
connection with the question of German equality of rights, the 1m- 
portance of the question of security for France was recently again 
emphasized. The German Government cannot very well take any 
position in this respect at present, as it does not know the object 

* of the actual desires of the French Government. The German Gov- 
ernment, however, will always be ready to discuss plans, that serve 
the purpose of establishing equal security for all states. 

(9) In conclusion, the German Government would like to make 
the following remarks: In view of the existing juridical and factual 
situation it confidently hopes that the foregoing statements will con- 
vince the French Government of the fair and moderate character of 
German intentions, and that they will open the way to a speedy 
understanding. As a matter of fact the state of affairs today is 
such that the question of German equality of rights must no longer 
remain unsettled. The necessity of its solution is shown by the 
previous course and the present status of the Geneva disarmament 
negotiations, as well as by reasons connected with the general inter- 
national situation. It will contribute materially to eliminate existing 
tensions and quiet political relations, if military discrimination 
against Germany, which is felt by the German people as a humili- 
ation, and which at the same time hinders the restoration of peaceful 
stability in Europe, finally disappears. 

763.72119 Military Clauses/31 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State 

[Extract]® 

Paris, September 10, 1932—4 p. m. 
[Received September 10—2:25 p. m.] 

525. Herriot received Senator Reed and myself yesterday after- 
noon accompanied by Marriner. 

At the opening of the conversation Herriot referred to the fact that 
the negotiations on the commercial treaty ** seemed to be proceeding - 
smoothly. Reed told him that the conclusion of such a treaty at this 
time would be of great value to France in American public opinion. 

Herriot was fully aware of the American lack of sympathy with 
German claim for rearmament and was extremely grateful for it. He 

® For the extracted portions of the telegram, see vol. Iv, p. 239. 
% See vol. 1, pp. 195 ff. 

6442124835
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said that since his coming into power he had done his utmost to pro- 
mote disarmament which was a necessity for France as well as for 
the rest of the world and which was deeply ingrained in the mass of 
the French people especially the peasants. Nevertheless he said at 
the present moment, with the German mental state what it seems to 
be, he really was fearful of the situation. He said that all their re- 
ports indicated that the secret store of arms was very great; that 

there were depots of arms just across the Dutch frontier; that the” 
Russians had manufactured for Germany forbidden categories of 
arms and that an order for periscopes had been received by a factory 
near Rotterdam thus indicating the possibility of the concealment of 
submarines. Furthermore, he said that any nation that could-on a 

Sunday produce a demonstration of disciplined men to the extent of 
120,000, as the Stalheim demonstration at Tempelhof, only lacked 
the arms to make them a menace to Europe. He, therefore, said that 
France, in view of its closeness to Germany, was in a different posi- 
tion than the United States although he could and did appreciate 
our helpful attitude and intended in his speech at the American 
monument ceremony at Meaux on Sunday to thank America for her 
great impetus along the lines of disarmament as outlined in the 
Hoover proposal as well as for her contribution to the workings of 
the machinery of peace as set forth in Mr. Stimson’s speech of August 

8th last. 
He said the note which he was to communicate to Germany in reply 

to their note to him asking for “confidential conversations” was 
merely a refusal to enter into such confidential conversations in view 
of the fact that France was not the sole country interested in the | 
matter and could not undertake to give up the rights of others includ- 
ing those reserved by the United States to itself in its separate treaty 
with Germany without consultation with these other powers. He 
then proceeded to outline the note reading passages of it along the 
lines of Leger’s and Ray’s exposé to Marriner (see my 520 September 
8, 4 p. m.)5@ 

He said that France at the moment was more disturbed with ref- 
erence to Germany’s activity and state of opinion than for many years 
and in examining his conscience he thought that these fears were justi- 
fied. He said that Von Papen had proposed an arrangement or under- 
standing between the general staffs of the two countries and when 
Marriner said that this was done at Lausanne the Prime Minister said 
yes and that the suggestion had been renewed more recently. He 
said, however, that he was opposed to this type of alliance and ar- 

* Post, p. 575. 
* Not printed.
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rangement which had been the cause of many of the difficulties of 
Europe and possibly of the Great War and that he was all against 
secret diplomacy and in favor of upholding the peace machinery of 
the world in all its forms and of the League of Nations in particular. 

Epcr 

763.72119 Military Clauses/75 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Edge)* 

WasHINGTON, September 16, 1932—1 p. m. 

325. For your guidance. 
1. The following is a brief summary of the attitude of this Govern- 

ment in respect to the German demand for arms equality as I have 
explained it in informal conversation to the interested Ambassadors 

here. | 
2. Our immediate concern in the German demand is twofold: (a) 

its effect upon the course of disarmament, and (0) its relation to 

international regard for treaty obligations. 
3. We have for many years taken an active part in the work of 

disarmament through its various stages and are now engaged in 
negotiations at the Geneva Conference looking toward a general 
treaty for the reduction and limitation of armaments. We have 
viewed such a reduction as imperative not only to give the world 
economic relief, but to remove the menace of competitive armaments 
to world peace. We do not feel that in spite of its slow progress the 
disarmament Conference has failed; on the contrary, our negotiators 
have reported that they look forward to concrete measures of success. 
They do not go so far as to anticipate immediate disarmament on the 
part of all Powers to the present German level, for disarmament is 
bound to be a continuous process, marking by successive stages one 
reduction after another in existing armaments. This was clearly 
the development contemplated by the signatories of the Treaty of 
Versailles, as well as by the United States when it incorporated into 
its bilateral Treaty of Peace with Germany signed in 1921 °° all the 
rights and advantages defined in Part V of the Treaty of Versailles. 
In our opinion a decision by Germany to seek equality by increasing 
her armaments would reverse the process we are now engaged in, of 
lowering armaments, and would seriously jeopardise the success of 

the Conference. 

See last paragraph for instructions to repeat to London, Berlin, Rome, 
Berne, Madrid, and Brussels. 

%& Foreign Relations, 1921, vol. u, p. 29.
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4, This Government does not, for the present at least, desire to 
commit itself with respect to the justice of Germany’s juridical claim 
for “equality of rights”. I am taking the position that it seems 
regrettable to us that this point should be emphasized by Germany 
at the present time, when the question of real importance to all 
nations concerned, including Germany, is rather the practicable one 
of securing the greatest general reduction of armaments possible. 

5. In addition to the foregoing, we are deeply interested in the 
vital character of certain treaty obligations which the nations of the 
world have entered into since the Great War with a view to pro- 
moting the peace of the world and rendering future wars impossible. 
We are not parties to all the treaties that have been concluded for 
this purpose, as for instance the Treaty of Versailles which includes 
the Covenant of the League of Nations, but we are a party to the 
Pact of Paris *® and we are also a party to the so-called Nine Power 
Treaty relating to the Far East.® All of these treaties rest on the 
basis of good faith between nations when they assume obligations. 

Whenever it becomes necessary to modify a treaty in the interest of 
justice and fairness, this modification should be made not by violence 
or by threats, but by consultation among the interested nations. This 
basic principle underlies all treaties, and if it is disregarded in the 
case of one treaty, it will necessarily affect the good standing of other 
treaties. It explains, in short, why in the interest of world peace, 
we attach especial importance to having any changes or modifications 
which may be made in the Treaty of Versailles brought about by 
methods of conciliation and mutual agreement rather than by threats 
or precipitate action. 

Please repeat by telegram to London, Berlin, Rome, Berne, and 
Madrid, and by mail to Brussels. 

a STIMSON 

763.72119 Military Clauses/O1 : 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[Wasuineron,| September 18, 1932. 

Mr. Osborne, the British Chargé, called at Woodley at nine o’clock 
and left with me a statement, annexed hereto, of the views of the 
British Government on questions arising out of the notes exchanged 
between the German Government and the French Government re- 
garding the work of the Disarmament Conference. This paper was 
printed by the press on the Monday morning following. When Mr. 

°©Treaty for the Renunciation of War, Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 153. 
© Tbid., 1922, vol. 1, p. 276.
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Osborne handed it to me, I read it through and told him one thing 
was clear about it,—that it was the work of an able lawyer. He 
said yes, he thought Sir John Simon had done it himself. I told 
him that the analysis of the purpose and effect of the Versailles 
Treaty which it contained seemed to me, on this quick reading, to 
correspond substantially with my own view. I then called Mr. Os- 
borne’s attention specifically to the sentences in the last two-thirds 
of page five *! and said that these statements seemed to me to indicate 
that the British proposal would refer the question of whether or not 
the Versailles Treaty was to be amended, as well as the naval treaties 
of Washington and London, to the Disarmament Conference and 
that. burning question would come up there; that otherwise if they 
were not amended those old treaties would stand. I said the paper 
indicated, however, that London thought the best result would be to 
have them all embodied into a general convention. Mr. Osborne 
replied that he had not gathered that impression before but when he 
looked it over he rather agreed with me. I said to him, however 
that I did have this slight question about the British note,—that 
possibly it was a little too diplomatic to make an impression on 
German psychology. I said there was an impression floating around 
that Great Britain was backing Germany on the question of equality 
of rights; that this had come to me from the Italian Ambassador, as 
well as from others; and that in view of this I was not quite sure 
whether the language of this document would make a sufficient 
impression to rebut and replace it but I hoped that it would, and I 
gave him some examples of cases illustrating the German psychology 
in question. This one statement of possible difference on my part 
made an impression on him for he repeated it, and for that reason 
I think it probably will be reported to his government. 

H[enry] L. S[rrmson] 

[Annex] 

The British Embassy to the Department of State 

Statement of the views of His Majesty’s Government in the United 
Kingdom on questions arising out of the Notes exchanged be- 
tween the German Government (August 29th) and the French 
Government (September 11th) regarding the work of the Dis- 
armament Conference. | 

1. The exchange of notes which has recently taken place between 
the German and French Governments on the subject of “equality of 
status” in the matter of disarmament and the announcement made 
by the German delegate at Geneva that his Government regarded 
this question as necessary to be dealt with forthwith if their collabo- 

“This is paragraph No. 5 in the annexed statement.



434 FORNIGN RELATIONS, 19382, VOLUMB I 

ration in the work of the Disarmament Conference was to continue, 
involve matters of the greatest importance for the future progress 
of the Conference and indeed for the future of disarmament itself. 
His Majesty’s Government and the whole British people are most 
deeply concerned to promote the success of the Conference and hold 
that international agreement (to which of course Germany must be 
a party) for the limitation and reduction of armaments would not 
only relieve the world from the burden of expense which is retarding 
its economic recovery but would be an immediate and solid contribu- 
tion towards the preservation of world peace and the promotion of 
good feeling between neighbouring States. With a profound sense of 
their duty to promote appeasement and to search for the reconcilia- 
tion of different points of view, His Majesty’s Government deem it 
well to make the following observations. 

2. His Majesty’s Government feel constrained to state at the outset 
that they think it unfortunate that a political controversy of this 
magnitude should arise at this moment, when it 1s so necessary that 
attention and energy should not be diverted from efforts which are 
being undertaken, and are so urgently needed, to restore production 
and the commercial prosperity of the world. Granted that this 
question of equal status would have arisen before the Disarmament 
Conference concluded its work, there is a grave disadvantage in 
forcing it to the front at this stage. Germany has suffered, and is 
suffering, from the prevailing economic depression and widespread 
unemployment, and the other Signatories of the Treaty of Versailles 
have recognized this and have shown themselves ready in consequence 
to abate, and indeed fundamentally revise, their financial claims upon 
Germany. In view of Germany’s economic difficulties, the initiation 
of an acute controversy in the political field at this moment must be 
accounted unwise, and, in view of the concessions so recently granted 
to Germany by her creditors, it must be accounted particularly un- 

timely. His Majesty’s Government earnestly trust that nothing may 
be now allowed to intervene which would retard the process of eco- 

- nomic recovery which is so urgently necessary and which it will be 
the task of the approaching World Economic Conference ™ to pro- 
mote by all the means in its power. 

8. But as Germany’s claim to a status of equality has been put 
forward prominently and threatens to impose an obstacle to the 
smooth and harmonious working of the Conference, His Majesty’s 

Government consider that they should offer some comments on the 
subject and make some suggestions as to how the claim might be 
dealt with. First, it is necessary to be clear as to what the claim 

® Hor correspondence relating to preparations for the Conference, see pp. 808 ff.
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involves and as to the actual treaty position. His Majesty’s Govern- __ 
ment can give no countenance or encouragement to disregard of 
treaty obligations. Although His Majesty’s Government do not 
understand the German memorandum to have stated the contrary 
view, they desire to associate themselves with the opinion that it 
could not be maintained as the correct legal construction of the 
Treaty of Versailles and connected correspondence that Germany is 
legally entitled to abrogate Part 5 of the Treaty of Versailles by 
any Disarmament Convention to be concluded or by the failure to 
conclude any Convention at all. If the preamble to Part 5 of the 
Treaty of Versailles is looked at, it will be seen that the Allied 
Powers, in requiring these limitations on Germany’s armaments, had 
in mind the object or reason therein indicated. That object or 
reason was to “render possible initiation of a general limitation of 
armaments of all nations.” To state what the object or aim of a 
stipulation is is a very different thing from making successful ful- 
filment of that object the condition of the stipulation. Still less is 
it possible to deduce, as a matter of legal interpretation of the Treaty, 

that the manner in which the object—general limitation of arma- 
ments—was to be fulfilled, was to be precisely the same manner in 
which Germany’s armaments had been limited by Part Five, for 
the only indication in the Treaty of the manner in which general 

disarmament is to be brought about is to be found in the very gen- 
eral words of Article 8 of the Covenant. The correct position under 
the Treaty of Versailles is that Part 5 is still binding and can only 
cease to be binding by agreement. 

4. So much has been stated for the purpose of clearing the ground. 
But His Majesty’s Government do not understand that the case put 
forward by Germany is a legalistic deduction from the language of 
the Treaty of Versailles. It is rather an appeal for adjustment based 
on the fact that the limitation of Germany’s armaments contained in 
the Treaty was intended to be, and announced to be, the precursor of 
general limitation by others. His Majesty’s Government do not 
deny the fact and do not seek to minimise the force of the contention. 

So far as the Government of the United Kingdom are concerned. 
very large reductions in all departments of armaments have been 
made since the Treaty of Versailles was signed. Nevertheless the 

United Kingdom Government are earnestly collaborating at Geneva 
in promoting to the utmost of their power measures of further dis- 
armament, both in the aualitative and quantitative sense, which would 
all tend in the direction of greater equalization. 

5. It is the hope of the United Kingdom Government that there 
may result from Geneva, in spite of the difficulties that have been en-
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countered and that are inherent in the effort of reaching world agree- 
ment, a really valuable measure of disarmament in which each nation 
will bind itself to a strict limitation, both in kind and in quantities, 
of its weapons of war. Such a result can be attained only if due 

| allowance is made both for the needs and for the feelings of all the 
sixty-four States concerned. The objects to be aimed at are, in the 
case of the more heavily armed Powers, the largest possible reduction 
and, in the case of lightly armed States, at any rate no material in- 

crease. It would indeed be a tragic paradox if the outcome of the 
first Disarmament Conference was an increase in armaments and the 

actual rearming of any State. The United Kingdom Government 
‘therefore conceive the object of the Conference to be to frame a 
Disarmament Convention upon the principle that each State adopts 
for itself in agreement with others, a limitation which is self- 
imposed and freely entered into as part of the mutual obligations of 

the signatories to one another. There will thus be, as a result of the 
Convention, no distinct status: everyone’s armaments will be con- 
trolled by the same process: and the limitations which have already 
been prescribed by existing treaties—such as the various Peace 
Treaties or the Naval Treaties of Washington and London—will, 
save so far as they are modified by mutual consent, reappear in the 
voluntary and comprehensive compact about to be negotiated at 

Geneva. It will then be this last named document which is the effec- 

tive obligation binding upon all. This conception of the work and 
purpose of the Disarmament Conference gives the answer, in the view 
of the United Kingdom Government, to the question of status raised 
in the communication of the German Government of August 29th. 

6. Questions of status, as distinguished from the quantitative ques- 
tion, involve considerations of national pride and dignity, which 
deeply touch the heart of a people and keep alive resentment which 
would otherwise die down and give place to more kindly feeling. 

In the interests of general appeasement, therefore, it is much to be 

desired that any such questions should be disposed of by friendly 
negotiation and agreed adjustment, not involving either disregard of 
treaty obligations or increase in the sum total of armed forces. But 
this desirable consummation cannot be attained by peremptory chal- 

lenge or by withdrawal from deliberations which are about to be 
resumed. It can only be reached by patient discussion through the 
medium of conference between the States concerned. 

Wasuineton, September 17, 1982.
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500.A15A4/1449 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, September 19, 1982—11 a. m. 

[Received September 19—8: 47 a. m.] 

274. In a conversation with Simon this morning he brought up 
British statement on disarmament giving his opinion that it fol- 
lowed very closely along the lines of his conversation with you in 

Geneva. Tyrrell, he informed me, had reported a satisfactory con- 
versation on the matter with Herriot but so far no reaction had been 
received from the Berlin Government. Simon was obviously most 
anxious for your approbation, adding that close cooperation with the 
United States was essential. He asked whether I had received any 

cable from you in the matter. I replied that inasmuch as the mem- 
orandum had been handed to the Department of State by the British 

Chargé d’Affaires probably any comment from you would be trans- 
mitted to Simon through British Embassy. I added State Depart- 
ment was aware of Simon’s plans for leaving for Geneva tomorrow 
morning.®8 . 

In conclusion Sir John stated that in any voluntary disarmament 
reductions there would be certain categories of armament retained 

by other nations which by treaty were not permitted to Germany, a 
specific instance being the big battleship. Simon said he had not yet _ 
thought out the answer to the next question which would most cer- 

tainly arise in this connection; namely, how much latitude Germany 

was to be given in those classes of armament which were not renounced 
by other nations and which were forbidden to Germany by treaty. 

| ATHERTON 

763.72119 Military Clauses/79 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State 

[Extract ]* 

Paris, September 19, 19832—7 p. m. 
[Received September 20—5:23 a. m.|] 

542. Referring to my 525, September 10, 4 p. m., the following is a 
brief summary of the 2 hours of conversation today at lunch at the 
Foreign Office at which in addition to the three Americans men- 
tioned therein were present only Herriot; Alphand, former Minister 
at Dublin, Chief of his Diplomatic Cabinet; Ray, head of his per- 

® The British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs was a delegate to the 
Bureau of the General Disarmament Conference scheduled to convene Septem- 

“ Wor the extracted portion of this telegram, See vol. Iv, p. 265.
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sonal Cabinet; and Leger, at the present moment in the absence of 
Berthelot, Political Director of the Foreign Office. 

As to Germany, Herriot opened the conversation by stating how 
pleased he had been by your frank speaking against German re- 
armament and that he felt that it had been of great use with the 

British. I strongly urged that France take the lead in proposing 
some definite action along the lines of President Hoover’s suggestion 
which Reed likewise emphasized. Herriot replied that Hoover's sug- 
gestions had been well received in France and he promised to do 

something emphatic at Geneva in the way of concrete suggestions 
for further reduction of armaments although he added “je crains 

au ciel” that I am sending Frenchmen to their death. Then followed 
long protestations of apprehension of German and Italian aggression 
possibly supported by Russia. Their statements in this regard were 
substantially the same as Herriot’s statements of last week although 
somewhat more in detail. They professed to be sure of the existence 
of an alliance between Germany and Italy. Reed suggested that a 
similar apprehension existed in Italy and to some extent in Great 
Britain illustrating by describing the activities of Italian engineers 

at this moment in mining all roads and bridges near the frontier; 
and Reed described to them the specifications of the modern British 

pursuit planes which as we know are based upon the time of flight 
of French light bombers between Calais and London. Herriot pro- 
fessed great surprise at this latter statement and announced that he 
would readily order transferred all French aviation activities from 
the northwest of Paris to the German and Italian frontiers. His 
emphasis upon this statement suggested that he might actually under- 
take this as a gesture of amity toward Great Britain. 

We took occasion to point out that if one felt the necessity for 
arming against every possible alliance or contingency there was no 

end to armaments and in concluding the conversation again inquired 
if France could not do something or make some commitments along 

disarmament in accordance with the President’s suggestions, some- 
thing which could focus public opinion on the willingness of France 
to act alone in this matter as a part of a world movement. The Prime 
Minister said that there was no question that France would disarm 
and was intending to do it that since he came into power he had con- 
stantly turned his attention to this problem and his only fear was that 
in view of the present state of German public opinion France might 
live to regret the disarmament in which she is determined to par- 
ticipate. 

Full memorandum of conversation follows by next pouch. Cipher 
texts to London, Berlin and Berne. 

Epas
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500.A15A4/1462 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate to the Bureau of 
the General Disarmament Conference (Wilson) 

WaAsHINGTON, September 20, 19382—7 p. m. 
205. You are not to take any initiative in this matter and under 

no circumstances are you to make any written communication or 
show this cable. If however the subject of my position in regard to 
the German démarche should come up in general conversation be- 
tween you and Simon and he should express anxiety to know what 
my attitude is in regard to his recent note on the subject of the 

German démarche, you may say that you understand it to be sub- 
stantially this:—Simon’s analysis of the legal obligations of the 
various treaties in respect to the work of Disarmament Conference 

is considered by me as a very able paper. We have not taken any 
position in regard to the validity of the German’s contention as to 
equality of rights. This is because we consider all questions arising 
out of the Versailles Treaty to be primarily matters for the decision 
of the European nations in spite of the fact that Part V of that 
Treaty is by reference incorporated in our own Treaty with Germany. 
The American people are however deeply interested in accomplishing 
a general disarmament, and thus in the success of the Disarmament 
Conference. They are unwilling to take sides, in any of the legal 
European questions which may precede or become involved in it. I 
have therefore made no public statement on the German démarche. 
Through the diplomatic channels I have stated our interest in general 
disarmament; that we regard this step as necessarily a gradual one, 
and that the revision of armaments must proceed downward and not 
upward. I have in the same manner expressed my apprehension lest 
Germany’s raising of legal questions and her withdrawal from the 
Disarmament Conference may retard the general objective in which 
we are so deeply interested. 

STIMSON 

763.72119 Military Clauses/92 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Germany (Sackett) to the Secretary of State 

Brrr, September 21, 1932—8 p. m. 
[Received 9:44 p. m.] 

190. Some of this morning’s papers carried a Wolff telegram with 
a Washington September 20 date line reading as follows: 

“President Hoover said today: As far as press despatches from 
Paris concerning the German question of right to equality are con-



440 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1932, VOLUME I 

cerned the position of the American Government is clear. The only 
question which interests our country 1s a diminution of armaments 
throughout the whole world step by step. We do not belong to the 
signatory powers of the Versailles Treaty and therefore also not to 
the partners of the provisions concerning German armament limita- 
tions [sic]. That is solely a European question. The United States 
have always declared that they will take no part in a discussion 
thereof. We are anxious that Germany shall continue to participate 
in the arms conference which today has such promise of success for 
the whole world and that she shall lend her aid to the fulfillment of 
this great purpose’’.® 

Other papers today have carried other versions of this alleged 
statement all of which, however, like the one quoted above (where 
it said that we are not signatories of the Treaty of Versailles) con- 
tain evidence that they cannot be a direct and correct quotation of 
any statement the President may have made. 

Inquiry throughout the day has failed to reveal the source of this 
telegram from Washington, and the abrupt way it was introduced 

: without any indication of the occasion on which such a statement 
might have been made or the furnishing of any other background 
forced us to suspect that at best this was something lifted from its 
context. 

Von Bilow asked me to call at the Foreign Office this afternoon 
and showing me two Wolff news service sheets containing this item 
as well as such [as?] were purported to be New York newspaper 
comment on “Hoover’s appeal to Germany to return to the Dis- 
armament Conference” asked if this was the official American atti- 
tude. Bilow expressed satisfaction and appreciation of the stand 
taken by the President which he interpreted as definitely approving 
the German thesis in the controversy over the equality question and 
as being in contrast with the French and English reaction. He said, 
however, that pressing though this “appeal” was the German Gov- 
ernment did not feel that it could accede to it unless there were some 
assurance that the Disarmament Conference before proceeding to the 
consideration of concrete points of disarmament should take up and 
settle the question as to whether or not Germany’s equality of rights 

was to be recognized. 
The situation has been most confusing from this end inasmuch as 

the President’s alleged statement seems to be completely at variance 
with the attitude of our Government as set forth in the Department’s 
telegrams 311 of September 2, noon, and 325, September 16, 1 p. m., 
to the Embassy at Paris (repeated here under instructions) and I 
assumed that if it really were so I would have been informed. Ac- 

® Wor text as released by the White House, see Department of State, Press 
Releases, September 24, 1932, p. 183.
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cordingly in replying to Biilow’s question if the statement attributed 
to the President represented our Government’s attitude I felt it 
preferable not to expound the attitude as set forth in the two tele- 
grams under reference (with which as I understand it I might in 
my discretion acquaint the German Government) until I referred 
the matter to you and found out the exact situation. In consequence 
I told Biilow that I could not answer his question until I referred it 

to my Government. 
I should appreciate full instruction at your earliest convenience. 

SACKETT 

763.72119 Military Clauses/96 : Telegram . 
The Ambassador in Germany (Sackett ) to the Secretary of State 

BeErxin, September 22, 1932—3 p. m. 
[Received September 22—1 p. m.| 

191. Supplementing my 190, September 21, 8 p. m., reporting that 
von Biilow interpreted the President’s alleged statement in line with 
the comments ascribed to American papers as an appeal to Germany 
to rejoin the Conference and that he characterized it as an approval 
of the German equality thesis, I think his remarks in connection 
therewith may be of such interest to the Department to warrant 
telegraphic repetition. 

He said that Germany would be deeply impressed with such a call 
from the President but in spite of her appreciation Germany would 
not be able to respond favorably to his appeal. He stated that the 
French and English now take the position that Germany, whatever 
results the Conference achieves in securing limitations on the arma- 
ments of other nations, must remain bound by the military limitations 
put upon her by the Treaty of Versailles. . 

In Conference discussions of reductions in any categories pro- 
hibited to her by the treaty such as tanks Germany’s position would 
have to be that they must be eliminated from the armaments of all 
nations. Germany could have no place in discussions of reductions 
for other nations in categories which she herself was denied. 

Unless therefore the Conference now meeting would agree first to 
discuss and settle Germany’s rights to equality—not as to quantity 
but as to principle—which would mean that Germany would be 
permitted to have at least limited amounts in all categories allowed 
other nations by the final results of the Conference Germany would 
be forced to maintain her refusal to attend, even in view of her desire 
to generously answer the President’s call. Bilow reiterated for the | 
second time that Germany had no desire to destroy or In any way |
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injure the Conference and stressed that the German thesis warrants 
the conclusion of most military experts, that no such rearmament was 
contemplated by or financially possible for Germany as would 
strengthen her war potentiality in any material degree. The prin- 
ciple of being permitted limited amounts of the various types of 
arms to be allowed as a result of the Conference to other nations in 
reduced quantities was a sine gua non to the self-respect of any 
country and one which no Cabinet could fail to maintain. He added 
that Germany disappointed at its tenor would not reply to the 
British note in order to avoid the chance of giving offense by the tone 
of the answer. 

The Department will please bear in mind that I am transmitting 
Bilow’s own exposition of his case. I offered no interruption or dis- 
cussion nor (for the reasons set forth in my 190, September 21, 8 
p. m.) even intimated the unfavorable reaction we would have to 
Germany’s persistence in her present attitude (as set forth in the 
Department’s 311, September 22 [2], noon; and 325, September 16, 
1 p. m. to the Paris Embassy repeated here). 

SACKETT 

763.72119 Military Clauses/105 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Germany (Sackett ) 

WASHINGTON, September 22, 1932—5 p. m. 

115. Your 190, September 21,8 p.m. As a result of press items 
appearing on September 20, of which the following headline from 
the Herald Tribune may be taken as typical: 

“Paris Receives Support of United States Against Berlin”, the 
President issued the following statement to the press in order to 
clarify the situation: 

“With reference to press dispatches from Paris on the German 
Arms question, the position of this government is clear. The sole 
question in which this country is interested is in reducing armaments 
of the whole world, step by step. We are not a party to the 
Versailles Treaty and its limitation on German arms. That is solely 
a European question. The United States has already declared that 
it takes no part in that discussion. We are anxious that Germany 
shall continue to participate in the arms conference which has now 
such promise of progress for the entire world, and that she shall 
lend her aid in this great purpose.” 

This statement was not intended to be in contradiction with our 
attitude as set forth in the Department’s 325, September 16, 1 p. m., 
to the Embassy in Paris, which was a considered statement of the
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views of this Government and which was sent you to serve for your 

guidance in any oral or informal conversation with the German 
Government which you considered advisable. We have not taken 
any position in regard to the validity of the Germans’ contention as 
to equality of rights (see first sentence, paragraph 4 of our 325). 
This is because we consider that this question is primarily a European 
political question and although Part V of the Versailles Treaty is 
incorporated in our Treaty with Germany, we wish to avoid becom- 
ing involved in such a controversy. 

For your personal and confidential information and not for use 
in any way, my personal conclusion based on my study of the docu- 
ments is that their contention, as indicated in their note to the French 

and as explained by Leitner to Castle is without legal foundation. 
Thus I cannot allow to pass unchallenged the statement which Biilow 
made to you interpreting the stand taken by the President as 

definitely approving the German thesis in the controversy over the 
_ equality question. But although we have refrained from taking 

sides on this issue, we still view the German position as adding a 
new difficulty to the task of the Disarmament Conference. The 
German Government should remember that the American people 
however unwilling they may be to take sides in any of the strictly 
legal questions arising among the parties to the Versailles Treaty in 

, connection with the disarmament problem, nonetheless remain deeply 
interested in bringing about a general reduction of armaments and 
thus in the success of the Disarmament Conference. 

I have made no public statement on the German démarche. 
Through diplomatic channels I have stated our interest in general 
disarmament, that we regard this step as necessarily a gradual one, 
that the revision of armaments must proceed downward and not up- 
ward, and that any modification of treaties must take place through 
consultation and not through unilateral action. I have in the same 
manner expressed my apprehension lest Germany’s raising of legal 
questions, her withdrawal from the disarmament conference, and her 
implied threat to increase her armaments, may retard the attainment 
of the general objective in which we are so deeply interested. 

T think that the foregoing will clear up any confusion which may 
have arisen in your mind and which probably has resulted from a 
difference of emphasis, rather than a difference of substance between 
the President’s statement (as corrected) and my 325. I hope you 
will discreetly, but nonetheless firmly, point out our real concern lest 

Germany fail to cooperate in working out and evolving a wide 
measure of general disarmament. 

STIMSON
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500.A1544/1470 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

| GENEVA, September 23, 1932—11 p. m. 
[Received 11:41 p. m.] 

883. At tea with Sir John Simon this afternoon he developed the 
following thoughts on the German situation. 

Sir John said that he was not sure what the future would bring 
forth but as he saw it there were only four ways by which “equality 
of rights” could be applied. These were: 

1. Incorporation of the obligations of Germany in the same docu- 
ment as that of the other states. 

2. The same duration for its obligations as for the other states. 
3. The same qualitative criterion, in other words, the right of 

Germany to have the same types of weapons as the other states. 
4, The same quantitative criterion, that is, the right of Germany 

freely to enter in the treaty the numbers of weapons and forces 
which it would freely negotiate as in the case of other states. 

As to point 4, Sir John was very definite. Equality in numbers 
could under no circumstances be permitted since the purpose of this 
Conference was to reduce armaments. To admit the contrary trend 
would be derisive. He had been happy, he said, to note from advices 
from Washington that you were of the same opinion. 

Point 3, according to Sir John, raises very difficult problems for 
the United States and England as well as France. Were we willing 
to accept a thesis whereby Germany would have the right to build a 
35,000-ton battleship? It had been hinted to Sir John that the Ger- 
mans would like to have “echantillon” types, that is, types at least 
of the arms which are now forbidden it but which will be permitted 
the other powers after the negotiation of the treaty. Although not 
favoring this method he did not definitely exclude it from possibility 
if carefully restricted but felt it of the highest importance that our 

two countries should deliberate this question. 

As to point 2, Sir John believed that this should be accorded 
Germany. In his note he had desired to hint this possibility. 

As to point 1, there was no question in his mind but that this should 

be accorded. 
Sir John could think of but one explanation to the ominous fact 

of the widespread opposition to accusations in Germany and that was 
that the Government there was endeavoring to persuade its people 
that there was neither a legal nor moral obligation placed upon them 
by part V of the Treaty and that this prefaced an announcement by 
Germany that it would no longer remain bound by part VY, Ever
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since Nadolny had spoken,®* the question, I explained, had been in 
my mind as to whether Germany really desired to negotiate a re- 
duction on the part of her neighbors or whether she desired to justify 
a renunciation of the Versailles military clauses. In the latter event 
Sir John felt that it was not the type of quarrel which would induce 
the French people to fight, to say nothing of the British and the 
Americans. It seemed to us here there was nothing the French could 
do to prevent Germany denouncing these clauses if it so desired but 
that they would take every means in their power to pile obloquy upon 
Germany even to the extent of forcing Germany out of the League 
although this would serve no purpose beyond inflaming public 
opinion. 

Sir John will see von Neurath this evening but has no intention of 
going through this analysis with him as he has no knowledge yet 
whether von Neurath is seeking a solution or hoping for one, for the 
‘question still remains as to the real intention of the German 
Government. 

Sir John described France as being between two alternatives; one, 
a refusal to amend the Treaty of Versailles or [2.e.] to make efforts 
to meet the German point of view. In this event he thought the 
Germans would probably refuse longer to be bound by the mili- 
tary clauses. The other alternative is perhaps to concede upon the 
first two of the four points mentioned above at the same time making 
such reductions as to make it worth while for Germany to take the 
further voluntary engagement for the duration of the treaty even 
though we have to listen to hours of discussion on security in which 
they continue to search for another path which does not exist. These 
are the only two alternatives facing France and when that is realized 
it will have to make its choice. 

I thanked Sir John for this illuminating analysis and he said if 
you cared to put your thoughts on paper it would greatly interest 
him to learn whether you saw the picture in the same light. 

Wison 

763.72119 Military Clauses/108 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Germany (Sackett) to the Secretary of State 

Beruin, September 24, 1932—2 p. m. 
[Received 3:15 p. m.]| 

194. Department’s 115, September 22, 5 p. m. I orally conveyed 
to Biilow this noon our Government’s attitude as set forth in your 

* Speech of July 22, wherein the German delegate opposed the resolution 
concluding the first phase of the General Disarmament Conference; see p. 313. 

6442124836
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telegram under reference as well as in your 311, September 2, noon. 
and 325, September 16, 1 p. m., to the Embassy at Paris.%7 

Bulow replied by saying that he took note of the fact that we 
have not taken any position with respect to the German equality 
thesis and are not taking sides in the legalistic phase of the discus- 
sion. He then said that he could not let the “criticism” of his Gov- 
ernment’s attitude pass without saying that he could only understand 
our taking this view of the case by reason of the distance between 
Germany and the United States and the very different conditions 
existing in the latter country, all fairminded people would take a 
different view of the German position than this. However, this point 
was of little importance for if Germany could not reach some satis- 
factory agreement with the interested European powers no persuasion 
on our part could induce her to go back to the Conference. The 
foregoing is as nearly a verbatim report of his remarks as possible. 
My impression is that the fact of our taking no sides in the legalistic 
phase of the controversy was not ungratifying to him but that he 
was disappointed and upset at what he considered criticism of Ger- 
many’s taking the action she has under circumstances which she 
thinks compelled her to take it. 

I may state that the whole tenor of my exposition of the views 
of our Government was to stress our concern as to the consequences 

of the action taken by Germany and an earnest hope that she might 
see her way to modify her attitude. 

SACKETT 

500.A1544/1479 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, September 26, 1932—9 p. m 
: [Received September 26—7 : 43 p. m.] 

889. Supplementing my 383, September 23, 11 p. m., Simon again 
reverted to his analysis of the German situation and repeated that 
he was definitely in favor of point 2 but that the French were making 
objections. Concerning point 3 he had not definitely made up his 
mind as to whether Germany could be permitted certain types of 
the prohibited weapons which may be permitted to other powers as 
a result of the treaty. He himself has reached the conclusion that 
without concession on this point Germany will not reenter the dis- 
cussions or sign an eventual treaty. Others beside Sir John have 
mentioned this demand of Germany for “sample types” of weapons 

& See footnote 44, p. 419, and footnote 57, p. 431.
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and it is one on which we may be called upon soon to express an 
opinion privately if not publicly. - 

In this connection Sir John pointed out that it is inconceivable 
that the treaty will adopt the criteria of Versailles in all respects of 
qualitative disarmament, that it was obvious that we were not going 
to scrap all our battleships and it was obvious that France at least 
was not going to reduce all its mobile guns to 105 millimeters. It 
seemed highly improbable that all the nations would do away with 
all military aviation. 

As to point 4 that is definitely excluded. 

Sir John stated that it would be of the highest value to have the 
benefit of your advice and urged me to request it from you. 

Please read this telegram in connection with my 383. 
You may care to consider whether any views you may express to 

Simon should also be made available privately to the other interested 
parties if they ask me about your attitude. 

WILson 

763.72119 Military Clauses/120 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, September 26, 1982—10 p.m. 
[Received September 26—8:10 p. m.] 

390. Von Neurath told me that he had requested a representative 
to give me an account of his conversations with Sir John Simon of 
September 23rd in order that I might keep you in touch with 
developments. 

The representative stated that Sir John had requested the meeting 
and that the conversation was opened by Von Neurath expressing 
dissatisfaction at what the representative termed the “schoolmaster 
tone” of the British note. In any case Neurath said it was gratifying 
to stop the paper battle and hold conversations. Von Neurath had 
stated that Germany’s attitude was a waiting one, and had made very 
plain their position. 

According to the representative Sir John stated that he was in 
favor of including the German military terms in the same document 
as the general treaty; that he was in favor of having a document of 
perhaps 5 years’ duration, the lapse of which would be the completion 
of Germany’s military obligations. Sir John had brought up the 
question of “sample types” and discussed it freely raising many 
objections. He did not, however, definitely exclude the idea. The 
representative stated that there was of course no intention on the 
part of Germany to claim equality of numbers.
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Rosso informed me Aloisi, chief of the Italian delegation, had a 
conversation with Von Neurath but that there was as yet little ac- 
complishment to report. 

WILson 

763.72119 Military Clauses/135 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Germany (Sackett) to the Secretary of State 

BERxin, September 28, 1932—3 p. m. 
[Received September 28—2:15 p. m.] 

198. The Chancellor ® asked me to call upon him today and 
although he did not have any specific point which he attempted to 
emphasize the conversation developed points of interest. 

He said that he deplored the exchange of speeches between Herriot 
and himself ® but that if Herriot started he felt he was forced to 
answer. In view of the present state of public opinion in Germany 
he said that he did not see his way out of the impasse with regard 
to Germany’s claim for equality of armament and her non-attendance 
at the Disarmament Conference. The course of the conversation en- 
abled me to expound to him (as outlined by you in your 115, Sep- 
tember 22) our genuine concern at the position taken by Germany 
and I must say that he took it in a far more calm and diplomatic 
manner than did Bilow (see my 194, September 24, 2 p. m.). In 
fact my distinct impression is that he would welcome any face saving 
formula that would allow Germany to go back to Geneva. 

He stated to me unequivocably that his Government intended to 
and would remain in power for a long time though he mentioned no 
definite plan. He amplified this by saying that he had a mission to 
perform which in effect was to transform the status of German 
democracy as it now existed. I rather gathered that he also had in 
mind an attempt to transform the mental attitude of the German 
electorate though he spoke specifically of measures such as adminis- 
trative reform in the relationship between the Reich and Prussia 
and general reforms of a direct nature which he said he intended to 
bring about by emergency decrees followed by referendum. 

SACKETT 

6 Hranz von Papen. 
® Speech by the French Premier at Gramat, September 25; reply by Von 

Papen on September 27 in an interview through the Wolff Telegraph Agency.
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500.A15A4/1488 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson ) 

WasHINGTON, September 30, 1932—4 p. m. 

212. On Friday last Sir John Simon outlined to you four methods 
of approach to a solution of the problem arising from Germany’s 
demand for “equality of rights”. He asked if I would comment on 
his message in order to learn whether I saw the picture in the same 
light. 

In my opinion, the subject should be approached not from the 
point of view of a discussion of Germany’s rights, but of the policy 
of other nations in determining what they are willing to do in the 
Disarmament Convention (a) to modify or supplant Part V of the 
Treaty of Versailles, and (6) to carry out their legal and moral 
obligation to reduce their own armamenis. 

The following paragraphs refer seriatim to the four methods men- 
tioned by Sir John Simon. : 

1. Incorporation of the obligations of Germany in the same docu- 
ment as that of the other states. During my stay in Geneva last 
Spring, Dr. Bruening indicated to Mr. MacDonald and myself that 
he would be willing to write into the Disarmament Convention the 
present German arms limitations (with minor variations) provided 
a footnote were inserted to the effect that these figures were volun- 
tarily agreed to by Germany. This would take care of the situation 
during the life of the first Disarmament Convention, but would leave 
open the question as to whether the Treaty of Versailles were sup- 
planted or merely suspended. 

2. The same duration for Germany’s obligations as for those of 
the other states. This would relieve Germany from all its armament 
obligations at the expiration of the first Disarmament Convention, 
say in 10 years. After that time she would be free to rearm without 
limit not only on land but at sea. It may be that the European 
Powers, who are most immediately concerned, will feel that in order 
to preserve the present situation and make possible a disarmament 
treaty for 10 years, it is worth letting the future take care of itself. 
This, however is a problem which in my opinion is one primarily of 

European concern. 
8. A qualitative criterion, in other words the right of Germany to 

have the same types of weapons as other states. We could not at 
present accept a situation whereby Germany would have the right to 
build a 35,000-ton battleship at the risk of disturbing the delicate 
naval adjustments to which we are parties, and we would have grave 
objections to her right to construct submarines. To evolve a method 
that would be fair to all nations yet so restricted as not to reopen
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: or complicate the naval situation, seems at first blush overwhelm- 
ingly difficult. I do not, however, exclude it as a possible field for 
compromise and if any specific suggestions in this sense should be 
offered, we should gladly examine them on their merits. 

4, A quantitative criterion. This runs strictly counter to our thesis 
that armaments should be reduced and not increased and is hence 
unacceptable. 

You may take a favorable opportunity to see Sir John Simon, and 
explain my feelings to him orally, requesting him to keep this mes- 
sage confidential and to regard it still as an expression of my present 
personal views rather than as a final conclusion of this Government. 

STIMSON 

500.415A4/1491 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, October 3, 19382—2 p. m. 
[Received 2 p. m.]| 

393. From Davis. Simon, who had to go to London because of 
governmental problems, returned last evening. He, Sackett and I, 
dined together with a view of a discussion preliminary to the first 
meeting this afternoon of the committee on arrangements for the Eco- 
nomic Conference.”° Before getting on to that subject he remarked 
that there never was a more critical world situation and that it had - 
never been more important for the United States and Great Britain to 
work together. He then launched into a discussion of the Franco- 
German controversy which he said during the past week had reached a 
crisis and must be settled at once. It could not be settled except 
through the good offices of England and the United States. Otherwise 
all possibility of success for both the Disarmament and Economic 

Conferences would be destroyed. He explained that since it is vital to 
get Germany back into the Disarmament Conference and since this 
can be done only by arranging a meeting some place other than 
Geneva he had conceived the idea of calling a meeting in London by 
invoking the recently concluded Consultative Pact because neither 
Germany nor France could refuse to attend. He said, however, that 
he recognized that such a meeting without us would be useless and 
he wondered what would be the best procedure to facilitate our at- 
tending such a meeting. 

7” Norman H. Davis and Frederic Mosley Sackett, American Ambassador in 
Germany, were in Geneva as American members of the organization committee 
for the Monetary and Economie Conference scheduled to meet in London during 

1983; for correspondence, see pp. 808 ff. Mr. Davis also continued to act as a 
delegate to the General Disarmament Conference.
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We told him that the calling of a meeting under the Consultative 
Pact as distinguished from the pending disarmament negotiations 
would most probably raise difficulties for us and that we would prob- 
ably not wish to enter into the abstract questions of Germany’s 
juridical status as regards equality. On the other hand if the con- 
versations were merely a logical continuation of those instituted by 
you last April and carried on in July and were definitely related to 
the general disarmament work you would most probably recognize 
the importance of our taking part in conversations which were for 
the purpose of ironing out differences which were blocking the suc- 
cess of the Disarmament Conference. Since the conversations which 
he proposed would presumably not be taken up for some days we 
thought this would give time to consult with you. I understand from 
Simon that you will be hearing about these consultations from the 
British Embassy in Washington and in connection with the decision 
which you may however consider, you should have the following 

considerations in mind. 
Our best hope of getting results from the Disarmament Conference 

and of securing of Germany’s continued participation in the work 
is through informal conversations such as you instituted when you 
were here. Our participation in these conversations would un- 
doubtedly be helpful and I realize that to permit such participation 
the conversations must be on a basis which avoids giving the impres- 
sion that we are getting into Treaty of Versailles questions or 
juridical questions as to Germany’s right to equality. We have, how- 
ever, a logical interest in these conversations from two points of 
view. First, Germany last July formally expressed satisfaction at 
the -presentation of the Hoover plan and that is the only concrete 
measure of disarmament which might be adopted by France with 
any hope of furnishing a basis for Germany’s continued participation 
in the work. <A solution of the present German armament demands 
is essential to eventual realization of the President’s plan. Second, 
if Germany carried out her threat to re-arm this would apply to the 
navy as well as to the army and might lead to a break down of the 
present system of naval limitation. Both of these points as well 
as the President’s statement of our interest in progressive reduction 
of armaments and Germany’s continued participation in the work 
of the Conference afford logical ground for our taking part in some 
form of discussion of the German demands. 

In connection with the foregoing have considered Wilson’s 383, 
September 23, 11 p. m., and 889, September 26, 9 p. m., and have con- 
sulted Sackett and Wilson who concur in above views. [ Davis. ] 

Wison
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§00.A15A4/1492 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

: GENEVA, October 3, 1982—3 p. m. 
[Received October 8—12: 55 p. m.| 

394. From Davis. Since dictating number 393, October 3, 2 p. m., 
Simon’s secretary has read me a message which Simon is sending to 
Vansittart in London instructing him to propose the conversations 
in London as within the framework of the Disarmament Conference 
and as a continuance of those conversations initiated by yourself at 
Bessinge. 

Such procedure, according to Simon’s thought, has the additional 
advantage of having present in the conversations both MacDonald 
and Grandi who participated at Bessinge. [ Davis. | 

WILson 

600.A15A4/14913 

The British Chargé (Osborne) to the Secretary of State 

WasHiIneTon, 3 October, 1932. 

My Dear Mr. Srecrerary: In order to clarify and supplement what 
I told you this afternoon, the following is the substance of the tele- 
gram which I found on my return to the Embassy. 

The French, German and Italian Governments are being informed 
this evening that His Majesty’s Government have carefully considered 
the situation arising from the German withdrawal from the Disarma- 
ment discussions at Geneva. A continuance of the situation clearly 
involves most serious consequences to the future of the Disarmament 
Conference and the prospects of European concord, and a heavy 
responsibility would rest on any who are not prepared to do their 
utmost to find a remedy. His Majesty’s Government therefore invite 
the attention of the above-mentioned Governments to the appli- 
cability to this withdrawal of the Declaration of Mutual Consultation 
of July 18th last,“ to which the French, German, Italian and British 
Governments are parties and which expressed the resolve to exchange 
views regarding questions affecting the European régime and, in 
particular, pledged the Parties to seek beneficial and equitable solu- 
tions in regard to the Disarmament question. In the spirit of this 
Declaration His Majesty’s Government propose a meeting of the 
Prime Ministers of France, Germany, Italy and Great Britain at an 
early date—October 11th is suggested—for an exchange of views 
in order to overcome the difficulty which has arisen from this 
situation. 

" See pp. 691 ff. .
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Each of the Governments is being informed that a similar invita- 
tion is being addressed to the other two and also that Sir John Simon 
is informing you that he assumes that you will authorise Mr. Norman 
Davis to attend the meeting. | 

As I told you this afternoon, Sir John prefaces the above message 
to you by pointing out that the exchange of views contemplated is 
really a resumption of the informal discussions in which you took 
part at Geneva. The German withdrawal creates a difficulty in the 
smooth working of the Disarmament Conference, in which the United . 
States is taking part and to which it is making so valuable a con- 
tribution. The present request to the United States does not, there- 
fore, involve any new action on her part, but is merely continuing, 
in what seems to be the most useful manner, the association of the 
United States with the Disarmament Conference. I am to add that 
such information as had been received by Sir John from Berlin and 
Rome seemed to indicate that the suggestion of the meeting would be 
acceptable to the two Governments and, further, that he hoped to 
have an interview with Monsieur Herriot to-morrow. 

Meanwhile, I am telegraphing to Sir John Simon the substance 
of what you said to me this afternoon. 

Believe me [etc. ] D. G. Osporne 

500.A15A4/1494 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Wilson) 

WasuHineton, October 38, 1982—6 p. m. 

213. For Davis. Your 398, October 3, 2 p.m. and 394. The British 
Chargé called this afternoon and delivered a message from Sir John 
Simon suggesting that Davis join the meeting in London on October 
11 to consider ways and means of bringing Germany back into the 
Disarmament Conference. I told the Chargé that I wished to con- 
sider this subject somewhat further before giving a final answer. 
First of all I wished to be assured that the plan was acceptable to 
France and Germany and that the conversations would be entered 
into by all participants with the conviction that this offered the best 
means of persuading Germany to continue her cooperation in dis- 
armament. Unless we were virtually assured in advance that there 

would be no objection on the part of the other Powers invited, there 

would be serious danger of a public controversy arising in which 

the purpose of the meeting as being confined to disarmament might 

be misrepresented, to our serious embarrassment. In the second place 

I pointed out that I feared if the conversations were held in London 

that they might be too much dramatized, and although this was a
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minor consideration I wished that the meetings might be held within 
reach of Geneva. 

I hope you will telegraph me as soon as possible any information 
you may be able to obtain with regard to French and German reaction 

to these questions. 
STIMSON 

500.A15A4/1495 : Telegram 

The American Delegate ( Wilson ) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, October 4, 1982—9 p. m. 
[Received October 4—5 : 43 p. m.] 

899. From Davis. Simon is seeing Herriot today in Paris and 
further action regarding London conversations will presumably de- 
pend on outcome of this interview as to which Simon said he would 
inform me tonight. British, however, seemed determined to press 
for a meeting as they view with apprehension development of critical 
situation between France and Germany. Initial French reaction as 
judged from my conversations with Boncour and Massigli is un- 

. favorable to a meeting in London particularly in case Belgium, 
Czechoslovakia and Poland are not invited. French apparently will- 
ing to carry on conversations here within scope of disarmament 
discussions but it seems unlikely that Germans would consent to 
return to Geneva without making conditions as to eventual acceptance 
their thesis which France obviously would be unwilling to give in 

advance. 
Herriot informed me Saturday that France-Italian relations had 

improved considerably within the past few days. I am of course 

taking no part in British efforts to force meeting and as indicated 

your cable wisdom of my participation in eventual conversations can 

hardly be determined until exact account of such conversations are 

determined. Fully appreciate importance of avoiding being drawn 

into any conversations which are not definitely related to disarma- 

ment negotiations in which we are now participating. 

: Leaving for Paris Wednesday night with Hepburn and Dulles” 

and expect proceed London Friday for naval conversations. In 

agreement with Simon and Cadogan, Wilson and I propose advising 

informally Japanese, French and Italian representatives, who are 

here for disarmament work, of proposed naval discussions pointing 

out that purpose is to explore basis for smoothing out points of 

72 Allen W. Dulles was serving as Legal Adviser; Admiral Arthur J. Hepburn 

and Lieutenant Colonel George V. Strong were to assist in the disarmament 
negotiations.
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difference between naval proposals of the President’s plan and the 
Baldwin statement in Parliament in order to help give effect to the 
section of the final resolution of treaty for the Disarmament Con- 
ference relating to naval disarmament. [Davis.] 

WILSON 

500.A15A4/1498 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 5, 1982—6 p. m. 
[Received October 5—4: 25 p. m.] 

283. Foreign Office issued following statement late last night: 

“His Majesty’s Government have been in communication with the 
Governments of France, Germany and Italy for the purpose of ascer- 
taining whether the difficulties which have arisen from Germany’s 
withdrawal from the Disarmament Conference could be made the 
subject of an exchange of views between them. The matter is still 
under consideration, but His Majesty’s Government have intimated 
that if that course were found feasible and were generally approved 
they would be willing to arrange a meeting for this purpose in 
London.” 

I have reason to believe the Prime Minister has for some time been 
hoping to reconstruct similar informal discussions on disarmament to 
those held while Mr. Stimson was in Geneva last April but this 
unexpected statement issued by Simon immediately upon his return 
from Paris last night would tend to confirm the rumor that his 
views are more and more divergent from those of the Prime Minister 
who has been in Scotland all this week. 

It is understood here that in his conversation with Simon yesterday 
Herriot did not definitely reject this British proposal but stated that 
any meeting held outside of Geneva he felt should not make decisions 
but simply submit recommendations. 

The French Ambassador ™ has informed me today that he does 
not, believe this suggested meeting will take place at an early date if 
at all and that in any case in his opinion it would be a mistake unless 
preliminary diplomatic conversations in the various capitals had 

assured a successful outcome. 
The German Chargé d’Affaires7* informs me von Bilow stated 

to the British Chargé d’Affaires ® who sent the invitation, that the 
recent French and British notes to Germany on disarmament did not 
offer a basis for any successful outcome of London Conversations and 

™ Aime Joseph de Fleuriau. 
™* Count Albrecht Bernstorff. . 
*® Basil Cochrane Newton.
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the German Government felt it would be unwise to accept the pro- 
posed London invitation unless a successful outcome were assured 
beforehand and to achieve this due consideration must be entertained 
for meeting Germany’s claim for equality in [armaments?]. British 
Chargé d’Affaires also stated to von Bilow I am informed, that 
the United States Government had been invited to send a repre- 
sentative. 

Although it does not wish to be quoted Foreign Office has stated 
to foreign press correspondents this afternoon that no outcome is 
expected to result from this Foreign Office suggestion for London 
discussions. 

Repeated to Norman Davis. 
; MELLON 

500.A15A4/1501 : Telegram 

The Chargé in France (Marriner ) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, October 6, 1932—8 p. m. 
[Received October 6—7:50 p. m.] 

582. From Davis. Lord Tyrrell gave me today an account of the 
talk which Simon had with Herriot Wednesday and the efforts to 
bring about discussions in London which have so far been incon- 
clusive. He said that Herriot told Simon he thought it was a most 
inopportune time to stage such a meeting since on account of pending 
elections Germany would not feel free to negotiate an agreement now 
and the United States might be less inclined to participate. Herriot 
said, however, that while he was reluctant to refuse to attend such a 
meeting he thought the chances of failure were great and that failure 
would make the situation worse but that if the British insisted he 
would discuss the matter with his Cabinet. Tyrrell told me that so 
far the French had not reached a final decision; that he had had a 3 
hours’ talk last night with Herriot whose attitude was still substan- 
tially as above indicated but that he was to see him again this after- 
noon and would inform me afterwards of the result. I told Tyrrell 

I had been waited [wazting?] to see how the matter finally shaped 
itself before making any recommendation to Washington and that 
I had refrained from taking any part in the efforts to bring about 
such a meeting because I was not authorized to do so and did not 
feel justified in attempting to bring any pressure to bear on France 
or Germany. At any rate to [the?] most we could do would be to 
use our good offices if sought and if questions directly related to the 
success of the Disarmament Conference were involved. I also ex- 
plained that what we want is a reduction and not an increase in
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armaments and to get Germany back into the Conference but that 
we are unwilling to enter into any abstract discussion about equality. | 
[ Davis. | 

MARRINER 

500.A15A4/1502 : Telegram 

The Chargé in France (Marriner ) to the Secretary of State 

Parts, October 6, 1932—10 p. m. 
[Received October 6—8 : 09 p. m. | 

583. From Davis. Referring to my 582, October 6, 8 p. m., Tyrrell 
tells me Herriot has just informed him that he is advising the British 
Government that France will enter with alacrity into proposed dis- 
armament discussions but that he does not think London is the place 
to do so and that such discussions should be at Geneva. Herriot is 
going to write MacDonald a letter explaining reasons for decision 
but stating that he would be glad to go over to London any time 
for a discussion with him previous to the meeting and discussions in 
Geneva. He likewise will point out that the Germans have merely 
said they were unwilling to return to the Disarmament Conference 
without satisfaction, not that they were unwilling to discuss matters ' 
in Geneva. 

According to Tyrrell Herriot reported that he had insisted to his 
Cabinet that France must make a real step in disarmament and offer 
to give up some of the weapons denied to Germany under the Treaty 
of Versailles. If then Germany continued to insist upon rearming 
the blame would be placed squarely on Germany. [ Davis. ] 

MaARRINER 

500.A15A4/1504 : Telegram 

The Chargé in France (Marriner ) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, October 7, 1932—4 p. m. 
[Received October 7—2: 42 p. m.7*] 

585. M. Herriot saw Mr. Davis this morning at 10:30 and as he 
had to leave the Foreign Office directly for the noon train for 
London he asked me to telegraph the principal interest of the con- 
versation. 

In the first place Herriot gave an outline of his recent conversation 
with Lord Tyrrell and Sir John Simon as indicated in Embassy’s 
telegram 582, October 6, and 583, October 6, he likewise showed us 

7% Telegram in five sections.
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confidentially the text of his memorandum accepting the idea of | 
conversations among the principal powers including Germany. He 
pointed out that they take place at Geneva and noted that they had 
been postponed for the time being. He also showed us a confidential 
personal letter to MacDonald giving a little more in detail his 
reasoning on this subject and pointing out that the Germans had 
not refused to go to Geneva but to take part in the Disarmament 
Conference for the present. There can be no question that Herriot 
feels somewhat hurt that MacDonald allowed an invitation of this 
character to be issued without previous consultation with him in 
accordance with the spirit of the understandings at Lausanne. He 
also felt that there might be something personal in it as between 
MacDonald and Henderson. Herriot pointed out in his personal note 
that before these conversations took place he would be most happy 
to have an opportunity to discuss matters with MacDonald and there- 
fore told MacDonald that he would be glad to go to England at 
any time if invited, for direct talks of an entirely informal character. 

Davis told him that he thought that such an act on his part would 
produce a good impression particularly after his refusal to go to 
London for the five-power conversations. 

Herriot laid great emphasis on the fact that in his note of reply 
to the Germans on September 10 he had not refused to discuss the 
question of equality of armaments but had refused the idea of any 
German re-armament. He said that the subject of equality of arma- 
ment was a purely psychological conception and that the working 
out of it lay somewhere between the mere integration of the provisions 
of the Treaty of Versailles into an ultimate disarmament treaty on 
the one hand and complete and free German re-armament on the 
other. Therefore, what was required even before conversations could 
be useful was to learn from Germany through diplomatic or any 
other channels just what in practice the idea of equality of treatment 
would lead to in the matter of arms and armament and he sincerely 
hoped that this information could be obtained before the conversa- 
tions should be engaged in. As to the date of these conversations he 
felt that there was every advantage in their not taking place before 
the German elections as even though he had little hopes of the positive 
effect of reasonable public opinion in Germany he felt that it would 
have some moderating effect. 

He said that at the present moment he was studying a project on 
| disarmament which had been forwarded to him by Paul-Boncour 

and showed us last page indicating the contents, a rather formidable 
looking dossier. He said that it would require his consideration, that 
of the Cabinet and that of the Supreme War Council and that he was 
giving it his best attention.
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Davis took the occasion to say that he hoped that any plan which 
France might put forth would be simple and direct without too many 
details and reservations of position. In other words that public 
opinion will only comprehend it the more nearly it approximates a 
hundred lines rather than a hundred pages. 

Davis told Herriot that he was going to London to explore the 
ground on naval matters 77 as before real progress on the naval portion 
of President Hoover’s plan could be made it will be necessary to 
solve differences between the President’s proposal and the British 
counter-proposition and that if this could be done the French and 
other naval powers would at once be drawn into the discussions and 

that meanwhile the progress of the work going on at Geneva in . 
various committees, particularly the effectives, was tending to make 
possible what Herriot had said he hoped might work out to be a 
comprehensive plan of disarmament common to the great powers. 
In this connection Herriot did not feel that the absence of Germany 
prevented the working out of the plan although it might prevent the 
ultimate realization of it if and when elaborated. 

The Prime Minister expressed his fears that American public 
opinion did not realize that the German demands in so far as they 
had thus far been explained, did not accord in any way with the 
provisions of President Hoover’s proposals since he said that those 
proposals were based upon the belief that Germany’s arms were a 
constant factor and other arms a variable, whereas Germany’s present — 
claims were the evidence of a desire to make their armaments variable 
also. 

Herriot’s whole tone was cordial and slightly more helpful than his 
previous conversations on this subject. 
When Davis received the press yesterday afternoon in accordance 

with their request at his hotel he told them that he would talk to 
them merely for background purposes and was under no circum- 
stances to be quoted. Both the American-Paris papers this morning 
contain garbled quotations from him on the disarmament situation. 
However, as far as is known quotations were not cabled to America. 

At the close of the talk with Herriot today Herriot drew up a 
statement for the press which merely recited Norman Davis had been 
to see the President of the Council to discuss very cordially the 
measures that might be taken to advance the disarmament work at 

Geneva. 
| MaArRINER 

See pp. 528 ff.
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500.41544/1507 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Germany (Gordon) to the Secretary of State 

Brrurn, October 8, 1932—1 p. m. 
| [Received October 8—11: 45 a. m.] 

203. I was asked to call at Foreign Office this morning and given a 
copy of the English invitation of October 3 to Germany to attend a 
four-power conference in London on October 11 and the German 
answer of yesterday. The latter is brief and couched in conciliatory 
terms. 

A substantial summary thereof is as follows: 
: The German Government is at all times ready for a frank exchange 

of views with the Governments mentioned in the invitation concern- 
ing a beneficial and equitable solution of the disarmament question. 
In this connection Germany cites the passage of the final Lausanne 
protocol reading, “to create a new order permitting the establishment 
and development of confidence between the nations in a mutual spirit 
of reconciliation, collaboration and justice’”,’® and hopes that if the 
conference is animated by this motive a solution will be found 
enabling Germany to resume participation in the Disarmament Con- 
ference whose successful termination she desires. 

“She cannot conceal, however, that a discussion [?] of the French 
and English notes of September 11 and 18 would hardly lead to the 
goal of an agreement over the questions at issue”. In view of the 
fact that the League Assembly is still in session the German Govern- 
ment would prefer a later date than the one proposed by the British 
Government. The British Charge d’Affaires has informed me that 
in delivering the written invitation of October 3 which only men- 
tioned the “French, German, Italian and United Kingdom Govern- 
ments” he said to Biilow that he hoped the United States would 
participate in the conference. 

Dieckhoff further explained to me this morning that in stating 
its willingness for an exchange of views with the Governments men- 
tioned in the British invitation the German Government did not 
mean to imply that it would object to the participation of other 
powers. This applied of course to us and might equally be so if 
France should suggest the addition of one or two powers; if, how- 
ever, the conference were to lose the particular character which the 
German Government understood it was to have and there should be 
an attempt to make of it in,effect a disarmament conference in minia- 
ture that would be an entirely different matter. 

77For complete text, see Great Britain, Cmd. 4126, Miscellaneous No. 7 
(1982): Final Act of the Lausanne Conference, Lausanne, July 9, 1932, p. 5.
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Dieckhoff further said that by the same token Germany would not 
necessarily object if the French should persuade the other powers 
concerned to hold the conference in Geneva rather than in London 
though the latter city would be preferable. 

The text of the British invitation has not been published here nor 
will the German answer be, the Government confining itself to giving 
out a communiqué today summarizing its answer. 

I understand from other sources as well as from what I gathered 
in my conversation with Dieckhoff that if the conference is held the 
intention of the German Government is to put forward immediately 
its equality claim and to demand a show-down on the question 
whether the convention to be eventually reached by the Disarmament 
Conference will replace article 5 [part V] of the Versailles Treaty. 

GORDON 

500.A15A4/1508 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpvon, October 10, 1982—5 p. m. 
[Received October 10—3:15 p. m.] 

288. From Norman Davis. | 

“Spent the week-end with Simon and had long discussions regard- 
ing disarmament and Manchurian situation. Latter subject I am 
covering in separate cable.”® As this is a particularly strenuous week 
for the British Government, Simon has asked that we have a prelimi- 
nary and general naval talk with the First Lord of the Admiralty.® 
The best impression is that they are hoping that we may be able to 
have some influence over the Admiralty and make it easier for the 
British Government to carry through the plan for reduction. It was 
also clearly shown that Simon is most anxious for us to pull together 
in dealing with the Manchurian situation and also to have us in on 
the conversations regarding Franco-German disarmament problems. 
Project of a meeting has now been revived and it will probably take 
place within a week or two. They are asking Herriot to come to 
London tomorrow and they may then decide the time and place for 
the conversations. Simon says the Germans accepted unconditionally 
presumably because they thought the French would refuse. Simon 
thinks it most important to have us participate and use our good 
offices. He asked what would be the best way to approach us as to 
participating in the conversations. He also wanted to know what 
I thought of Lausanne as the place of meeting. I told him I had 
refrained from taking the matter up definitely with you because it 
had never crystallized, that we would certainly be unwilling to bring 
any pressure to bear on either France or Germany, that it was my 

* Telegram No. 289, October 10, 6 p. m., vol. Iv, p. 296. 
© Sir Bolton Meredith Hyres-Monsell. 

6442124837
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impression that if both of those countries wanted us and the conversa- 
tions were carried on in connection with the Disarmament Conference 
with a view of getting Germany back into the Conference you might 
be willing to consider the matter favorably, and that Geneva would 
seem the most natural place. I told him my present opinion was 
that it would not be wise to select Lausanne particularly if they want 
us to attend as its name now is so closely associated with reparations 
and debts”. 

MELLON 

§00.4A15A4/1528 :Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon ) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 14, 1932—7 p. m. 
[Received October 14—6 : 32 p. m.]| 

296. From Norman Davis. I lunched with the French Ambassador 
today. Others present were Herriot, MacDonald, Baldwin, Simon, 
Neville and Austen Chamberlain, Londonderry, Vansittart and sev- 
eral Frenchmen. On my arrival Herriot informed me that he had 
reached an agreement with the British for proposed conversations 
at Geneva, that Italy had accepted unconditionally but that Germany 
had just refused. At luncheon I asked Simon why the Germans, 
who had previously accepted unconditionally the invitation to confer, 
had now refused. He said that Germany had given no reason for 
its refusal but that on the side they explain that at present it is 
politically impossible. Simon’s opinion is that whenever the Ger- - 
mans think the French will refuse they accept and when the French 
accept the Germans refuse. 

After luncheon MacDonald called me aside and said that he was 
not much worried about the German refusal because once having 
accepted in principle Germany puts herself in an indefensible position 
by refusing to hold conversations on the ground that she does not 
like the place of meeting. He then said he wanted to think very 
carefully what to do next and then he wants us to have a talk. I 
told him that it was my impression that the best procedure now 
would be for France and Italy to bury their differences and then for 
us to proceed with the work at Geneva by agreeing upon a com- 

_ prehensive substantial reduction in armaments in fulfillment of the 
moral obligation to effect a general reduction and then as security 
the Germans to sign a general convention. If the Germans were 
offered a genuine measure of satisfaction in the general convention 
it would strengthen moderate opinion in Germany and if they refuse 
public opinion outside could make itself felt. He said that this 
struck him favorably but that he wanted to think it over further. .
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MacDonald asked how I was getting along on the naval nego- 
tiations and said that while the Tories say they are favorably dis- 
posed to a reduction in armaments they do not do anything practical 
about it but that next week we would see what could be done. Bald- 
win said he wanted to have a talk with me and we have agreed to 
meet early next week. At luncheon I sat next to Neville Chamber- 
lain who said he understood I had had a very satisfactory talk with 

the First Lord of the Admiralty and expressed the hope we would 
be able to reach a satisfactory agreement about the Navy. I told 
him I thought it was a matter which concerned him very much as 

Chancellor of the Exchequer. 

He said it did and he wanted to have a talk with me. My informa- 
tion is that it will be advisable for me to talk with Baldwin and 
Chamberlain as their support is necessary if we are to have any 

understanding on the Navy. 

Before leaving I had a further talk with Herriot and asked him 

what he thought about some such procedure on disarmament as I 
suggested to MacDonald and he said it struck him favorably. 

~ In reporting the above to the Embassy this afternoon it was thought 
wise to check up with the Germans and Atherton went to see Bern- 
storff who gave the following information. Bernstorff called by ap- 

pointment at 9:45 this morning on Simon who stated that when 
Herriot reached London he laid before the Prime Minister a dis- 
armament plan which MacDonald after reading said he was not 
prepared to discuss but rather preferred to concentrate on plans for 

a meeting of the four powers with an American observer where they 
might discuss disarmament. Herriot expressed an unwillingness to 
come to London but was willing to attend such a conference in 
Geneva including not only the four powers and an American ob- 
server but various other military countries including the members 
of the Little Entente. MacDonald explained he was willing to 
waive London but refused to consider a larger conference than the 
four powers immediately concerned and an American observer. After 
considerable discussions it was agreed that the British should present 
this plan to the Germans and urge their consent. At the same time 
Simon was seeing Bernstorff, the British Chargé d’Affaires was inter- 
viewing Neurath in Berlin. Simon urged Bernstorff to point out 

to his Government (1) that the British had succeeded in eliminating 
from the conference those smaller powers who would coyly support 
any French view; (2) that Norman Davis had stated the American 

Government would prefer Geneva as a meeting place since it obviated 
introducing new factors or making new decisions at this particular 
moment; (3) if the Germans accepted MacDonald personally would
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attend the conference in Geneva. Bernstorff talked on the telephone 
with Neurath who positively refused to consider Geneva as a meeting 
place. In the minds of the Germans this would be a back door 
entrance to the disarmament discussions which they had just publicly 
announced they were unwilling to attend. Such procedure was not 
only impossible but particularly so at this pre-election moment. How- 
ever, Neurath realized the French unwillingness to proceed to London 
and suggested The Hague as a compromise or, as a last resort and 
final accommodation, the Germans would reluctantly consent to go to 
Lausanne. The German Chargé d’Affaires told Atherton he might 
inform me of the above. 

The implication Simon gave that I had said we would attend a 
meeting in Geneva was not quite justified. I have carefully refrained 
from making any commitment but following receipt of your 213, 
October 3, 6 p. m., I did say that although our attendance would 
depend upon circumstances I did feel that Geneva would be the 
most logical place to hold such conversations as a part of the General 
Disarmament Conference. I have never suggested the possibility of _ 
our attending in the role of observer and would not advise our 
doing so. If the conversations are held as part of the Disarmament 
Conference we should in my opinion be there on the same basis as 
the others if we attend. [Davis. | 

| MELLON 

500.415A4/1532 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Germany (Gordon) to the Secretary of State 

Beruin, October 15, 1982—2 p. m. 
[Received October 15—noon. ] 

207. My telegram No. 203, October 8,1 p.m. The press this morn- 
ing having published Germany’s refusal to go to Geneva for the 
proposed four-power conference I called upon Dr. Dieckhoff and 
reminded him of our conversation of October 8. He said that it 
was quite true that the position of the German Government on that 
day was as he had expressed it to me but he then gave me to under- 
stand that the more the German Government thought about it the 
less it liked the idea of Geneva and the more convinced it became 
that if it went there it would be in an anomalous position. In this 
connection he argued that as commissions of the Disarmament Con- 
ference were now actively in session in Geneva for Germany to go 
there would seem as if she were again in effect attending the Dis- 
armament Conference which she had definitely declared she would 
not do as long as her claims to equality were not recognized. Ac-
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cordingly as early as last Tuesday, October 11th, the German Govern- 
ment had instructed its Chargés d’Affaires in London and Paris, that 
Geneva would be unacceptable to Germany and so when MacDonald 
made his latest definite suggestion of holding the conference in 
Geneva he was aware of Germany’s objection thereto. 
Although as indicated above Dieckhoff’s explanation of Germany’s 

present position was in effect that she would be beset with pitfalls if 
she went to Geneva the definite change of attitudes from that of last 
week may perhaps be ascribed to Neurath who was not in Berlin 
when Germany’s acceptance of the English invitation was framed 
and who may feel that in view of the stand he has previously taken 

Geneva is personally impossible for him. 
The British Chargé d’Affaires informed me that when he yesterday 

delivered the invitation to go to Geneva to Neurath the latter, while 
stating that Geneva was out of the question and that he much 
preferred London, said in effect that Germany would agree to any 
other place but Geneva though Lausanne would only be accepted as 
a last resort. In his conversation with me Dieckhoff took occasion 
to emphasize this latter point and stated definitely that this was the 
German position; he added that if it was impossible to agree on 
London The Hague would appear to be the most acceptable alter- 
native. 

This attitude of the German Government has not yet been made 
clear through the press which this morning in most cases treated 
Germany’s answer as a bare refusal to go to Geneva. Taking the 
question on this basis the initial comment this morning (which neces- 
sarily was superficial) was one of distinct approval in the press of 
the right whereas the moderate and left press has not yet committed 
itself. 

GORDON 

500.A15A4/1535 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon ) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 17, 19382—5 p. m. 
[Received 5 p. m.] 

297. From Norman Davis. Simon’s idea that we might attend 
proposed disarmament conversations in the role of observer and press 
reports this morning intimating French proposal for three-power 

conversations between British, French, and Italians prompt me to 
suggest following considerations to you. In my opinion we now have 

a better opportunity than ever before to bring about acceptance of the 
substance of the Hoover plan and to affect the reduction of world
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armaments. MacDonald and Baldwin are reexamining the British 
position with regard to disarmament, Herriot appreciates that France 
must prepare to reduce its armaments if there is to be hope of suc- 

cessful negotiations with the Germans. I am apprehensive that this 
real opportunity may be lost if the French are successful in putting 

over their thesis that there must be a preliminary agreement on se- 
curity with Great Britain and Italy, to be worked out by three-power 

conversations, or if the French publicly launch their much advertised 
disarmament plan which, I gather, provides for elaborate agreements 
to promote security. 

Three-power conversations on the security issue would probably 
fail through the unwillingness of the British and Italians to under- 
write French foreign policy through any real extension of the 

Covenant, the Locarno Treaty or the Kellogg-Briand Pact. With 
such failure we would lose the present opportunity of driving for 
armament reduction and advancing the general security through a 
gradual and controlled reduction of armaments. 

I am convinced that our active collaboration is essential to the 

, success of the Disarmament Conference and that the fate of the Con- 
: ference will depend upon the conversations which may shortly take 

place between the leading powers. 

If France insists and the British and Italians acquiesce we cannot 
of course object to conversations among them on the security issue 
but I feel it is our duty to consider whether we should not now take 
a stand in favor of serious disarmament conversations. 

As a first step we should carry forward the conversations with the 
British, which are proceeding favorably, to adjust our naval differ- 
ences. We might then reexamine the possibility of bringing the 
French and Italians into the naval treaty and take up the question of 
the reduction of land armaments. If this program succeeds it would 
be possible to deal with the Germans on the practical basis of a real 
program for the reduction of armaments rather than indulge in 
academic and futile consideration of legal equality, and at a more 
propitious time since the German elections will be over. 

I realize that this is an ambitious program and naturally I cannot 
underwrite its success but in this crisis it is only by measures of this 

kind that we can hope to relieve the tension here. a 
If you agree with my analysis of the situation I feel that it will be 

desirable to let MacDonald and Simon know promptly that in our 
view the conversations proposed to be held should deal frankly and 

fully with the question of reduction of armaments and that we would 
participate in any such discussions. It is unfortunate that these ques- 
tions come up for decision just at this moment but I do not see how
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a decision can be delayed without running the risk of losing an op- 
portunity that may not come again. Of course if France persists in 
her old contention that security, apart from disarmament, is the 
primary consideration of the proposed conversations we could not 
usefully participate. [Davis. ] 

MELLON 

500.A15A4/1550 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon ) 

WasHINeTon, October 20, 1982—8 p. m. 

273. Your 297, October 17, 5 p. m., 801, October 19, 6 p. m., 302, 

October 19, 8 p. m. and 305, October 20, 3 p. m.8!_ For Norman Davis. 
Your telegrams have required so much study that I am not as yet 
prepared to send you a full and final statement of my views. This 
message however will serve as a guide to you during your talks at 

Chequers over the weekend and I shall try to follow it with a more 
detailed message some time next week. 

Dealing first with naval questions. There has of course been no | 
time as yet to receive any opinion from the Navy Department con- 
cerning the general tenor of the memorandum you submitted. Apart 
from technical considerations which may later be sent you, I fear that 
any publicity might have a serious effect here, in that the memoran- 

dum leaves aside all provisions of the Hoover Plan, involving present 
reduction of naval armaments, and confines itself to the British thesis 

of dealing exclusively with future replacements. The merits of the 
plan are such that they would only appeal to the public (and I be- 
lieve to a large section of the Navy itself) after a prolonged campaign 
of education. I therefore trust that you will be doubly careful to keep 
the matter completely confidential and, it goes without saying, to 
avoid committing yourself in any way as to the acceptability of the 
proposals. 

With regard to the general disarmament situation I am encour- 
aged that you, being on the ground and with close contacts with 
European statesmen, feel optimistic as to the eventual acceptance of 
the President’s plan, and do not wish in any way to discourage your 
best efforts. Nevertheless from this distance I have constantly en- 
visaged the probability of a Japanese veto on all affirmative decisions 
and more recently the attitude of Germany has seemed to me to place 
a new obstacle in the path of actual accomplishment. In these cir- 
cumstances I cannot help regarding the preservation of the world’s 

“For Nos. 801, 302, and 305, see pp. 331, 534, and 535.
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peace machinery (ie. the sanctity of the Kellogg-Briand Pact, the 
Nine Power Pact, etc.) as a problem of more immediate practical 
concern to us than a limited agreement on certain phases of disarma- 
ment. In this connection, two considerations assume especial 
importance: (a) the preservation of close relations with France and 
(o) the prevention of any open clash with Germany on the subject 

of the Treaty of Versailles at least until after the Manchurian ques- 
tion has been dealt with at Geneva. Only thus can we be sure of 
preventing Germany and Japan from lining up together at Geneva 
with disastrous consequences to the future of the peace treaties above 

referred to. 
I am glad to authorize your participation in any preliminary dis- 

cussions which may be entered into to promote the work of the 
Disarmament Conference, and in such discussions I agree with you 
that you should participate fully and not in the role of an observer. 
There is however an ever present danger that such discussions may 
almost imperceptibly shift from pure disarmament into European 
politics. I trust your judgment implicitly in keeping us out of any 
dangerous phase of the conversations and meanwhile rely on you to 
keep me fully posted. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4/1551 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon ) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 21, 1932—5 p. m. 
[Received October 21—1: 45 p. m.] 

806. From Norman Davis. Thanks for your 273, October 20, 
) 8 p. m. which is as explicit and responsive as I could expect at this 

time and gives me just what I need for guidance in the discussions 
over the week-end. You may rest assured that I have not for a 
moment lost sight of the primary importance of the Far Eastern 
situation. I have accordingly endeavored to maintain the closest 
possible contact with the French for the reasons you indicate and I 
feel increasingly confident that this situation can be handled in a 
way to keep them with us. I fully understand your views on naval 
proposals and will send suggestions as to procedure on the receipt of 
your further comments and after my week-end talks. [ Davis. ] 

MELLON
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500.41544/1620 | 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State ( Rogers ) 

[Wasuinaton,] October 22, 1982. 
Disarmament 

The Italian Ambassador, after expressing himself as pessimistic 
about the German-French situation, said he wanted to outline again — 

_ the Mussolini plan which he had communicated in two interviews to 
the Secretary but may have stated without sufficient clarity or exact- 
ness. Mussolini’s suggestion was this: : 

First, that the German right to juridical equality should be recog- 
nized but in such a way that the employment of the right should be 
moderate, proportionate, and in pursuance only of a definite agree- 
ment. The right must be recognized because, first, the efforts so 
far at disarmament have yielded nothing; and, second, because the 
right has a foundation in the Treaty of Versailles and the French 
correspondence. The chief object should be to avoid Germany’s 
retiring from the concert of nations which would be disastrous and 
whatever sacrifice is necessary must be made to this end. 

Second. The new convention should include some arrangements 
for security not only for France but for others, designed on some 
appropriate system. Afterwards, in answer to some questions by 
the Secretary, Mussolini added some further comments. The Ger- 
man-French parity should be brought about by a diminution of world 
armament through the process of conference and convention. If the 
conference fails to meet the question of bringing actual German 
armament nearer to parity by this means, then the formula for Ger- 
man armament which recognizes the right to equality must provide 
for an increase in her armament which is scaled over a period of © 
time and definitely stated in a convention. Mussolini’s motive in 
suggesting this whole line of procedure was the danger arising if 
Germany should withdraw from collaboration with the other nations. 

The Ambassador added personally that he was afraid the French 
people had an impression that we would back them against Germany 
.f they would back us on the Manchurian situation. He thought this 
was very unfortunate. I said there was no bargain or agreement with 
France, express or implied; that our concern was world order and 
peace; that there were three lines of action on which we could pro- 
ceed: First, to sacrifice everything to quiet the German-French 
conflict. This conflict was ancient, difficult, acute, and, while it might 
be quieted, could not be cured by merely local applications. Second, 
we could proceed to disarmament. This was going slowly, but we 
would not vary from it. Third, we could, as a contribution to world 
peace, develop further the general conviction of the necessity of pre-
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serving the sanctity of treaties. He said the stabilized world con- 
templated by the sanctity doctrine required some elastic means of 
readjustment. Italy herself might face a time when expanding popu- 
lations required new territory abroad. He hoped this could be ar- 
rived at peaceably. I said I realized there must be some machinery 
of adjustment and indeed the League covenant contemplated it. He 
said the Italians looked on the League as a French organ which was 
not capable of producing the necessary accommodations easily. I - 
said we were developing other means in addition to the League. I 
said our attitude on the German-French matter was that we were 
concerned with disarmament and not with either a modification or 
the maintenance of the Treaty of Versailles. He said the line was 
hard to draw. 

Debts | 
The Italian Ambassador brought up the topic of debts * and 

wanted to know whether all the newspaper talk really represented 
some negotiations. I said we had had no approaches by either Great 
Britain or France; that the matter was quiescent. He asked whether 
Herriot had said that they would pay the commercial debt and not 
the political debt on December 15. I said Herriot seems to deny that 
he said that and we are not satisfied that he did. He asked whether 
our position was still that we would handle the debt problem sepa- 
rately with various nations. I said it was still that and that we ex- 
pected the December payment in the usual course; that there would be 
no opportunity to discuss any adjustments of that if of any. 

The Ambassador said he was sailing November 12th definitely. 
J[ames] G[rarron] R[ocers] 

500.A15A4/1613 

The Chargé in Czechoslovakia (Tuck) to the Secretary of State 

No. 849 Praaug, October 29, 1932. 
[Received November 11. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to report as follows: On October 25th I had 
occasion to interview Dr. Benes, who had just returned to Prague 
from Geneva and Paris, and I asked him to give me his impressions 
on recent developments in matters relating to disarmament. The 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, who is rather fond of referring to him- 
self as a professional optimist in the disarmament field, impressed 
me as being in a distinctly gloomy frame of mind. He had come 

"™ See pp. 781 ff.
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away from Geneva, he said, with the conviction that the problem of 
disarmament was in a particularly bad way. From his conversations 
in September with German representatives, with Zaleski, and from 
“other sources” he had been forced to the unwilling conclusion that 
the German Government had decided to take no further part in the 
Disarmament Conference. According to Dr. BeneS, a very definite 
reason had led to this decision which was that the present Govern- 
ment of the Reich had every intention, within the next two years, of 
bringing before the League of Nations the question of the Polish 
Corridor.®? Consequently it would serve no useful purpose for Ger- 
many to collaborate in the framing of a Convention which, if signed, 
would definitely limit the extent of her future armaments over a 
number of years and, in the event of the adoption of the Hoover 
proposal relating to effectives, would leave France, owing to her 
colonies, in a position of numerical superiority. 

Dr. Benes believed that the rest of Europe was again face to face 
with the German spirit which dominated in 1914, and he was forced 
to the regretful conclusion that Hindenburg, Schleicher and Papen 
would do everything possible, as long as they remained in power, to 
frustrate any useful collaboration in the limitation of armaments. | 

This unfavorable impression was in no way altered as the result 
of his subsequent visit to Paris where he encountered an equally 
stubborn attitude, particularly in higher military circles. He had 
had occasion to talk with Pétain and Weygand. The Marshal had 
remarked to him in substance “This Hoover proposal may be all very 
well but in view of Germany’s present attitude you cannot expect us, 
militarily speaking, to ‘undress’ France (déshabiller la France mili- 
tairement). The French Government is willing to agree to sub- 
stantial reduction in armaments and effectives, and even to discuss 
equality of rights on a juridical basis, but only on condition that 
Germany ceases to advance claims for an increase in armaments on 

the ground of her security.” 
I then asked him, in view of the unhappy situation which he had 

depicted, whether he saw any hopeful prospects for the continuation 
of disarmament work in Geneva. He replied that the best possible 
tactics to adopt under present circumstances, was for the United 
States, France and Great Britain to continue their active participa- 
tion in the work of the Disarmament Conference, whether Germany : 
collaborated or not. If these three great Powers were able to frame, 
and to sign, a Convention acceptable to themselves and to the ma- 
jority of the smaller European nations. he believed that Germany 
would then find herself in an extremely awkward position ; a position 

* For status of German-Polish relations on this issue, see pp. 861 ff.
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in fact so embarrassing that it might conceivably result in the over- 
throw of the Government and a return to a more normal and less 
militaristic attitude toward disarmament. Should it prove impos- 
sible for the United States, France and Great Britain to see eye to 
eye, then the cause of disarmament would indeed be in a sorry plight. 

Czechoslovakia, he concluded, unlike Poland, was fortunately in a 
position to view the present situation from a detached and objective 
point of view (this I do not believe for a moment) and his Govern- 
ment would contribute its weight towards the framing of any con- 
vention which would definitely tend toward the limitation of 
armaments and it would continue to oppose any attempt to introduce 
projects which could only be interpreted as proposals for re- 
armament. 

It may be of interest to add that when I compared notes with the 
Italian Minister, who was received immediately following me, Signor 

Rocco informed me that Dr. Benes had referred to his Geneva and 
Paris impressions in almost exactly the same pessimistic vein. 

Respectfully yours, S. Pingney Tuck 

500.A1544/1590 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 1, 1932—8 p. m. 

[Received November 1—6 p. m.] 

427. From Davis. Drummond who has visited Berlin recently told 
me he was convinced by talks with von Papen and Neurath that they 
sincerely desire to reach an early agreement with France and Neurath 
is ready to come to Geneva on any justifiable pretext in order to 
begin conversations. He will im any event come for the Council meet- 
ing on the 14th which, however, will probably be postponed to the 
21st and had the intention then of entering into such conversations. 

On account of the delay in the Council meeting it may be possible 
to find some way to get Neurath here next week. This will be dis- 
cussed with Simon and Boncour who arrive Thursday.®* The Ger- 
mans are in any event ready to go to Lausanne and Drummond 
thought that might be possible by having Henderson there to sit in 
on the conversations so as to get tied up with the Disarmament 

Conference. I told him that it seemed to me childish and evasive to 
meet in Lausanne and that after the German elections are over it 
would be better just to ask Neurath openly and frankly without any 
attempt to agree upon the conditions under which he will meet to come 

** November 8, a iG
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here to talk over with the other four principal powers the question 
of Germany reentering the Disarmament Conference. The new 
French plan * which has been favorably received in Berlin eases the 
way for Germany to meet here. | 

I am convinced from my recent talk with Herriot that he has made 
a tremendous decision and that is to take substantial steps in the 
investigation and to make every effort to bring peace in Europe. 

Aubert is to give us tonight or tomorrow the full details of the French 
plan. There will be parts of it which will present difficulties to us 
but it seems to represent such an advance in French thinking that I 
believe that you will feel disposed to make every effort as the negotia- 
tions go on to meet them as far as possible. [Davis.] 

WiLson 

500.415A4/1634 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 22, 1932—10 p. m. 
[| Received 10:05 p. m.] 

467. From Davis. Neurath dined with me alone last night and in 
discussing disarmament he recognized the importance from the point 
of view of self-interest of having France and Germany reconcile 
their differences. I agreed and told him that even if the principle 
of equality were agreed upon it was important to avoid the sub- 
sequent danger of a different interpretation and that it was essential 
therefore to know in their agreement that they were talking about 
the same thing. 

Von Neurath had made a rough note of what Germany means 
and what she is disposed to do which follows herewith. 

“Germany to receive full equality of rights in matters relating to 
national defense and armaments, in accordance with the following 
principles: 

[ 

1. The equality of rights includes the right to possess all categories 
of arms which are not prohibited by the new disarmament convention 
to the other signatories of that convention. 

2. The future disarmament convention to be concluded takes the 
place of part V of the Treaty of Versailles. It shall be valid for a 
period of 5 years and shall contain an undertaking by the signatories 
to enter upon negotiations, in due course before the expiration of the 
old disarmament convention embodying further reduction of arma- 
ments. 

** See telegram No. 455, November 15, noon, from the American delegate, p. 380.
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3. Either: 
( a) The duration of service of the Reichswehr will be reduced 

an 
(6) Germany will be given the right to set up a force of 

volunteers of 40,000 men 
or: 

Germany will be allowed to organize her army according to 
the same military system as the other European continental 
powers. 

4. Germany shall have the right to organize the supply and upkeep 
of Reichswehr and navy material in the same way as the other powers. 

II 

1. In the case of solution I, 3 (a) and (0), Germany undertakes 
not to increase the Reichswehr for the duration of the first disarma- 
ment convention (5 years) beyond its present strength of seven 
divisions and three cavalry divisions. 

2. Germany waives already now her claim to any aggressive arms 
which the other powers undertake to abolish within a short period of 
transition. 

3. Germany undertakes not to increase in the next 5 years her. 
present normal budget (725,000,000 marks annually). 

4. Germany will join a no-force pact. 
If no disarmament convention should be concluded by July first 

1933 the above agreement shall become null and void and all parties 
to it shall regain freedom of action.[”’] . 

I raised the question of the difficulty which France would face in 
agreeing to the cancellation of part V of the Treaty of Versailles 
for a 5-year contract only. Neurath indicated that they might be 
willing to agree to a longer period. 

After explaining the unwillingness of the United States to bring 
pressure to bear on either party in what refers to the Treaty of 
Versailles, I added that we do hope that they can reconcile their 
differences and would be glad to be helpful in any way in accomplish- 
ing this; that our interest lies in general reduction and that we were 
opposed to any increase in armaments. 

Concerning the questions that have been raised over Germany’s 
right to possess all categories of arms not prohibited in the treaty 
to other powers Neurath indicated they would not insist upon full 
exercise of this right providing the principle were accepted. He 
stated categorically that Germany has no desire or intention to rearm 
but that if she should forego completely the right to rearm at the 
expiration of such a treaty she would have no influence to bring to 
bear to secure a further reduction of armaments. Such a reduction 
is her real desire and Neurath considers it essential to European 
peace.
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I impressed upon him that Germany and France each have more 
to gain from the success of the Disarmament Conference and more 
to lose from its failure than any other country. Neurath agreed and 
reiterated Germany’s earnest desire to contribute to such a solution. 
[ Davis. ] 

Wison 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/189 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 25, 19382—8 p. m. 
[Received November 25—6: 28 p. m.] 

469. From Davis. As Herriot and MacDonald could not be here 
we have not attempted to have any five-power conversations this 
week but we expect to arrange for meetings to begin on December 
2nd at which time MacDonald and Herriot have agreed to come. 
Neurath is willing to return then but in view of the governmental 
situation in Germany he feels that he should wait until he returns 
to Berlin Sunday ® and consults Hindenburg before making final 
commitment. He will advise definitely next Monday, in which case 
an announcement will then be made. We have had some difficulties 
over the conditions under which the conversations should take place, 
the Germans wanting prior recognition of the principle of equality 
and the French insisting that equality can be only discussed in con- 
nection with their plan. Simon and I have taken the position that 
we should simply agree to meet without attempting beforehand to 
agree upon some formula and they have both accepted that view. 
In that connection but mainly in order to secure French agreement 
for an early preliminary convention I have decided to go to Paris 
to talk with Herriot, particularly as the work here allows me to leave 
for a few days. I am therefore leaving tonight, Friday, accompanied 
by Dulles returning to Geneva Monday night. If the press inquire 
I shall state that since most of those with whom I have been working 
are leaving for the week-end I am taking advantage of the oppor- 
tunity to go to Paris for a few days’ rest. Simon is also leaving 
tonight for London, returning here Wednesday.®* [Davis.] 

WILson 

* November 27. 
* November 80.
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600.A15A4 Steering Committee/228 

The Chargé in France (Marriner) to the Secretary of State 

No. 38117 Paris, November 28, 1932. 
[Received December 6.] 

Sm: With reference to the Embassy’s telegram No. 673, November 
27, 7 p. m.,88 I have the honor to enclose a copy of a memorandum 
of the confidential conversation concerning various aspects of the 
disarmament problem which took place between M. Herriot and the 
Honorable Norman Davis on Saturday, November 26th. : 

Respectfully yours, THEopoRE Marriner 

[Enclosure] 

Memorandum of Conversation at the Quai @Orsay, November 26, 
1932, Between the President of the Council, M. Herriot, and Mr. 

Norman H. Davis *® 

When Mr. Davis advised the Quai d’Orsay Saturday afternoon 
that he would be in Paris until Monday night and would be glad to 
see M. Herriot if the latter so desired, an appointment was fixed for 
8 o’clock that evening. As this came after a long day for M. Herriot, 
Mr. Davis suggested that there was no urgency about the meeting 
and that it might be put off until Sunday or Monday. M. Herriot, 
however, expressed the desire to see Mr. Davis as soon as possible 
and fixed the appointment for 7:45 p. m. 

M. Herriot received Mr. Davis immediately. He was obviously 
tired and did not liven up to the conversation for several minutes. Mr. 
Davis opened the conversation by stating that he had heard M. 
Herriot had been disturbed over reports he had received of certain 
conversations he had had with regard to the French disarmament 
plan, and he wanted to know if this was, in fact, the case. M. 
Herriot replied no, that it was nothing that Mr. Davis had said 
which troubled him, it was rather the situation itself. He frankly 
added that he was very worried. In fact, in the course of the inter- 
view, he repeated again and again, “I am afraid.” It seemed to 

, him that France was walking in the darkness towards a goal which 
it could not clearly ascertain. When he was asked to sit down to 
five-power conversations to discuss the vague question of “equality 

of right,” he was frank to state that he did not know where France 
would come out, and this terrified him. 

He had said he would go to Geneva, and he would do so, but he 
wanted it to be clearly understood that he would not go to Geneva and 

* Not printed. 
*® Mr. Allen Dulles was also present.
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enter into these conversations merely to discuss the German claim for 
equality of right. He would only go to discuss the entire question of 
disarmament as conceived by France. What did the Germans mean 
by equality of right? They had explained it in various ways, and 
he referred particularly to the German note to France of last August 
and the communication which they had made to the British shortly 
thereafter. (This communication to the British is apparently very 
much on M. Herriot’s mind; particularly the insistence of Germany 
upon heavy arms, militia, and a professional army.) 

Mr. Davis then outlined in some detail the conversation which he 
had had in Geneva with Baron von Neurath. In the course of these 
conversations, Baron von Neurath had made it clear that while Ger- 
many must insist as a matter of principle upon the right to certain 
arms now denied them, in the actual application of this principle 
they would be able to agree to have only certain specific arms. Von 
Neurath had also made it clear that while he had come to Geneva 
for the Council meeting, he had been given authority by President 
von Hindenburg to discuss the whole question of disarmament, and 
in this connection he had not imposed, and if he came back would 
not impose, any prior conditions to circumscribe the conversations. 
Mr. Davis said that Baron von Neurath’s position with regard to 
Germany’s claim seemed fairly reasonable. 

M. Herriot then explained that while the Germans sometimes talked 
reasonably, their actions were very different. Once, he said, he had 
honestly believed in the possibility of an entente between France 
and Germany. He no longer had that belief. In 1924, he had made 
peace with Germany and had evacuated the Ruhr, and had made the 
Agreement of London; later, he had been a party to the early evacua- 
tion of the Rhineland; at Lausanne he had settled German repara- 
tions; and now when he read the memoirs of Stresemann, he found 
that they called him a “jellyfish.” Von Papen was undoubtedly a 
very agreeable gentleman, although we would recall what his record 
in the United States had been. However, this same von Papen at 
Lausanne had proposed to him an alliance directed against England, 
and every 15 days he had a change of policy. After all, at heart 
von Papen was a monarchist, and Germany was rapidly going toward 
a dictatorship, and then the restoration of the Monarchy. He under- 
stood the Americans and the English and their policy, and he could 
trust them; he could not do the same with Germany. 

These were the facts which he had to face. He felt charged with 
responsibility for the lives of millions of French people. He had to 
meet that responsibility and it made him tremble. He was afraid 
of the conversations which were to take place in Geneva. France 
did not desire to be isolated, but if he had to choose, in these Geneva 

6442124838
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conversations, between isolation and the acceptance of a vague prin- 
ciple which in its application might entail the loss of French security, 
he would not hesitate to choose the former. Mr. Davis emphatically 
advised M. Herriot that he felt that he need not fear isolation at 
Geneva. The United States did not wish to press France to do 
anything that would be against her own desires and best interests. 
What we wanted to do was to work towards reduction and limitation 
of armaments, which would at the same time increase, and not de- 
crease, the safety of France. Here was a chance to cooperate with 
the United States and Great Britain in working out a disarmament 
agreement which would be to the best interests of all. If France 
rejected this opportunity, it might not soon come again. | 

M. Herriot then launched into a statement with regard to the 
French plan. France, he said, had been asked to produce a plan 
as to how they conceive disarmament and security, and he had pro- 
duced this plan. This plan was also an answer to the German 
demand as to how the claim for “equality of right” could be put into 
effect. He had done this over the opposition of his military men, 
and especially the opposition of Marshal Pétain and of General 

Weygand. The opposition of Marshal Pétain had really troubled 
him. He was an independent man of real breadth and vision. And 
Marshal Pétain had said to him that his plan might endanger the 
safety of France. He could never forget the evening he had come 
back and found Marshal Pétain’s letter to this effect on his desk. The 
Marshal had said that parts of his plan would be taken up and put 
into effect and the rest would be lost, and France would be in 
danger. | 

M. Herriot said that he recognized that his plan might have defects, 
and that there were difficult points in it. People said it was too 
complicated, it was too long, it was too logical. After all, it was a 
French plan, and it had all the French defects in it. He did not 
insist that the question of disarmament be worked out on the basis 
of the French plan. We could take, if we wanted, the Hoover plan 
or the plan submitted to the British. What he did insist upon, how- 
ever, was this: When he entered on the path of working out dis- 
armament and equality of right, he wanted to know where he was 
going and what the result would be for the security of France. At 
the moment, he did not see clearly; he was in obscurity. He did not 
know where France was going or where these conversations would 
lead her. 

Mr. Davis stated that he quite understood M. Herriot’s reluctance 

to accept the principle of equality without knowing how it was to 
be put into application, and frankly he had doubted the wisdom of
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some of the proposals of Sir John Simon with regard to according 
equality of status to Germany, particularly with respect to granting 
the right to possess every kind of weapon. Mr. Davis stated that 
in the conversations which it was proposed to hold at Geneva, the 
United States would participate, not in the réle of an observer but 
just as any other of the five powers. Further, in these conferences 
he did not propose to be drawn into a theoretical discussion of 
German equality, but of measures of disarmament. He had been 
giving much thought as to whether a plan could be worked out which 
would permit a measure of disarmament and avoid coming to grips 

at this moment with the theoretical questions raised by the Germans, 
which were causing so much difficulty to the French. He did not 
wish at this time to go into the details, but suggested that before 
returning to Geneva, possibly some time on Monday, he could do 
this. M. Herriot said that he would be available at any time on 
Monday, and a further meeting was fixed for 10:30 on Monday 
morning. 

Mr. Davis then said that he wished to take up one further matter, 
and told M. Herriot of his trip to Rome.® He had told M. Mussolini 
that M. Herriot had the best intentions with regard to Italy, and 
that he had been assured by M. Herriot that he was prepared to 
consider in the friendliest manner a solution of the naval difficulties 

between France and Italy. It had been most opportune that the 
very next day, M. Herriot had made his speech at Toulouse, in which 
he had spoken in such high terms of Italy’s part in the war. When 
M. Mussolini saw Mr. Davis just after this speech, he was evidently 
more than gratified at the generous statement which M. Herriot had 
made. M. Herriot interrupted to say that this was done mainly be- 
cause Mr. Davis had suggested it. From what M. Mussolini had 
said to him, Mr. Davis was convinced that Italy really desired the , 
friendship of France, but she was like a woman who feared to make 
advances, being apprehensive of a rebuff. M. Herriot smiled and 
said that he understood this, and Mr. Davis added that this was, in 
his opinion, the reason why M. Mussolini had not yet made a reply 
in kind to M. Herriot’s generous overture. Mr. Davis said that M. 
Mussolini had spontaneously turned to Mrs. Davis at the dinner 
which M. Mussolini had given to him in Rome, stating, “I know that 

M. Herriot is a big man and an honest man.” M. Herriot intimated 
that he considered that the Italian situation was not of immediate and 
vital importance to France and, pointing in the direction of Germany, 
he said that it was not from Italy, but from there (Germany) that 
he feared the trouble. 

* See pp. 550 ff.
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Mr. Davis then referred to the naval discussions which had started 
in Geneva; explained how they were being carried on by conversations 
between the French and the Americans, the Americans and the 
Italians, and the Americans and the British; that these conversa- 
tions were progressing; and that it was of real importance that 
M. Herriot do his part to bring the conversations to a successful con- 
clusion. M. Herriot said that he would do what he could. 

M. Herriot then went back to the German situation. It was obvious 
that he could not forget this for a moment. After some hunting 
through his papers, he produced a communication from the French 
representative in Munich, which he asked Mr. Dulles to translate. 

The general tenor of this communication was that the Socialist 
party had been cajoled by General von Schleicher, at the price of 
some additional unemployment doles, to take a position of non- 
opposition to a government of the Right, such as von Schleicher 
desired. This M. Herriot produced as evidence that there was no 
real democratic spirit in Germany, and that the military party really 
had no opposition. In 6 hours Germany could be in Paris. Un- 
fortunately, there was no ocean between Germany and France. If 

given the Atlantic and Pacific, we would see how reasonable he could 
be. Of course, Germany would not start by attacking the French 
frontier because of Locarno. But, on the other hand, she could 
easily arrange for a few Poles to make an incursion into German 
territory near the Polish corridor, and with this excuse the invasion 
of Poland would start, and then who could decide who was the 
aggressor? They only had to remember the German claims about 
the French airplanes over Niirnberg during the war. Mr. Davis 
suggested to M. Herriot that he was unduly preoccupied, and that in 
all of our countries we have too many people who are cynical and 

, who lay stress upon all the troublesome things that can happen, but 
that he, Herriot, was not a cynic. 

As Mr. Davis got up to go, M. Herriot arose and pushed Mr. Davis 
into his chair, and took the chair Mr. Davis had been in, saying that 
if only Mr. Davis would sit in that chair for awhile, with the re- 

sponsibility for the safety of millions of French people on his 
shoulders, he would then understand his preoccupation in the face of 

Germany. Mr. Davis replied that if they could each change chairs 
for awhile and get the other’s point of view, then there could be a 
meeting of minds. 

The question of debts came up very casually just as Mr. Davis was 
leaving, when M. Herriot said that for one hour spent on debts, he 
spent 10 hours on the disarmament conference. One involved a mere 
question of money, the other involved the safety of the French people.
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Mr. Davis said that he did not wish to discuss debts, except to state 
that he hoped that M. Herriot would not let this question come be- 
tween France and the United States to make more difficult their co- 
operation in the solution of other problems, such as disarmament. 
M. Herriot said that he would do his best to avoid any such situation 

arising. 

Paris, November 26, 1932. 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/227 

The Chargé in France (Marriner ) to the Secretary of State 

No. 3122 Paris, November 29, 1932. 
[Received December 6. ] 

Sim: With reference to the Embassy’s telegram No. 676, November 
29, 114a.m. [1 p. m.],®°! I have the honor to enclose a copy of a memo- 
randum of the confidential conversation concerning various aspects 
of the disarmament problem which took place between M. Herriot 
and the Honorable Norman Davis at the Quai d’Orsay on November 

28th. : 
Respectfully yours, THEoporE Marriner 

[Enclosure] 

Memorandum of a Conversation at the Quai d@ Orsay, November 

28, 1932, Between the President of the Council, M. Herriot, and Mr. 
Norman H. Davis * 

Mr. Davis stated that he wished to take this opportunity to discuss 
with M. Herriot the proposed Five Power conversations at Geneva 
and the possibility of having these conversations developed in such 
a way as to bring satisfactory concrete results. But before taking 
up this question he desired to refer to the section (Chapter I) of the 
French plan ® which related to the assurance to be given by the 
United States. Mr. Davis had heard that in preparing this Chapter 
of the French plan M. Herriot had acted on the advice of Mr. Politis 
that the United States could and would give assurances of the char- 
acter desired by France. He wished M. Herriot to know that he 
(Mr. Davis) had never discussed the matter with Mr. Politis and he 
felt quite sure that Mr. Politis had no mandate to express the Amer- 
ican viewpoint on these questions. (Note: Mr. Davis raised this 
question as he had heard from Lord Tyrrell that M. Herriot had 

*! Not printed. 
2 Mr. Allen Dulles was also present. 
% See telegram No. 455, November 15, noon, from the American delegate, p. 380.
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been assured by Mr. Politis, who had been instrumental in drafting 
Chapter I, that the United States could and would do all that was 
required to give effect to this chapter and that he (Politis) had had 
some assurances on this point from American circles). 

M. Herriot stated that he had, in effect, consulted Mr. Politis with 
regard to certain phases of the plan, not, however, because Mr. Politis 
was in a position to express the American viewpoint as he knew this 
was not the case, but rather because Mr. Politis was the Vice-Presi- 
dent of the Disarmament Conference, knew the temper of the Con- 
ference, and was in a position to help guide him as to what was 
feasible from the Conference point of view. 

Mr. Davis then stated that, in his opinion, it was a great mistake 
to attempt to push the United States faster or further than it was 
prepared to go in connection with the legalistic formulation of the 
doctrine which had been associated with Secretary Stimson’s name 
on account of the Secretary’s speech of August 8th last.94 In fact, 
the United States had made a long step forward and the success of 
this step should not now be jeopardized by the attempt to make 
precise, through treaty provisions, a doctrine such as that set forth 
in the Secretary’s speech. In the United States, policies of this nature 
often evolve and become strong through precedent and through the 
support of public opinion. If in their infancy they were subjected 
to Senatorial scrutiny on the basis of legalistic formula the basic 
ideas might be defeated through failure to agree upon the terms of 
their formulation. 

M. Herriot would recall that it was the duty of the Executive to 
indicate what he conceived to be the duties of the United States under 
its treaties. Secretary Stimson had done this so far as the Briand- 
Kellogg Pact was concerned. There had been no dissent in the United 
States from the interpretation which had been given and France 
should be content with this and recognize what a step forward it 
constituted. 

The United States, he said, is not only definitely committed now 
to the principle of consultation in case of a violation or threat of 
violation of the Peace Pact, but it has already established a precedent 
of consulting, as in the case of the Sino-Japanese controversy, and it 
is watching with keen interest just how other powers look upon their 
obligations in this respect. 

While the doctrine of neutrality and belligerent rights has been _ 
modified by the principles established in the Kellogg-Briand Pact, 
a disarmament treaty is not the place in which to attempt to codify 
the principles which shall regulate the conduct of nations in the case 
of a violation of the Peace Pact. 

Post, p. 575. a
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M. Herriot said that he recognized the force of Mr. Davis’ remarks. 
The French plan did not state that the principles of Chapter I must 
necessarily be set forth in a treaty. All that France wanted was that 
they should be definitely a part of American policy. In effect what 
he had been trying to get at in this section of the French plan was 
that Great Britain should state clearly what it understood by Article 
16 of the covenant of the League of Nations and that the United 
States should state with equal clarity its interpretation of the Briand- 
Kellogg Pact. Then France will know better where she stood and 
could proceed with some plan for cooperative action in continental 
Europe. To repeat, M. Herriot emphasized that he did not insist 
upon a treaty, a declaration would be quite sufficient 1f there was no 
doubt that the declaration represented the determined policy of the 
United States Government. M. Herriot said that he had read with 
close attention Secretary Stimson’s speech of August 8th, his Pitts- 
burgh speech and also the declarations of President Hoover. He 
felt that on certain points the declarations made by the President 
did not go quite as far as the speech of Secretary Stimson. He fully 
understood our difficulties as to a treaty. What he was afraid of 
was that Great Britain would hesitate to give a clear interpretation 
of Article 16 until they felt sure of our position with regard to the 
Briand-Kellogg Pact. 

Mr. Davis remarked that after Secretary Stimson’s speeches he 
did not feel that the British had any real justification in claiming 

that we were the obstacle which prevented them from taking such 
action as they might be disposed to take under Article 16 or any 
other articles of the covenant. 

Referring to the French plan, M. Herriot said that he fully realized 
its defects. They had hurried him too much; Henderson had insisted 
the plan must be produced and Lord Tyrrell had also pressed him. 
Matters as difficult and delicate as this could not be worked out in 
a few days or even a few weeks. He wished again to emphasize that 
he did not insist that the French plan was the only basis for dis- 
cussing the disarmament question, but there was one point he wished 
to make absolutely clear, namely, that we could not take out of the | 

French plan the provisions relating to the equality of right for 
Germany and leave the rest aside. Further, he would never admit 
that the question of German equality should be considered abstractly 

and apart from the whole question of disarmament. In his concep- _ 
tion the question of security as presented by France and of “equality” 

as demanded by Germany should occupy the same position in relation 
to the whole disarmament problem. They were objectives to be 
reached at the end of the road. To try to settle the question of
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equality as a preliminary and isolated question was absolutely inad- 
missible and he for one would never acquiesce in this method of 

procedure. 

Mr. Davis stated that the suggestion in the French plan. with re- 
gard to an international force at the disposition of the League was 
foreign to our conception of what was practical. Further, it seemed 
to him a mistake to attempt to make a super-State out of the League. 

If some common force was necessary for continental Europe, could 
this not be worked out in some other way? M. Herriot replied that 
he felt this was a matter for the technical military men to work out. 
‘He saw no reason why the French, German, Italian and other military 
men should not get together and submit their ideas as to the forma- 
tion of such a force. It would be interesting to have this study and 
it might furnish a useful basis. 

M. Herriot remarked that he was still very apprehensive about the 
Geneva conversations. Naturally the German policy disturbed him 
and he had to consider that, in a day or two, he might be dealing with 
General von Schleicher as German Chancellor. What the Germans 
had been doing was, in effect, this: They had been demanding that 
France and the other Powers go to them with their plans for disarma- 
ment while Germany assumed no part in the disarmament work; 

every time a plan was presented they said that it was not enough and 
doubled their previous demands. Last April all that Germany asked 
for was that Section V of the Versailles Treaty be included in the 
disarmament treaty. Now they were asking for a substantial amount 
of rearmament. Tomorrow it will be the Polish Corridor. After that 
the Sarre and then the colonies. He could not understand why the 
British seemed so blind to all of this. Winston Churchill had under- 
stood the true purport of events and realized that the French army 
was a bulwark in Europe and that if that army were done away with 
une hope of peace in Europe would be gone. Meanwhile, however, Sir 

John Simon was promising the Germans equality and sample types of 
all arms without realizing the terrible danger that this involved. Lord 
Tyrrell had come to him and asked him for the French disarmament 
plan. He had told him that he could write this in one line, as fol- 
.wws: France accepts the same relative military strength on land as 
compared with that of Germany which England is prepared to accept 
at sea as compared with German naval forces. 

Mr. Davis then stated that the matter which he wished particularly 
to discuss with M. Herriot was the program to be followed in con- 
nection with the proposed Five Power Conference at Geneva. It was 
of vital importance that these conversations be made a success as 
their failure would, to all intents and purposes, terminate the dis-
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armament work. He agreed with M. Herriot that the purpose of the 
conversations should not be to discuss the bare theory of equality. 
Rather the conversations should deal with the disarmament question 

and the method of handling the question of equality should evolve : 
out of such discussions. Further, it was important that the conversa- 
tions should mark a definite and concrete step in advance in the work 
of disarmament, and even if the conversations failed to find far- 
reaching and all-inclusive solutions, they should in any event mark a 
definite step in advance. 

With this in view, Mr. Davis said he had been giving much thought 
to the method of procedure and wished to lay before M. Herriot an 
idea, not an American plan, as to what might be done. Mr. Davis 

then sketched in some detail the idea of a preliminary convention ® 
to register the progress already made, leaving problems such as raised 

in the French plan as well as the question of German equality for the 

General Disarmament treaty to be worked out by the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission. At Mr. Davis’ suggestion, Mr. Dulles 
then read a French translation of the memorandum setting forth 
these ideas in some detail. 

At the conclusion, M. Herriot said he thought the idea immensely 
interesting and there were points in it which he felt had real value. 
He liked the idea of a Disarmament Commission carrying on the 
work. Further, he liked the idea of registering in a convention the 
principles set forth in the July 23rd resolution.%* He also thought 

it was logical, on the basis of that resolution, to register the steps that 
were immediately possible and set up the machinery for working out 
a more comprehensive agreement which would dispose of the political 
problems such as French security and German equality, which, after 
all, were decisions to be reached at the end of the work rather than 
questions to be taken up at the very beginning of the task. M. Herriot 
added that he would wish to give the matter further thought and 
would talk it over with Mr. Paul-Boncour. He stated further that 
he would greatly appreciate it if Mr. Davis would also go into the 
matter with Mr. Boncour and that it might then be very desirable 
to arrange a further meeting at which both he and M. Boncour were 
present. 

Just as Mr. Davis was leaving, Mr. Herriot produced from his 
desk an elaborate Oriental pipe which he handed Mr. Davis, laugh- 

ingly remarking that this was a Japanese, and then he corrected | 
himself, “a. Manchukuo pipe.” Mr. Davis’ efforts to leave without 
this rather elaborate present were unavailing as M. Herriot thrust it 

*See telegrams Nos. 465 and 466, November 21, from the American delegate, 
pp. a8 on 318 For project of preliminary convention, see p. 508.
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into his pocket. This little incident led to a brief discussion of the 
Manchurian situation. M. Herriot said he recognized the connection 
between the application of the principles of the Covenant as applied 
to Japan and these principles in the case of the Franco-German rela- 
tions. We need have no apprehension whatever about his attitude 
on Manchuria. As long as France could be helpful in working 
towards a peaceful solution which was in conformity with “right” 
(le droit), France would do this. But if she had to face the moral 
issue involved, should efforts at conciliation fail, France would take 
her position squarely for the maintenance of treaties. 

France, M. Herriot said, had been offered all kinds of inducements 
by Japan as the price of her support, since the Japanese felt they 
could no longer count on England. These offers had been categori- 
cally rejected. M. Herriot said that there were a group of liberal 
Japanese who had been in touch with him before their return to 
Japan. These people were in a very difficult position, caught as they 
were between the military party in control and the Communist move- 

ment. They could not actively assert themselves at the moment, but 
he hoped that as the situation developed and as the financial and 
political crisis in Japan became more acute these liberal elements 
would regain control. The situation was fraught with danger. He 
could see the possibilities of a close working arrangement between the 
military groups of Germany and those of Japan and this would be 
most serious. | 

At the conclusion of the conference, M. Herriot and Mr. Davis 
briefly spoke to the press reaffirming the cordial and satisfactory 
nature of their conference. : 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/200 : Telegram 

The Chargé in France (Marriner) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, November 29, 1932—7 p. m. 
[Received November 29—5: 40 p. m.] 

679. From Norman Davis. I have just learned that Mr. Mac- 

Donald and Sir John Simon are leaving Thursday ®* and expect to 
arrive in Geneva on Friday morning. Previous to this Simon had 
informed me in writing that the Prime Minister had told him that 
when he went to Geneva he would like an opportunity to discuss with 
the representatives of the other principal powers the situation in 
regard to the proposed world economic conference and Simon has so 
informed von Neurath, Paul-Boncour, and Aloisi, He stated that he 

“December 1.
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was doing this “so that we may be all prepared for some discussion 
on the subject”. 

I plan to return to Geneva tomorrow, Wednesday, night. [Davis.] 

MarRINER 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/201 : Telegram 

The Chargé in France (Marriner) to the Secretary of State 

: Paris, November 30, 1932—7 p. m. 
[Received 7:55 p. m.] 

683. From Norman Davis. Herriot and Boncour together last 
night to tie up the conversations of the two preceding days and to 
consider in more detail the substantive points, as cabled in my tele- 
gram from Geneva,®® which might be included in a preliminary 
convention. Neither Herriot nor Boncour seemed disturbed at the 
points listed. While stating that some would undoubtedly raise 
difficulties, they indicated a willingness to consider them carefully 
and sympathetically and they very definitely stated that they were 

convinced of the wisdom of formulating a preliminary convention 
along the lines discussed. Boncour again suggested that the real 

difficulty lay in the changes which Germany might claim in connec- 
tion with the reorganization of the Reichswehr; that is to say, either 
decreasing the period of service or supplementing the present Reichs- 
wehr with a civilian army. He did not, however, indicate an unalter- 
able opposition to making some concessions to Germany. Final 
success will of course depend upon the attitude of Germany and how 
far France will go to meet their demands. 

It will also be necessary of course to secure British approval. While 
I have not as yet gone fully into the matter with Simon, his pre- 
liminary reaction was favorable. Although he has committed him- 
self rather far to the principle of German equality and thus may 
find himself in some difficulty in accepting the solution at present 
proposed, I do not anticipate any trouble from this source. As 
MacDonald and Simon arrive here tomorrow afternoon I am remain- 
ing over for a talk with them and we shall all leave tomorrow, 
Thursday, night for Geneva. I am just informed that Herriot has 
arranged to get a postponement of a discussion of the debt question | 
in the Chamber of Deputies and that he is now free also to leave 
tomorrow night. I discussed the idea of a preliminary treaty with 

Tyrrell who returned from London last night and he was most 
enthusiastic about it. 

“ Telegram No. 466, November 21, 5 p. m., from the American delegate, p. 401.
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Tyrrell had conversations with MacDonald, Baldwin and Simon 
who were chiefly occupied with the debt question, and while he did 
not tell me just what their decision had been, told me I need not have 
any fear about a satisfactory handling of the December 15th pay- 

ment. [Davis.] 
MaRRINER 

500.A15A4 Steering Committee/204 : Telegram 

The Chargé in France (Marriner ) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, December 1, 1932—noon. 
[Received December 1—9: 50 a. m.] 

685. From Norman Davis. Tyrrell told me that in a conversation 
he had with Herriot last night the latter was still preoccupied about 
the five-power conference. He said that he did not doubt the good 
faith of England and the United States in trying to work out a con- 
structive solution that would be fair and safe to France. On the 

_ other hand he was persuaded that the German strategy would be to 
work for our support in getting France to accede to their demands 
and failing in that try to drive a wedge between France and our two 
countries. Herriot told him that France was committed to a dis- 
armament program and that as long as he was Prime Minister he 
would insist upon France carrying out that commitment but that 
the proposal of Simon, in effect to permit German re-armament by 
giving them a specimen of each kind of weapon, complicated the 
whole question and made it more difficult for France to make sub- 
stantial progress towards disarmament. I reiterated to Tyrrell that 
what I had told Herriot, namely, that we did not propose to line up 
with either France or Germany against the other; that we merely 
wished to be helpful in trying to work out a constructive solution 
comprising the greatest measure of disarmament immediately pos- 
sible and to avoid any increase in armament anywhere. 

Tyrrell received a message this morning confirming the fact that 
MacDonald and Simon would arrive here this evening and proceed 
to Geneva tonight. Herriot plans to leave tomorrow night. [Davis.] 

MarRINER
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500.A15A4 Steering Committee/2814 

Memorandum of the Five-Power Conversations at Geneva Regarding 
Disarmament and the Return of Germany to the Disarmament | 

Conference, December 2-12, 1932 % 

Fray, DEcEMBER 2ND 

Mr. Davis and Mr. Dulles returned to Geneva from Paris on 
Friday, December 2nd, following conversations in Paris with M. 
Herriot and M. Boncour which have been reported in detail. Mr. 
MacDonald, Sir John Simon and the members of the British Delega- 
tion were on the same train. Over the weekend, Mr. Davis had 
several talks with Mr. MacDonald and Sir John Simon, explaining 
in further detail the idea of a preliminary disarmament convention 
on the basis of the draft which had been discussed in Paris with 
M. Herriot and M. Boncour (Annex “A”). 

SATURDAY, DEcEMBER 38RD 

Saturday afternoon Mr. Davis and Mr. Dulles had a talk with the 
Prime Minister, Sir John Simon and Mr. Cadogan with regard to 

the proposed preliminary convention, and it was decided that on each 
side they would try to put down on paper how they conceived the 
convention and particularly how they would deal with the question 
of the German claim for equality of rights in the convention. 

SunpAy, DeceMBER 4TH 

Sunday afternoon M. Herriot called on Mr. Davis and outlined 
in a general way the line of French strategy for the Five-Power 
Meeting. He pointed out that France would not accept any vague 
formula as to equality of rights which would only lead to misunder- 
standing in the future and that if the Germans pressed for that, he 
would be forced to ask them to define in a clear and unequivocal 
manner what they (the Germans) meant by equality of rights. M. 
Herriot pointed out that on several occasions German spokesmen had 
discussed the subject and they had done so in the formal notes of 
the German Government. Many of these notes and statements were 
conflicting and France did not clearly know what Germany meant 
by “equality of right”. If forced to do so, he would smoke them out 
and then the world would see that what Germany really meant was 
rearmament. 

Sunday evening Mr. Cadogan brought to Mr. Wilson and Mr. 
Dulles a draft preliminary convention which the British Delegation 
had prepared (Annex “B”) as their conception of the method of 

*° Transmitted to the Secretary of State by Mr. Davis under covering letter 
of December 29.
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giving effect to the substantive points annexed to the American memo- 
randum (Annex “A’”’). After discussing this draft with Mr. Cadogan, 
Mr. Wilson and Mr. Dulles prepared late Sunday evening and 
early Monday morning a revised draft convention (Annex “C”) 
which was sent to the British Delegation but not otherwise circulated. 

: Monpay, DEecemBER 5TH 

On Monday morning the formal conversations started. There was, 
however, a preliminary meeting at the Hotel Beau Rivage, the Prime 
Minister, Sir John Simon, Mr. Cadogan, Mr. Norman Davis and Mr. 
Dulles being present. At this meeting the American draft conven- 
tion was discussed, article by article. In general the British found 
no objection to it until they came to the clauses with regard to the 
prohibition of air bombardment. At that point Mr. MacDonald 
showed clearly that he personally was opposed to the total abolition 
of bombardment from the air. He made an eloquent statement of the 
British position, pointing out the difficulties which they had in polic- 

, ing uncivilized parts of the world; how one aeroplane would take the 
| place, and possibly save the lives, of a whole regiment of soldiers 

and that for the police of outlying regions and the frontier work 
which they had to perform, he did not see how they could give up 
this weapon. 

Mr. Norman Davis was called out during this discussion to receive 
Ambassador Matsudaira, who came to present the Japanese naval 
plant At 11 o’clock Mr. Davis returned with Mr. Wilson and shortly 
thereafter M. Herriot and Paul-Boncour arrived and there was a 
general discussion of the procedure to be followed when the Germans 
joined the Conference and also some discussion as to when the Italians 
should be invited to join the three Powers. At this meeting it ap- 
peared clear for the first time that the French, mainly for reasons 
of strategy, were very disinclined to have any questions of disarma- 
ment discussed while the Germans were present for fear that the 
Germans would condition their return to the Conference upon the 
realization of certain concrete measures of disarmament. Of course 
the French did not state their position as baldly as this, but it was 
clear exactly what was in their minds. | 

At three o’clock Monday afternoon there was a further meeting, 
the same persons being present as at the morning meeting. At that 
time there was considerable discussion of the Franco-Italian naval 
question 2? and both Mr. MacDonald and Mr. Davis urged M. Herriot 
to do something concrete to help effect a solution. He frankly ad- 

1For text, see p. 410. 
2 See pp. 528 ff.
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mitted that he was not thoroughly conversant with the subject. He 
said it had, of course, a political and a naval side. As to the political 
side, he would gladly talk. If we wished to discuss technical naval 
questions, we would have to wait for him to get his Minister of 
Marine from Paris. In the discussion, M. Herriot showed a good 
deal of bitterness at the attitude of Italy. He remarked that Italy 
had not recognized the gesture made in his Toulouse speech and 
hinted that he had private information he could not divulge which 

made him feel extremely apprehensive as to the attitude of the 
Italians. However, notwithstanding this situation he said he would 
be glad to do what he could and then turned to a long report which 
he had from the Ministry of Marine and read a sentence from it to 
the general effect that France was prepared to negotiate with Italy 
on the basis of the maintenance of the present relative positions be- 
tween the two fleets. 

After this discussion, the Italian representatives, Baron Aloisi and 
Signor Rosso, were summoned by telephone and joined the meeting | 

about five o’clock. Mr. MacDonald then called upon Mr. Davis to 
explain his idea with regard to a preliminary convention. Mr. Davis 
then read the memorandum which is referred to above as Annex 

“A”, The reading of this memorandum led to considerable discus- 
sion and M. Herriot raised objection to certain points, particularly 
the reference to the insertion of provisions in the convention to im- 

prove Germany’s means of defence. There was no substantial objec- 
tion, however, to the idea of a preliminary convention but it was 
agreed that the memorandum as read by Mr. Davis should be gone 
over by a drafting committee with a view to producing a document 
which would be satisfactory to the four Powers and which might 
then be used after the Germans joined the meeting. 

That evening, Monday, Mr. MacDonald gave a dinner for Baron 
von Neurath, who had just arrived from Berlin, and for the two 
chief delegates of each of the other three Powers, including Mr. 
Davis and Mr. Wilson. After the dinner, Mr. MacDonald explained 
to the Germans that during the course of the coming meetings they : 
hoped to be able to arrive at concrete recommendations to be made 
to the Conference to try to hasten along its work. Meanwhile the 
drafting committee, composed of M. Massigli, Signor Rosso, Mr. 
Cadogan and Mr. Dulles, revised the memorandum presented by Mr. 
Davis, as indicated in Annex “D”. Later that evening, Mr. Wilson 
and Mr. Dulles went over with M. Massigli, Mr. Cadogan and Signor 
Rosso the American draft convention (Annex “C”). M. Massigli, 
as was to be expected, showed some perturbation and indicated that 
much of the draft convention was unacceptable to the French on the
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ground, so often alleged, that many of the subjects dealt with and 
the solutions proposed had not yet been the subjects of decisions at 
the Conference. He further expressed with evident sincerity and no 
little agitation his hope that we would not circulate this draft con- 
vention to the Germans. He said that the result would be to create 
a situation where the Germans would make impossible demands as 
the price of their return to the Conference. This discussion took 
place in Mr. Cadogan’s office at the Beau Rivage. Later that evening 
Mr. Wilson and Mr. Dulles had a very frank talk with M. Massigli 
and reached the conclusion, which was concurred in by Mr. Davis, 
that at the present stage of the discussions the draft convention 
should not be circulated, but that an effort should be made to get 
Germany promptly to agree to return to the Conference and then see 
what positive steps in disarmament could be taken. 

Turspay, Decemper 6TH 

Tuesday morning at ten o’clock there was the first full meeting 
of the five Powers. There were present (and the same persons can 
be assumed to be present at the other meetings except where stated) 
for Great Britain, the Prime Minister (Mr. MacDonald), Sir John 
Simon, Mr. Cadogan and Mr. Wigram of the Paris Embassy; for 
France, M. Herriot, M. Paul-Boncour, M. Massigli; for Germany, 
Baron von Neurath, Baron Weiszicker, Herr Frohwein, Herr 
Voelckers; for Italy, Baron Aloisi and Signor Rosso; for the United 
States, Mr. Norman H. Davis, Mr. Hugh Wilson and Mr. Allen W. 
Dulles. 

At the suggestion of Mr. Norman Davis it was unanimously agreed 
that Mr. MacDonald should act as Chairman. After explaining the 
purpose of the meetings of the five Powers Mr. MacDonald called 
upon Mr. Davis for a general statement and explanation of the idea 
which had been advanced for a preliminary convention providing 
for immediate measures of disarmament and machinery for working 
out a final and general convention which would accord equality of 
status to Germany. 

After a preliminary oral statement Mr. Davis read a memorandum 
(Annex “D”). In commenting upon this memorandum Mr. Davis 
stated that while he recognized the importance of reconciling the 
German demand for equality with the French insistence upon security 
and its bearing upon disarmament he was convinced that with all 
the wisdom and good will possible it would require some time to work 
out a satisfactory solution of these two questions, particularly if 
there were to be a military and political reorganization of Europe 
along such lines as those envisaged in the French plan; that in any
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event the most practical way to proceed to a solution of these ques- 

tions was through the disarmament Conference or by such machinery 
as it may set up and this required the presence and cooperation of 

Germany. He felt, however, that even if all the powers of continental 
Europe were in agreement as to the advisability of adopting for 

themselves a uniform military system and a series of treaties of 

mutual assistance along the lines of the French proposal it was in- 

conceivable that this could be done in less than one or two years. 

He had felt, he said, that since it would require considerable time 

to agree upon the method of giving practical application to the 

German and French ideas we should at least be able in a preliminary 
treaty to agree upon certain principles and also concrete measures 

of disarmament and to set up machinery for working out, in an 

effective and expeditious way, such questions as could not be finally 

settled now. The immediate steps thus to be taken in disarmament 
and the agreement to take further steps along a defined course should 

give Germany an immediate measure of satisfaction and also an 

assurance that the other nations concerned would endeavor in good 

faith to work out in the shortest time possible a general convention 
limiting the armaments of all nations and thus placing Germany 

on a basis of moral and juridical equality. Mr. Davis further stated 

that public opinion throughout the world was becoming impatient 

at the delay of the Conference in producing some concrete results and 

furthermore that the adoption of some substantial measures of dis- 

armament would contribute greatly to an improvement in the present 

bad conditions prevailing throughout the world. 

Mr. Davis also emphasized that in the present state of affairs 
immediate achievement was essential if the world was to continue 

to have any confidence whatever in the possibility of effecting any 

substantial measures of disarmament for which there is a growing 

necessity and public demand; that it was this phase of the problem 

which chiefly interested the United States, while we realized that it 

was only fair to give a reasonable period for the working out of 
such political problems as were involved in the French Plan and the 

German demand for equality. | 
M. Herriot followed with a frank statement of French policy, 

which may be résuméed in a statement which he read summarizing the 

decision of the Cabinet on the question of equality: 

“France agrees that the principle of equality of rights be accorded 
to Germany and other States disarmed by treaty, within a general 
system which shall provide for the security of France and for all 
other States.” 

644212—48—39
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He then explained that his Government had made a real step forward, 
had gone beyond the position taken by the Tardieu Government, 
which had only envisaged the inclusion in the final disarmament 
treaty of the Versailles Treaty provisions regarding Germany’s 
armaments just as those provisions now existed. His Government, 

on the contrary, was prepared to work towards real equality and 
disarmament under proper safeguards for security. 

Baron von Neurath then referred to the fact that Germany had 
already indicated its willingness to return to the Conference on the 
basis of the proposals made by Sir John Simon, that the suggestion 
which we had put forward of a preliminary treaty seemed calculated 
to postpone the solution of the German claim for three further years, 
but that quite naturally he did not wish to express his views on this 
subject until he had had further opportunity to examine this sugges- 
tion. (Later, at the afternoon session during the interruption for 
tea, the Germans explained to us privately that they would find the 
greatest difficulty in accepting any treaty on disarmament which did 
not do away with the Versailles Treaty provisions, even though this 
treaty were for as short a time as three years. This, they said, was 
one of the difficulties they found with our idea of a short-term pre- 
liminary convention, but that they would examine it in the friend- 
liest spirit. It may be well to record at this point that M. Massigli 
had asked Mr. Dulles at one of the drafting committee meetings, 
whether under our preliminary Convention, which did not include 
provision for Germany’s armaments, the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission would have the right to control the armaments of Ger- 
many as well as those of the Powers whose armaments were set forth 
in the preliminary Convention. This obviously raised a difficult 
question since Germany might hesitate to consent to a control based 
on the drastic disarmament provisions of the Versailles Treaty, while 
the other nations would have control with respect only to relatively 
modest measures of disarmament to be included in a preliminary 
Convention.) 

- To return to the morning meeting, it was closed with a plea by 

Mr. MacDonald, who was obviously endeavoring to exercise pressure 
upon the Germans to be patient. He stated almost textually, as the 
words were so extraordinary as not easily to be forgotten, “that it 

had never been possible to give France anything satisfactory on the 

security question.” Sir John Simon interrupted Mr. MacDonald to 

call his attention to the fact that he had possibly overlooked Locarno, 

but Mr. MacDonald continued and said, in effect, “Yes, but Locarno 

was only an agreement of limited scope and I had in mind something 
of general European application.” He then went on to say that he
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was going to make a few remarks and would warn Mr. Davis before- 
hand that he might close his ears if he wished to do so; that what he : 
was going to say was that to give anything satisfactory to France 
in the way of security, it was necessary to have the Government of 
the United States with them in the task; that it was obvious that 
the United States Government could not commit itself now and that 
any declaration that others might make on the subject would be 
incomplete without the United States. Hence, any final settlement 
of the security question must wait for several months; and, qed. _ 
both France and Germany must be patient. Without further ado, 
and after these remarks, Mr. MacDonald adjourned the meeting as 
it was necessary for most of the persons present to attend the meeting 
of the League Assembly, which took place that morning. 

The conversations were resumed at three o’clock that afternoon. 

Mr. Davis, feeling that Mr. MacDonald’s closing remarks should not 
be allowed to pass entirely unnoticed and yet not wishing to make an 

incident out of the matter, remarked that while he had been given 

authority to close his ears, he had, nevertheless, not fully succeeded. 

in doing this; that in order to avoid misunderstanding, he wished to 

state that the views of his Government had been set forth quite 

clearly in public statements, such, for example, as that of Secretary 

Stimson on August 8th. He therefore felt that it would be unfor- 

tunate if the vitally important work which the meeting had before it 
should be delayed in the hope that the United States, for example, , 

would undertake further commitments relating to security in Europe 

or that political changes in any of the governments represented there 
would create a situation permitting a different method of treating 

the problems before them. Any such attitude, he said, would tend 
to take away the prospect of present achievement and he certainly 
would not recommend that course. 

After this statement, Baron von Neurath circulated a memorandum 

setting forth a German formula for meeting the equality issue (Annex 
“E”), The German memorandum was given rather short shrift. 

It was hastily read and immediately followed up by a long statement 

from Mr. MacDonald to the effect that it would have a disastrous 

effect upon public opinion. It would lead people to think, he said, 

that Germany wanted to rearm; a paper like this emanating from | 

a great government would unsettle people’s minds, make them : 

despair of a solution of the problem, etc., etc. The German Delega- 

tion took these remarks in good spirit and did not call Mr. Mac- 

Donald’s attention to the fact that a large section of their paper 
was based on a British White Paper and the expressions of Sir John
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Simon, although they smilingly mentioned that fact to us a few 
minutes later when the meeting adjourned for tea. 

While we were taking tea in the Prime Minister’s room which was 
next to Sir John Simon’s office where we were meeting, M. Herriot 
stayed behind and drafted in longhand a formula which he read 
shortly after the meeting resumed and which was substantially as 
follows: 

“The Delegates of the United States, of Great Britain, of Italy, 
and of France, having met the Delegates of Germany for informal 
conversations at Geneva on December 6th. 

“Are agreed that one of the aims of the Conference on Disarma- 
ment is to accord to Germany and to the other disarmed Powers 
equality of rights in a system which would provide security for 
all nations.” 

M. Herriot then proceeded to explain that he felt that this recog- 
nition should suffice for the German Delegation. France recognized 
the principle of equality of rights. Germany had left the Conference 
because she was not sure that this principle would be recognized. 
Now that it was recognized, why should she not return? 

There was then some discussion as to the desirability of issuing 
an invitation to Germany to return to the Conference on the basis of 
M. Herriot’s formula. Mr. Davis stated that he thought it was a 
mistake to issue another invitation to Germany, at least unless we 
were sure that the invitation would be accepted. It was undignified 
to be placed in that position. He felt that it would be more logical 
to agree upon the basis of Germany’s return and then for the Five 
Powers to get together and issue a statement. As regards the 
formula itself, he stated that while he recognized the importance of 
bringing Germany back into the Conference, the United States would 
find it difficult to join a declaration which stressed only security and 
equality of rights and did not stress the matter in which we were 
primarily interested—namely, disarmament. Mr. MacDonald im- 
mediately supported Mr. Davis’ view that it was unwise to issue a 
further invitation to Germany unless we knew the German attitude. 

He suggested, therefore, that Baron von Neurath communicate M. 
Herriot’s formula to his Government and then advise them whether 
or not Germany was prepared to return on the basis indicated. Baron 
von Neurath agreed that he would consult his Government. 

In connection with M. Herriot’s formula, the question of the 
French Plan came up and Mr. MacDonald remarked—more or less 

out of a clear sky—that England could not assume an ounce more 
of responsibility than it had already assumed. He was, of course, 
referring to the added guarantees of security which France desired
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from England. It was obvious that he wished to put France on 
notice so that there would be no misunderstanding when the further 
discussions of the French Plan came up. The Germans took careful 
note of this statement and it was later referred to by Baron von 
Neurath as one of the reasons which made him feel that the attain- 
ing of French security as conceived by the French might be compli- 
cated by the British attitude and that it was hardly to be expected 
that Germany could wait for the realization of a plan which a state- 
ment such as that of Mr. MacDonald made, in part, at least, un- 
realizable. 

In view of the time that was passing without a discussion of any 
concrete measure of disarmament, Mr. Davis frankly stated that 
unless the Five Powers were able to get together on some such pro- 
gram as had been suggested by us for reaching immediate concrete 
results, there was little reason to suppose that we could do so in 

January or February of next year, and that if we were to adjourn 
before Christmas without some agreement on concrete measures there 

was danger that it would threaten the ultimate success of the Con- 
ference. On this point M. Herriot told Mr. Davis privately that if 
the matter of Germany’s return to the Conference was settled he 
was quite willing to discuss our plan. 3 

At this meeting and in connection with Mr. Davis’s remarks 
referred to above, the French showed signs of considerable annoy- 
ance. ‘They were obviously most apprehensive that the Germans 
would do the logical and natural thing of coupling their acceptance 
of the Herriot formula with some earnest of good faith on the part 
of the Powers that they were really going to take steps to reduce their 
armaments. For some strange reason, the Germans never seemed to 
have any real interest in bringing this to an issue and it was rather 
unfortunate that they did not do so as they thus failed to use their 
influence to bring about some constructive action. 

That evening M. Herriot left for Paris to take up the discussions 
of the debt issue with the committees of the Chambre, and Mr. Mac- 
Donald left to meet the Chancellor of the Exchequer in Paris and 
also to discuss debts with the French Government. 

WEDNESDAY, DECEMBER 7TH 

A short meeting was held in the morning at which little was ac- 
complished as Baron von Neurath had received no reply from Berlin, 
and as all the representatives except the American representative had 

to make speeches at the Assembly that day, it was decided to adjourn 
further meetings until Thursday. During the day Mr. Davis and Mr. 

Wilson and Mr. Dulles had conversations with Messieurs Benes,
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Politis, Massigli, Paul-Boncour, Sir John Simon and Baron von Neu- 
rath and in the evening Mr. Davis and Mr. Wilscn dined with Baron 
von Neurath who frankly stated that he desired to re-enter the Con- 
ference and gave the impression that he would accept something 
along the lines of the Herriot statement if they could get one or two 
necessary additions. 

Tuurspay, DecemBer 8TH 

There was an early morning session at Mr. Davis’s office, the Ger- 
mans not being present. The purpose of this was to discuss what 
practical measures of disarmament could be immediately decided 
upon. The French had been adamant about discussing disarmament 
in the presence of the Germans. As soon as the subject was raised 
they would bring up the question of the French Plan and security 
and no progress was possible. Hence, it was decided to meet without 
the Germans. But even under these conditions, M. Paul-Boncour 
proved hardly more tractable. He said that there was really no 
time to reach definite decisions. The matters were too complicated, 
they would have to be studied by the Conference and could not be 
settled outside of the Conference. Further, before they could be 
settled, it would be necessary to consider some of the far-reaching 
plans that had been presented, such as the French Plan. If now they 
should decide upon limited measures of disarmament in the face of 
the radical measures proposed, for example in the French Plan, the 
whole world would be disappointed. Mr. Davis remarked that he 
felt that an announcement that each of the Powers present had agreed 
to scrap ten heavy guns and give up one thousand men would have 
more effect upon the world than the formulation of one thousand 
new plans. M. Paul-Boncour laughingly replied that we could have 
the ten guns and the thousand men from the French. It was gen- 
erally agreed to treat the question of Germany’s return to the con- 
ference independently from that of the measures of disarmament to 
be reached, the latter question to be taken up as soon as the former 
was settled. The meeting thereupon adjourned to reconvene at the 
Beau Rivage with the Germans. 

At this meeting Baron von Neurath explained that he would have 
his reply from Berlin by two or three o’clock and would be ready 
for a further meeting then, but that he could unfortunately not give 
his answer immediately. As the Assembly was meeting, it was de- 
cided that the afternoon meeting would be held at the Secretariat of 
the League. At the afternoon meeting Baron von Neurath produced 
his answer in the form of two questions which he felt required re- 
plies in order to explain M. Herriot’s formula. These questions 

were:
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“(1) Is equality of status to receive practical effect in the future 
Convention in every respect and is it to be, in consequence, the start- 
ing point for the future discussions at the Conference as far as the 
disarmed States are concerned ? 

“(2) Does the term ‘system which would provide security for all 
‘nations’ include the element of security which lies in general dis- 
armament as was recognised by the Assembly ?” 

In reply to an inquiry from Sir John Simon to Baron von Neurath 
as to whether Germany would resume its place in the Conference if 
these questions were answered in the affirmative, the answer was 
“Yes”. M. Paul-Boncour then said that the German questions forced 
him to ask a further question, namely, as to the meaning of equality 
of status “in every respect”. Baron von Neurath agreed to furnish 
a memorandum on this point, as the French pressed for it, although 
both Mr. Davis and Sir John Simon, realizing that this meant open- 
ing up most dangerous discussions, endeavored to avoid the necessity 
of circulating written statements as to what equality of rights meant. 
No further meeting was possible that day, in view of the meeting of 
the Assembly and it was decided to postpone further consideration 
until the following day, Friday,.when Mr. MacDonald would be 
present to direct the discussions. 

Fripay, DecemBer 9TH 

There was a short meeting Friday morning which was again inter- 
rupted by the meeting of the League Assembly. At this meeting 
Baron von Neurath circulated his answer to the inquiry of M. Paul- 
Boncour as to the meaning of equality of status “in every respect” 
(Annex “F”’). 

Just at the close of the Friday morning’s meeting, Mr. Davis sug- 
gested that a possible way of getting around the difficulty raised by 

- the German interrogatories was to prepare a statement which would 
include first the Herriot formula, then a brief statement by Germany 
as to her conception of equality of rights, drawn up in a form to be 
unobjectionable to the other Powers, and then the affirmation of 

Germany’s willingness to return to the Conference. This idea was 
not debated as there was no time left before adjournment, but it 
obviously was well received by Mr. MacDonald since that afternoon 
he asked Mr. Davis to go over it with him and later Mr. Dulles was 
called in and several tentative formulae were drafted, Annex “G” 
being the formula prepared by Mr. MacDonald and Annex “H” 
being that prepared by Mr. Davis and Mr. Dulles. | 

At the close of the discussions with Mr. MacDonald and Sir John 
Simon, it was pointed out that in view of the fact that so large a 
part of these formulae did not relate to the United States, we did not
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wish to be in the position of proposing a formula and hence that our 
suggestions were merely passed on to Mr. MacDonald for such use, 
if any, as he might wish to make of them as chairman of the meeting. 

Friday evening at nine-thirty o’clock there was a further meeting 
and there was laid before it a paper which had been circulated that 
afternoon by Baron von Neurath (Annex “I”). Mr. MacDonald 
then summarized the questions before the meeting; first, that of 

Germany’s return to the Conference, and second, what they were 
going to do with regard to disarmament. He felt it was necessary 
to isolate the two questions. They must first decide upon Germany’s 
return, and to do that it was well to see why she had left. Mr. 
MacDonald referred to various German declarations showing that 
Germany had left because the principle of equality of status had not 
been recognized. Now that M. Herriot had frankly recognized this, 
the British and Italian Governments having already done so, there 
seemed to be no reason why she should not return. It was quite true 
that the Conference had gone along rather slowly, but it had diffi- 

cult problems to meet and Germany had not based her withdrawal 
on that ground. Baron von Neurath replied that Germany did not 
leave only because of the slow progress the Conference had made, 
but rather because Germany did not know whether the Conference 
would eventually recognize the principle of equality. He felt it was 
necessary for him to clarify certain, points before returning. Other- 
wise, they might have to leave again, which would be most unfor- 
tunate. Hence, he must frankly state that they could not come back 
to the Conference solely on the Herriot formula without a clear 
understanding of what it meant. 

Mr. MacDonald replied that to meet the German request for defi- 
nitions would be entering into the work of the Conference itself. . It 
was unreasonable to ask them to do this. For example, the questions 
the Germans had raised necessitated in turn the answering of half 
a dozen more questions and if it went on in this way, there would be 
no end of things. The debate went along on this line without making 
any progress for a considerable time, with Mr. MacDonald exercis- 
ing pressure on the Germans but holding the formula on which he 
had been working in reserve. Toward the end of the meeting Sir 
John Simon produced a formula which had been considered by the 

British Delegation, as follows: 

“The Five Powers are agreed that the claim to equality of rights 
should be made (met?) on the basis of the carrying into effect of the 
following principles: 

1) The same Convention for all; 
(3) The same duration of the Convention for all;
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(3) The principle of ‘qualitative equality’ progressively 
realised ; 

(4) The adoption of appropriate measures for the establish- 
ment of mutual confidence and the maintenance of peace.” 

This was obviously unacceptable to the French and was not discussed 

in. detail. : 
Mr. Davis emphasized that Germany was more vitally interested 

than any state in the success of the Conference and that as long as 
there was any hope of accomplishment Germany should be one of 
those present, and working for that success. The United States had 
a far less immediate interest in the Conference than Germany, and 
yet we had neither left the Conference nor threatened to leave. 

Finally, about midnight, Mr. MacDonald said that with the full 

exchange of views which had taken place the time had come to put on 
to paper as clearly and as tersely as he could the position of the 
various parties and then to see whether that would not serve as an 
answer. He said he would like to have meet with him in the morn- 
ing one man from each delegation, and not the head of the delegation 
but a draftsman, and he would work with them all morning and they 
would try to produce a paper for the full meeting to consider in the 
afternoon. This idea was adopted and the meeting adjourned. 

SATURDAY, DECEMBER 10TH 

At ten o’clock Mr. MacDonald with Sir John Simon and Mr. 

“ Cadogan met with M. Massigli, Signor Rosso, Baron Weiszacker and 
Mr. Dulles and laid before them for discussion a draft memorandum. 
(Annex “J”) This memorandum did not introduce any complica- 
tions as far as the United States was concerned since we were only 
a party to the concluding paragraph which related to co-operation 
to bring about effective disarmament. ‘There was, however, one 
paragraph which gave Mr. Dulles some concern, namely, that which 
referred to the willingness of the European Powers “to join in a 
solemn affirmation taken by all European States not to resolve their 
differences by resort to force”. Mr. Dulles felt that it might raise 
an implication that the Kellogg-Briand Pact did not cover resort 
to force if a special European agreement was required. He men- 

tioned this point confidentially to Mr. MacDonald and Sir John 
Simon before the actual consideration of the memorandum com- 
menced and added that he felt that this paragraph might be used by 
the Japanese as a basis for a claim that the Kellogg-Briand Pact 
did not cover their activities in Manchuria since there was no declara- 
tion of war. Mr. MacDonald caught the point and suggested that 
the word “affirmation” be changed to “re-affirmation”.
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Paragraph (1) of the memorandum raised no serious difficulties. 
M. Massigli asked Mr. Dulles why the United States was not also 
a part to this paragraph and Mr. Dulles explained that as the effect 
of this paragraph would be to change the provisions of a treaty— 
namely the Treaty of Versailles—to which the United States was 
not a party, it seemed inappropriate that we should be included. 
The point was not pressed by M. Massigli and was not taken up by 
any of the other delegations, so it was unnecessary to make any fur- 
ther statement of our position. It quickly became apparent that the 
second paragraph of Paragraph (1) was the crux of the difficulty. 

M. Massigli said that the French could not accept the phrase “per- 
mitting the same qualities of arms” and he objected to pre-judging 
at this time the question of the duration of the Convention. A large 
part of the morning was spent in discussing this paragraph, but 

} without success in reconciling the French and German positions, and 
it was decided to pass on to the other paragraphs and leave this 
paragraph for the consideration of the heads of the various delega- 
tions at the afternoon session. Paragraph (3) was accepted with 
certain drafting changes, M. Massigli suggesting that it was im- 
portant to make it clear that the so-called “no force” pact did not by 
any means encompass all the French had in mind in the organiza- 

tion of security. In order to meet this point, a sentence was added 
that this Pact should be entered into “without prejudice to further 
and fuller discussions of security”. 

Saturday afternoon at two-thirty the conversations were resumed 
with the chiefs of the various delegations. Mr. MacDonald circu- 
lated a paper (Annex “K”) which contained the work of the drafting 
committee with a blank left for the second paragraph of Paragraph 
(1). He explained what the drafting committee had done and why 
they had been unable to reach agreement on one point, namely the 
wording to define what was meant by “equality of rights”. At the 
same time he circulated a further document (Annex “L”) which 
embodied an effort to reconcile the views presented at the morning 
meeting with regard to the missing paragraph. It will be noted that 

Annex “I,” omitted the reference to “permitting the same qualities 
of arms” which had appeared in the original draft submitted in 

the morning. 
There was practically no difficulty in the adoption of the drafting 

committee’s report with one or two minor modifications. As the 
points under discussion did not directly interest the United States 

7 and as the question of our joining in the formula regarding equality 
and security or in the “no force” pact was not raised, Mr. Davis was 
not called upon to take an active part in the early phase of the 
discussion. 7
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Mr. Davis suggested the elimination of the phrase “In these cir- 
cumstances” which introceeded [introduced?]| the Five Power dec- 
laration on disarmament in paragraph (4) in order to avoid the 
implication that this paragraph was tied in with the preceding para- 
graphs to which we were not parties and which related to security, 
equality and the “no force” pact. . 

The question was raised by M. Paul-Boncour as to the time for 
the signing of the “no force” pact. He suggested the insertion of 
the word “immediately” in the first sentence of the paragraph, deal- 
ing with the pact. The German Delegation demurred to this and at 
first took the position that this was one of the acts to be concluded 
at the time of the signature of the Disarmament Convention. The 
French took violent exception to this, indicating that this, of course, 
did not constitute the organization of security as they conceived it 
and that the “no force” pact was something to be done immediately 
as a step toward the amelioration of present conditions rather than 
as a step toward the realization of the French Plan. 

After some discussion the Germans stated that the matter was not 
one of great moment. In principle they had no objection to the 
early signature of the pact, but assumed it was not to be signed now 
as no one had yet formulated the details of the text. It was finally 
agreed to leave the text substantially as it stood with the informal 
understanding that the four Powers would immediately endeavor to 
get together on a text which they would then sign and leave open 
for the signature of other European States, it being of course clearly 
understood that upon entering into effect, the pact would be binding 
only as “between the signatories”, and the text was amended to 
bring out this point. After clearing this point and approving the 
concluding paragraph relating to the decision of the Five Powers to 
work together for substantial disarmament, the discussion then 
turned upon the missing paragraph. 

M. Paul-Boncour then presented in some detail the French posi- 
tion, to which reference has already been made, namely, that France 
was not willing at this time to enter into a discussion of the details 
of the application of “equality of rights”. M. Herriot had frankly 
recognized the principle. It was for the Conference to decide its 
application. Further, the detailed application of the principle, as 
well as the working out of French security, were both aims and 

goals of the Conference rather than matters to be finally determined | 
now. France would not ask an immediate decision on measures to 
insure its security. Germany had no right to prejudice the form 

which would be given to equality of rights. On this point his instruc- 
tions were categorical. Hence he could not accept the phrase in
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the formula proposed by the chairman, namely, that the Convention 

“should last for the same period in the case of each”. 

It was pointed out to M. Paul-Boncour that M. Herriot in his 

statements had clearly recognized the equal duration principle as 

an inevitable result of granting equality of rights and every effort 

. was made to induce the French to change their position as the Ger- 
mans seemed determined to insist on at least this satisfaction of 

their demand that equality of rights be in some way defined. 

Mr. Davis stated that the discussions had convinced him of the 
sincerity of France’s desire to accord equality to Germany as soon as 
she feels that this can be done without menacing her national security. 

To work out the problem it would be necessary to do away in France | 
with the fear of Germany and in Germany of the resentment against 

France. After all, both security and equality were abstractions and 
as such were never absolutely attainable. Now that a general working 

basis had been found, it would be a great pity to let the meeting break 
down because of the failure adequately to define conceptions which 

defied definition. 
In private conversations with the French while the discussion was 

going on, we pointed out to them that the concluding phrase of Mr. 

MacDonald’s formula which stated that the object of the Disarma- 

ment Conference was to bring about disarmament and “not to au- 

thorize the increase of armed strength”, was of great value to France 
as constituting a voluntary acceptance by Germany of substantially 

the Versailles Treaty levels. These arguments, however, produced 

no results and the meeting reached a complete impasse with the Ger- 
mans demanding that the French recognize the equal duration of the 
new disarmament convention for all States and the French refusing 

to go beyond the Herriot formula. 

At this point Mr. Davis suggested an adjournment for tea, which 

relieved the atmosphere, and during the intermission there was some 
very useful private discussion between the various delegates. 

Upon resuming the discussion, it was decided to endeavor to 
simplify the formula and see whether by doing so it would not be 
possible to find agreement. And finally, after several hours more of 

discussion, the Germans agreed not to insist at this time upon insert- 

ing the phrase with regard to the duration of the Convention on the 

understanding that all the last part of the formula, including the 

phrase about not authorizing the increase of armed strength be 

abandoned. 

It was quite obvious that the Germans were anxious to reach an 
agreement and to avoid responsibility for breaking up the meeting, 

particularly as the substance of the demands they had made when
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they left the Conference in July was met by the Herriot formula. 
As the French proved quite unyielding, as time was short and as it 
would obviously be extremely difficult to obtain the necessary instruc- 
tions from M. Herriot by telephone, each side eventually accepted 
the compromise formula of saying as little as possible and leaving 
events to take care of themselves, each being in a position to claim 
that the principles for which they fought had been maintained. 
Finally, the disputed paragraph was drafted to read: 

“This declaration (i.e., the Herriot formula) implies that the re- 
spective limitations of the armaments of all States should be included 
in the proposed disarmament convention. It is clearly understood 
that the methods of application of such equality of rights will be 
discussed by the Conference.” 

Both the French and German delegates accepted the formula ad 
referendum and agreed to communicate the definite replies of their 
governments not later than the following morning. The Italian 
delegate also requested time to consult his government and it was 
decided that a further meeting would take place on Sunday morning 
at eleven o’clock. 

Sunpay, DreceMBeR 11TH 

At the Sunday morning meeting Mr. MacDonald, who had agreed 
to act as “stake-holder” of the replies, announced that both the 
French and German governments had agreed to accept the proposed 
declaration and the Italian government received its authorization 
during the course of the meeting. At Mr. MacDonald’s suggestion 
six original copies of the documents? were then signed, one being 
reserved for Mr. Henderson, the President of the Disarmament Con- 
ference. 

Mr. MacDonald then suggested that the remaining time be de- 
voted to discussing what could be done to put new life into the 
Conference. He said quite frankly that it was impossible to blink 
the fact that very little had been done during the past year, that 
something must be done to push the work forward and that the re- 
sponsibility for this would rest very largely upon the Powers that 
were sitting there with him. 

Mr. Davis endorsed Mr. MacDonald’s remarks and described the 
impatience and the skepticism of the American people as a result of 
the interminable debates at Geneva which had produced no results. 

He felt that our Congress would be more and more reluctant to make 
appropriations to maintain a delegation at the Conference if at the 
end of a year’s work we could show no appreciable progress. He 

= Annex “M’”’, p. 527.
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added that it would require some early concrete evidence to restore 
the confidence of the American people in the reality of the Geneva 
disarmament work. It was for this reason that he had proposed the 
early conclusions of a preliminary agreement, not with the idea of 
terminating the Conference, but for the purpose of registering some 
immediate progress and providing appropriate machinery for carry- 
ing the work forward. Further, this would give the time for the 
study of the more comprehensive plans which involved the issues 
of security and equality. 

During a large part of this discussion the French Delegation was 
absent, as M. Massigli had gone to Paris and M. Paul-Boncour was 
talking on the telephone with M. Herriot. When they arrived, the 
proceedings were summarized to them and Mr. MacDonald suggested 
that in order to quiet any apprehension that these private meetings 
had been carried on in disregard to the Conference machinery the 
President of the Conference, Mr. Henderson, be invited to join their 
deliberations and advised of the results of their meeting and that he 

should confer with them as to the best method of helping to promote 
the work of the Conference. The suggestion that M. Bene%, the 
rapporteur, be invited as well as Mr. Henderson was made, but was 
not pressed in view of the silent but none the less expressive dis- 
approval of the Germans, whose facial expressions indicated their 
attitude. 

Mr. Henderson then joined the meeting and was given a signed 
copy of the declaration. After expressing his gratification at Ger- 
many’s return, he outlined the program of work, that is, the calling 
of a meeting of the Bureau either on January 15th or 31st and a 
meeting of the General Commission two weeks thereafter. 

M. Paul-Boncour then pointed out that in fixing the date of further 
meetings of the Conference it was important to take into account 

| the convenience of the American representatives who had so far 
to come; in particular he would like to fix a date for a meeting so that 
Mr. Davis could attend. 

Mr. Davis replied that he appreciated M. Paul-Boncour’s desire 
to suit his convenience in this matter. He hoped, however, that they 
would not take this into account but would fix the dates of their 
meetings solely with the view to the effective prosecution of the work 
and without special consideration of the American Delegation. We 
would be present whenever the meetings were held. Mr. Wilson 
would be here in Geneva and Mr. Gibson, who had recently made 
real progress towards complete recovery, would undoubtedly be 
available after the Christmas holidays. Mr. Davis then remarked 
that he felt that the continuance of conversations such as they had ~
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had during the past week might be useful in promoting the work of 
the Conference. After all, the Five Powers, together with Japan 
and Russia, accounted for approximately two-thirds of the world’s 
armaments. They were the ones, with the exception of Germany, 
which would be called upon to contribute the most to the success of 
any disarmament Conference and if they could decide among them- 
selves what they were prepared to do, the impetus this would give to 
the work of the Conference would be tremendous. Mr. MacDonald, 
who warmly supported this statement, believed that further conver- 
sations of this character with the presence of Mr. Henderson would 
be extremely useful. This point of view was not contraverted by 
either the French or the Italians, although M. Paul-Boncour did 
raise the point that nothing should be done to substitute private 
conversations for the conference machinery. No decision as to the 
time or place of holding further conversations was reached and in fact 

this question was not discussed at the meeting. 
In conclusion, Mr. Davis expressed, on his own behalf and for his. 

colleagues, their appreciation of the able work of the chairman in 
guiding their discussions. The meeting adjourned to attend a 
luncheon which was being given by Mr. MacDonald. 

This luncheon was attended by all those who had been working 
on the Five Power meetings and their wives; also Sir Eric Drummond 
and Mr. Henderson. At the conclusion of the luncheon Mr. Davis 
proposed the health of the Chairman, Mr. MacDonald, and referred 
to his effective contribution to the success of the meeting. 

After the luncheon Sir Eric Drummond told Mr. Davis that he had 
become convinced of the fact that the best way to insure the success 
of the Conference was to take a preliminary step along the lines of 
the suggestions which Mr. Davis had made. He thought it important, 
therefore, that the Five Powers get together again before the Con- 
ference reconvenes and endeavor to agree upon such a program. He 
said the French were insisting upon the calling of the General Com- 
mission in order that it might take up the discussion of their Plan 
and that if we had not agreed beforehand upon a more practical pro- 
gram the fat will be in the fire. He said that they had decided to 
have the Bureau reconvene on January 23 and the General Commis- 
sion on January 31st. He thought it would be a good idea, therefore, 
for Mr. Henderson to ask the Five Powers to meet around the middle 
of January, before the reconvening of the Bureau, and for Mr. 
Davis to talk with Mr. MacDonald, which he did. Mr. MacDonald 
seemed surprised that Sir John Simon had not already arranged for 
such a meeting of the Five Powers, which he had asked him to do 
at the meeting of that morning as he, MacDonald, had to leave before
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it was over. Sir John Simon was called in and explained that he 
had decided it was not possible nor advisable to propose a Five 
Power meeting without a further talk with the French in order to get 
their consent, as they had seemed rather nervous at the idea. 

Mr. MacDonald said he would be unable to leave London around 
the middle of January on account of Parliament. It was then sug- 
gested that the meeting might be held in London beginning January 
16 with Mr. Henderson present and that since the meeting would 
be before the Conference reconvened there could be no criticism for 
holding it in London. It was decided that this should be taken under 

consideration and that Mr. MacDonald would, if possible, speak to 

M. Herriot the next morning on his way through Paris. That after- 
noon the news of such a proposed meeting leaked out and the French 
reacted unfavorably. When Mr. Davis left Geneva on December 

13th the situation had not developed further and M. Herriot’s fall 
on December 14th prevented any further discussion of the matter with 

the French. 

ANNEX “A” 

Project of Preliminary Convention as Discussed With M. Herriot 
and M. Paul-Boncour 

Paris, November 28, 1982. 

MeEmMoRANDUM 

(1) A short-term “convention” might be prepared to register the 
limitation and degree of mutual reduction of armaments which are 
immediately possible, taking into account the principles set forth in 
the Resolution adopted by the General Commission on July 28, 1932,* 
and the progress made thereafter. It might be concluded without 
awaiting the political arrangements and military readjustments 
which are foreseen by such plans as, for example, the French Plan. 
In drafting this “convention”, it would be vital to maintain the ut- 

most simplicity of form, keeping, as far as possible, to a statement 
of the broad principles agreed to and avoiding, as far as possible, 
complexities of detail. 

There is added to this memorandum a statement of points of sub- 
stance in the field of land, sea, and air armaments which might be 
considered in drafting such a “convention”. 

| (2) It is suggested that the “convention” have a duration of ap- 
proximately three years—that is, until January 1, 1937. It would 

‘ Ante, p. 318. 
5 See telegram No, 455, November 15, noon, from the American delegate, p. 380.
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thus coincide with the remaining life of the Washington and London 
Naval Treaties. 

In considering the draft of the “convention”, it should not be lost 
from sight that with a long-term “convention” it might be possible 
to effect greater reductions of material than would be the case with 
a short “convention”; but, in order not to provide an undue length 

of time for the solution of the political questions arising from the 
French Plan and the German démarche regarding equality of status 
through a general disarmament treaty, as explained below, a “con- 
vention” of limited duration would probably be essential. 

(3) The “convention” should contain in its preamble a clear state- 
ment of the purpose of the contracting Powers to proceed toa real 
reduction of armaments, such a statement to be along the lines of 
Chapter I of the July 23 Resolution but strengthened and made more 
precise. | | 

(4) The “convention” would provide, among other things, for the 
setting up of the permanent disarmament commission along the lines 

of the decision already reached in the Bureau. Upon the ratification 
of the “convention”, the disarmament commission would assume its 
duties with respect to the measures of reduction and limitation em- 
bodied in the “convention”. Further, the Powers could provide, by a 
separate protocol, which would not require ratification, that, pending 
ratification of the “convention”, the Permanent Disarmament Com- 
mission should be set up, with the sole task, pending such ratification, 
to prepare the general disarmament treaty of long duration, which 
should be put into effect when the “convention” expires. In this 
task, the Permanent Disarmament Commission should take the “con- 

vention” as a starting point and should work toward the far-reaching 
measures of reduction envisaged in such plans as that of President 
Hoover, as well as in the French plan and the statements of the 
British position as made by Sir John Simon in July of this year 
and, more recently, on November 10 and 17, and that of the Italian 

Government. The task of the Disarmament Commission would be to 
bring this work to a close so that the general disarmament treaty 
might be signed and ratified prior to January 1, 1937. 

(5) Germany’s cooperation would be essential, both in the task of 
drawing up the “convention” and, more particularly, in working on 
the Disarmament Commission for the drafting of the general dis- 
armament treaty, and it is suggested that the German equality claim 
be dealt with along the following lines: 

(a2) The “convention”, in view of its limited character and short 
duration, could hardly incorporate Part V of the Treaty of Versailles 
or include the provisions with regard to Germany’s armaments. It 
would be necessary, however, to modify the “convention” in certain 

6442124840 .
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respects in order to improve Germany’s means of defense without, 
however, increasing its total military force. 

(6) The “convention” should also contain the assurance that the 
general disarmament treaty would embody the conditions, to be ar- 
rived at through mutual agreement, under which the German equality 
claim would be worked out and, further, provide that the eventual 
limitations upon German armaments would be incorporated in that 
treaty with the same duration as in the case of other States. 

In effect, it is proposed that Germany accord a somewhat more 
extended period than she had contemplated for giving effect to her 
claim for equality of rights and in return would receive both some 
amelioration of her present position and the formal assurance that 
the Powers would in good faith employ the intervening period to 
work out this question. This would also meet the French position 
that they are unwilling to concede the bare principle of equality 
without at the same time formulating the conditions under which 
that equality would be put into practical application. 

Annex 

Points To Be Considered in Drafting the “Convention” 

1. Effectives. 

(a) The determination of Element “A” for the metropolitan com- 
ponent (the “police” forces foreseen in President Hoover’s proposal 
for home countries). 

(6) The determination of the number of overseas forces (some re- 
duction over the status quo if possible). 

(c) An agreement not to increase the total land forces. 
(2d) An agreement in principle on similarity of type for European 

continental land armies. 

2, Artillery. - 

(a) A limitation by numbers of all mobile land artillery above 
105 mm. 

(65) An undertaking not to construct mobile land artillery. above 
155 mm. | 

(c) Some scrapping of heavy mobile land artillery and in addition 
the conversion from mobile to fixed mounts of a certain proportion 
of the remaining heavy mobile land artillery. 

3. Tanks. 

(a) Scrap tanks above... .. tons. 
(5) Limitation by numbers of tanks below .... . tons. 

4. Air. 

(a) Universal abolition of aerial bombing. 
(6) Prohibition of peacetime preparation and training in bombing.
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(c) Convert or scrap bombing planes. 

(2) Limitation by numbers of military planes. 

(e) Full publicity as to type and characteristics of civil planes 

registered or constructed, with possibly some further measures of 

control applicable to Europe. 

5. Chemical Warfare. 

(a) Universal abolition of use of chemical warfare. | 
(6) An agreement not to make preparation for or to train in the 

offensive use of chemical warfare in peacetime. 

6. Navy. 

(a2) Completion of London Treaty by France and Italy. : 

(6) Nations not parties to the Washington and London Treaties 

to accept a limitation of types so as not to prejudice the restrictions 

on type which already govern the leading naval Powers. 

7. Manufacture of and Trade in Arms. 

(@) Recognize the principle of State supervision of private manu- 

facture. 

(6) Recognize the principle of equality of publicity for State and 
private manufacture. 

(c) Recognize the principle of control and publicity for export and 
import. 

8. Control. 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission to be set up as envisaged 

in the Draft Convention with amendments as now being drafted after 
recent discussions in the Bureau. 

9. General. 

(a) An agreement not to increase the totals of armaments as exist- 

ing or as fixed by other treaties limiting armaments, during the life 
of the Convention, with the necessary exception that, in accordance 
with the provisions of the Convention, certain specified amounts of 

defensive material might be added to the armaments of those nations 
lacking such weapons. 

(6) The Convention should likewise specify that the parties to it 

should neither build nor permit to be manufactured within their 

territories any types of weapons not expressly stipulated in the 
Convention.
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ANNEX “B” 

Informal British Draft of a Preliminary Convention 

Drcemser 4, 1982. 

The signatories recognising the necessity of eliminating existing 

inequalities of status in the matter of armaments and desiring to 

remove those inequalities so as to apply a uniform treatment with a 

view to the establishment of confidence and the maintenance of peace, 

Firmly determined that such uniformity of treatment must be 
attained by the reduction of armaments and not by exceeding the 

limits of armed strength already prescribed by any ‘Treaty, 

Recognising that this result can only be attained by stages, 

Agree, as a first step, to take the following measures, to be put 
into execution before January ist, 1937, the details and stages of 
their execution being laid down and supervised, as indicated in later 
articles of this Agreement, by the Permanent Disarmament Com- 
mission, the constitution of which is provided for hereunder. 

Article 1 

There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a Per- 
manent Disarmament Commission with the duty of ordering and 
supervising the execution of the present Agreement. It shall consist 

of representatives of the Governments signatories of the present 
Agreement. Each Government shall appoint one member of the 

Commission. 

Article 2 

The Governments signatories of the present Agreement shall in- 
form the Secretary-General of the League of Nations of the name 
of their representative before January 15th, 1933, and the Commis- 

sion shall hold its first meeting before January 31st, 1938. 

Article 3 | 

The Secretary-General of the League of Nations shall provide the 

Secretariat of the Commission. 

LaANnpD 

Article 4 

The method proposed by President Hoover for the computation 

of land effectives is accepted. The Permanent Disarmament Commis- 

sion shall proceed to calculate on this basis for each country the irre- 

ductble component of its forces. The forces exceeding the figure 
thus arrived at shall be reduced by 33% per cent before January Ist,
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1937, the method and the stages of such reduction being determined 
by the Permanent Disarmament Commission. | 

Article 6 

Those States in which a system of voluntary long service has been 
imposed by treaty may transform their organisation to that of a 
short term service army, this transformation to be effected by Janu- 
ary 1st, 1937, the details and stages of the transformation to be laid 
down by the Permanent Disarmament Commission. . 

Article 6 

All mobile land artillery exceeding 105 millimetres in calibre shall 
be limited in number, the numerical limits to be fixed by the Per- 
manent Disarmament Commission. 

Article 7 

No mobile land artillery exceeding 155 millimetres in calibre may 
henceforth be constructed. 

Article 8 

A proportion of existing mobile land artillery exceeding 155 milli- 

metres in calibre must be converted from mobile to fixed mounts. 

A proportion of such artillery so to be converted shall be determined 

by the Permanent Disarmament Commission which shall at the same 

time fix the time limits for the operation. 

Article 9 

All tanks exceeding 16 tons in weight shall be destroyed, in accord- 
ance with arrangements to be determined by the Permanent Dis- 
armament Commission. 

Article 10 

All tanks of 16 tons and less weight shall be limited in number, the — 
numerical limits to be fixed by the Permanent Disarmament Com- 
mission. 

AIR 
Article 11 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall at once constitute 

a committee of representatives of the principal Air Powers to ex- 

amine the possibility of the adoption of effective measures to preserve 

the civilian population from the horrors of bombardment from the 
alr.
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Article 12 

Pending the deliberations of this committee, all military and naval 

aircraft exceeding 3 tons unladen weight (with certain exceptions in 
the case of troopcarriers and flying-boats) shall be destroyed under 
the directions of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

Article 13 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall be charged with 
the duty, in the case of the principal Air Powers, of promoting the 
reduction of numerical strength in machines to a common figure, and 
the application to that figure and to the existing Air Forces of other 
powers, of a reduction of 33144 per cent. The Permanent Disarma- 
ment Commission shall fix the time limits within which such reduc- 
tions must be made effective. 

Curmicat WARFARE 
Article 14 | . 

All chemical, incendiary and bacteriological warfare shall be pro- 
hibited and for this purpose the signatories of the present Agreement 
have signed a special agreement annexed (Annex 2). 

Article 15 . 

All preparations for chemical, incendiary and bacteriological war- 
fare shall be prohibited. This prohibition shall not apply to material 

| intended exclusively to protect individuals against the effects of 
chemical, incendiary and bacteriological weapons (e.g. gas-masks), 
or to the training of individuals to protect themselves against the 
effect of the said weapons. 

In order to enforce the aforesaid general prohibition, it is expressly 
prohibited : 

(1) To manufacture, import, export or be in possession of chemical 
appliances and substances exclusively suited to the conduct of chemi- 
cal, incendiary and bacteriological warfare; 

(2) To instruct and train armed forces in the use of chemical, in- 
cendiary and bacteriological weapons and means of warfare, and to 
permit any such instruction and training in their territory. 

NAVAL 
Article 16 

The Naval Treaties of Washington and London continue in force 
until December 31st, 1936, and the principal Naval Powers have con- 
templated meeting in conference at latest in 1935, i.e. before expiry 
of the present agreement, to determine the régime that shall prevail 
after December 31st, 1936.
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The principal Naval Powers shall meanwhile continue to consult 
with a view to extending the scope of the limitations already im- 
posed by Treaty, and shall keep the Permanent Disarmament Com- 
mission informed from time to time of the progress of their 
consultations. 

In the meanwhile States not parties to the Washington and London 
Treaties accept by the present agreement a limitation of types cor- 
responding to those which already govern the principal Naval 

Powers. 

MANUFACTURE OF AND TRADE IN ARMS 

Article 17 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall elaborate special 

provisions providing for State supervision of the private manufac- 

ture of war material for according publicity to both State and pri- 

vate manufacture and for the control and publicity of the export and 

import of war material. 

Article 18 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall decide at what 

date the Disarmament Conference shall reassemble in order to 

elaborate, before January Ist, 1937, a long-term convention by which 
equality of status of the armaments of the different countries may 
be practically achieved. The Permanent Disarmament Commission 
shall prepare the work of the Conference and shall formulate and 
submit to it the conditions under which the said equality would be 
put into practical application. 

ANNEX “C” 

American Delegation Draft of a Preliminary Convention, 

December 5, 1932 

| DISARMAMENT CONVENTION 1933 

PREAMBLE | 

Recognizing that substantial and comprehensive measures of dis- 

armament are essential to the establishment of confidence and the 

maintenance of peace, 

Desiring to avoid competition in the power of armaments, 

Being determined to proceed with an immediate reduction and 

limitation of armaments on the basis of Article 8 of the Covenant 

of the League of Nations through consolidating the progress realized
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as a result of the work of the Conference for the reduction and 

Limitation of Armaments and as a natural consequence of the obliga- 

tions inherent in the Briand-Kellogg Pact, 
Recognizing that the present convention constitutes a transitional 

step toward the further measures for the reduction of armaments 

to be achieved through a General Disarmament Treaty which should 

promptly be negotiated on the basis of the recognition of uniform 

treatment applicable alike to all the signatory powers, and desiring 

to create appropriate instrumentalities for the formulation of the 

said General Disarmament Treaty and thus to carry forward the 

work of disarmament and organization of peace; | 

Have resolved to conclude a Convention for the above purposes 
and have accordingly appointed as their Plenipotentiaries 

who, having communicated to one another their full powers :— 

etc. etc. 

Cuarter I 

Article I. There shall be set up at the seat of the League of 
Nations a Permanent Disarmament Commission, consisting of the 
representatives of the signatory Governments, with the task of 
supervising the carrying out of the Present Convention. The fur- 
ther duties of the Commission as well as its composition, rules, and 
powers, are set forth in Annex __ of this Chapter. (Note: This 
Annex will be the Section 6 of the Draft Convention as modified by 
the recent decisions of the Bureau.) 

Article II. In addition to the duties set forth in Annex __ of this 

Chapter, the Commission shall formulate for submission to the 
H. C. P., not later than 1936, a General Disarmament Treaty. The 
said General Disarmament Treaty shall fix the limits for the arma- 
ments of all the H. C. P. and provide for the greatest measure of 
reduction in the scale of armaments set forth in the present Conven- 
tion. The Commission shall likewise consider the conclusion of 
special regional agreements which would facilitate bringing about 
such reductions. . 

The General Disarmament Treaty shall have a duration of ten 
years. Upon coming into effect, the said Treaty shall supersede any 
treaty restrictions respecting the armaments of the H. C. P. hereto- 
fore existing, subject only to such provisions as may be made in the 
case of States now parties to treaties limiting armaments which 
denounce or otherwise suspend the operation of the Treaty prior to 
the date fixed for its normal termination or renewal.
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Cuarter IT 

For the purpose of limiting and reducing the personnel of land 
forces and with a view to the ultimate establishment of a uniform 
system for the constitution of the armies of Continental Europe, the 

H. C. P. agree: 

Article I. That in accordance with the plan for the computation 
of land forces adopted by the Conference as set forth in....... 
the totals of personnel of Element A for metropolitan forces (the | 
irreducible element) are shown in the figures appearing after the 
names of the respective countries in Annex __ of this Chapter. 

Article II. That in accordance with the plan for the computation 
of land forces adopted by the Conference as set forthin..... the 
totals of personnel of Element A for overseas forces (the irreducible 
element) are shown in the figures appearing after the names of the 
respective countries in Annex __ of this Chapter. 

Article IIT. That the totals of personnel of the respective land 
forces, totals which have taken into account ..... per cent of re- 

duction applied to Element B of land forces, shall not exceed the 
figures appearing after the names of the respective countries in 

Annex __ of this Chapter. 

Article IV. That the reductions mentioned in the foregoing para- 
graph may be made in progressive stages but shall be completed prior 

to January 1, 1937. 

Article V. That the modifications of existing provisions with re- 
spect to land forces now subject to limitation shall be as set forth in 
Annex __ of this Chapter. 

Cuarter IIT 

Article 7. All mobile land artillery exceeding 105 mm. in calibre 
shall be limited by numbers and by categories as set forth in Annex 

Article II. No mobile land artillery exceeding 155 mm. in calibre 

shall be constructed or acquired by any of the H. C. P. 

Article III. The H. C. P. agree to convert from mobile to fixed 

- mounts prior to January 1, 1937, the numbers of existing mobile | 

land artillery exceeding 155 mm. in calibre set opposite their re- 

spective names in Annex __. All such mobile land artillery marked 
for transformation but not converted by January 1, 1937 shall be 

destroyed prior to January 1, 1987. All mobile mounts for land 
artillery, converted or destroyed pursuant to this Article, shall be 

scrapped prior to January 1, 1934. |
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Article IV. All tanks exceeding 16 tons in weight shall be 
scrapped prior to January 1, 1934. 

The H. C. P. agree to limit the number of their tanks not exceed- 
ing 16 tons in accordance with the figures set opposite their names 
in Annex __ of this Chapter. 

Cuartrer IV 

Article I. The H. C. P. hereby agree to the total abolition of all 
aerial bombardment. 

Article II. The H.C. P. agree to abolish the peacetime prepara- 
tion for and training in aerial bombardment. 

Article III. The H. C. P. agree to scrap before January 1, 1934, 
the bombing planes set forth in Annex __ to this Chapter. 

Article IV. The H. C. P. agree not to exceed the numbers of 
military aircraft set forth after their respective names in Annex — 

to this Chapter. 
Article V. Military aircraft constructed prior to... .. shall not 

be included in the numerical computation hereinbefore indicated, 
and such aircraft shall not be subject to replacement. | 

Article VI. The H. C. P. agree to furnish to the Permanent Dis- 
armament Commission, in the form to be prescribed by the latter, 
full details as to the type, number, and character of civil aircraft 
registered or constructed within their respective jurisdictions. 

Article VII. The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall im- 
mediately constitute a committee of representatives of the principal 
air powers to examine the possibility of radical proportional reduc- 
tion and eventual abolition of military aircraft, as well as regional 
measures to prevent effectively the misuse of civil aircraft. 

CHAPTER V | 

The H. C. P. agree that all chemical, incendiary and bacteriological 
warfare shall be prohibited as well as peacetime preparation in and 

training for such warfare other than preparation for protective 
purposes in accordance with rules provided in Annex —— to this 
chapter. 

CuartTer VI 

| Article I. Considering that the naval Treaties of Washington 
and London continue in force at least until December 31, 1936, and 
that the parties thereto have covenanted to meet in conference in 
1936, that is to say before the expiration of the present agreement, 

to determine the regime that shall prevail after December 31, 1936,
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the H. C. P. which are a party to the said treaties agree that in the 
meantime they shall continue to consult together with a view to 
extending the scope of the limitation and reductions already ac- 
cepted by them in the said treaties and shall keep the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission informed from time to time of the 
progress of their consultations. 

Article II. The H. C. P. which are not parties to either of the 
said Treaties of Washington and London hereby accept the limita- 
tions upon types of naval vessels, unit tonnages and gun calibres 
which have already been accepted by the naval powers parties to 
the said Treaties. 

Article III. The Governments of France and Italy in addition 
to the measures of reduction and limitation which they have already 

agreed to in the Washington and London Treaties and in order to 
complete measures of limitation covering all classes of naval vessels, 
hereby accept the additional measures of limitation set forth in a 
separate Protocol, a copy of which is annexed hereto. 

Cuaptrer VII 

The H. C. P. hereby accept the principle of State supervision of 
the private manufacture of arms, ammunition and implements of 
war, as well as equal measures of full publicity for both State and 
private manufacture and full control and publicity of the export 
and import of such material. The H. C. P. entrust to the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission the task of embodying the foregoing prin- 
ciples in a Convention to be submitted to the H. C. P. at the earliest 
possible moment. | 

Cuapter VIII | 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Article I. The H. C. P. agree to communicate promptly to the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission all measures which they shall 
take pursuant to the terms of this Convention with respect to the 
reduction of personnel, the scrapping or conversion of material, as 
well as with regard to the fulfillment of any rights or obligations 
conferred or imposed by the present convention. 

Article II, Recognizing that full information with regard to the 
armaments of the nations of the world is a matter of legitimate 
concern to all nations, the H. C. P. hereby agree that they will fur- 
nish to the Permanent Disarmament Commission such information 
relating to their armaments as the Permanent Disarmament Com- 
mission may make the subject of a general request to all nations.
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Such information shall be furnished in the form and to the extent 
so requested. 

Article III, The present Convention, of which both the French 
and English texts shall be authentic, shall be subject to ratification. 
It shall enter into effect as between the ratifying parties upon ratifi- 
cation by ...... . and shall remain in effect until January 1, 
1937. 

. ANNEX “D” ° 

Drafting Committee’s Revision of the Memorandum Regarding a 
Preliminary Convention 

DrECEMBER 5, 1932. 

(1) A preliminary convention should be drawn up to determine 
the measures of limitation and reduction of armaments which can be 
the subject of immediate agreement. This preliminary convention 
may be concluded without awaiting the political arrangements and 
military readjustments which are foreseen by such plans as, for ex- 
ample, the French Plan. In drafting this preliminary convention, 
it will be essential to observe the utmost simplicity of form, keeping, 
as far as possible, to a statement of broad principles, and avoiding, 

as far as possible, complexity of detail. 
(2) The preliminary convention should have a duration of ap- 

proximately three years—that is, until December 31st, 1936. 
It must be recognised that a long-term treaty would render pos- 

sible greater reductions of armaments than a short-term convention. 
However, as it is proposed, during the life of the preliminary con- 
vention, to seek a solution of the political questions arising from the 
French Plan and the German démarche regarding equality of status 
through a general disarmament treaty, as explained below, the dura- 
tion of the preliminary convention must not be too long. 

(3) The preliminary convention would provide, among other 

things, for the setting up of the permanent disarmament commission 
with a system of supervision, along the lines of the decision already 
reached in the Bureau. Upon the ratification of the preliminary 

convention, the disarmament commission will assume its duties under 

that convention. 
Further, the signatory Powers should provide, by a separate 

protocol, which would not require ratification, that, pending entry 

into force of the preliminary convention, the permanent Disarmament 
commission should be convened with the sole task, pending such 
entry into force, of preparing the general disarmament treaty which 
should come into force on the expiry of the preliminary convention.
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The task of the disarmament commission would be to bring this 
work to a close so that the general disarmament treaty might be 
signed and ratified prior to January Ist, 1937. | 

(4) The preliminary convention will deal primarily with the 
measures of limitation and reduction to be applied to the armament 
of those countries. whose armaments are not limited by the Peace 
Treaties; but it will also contain the assurance that the general dis- 
armament treaty will embody the conditions, to be arrived at through 
mutual agreement, which would enable the German equality claim 
to be met and the limitations upon German armaments to be incor- 
porated in that treaty. 
Germany would thus receive at once the formal assurance that the 

Powers would in good faith employ the intervening period to solve 
the problem raised by her claim to equality of rights. This pro- 
cedure would. at the same time meet the situation of those Powers 
that are unwilling to concede the bare principle of equality without 
at the same time formulating the conditions under which that 
equality would be put into practical application. 

ANNEX “B” 

Memorandum Circulated by Baron von Neurath 

In informal conversations held at Geneva the representatives of 
..... have examined the situation arising out of the statement 
made by the German representative in the General Commission on 
July 22,° the German Memorandum of August 29, the French 
Memorandum of September 14 [77?],® the statement made by the 
British Foreign Secretary in the Bureau meeting of the Disarmament 
Conference of November 17,° and the suggestion submitted by the 
American representative on December 5. 

They agree that a prompt and effective solution of the tasks sub- 
mitted to the Disarmament Conference is indispensable in the in- 
terest of the reestablishment of confidence among the nations which 
is the most important condition for the solution of the economic crisis 
and for the consolidation of world peace. 

They are convinced that the Conference will succeed in achieving 
its task within a few months as soon as an agreement has been reached 
on the group of questions which are the subject of the present con- 
versations. : 

They agree that the Convention on the reduction and limitation 
of armaments should be based upon equality of status for all nations 

*Printed in Germany, Auswartiges Amt, Material zur Gleichberechtigungs- 
frage (Berlin, Gedruckt in der Reichsdruckerei, 1983).
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and should prepare the way to the realization of equal security for 
all States in conformity with article 8 of the Covenant, such security 
being the end to be achieved by general disarmament. 

For this purpose they contemplate the following points as con- 
stituting a common basis of their future attitude at the Conference. 

1.) The limitations on the armaments of Germany and the other 
disarmed States shall be contained in the same general Convention 
as the limitations on the armaments of the other States so that Part 
V of the Treaty of Versailles and the corresponding provisions of 

: the other peace treaties would be replaced by the general Convention 
as far as the disarmed countries are concerned. 

2.) The newly expressed limitations in the case of Germany and 
the other disarmed States would last for the same period and be sub- 
ject to the same methods of revision as those of all other countries. 
The Convention shall contain an undertaking on the part of the 
signatory States to enter upon negotiations in due course before the 
expiry of this Convention with a view to concluding a new disarma- 

: ment Convention for the purpose of further adjustment of arma- 
ments. 

3.) The provisions of the Convention shall give practical effect to 
the principle of equality of status in the qualitative respect, both as 
to war material including its replacement and to the military organi- 
zation. The details should be fixed contractually so as to put an end 
to any discrimination such as it is contained in the peace treaties. As 
far as quantitative disarmament is concerned the Convention is to 
make the greatest possible step towards the establishment of the 
same military security for all countries and to prepare further steps 
in this direction to be agreed upon by a further conference. 

4.) It is desirable to strengthen the general security also by a fur- 
ther development of the contractual guarantees which exist already 
not to this effect. 

The powers participating in the present conversation will do their 
utmost, on the basis of the French and British proposals submitted 
to them, to determine the measures which could be realized at once. 

They decide that competent delegates of the five countries par- 
ticipating in the present conversations shall be charged to lay down, 

in the light of the preceding provisions, the general lines along which 
the principle of equality of status could be put into effect in the 
Convention as well as to examine the possibilities of creating any fur- 
ther contractual guarantees of security. The work of these delegates 
shall be finished by the end of January 1933 at the latest. 

The Ministers of the five powers will then meet again in order 
definitely to put into force, in accordance with the results of these 
negotiations, the arrangement contemplated above, their attitude at 
the Conference being henceforward defined by this arrangement.
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ANNEX “F”’ 

Baron von Neurath’s Explanation of “Equality of Rights” 

The practical effect which should be given to equality of status 
(compare question Nr. 1) should in particular include the following 

points: 

1. Form of obligations. 
The limitations on the armaments of Germany and the other dis- __ 

armed States should be included in the same disarmament Conven- 
tion in which the limitations on the armaments of the other Powers 
are defined, so that Part V of the Treaty of Versailles and .the 
corresponding clauses of the other Peace Treaties would be replaced 
by the new Convention as far as the disarmed States are concerned. 

2. Duration of obligations. 
The newly established limitations on the armaments of Germany 

and the other disarmed countries should have the same duration as 
those of the other countries. 

8. Revision. 
The Disarmament Convention which must in any case take ac- 

count, in conformity with Article 8 of the Covenant, of the necessity 
for the States of maintaining internal order and of defending them- 

selves against aggression, shall at the same time make provision for 

the conclusion of a new Convention with a view to realize as rapidly 

as possible the complete adjustment of armaments. 
In this connection the duration of the Convention should be 

limited to a comparatively short period. After the expiry of this 

period, the States should enter into negotiations on the subject of 

the conclusion of a new Convention. | 

4. Prohibited arms. 
The provisions of the Convention relating to the prohibition or 

admission of certain arms shall be the same for all countries. 

5. Manufacture of and trade in arms. 

In the same way, the same rules shall apply to all countries as 

regards the manufacture of and trade in arms. , 

6. Effectives. 
The Convention should either give to all countries the same free- 

dom to fix their own military statute and the organization of their 

military forces, or bring the military forces to a uniform general 

type. 

ANNEX “G” 
* 

Drafts Prepared by Mr. MacDonald and Sur J ohn Simon 

The Governments of Great Britain, France and Italy declare that 

one of the principles that should guide the Conference on disarma- 

ment should be the grant to Germany, and to the other disarmed
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Powers, of equality of rights in a system which would provide 
security for all nations, and that this principle should find itself 
embodied in the scheme of disarmament to be agreed upon by the 
Disarmament Conference. 

On the basis of this declaration, Germany has signified its willing- 
ness to resume its place at the Conference, and the five Governments 
of the United States, Great Britain, France, Italy and Germany 
declare that they are resolved to co-operate in the Conference with 
the other States there represented in seeking without delay to agree 

upon a Convention which shall effect a substantial reduction and a 
limitation of armaments, with provision for further revision and 
reductions. They propose to devote the remaining time of the present 
conversations to the consideration of immediate measures to be 
recommended to the Conference to aid in the successful accomplish- 
ment of its task. 

ANNEX “H” 

Draft Prepared by Mr. Davis and Mr. Dulles 

The Governments of Great Britain, France and Italy declare that 
one of the aims of the Conference on Disarmament should be to 
accord to Germany and to the other disarmed Powers equality of 
rights in a system which would provide security for all nations. 

On the basis of this declaration, Germany has signified her willing- 
ness to resume her place at the Conference for the purpose of co- 
operating in the work of disarmament and realising the purposes of 
the declaration. The German Government has declared that in its 
view equality of rights should receive concrete embodiment in the 
general Disarmament Treaty; and further, that the security for all 
nations referred to in the above declaration should include general 
measures of disarmament as recognized by the Assembly of the 
League of Nations. 

The representatives of the United States, Great Britain, France 
and Italy welcome the decision of the German Government to renew 
its co-operation in the work of disarmament and agree that upon 
the reconvening of the Conference, which should be fixed for an 
early date, the attention of the Conference should be directed to the 
importance of giving early considgration to the practical application 
of the above declarations. They propose to devote the remaining 

time of the present conversations to the consideration of immediate 
measures of disarmament to be recommended to the Conference.
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ANNEX “I” 

Memorandum Circulated by Baron von Neurath 

The representatives of Germany, Great Britain, France, Italy and 
the United States have held informal conversations at Geneva from 
December 6 to..... 

The French Prime Minister made the following statement: 

France agrees that one of the aims of the Conference of Disarma- 
ment is to accord to Germany and to the other disarmed Powers 
equality of rights in a system which would provide security for all 
nations. 

The German Minister for Foreign Affairs, having taken note of 
this declaration, declared on his part that Germany’s return to the 
Disarmament Conference could only be contemplated if the following 
points were to guide the Governments represented at the present 
conversations during the future work of the Conference: 

(1) The equality of status is to receive practical effect in the future 
Convention in every respect, and is to be, in consequence, the basis 
for the future work of the Conference as far as the disarmed States 
are concerned, subject to the reservation that the level of the respec- 
tive figures relating to armaments should remain open for discussion. 

(2) The term “system which would provide security for all ° 
nations” includes the element of security which lies in general dis- 
armament as was recognized by the Assembly. 

The representatives participating in these conversations agree that 
these points would henceforth determine the attitude which their 
respective Governments will adopt at the Conference. 

ANNEX “J” 

Draft Submitted by Mr. MacDonald to the Drafting Committee 

I - 

(1) The Governments of Great Britain, France and Italy declare 
that one of the principles that should guide the Conference on Dis- 

armament should be the grant to Germany, and to the other disarmed 
Powers, of equality of rights in a system which would provide 
security for all nations, and that this principle should find itself 
embodied in the convention containing the conclusions of the Dis- 
armament Conference. | 

This principle implies a single convention for all States, lasting 

for the same period, and permitting the same qualities of arms but 

leaves open for discussion all questions of stages and quantities, it 

644212—48—41
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being clearly understood that the object of the Disarmament Con- 
ference must be to bring about the maximum of positive disarmament 
that can be generally agreed—not to authorize in the name of 
equality any increase of armed strength. 

(2) On the basis of this declaration Germany has signified its 
willingness to resume its place at the Disarmament Conference and 
to join in a solemn affirmation taken by all European States that 
they will not in any circumstances attempt to resolve any present or 
future differences between them by resort to force. 

(3) In these circumstances the Five Governments of the United 
States, Great Britain, France, Italy and Germany declare that they 
are resolved to cooperate in the Conference with the other States 
there represented in seeking without delay to work out a Convention 
which shall effect a substantial reduction and a limitation of arma- 

ments with provision for future revision. 

IT . 

: (Any time available for the continuation of conversations between 
delegates of these Powers will be devoted to the consideration of 
practical measures to be recommended to the Conference for the 
successful accomplishment of its task.) 

ANNEX “K” 

Formula Prepared by Drafting Committee 

I 

(1) The Governments of Great Britain, France and Italy declare 
that one of the principles that should guide the Conference on Dis- 

armament should be the grant to Germany, and to the other disarmed 
Powers, of equality of rights in a system which would provide 
security for all nations, and that this principle should find itself em- 

bodied in the convention containing the conclusions of the Disarma- 

ment Conference. 
. (2) On the basis of this declaration Germany has signified its 
willingness to resume its place at the Disarmament Conference. 

(83) The Governments of Great Britain, France, Italy, and Ger- 
many are ready to join in a solemn reaffirmation to be made by all 
European States that they will not in any circumstances attempt 
to resolve any present or future differences between them by resort 
to force. This shall be done without prejudice to further and fuller 
discussions on the question of security.
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(4) In these circumstances the five Governments of the United 
States, Great Britain, France, Germany, and Italy declare that they 
are resolved to cooperate in the Conference with the other States 
there represented in seeking without delay to. work out a Convention 
which shall effect a substantial reduction and a limitation of arma- 

ments with provision for future revision, with a view to further 
reductions. 

Il 

(Any time available for the continuation of conversations between 

delegates of these Powers will be devoted to the consideration of prac- 

tical measures to be recommended to the Conference for the success- 

ful accomplishment of its task.) 

ANNEX “L” 

Suggestion of Sir John Simon to Complete Paragraph (1) 
of Annex “Kk” 

The adoption of this Declaration implies the determination of the 
Governments named to work for a Disarmament Convention which 

will contain the respective limitations of the armaments of all States 
and which shall last for the same period in the case of each. It is 
clearly understood that the application of the principle of equality 
of rights, referred to in the above declaration, leaves open for dis- 
cussion all questions of quantities or stages, and that the object of 
the Disarmament Conference must continue to be to bring about the 
maximum of positive disarmament that can be generally agreed—not 
to authorise the increase of armed strength. 

ANNEX “M” 

Five Power Declaration 

(1) The Governments of the United Kingdom, France and Italy | 

have declared that one of the principles that should guide the Con- 
ference on Disarmament should be the grant to Germany, and to the 

other Powers disarmed by Treaty, of equality of rights in a system 
which would provide security for all nations, and that this principle 
should find itself embodied in the Convention containing the con- 

clusions of the Disarmament Conference. 

This declaration implies that the respective limitations of the 

armaments of all States should be included in the proposed Dis-
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armament Convention. It is clearly understood that the methods of 

application of such equality of rights will be discussed by the Con- 

ference. 

(2) On the basis of this Declaration, Germany has signified its 
willingness to resume its place at the Disarmament Conference. 

(3) The Governments of the United Kingdom, France, Germany 

and Italy are ready to join in a solemn reaffirmation to be made by 

all European States that they will not in any circumstances attempt 

to resolve any present or future differences between the signatories 

by resort to force. This shall be done without prejudice to fuller. 

discussions on the question of security. 

(4) The five Governments of the United States, the United King- 

dom, France, Germany and Italy declare that they are resolved to 

co-operate in the Conference with the other States there represented 

in seeking without delay to work out a Convention which shall effect 

a substantial reduction and a limitation of armaments with pro- 

vision for future revision with a view to further reduction. 

(Signed) J. Ramsay MacDonatp, Chairman, 

Norman H. Davis 
JOHN SIMON 
J. P. Boncour 
C. von NrvuratH : 

ALOIS! 

11th Decemper, 1932. 

. IV. CONVERSATIONS ON NAVAL QUESTIONS 

550.S1/171: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Melton ) 

[Extract]' 

WasHINneToN, September 9, 1932—6 p. m. 

937. Please deliver the following personal message from Norman 

Davis to Sir John Simon and telegraph his reply: 

“9, Sometime ago both you and the Prime Minister ® suggested 
the advisability of my going to England for a discussion of some of 
the naval questions which have arisen between our two countries with 

™The deleted portion of this telegram relates to the opening of preliminary 

; talks relative to the Monetary and Economic Conference scheduled for 1933; 

for correspondence, see pp. 808 ff. 
° , a memorandum of trans-Atlantic telephone conversation, July 8, 4 p. m.,
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a view to ironing out any differences and ascertaining so far as pos- 
sible what can and should be done, as between our two countries. It 
seems to me it would be well to do this and if you still think it de- 
sirable I will endeavor to return prepared to talk over these naval 
questions as soon as we dispose of the preliminary questions relating 
to the Committee on Arrangements. 

‘Please let me know your views on the above, in order that I may 
make my plans accordingly.” _ 

STIMSON 

550.81/172: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

[Extract]? 

a Lonpon, September 10, 19382—2 p. m. 
[Received September 10—12: 35 p. m.] 

260. For Norman Davis. 

... Simon would be very happy for a discussion of those naval) 
matters referred to in paragraph 2 of your 237 September 9th, 6 p. m. 

| MELLON 

500.A15A4 Naval Armaments/135 : Telegram 

The American Delegate to the Bureau of the General Disarmament 

-Conference (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, October 3, 1932—10 p. m. 
[Received October 83—5: 43 p. m.] 

897. From Davis. Simon, who must return to London tomorrow 
stopping for a conversation with Herriot in Paris, has asked me to 
come to London the end of this week to take up the naval conversa- 
tions. We therefore plan to leave here Thursday. 

WILSON 

500.A15A4/1515 : Telegram | 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 11, 1932—9 p. m. 
[Received October 11—7:19 p. m.] 

292. From Davis. I called on MacDonald this morning and found 
him rather pessimistic about the many troublesome problems that 

* For extracted portion of this telegram, see p. 822.
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confront him but still determined to exert every effort to improve 
conditions. He expressed the view that Lausanne was not an ad- 
visable place for disarmament conversations and Geneva was more 
logical but seemed to have two preoccupations about Geneva. One 
was the difficulty of his leaving London and another his feeling about 
Henderson.?® Without definitely committing himself he left the in- 
ference that if the conversations with Herriot are satisfactory he 
would go to Geneva. He was quite concerned about Herriot’s panicky 
state of mind and said that England and the United States must use 
their good offices in every possible way to quiet the French nerves 
and to get the Germans to be reasonable. 
Immediately after my talk with MacDonald I visited the First 

Lord of the Admiralty." He said that while the Navy on account 
of its special needs was not able to accept President Hoover’s pro- 
gram 7” in detail he thought the President had rendered real service 
in making the proposal, that they are in thorough accord with the 
purpose of it and are prepared to try to meet us. He then said he 
had been telling the Admiralty that Parliament would be unwilling 
to vote seven million pounds for building each battleship replace- 
ment and that if they want to preserve the Navy intact it is necessary 
to devise ways and means for reducing its cost. He also said that 
the failure of the United States and England to stand together at 
the Disarmament Conference had militated against success and that 
if we expected to succeed we must not only stand together but must 
work out a plan for reasonable reductions and push such a program 
through. He advanced the usual arguments about their need for 15 
battleships saying they are alarmingly weak in the Far East and 
that with further reductions they could not send an adequate fleet 
there without denuding their home waters. He said he recognized 
our need for battleships of large tonnage but did not understand why 
it was necessary to have 16-inch guns and asked if we could not do 
something about reducing the caliber of guns. I told him [I had no 
plan to propose other than that of the President but I recognized 
that if we were to reconcile the two different plans it would be 
necessary to make some modifications and I would be glad to explore 
the possibilities to see if we could arrive at something I would feel 
justified in recommending. He said that if we could agree upon 
12-inch guns for battleships it would allow a saving of about 50 
per cent on replacements. As to cruisers they did not yet see how 
they could possibly diminish the numbers but could in time get a 

% Arthur Henderson, who resigned as head of the British Labor Party on 
October 18, 1982. 

4 Sir Bolton Meredith Hyres-Monsell. 
2 See pp. 180 ff.
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reduction by reducing the size. He then asked if I would like him 
to talk to Matsudaira about the abolition of submarines and bombing 
planes and asked if we would be willing to give up right to landing 
decks on cruisers which seemed to be a matter of concern to the 
Japanese. I told him not to say anything to Matsudaira yet that I 
thought the first thing was for the British Cabinet to definitely 
decide what its national policy is going to be with regard to naval 
reduction and future program and after that we can take up the 
technical questions and also consider talking with the Japanese. He 
further said that they are themselves more concerned about Japan 

and the possibility of trouble in the Far East than they are about 
any trouble with France or Italy and that this is something we both 
had to bear in mind in working out any program. In this connec- 
tion Craigie told Dulles today that Matsudaira had remarked to him 
that he, Matsudaira, was afraid disarmament discussions would have 
an air of unreality to his Government since it was possible that they 
would shortly be withdrawing from the League and from the Dis- 
armament Conference. Craigie added that he thought this was 
partly bluff but felt it significant that Matsudaira had mentioned it. 

Unless you feel that detailed cabled reports such as the above are 
necessary I shall limit cables to reporting only important new de- 
velopments as they arise. [ Davis. ] 

MELLON 

500.A15A4 Naval Armaments/143 ; Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 19, 1932—6 p. m. 
[Received October 19—5:50 p. m.] 

301. From Davis. I have had fairly satisfactory preliminary talks 
this week on disarmament matters with both MacDonald and Bald- 
win and MacDonald informed me yesterday that he now wants to 
arrange shortly for a meeting in which he, Baldwin, Simon and 
myself may talk over fully the question of a naval agreement and 
also what should be done to promote the success of general disarma- 
ment. Meanwhile I thought it would be well to explore the possi- 
bilities of agreement on technical questions and Hepburn and Dulles 
have been holding informal conversations with the Admiralty and 
Foreign Office. They pointed out that Hoover proposals involve no 
technical considerations not already thoroughly familiar to both | 
governments whereas British proposals introduce some technical 
changes which have not been mutually explored in all their possible 
ramifications. With a view to bringing the British proposals into
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clearer focus it was decided to prepare a memorandum embodying in 
concrete terms such possibilities as it might seem useful to discuss 
in attempting to harmonize the two positions, with the definite 
understanding that no commitment by either party was involved in 
any point set forth. This memorandum is quoted below. I purposely 
refrained from having any direct part in these conversations as it 
seemed wise that I keep free from the technical discussions in order 
to be in a better position to take up questions of principle with 
MacDonald, Baldwin, Simon and others. 

The memorandum, which relates only to new or replacement con- 
struction, follows: 

“Capital ships: maximum number 15-15-9. Maximum displace- 
ment 28,000 tons. Aggregate tonnage not to exceed 390,000 tons. 
Maximum gun calibre 12-inch. To come into being as replacements 
of existing ships. Life 26 years. Special replacement table for the 
transition period. 
Alternative suggestion: maximum number 15-15-9. Maximum 

displacement 30,000 tons. Aggregate tonnage not to exceed 412,000 
tons. Maximum gun calibre 12-inch. To come into being as replace- 
ments of existing ships. Life 26 years. Special replacement table 
for the transition period. 

Air carriers: Maximum displacement 22,000 tons. Maximum gun 
calibre 6.1-inch. No restriction on number. Total tonnage about 
105,000 tons. Adjustment to be made for existing ships. 

Cruisers and destroyers: It was suggested that we defer for the 
moment detailed consideration of the proposals respecting cruisers 
and destroyers put forward by the two governments in June and July 
of this year. These categories are global in the case of France and 
Italy and the total tonnage which each may construct is not now 
limited by treaty. . Hence further steps regarding these classes of 
vessels can hardly be taken until a more accurate estimate is obtained 
of what may be achieved in reconciling the views of Great Britain, 
France and Italy. Further, the destroyer category would be subject 
to reconsideration in the light of action taken regarding submarines. 

Submarines: Agreement upon abolition but if this cannot be 
achieved then: Total tonnage to be brought to the lowest figure upon 
which agreement can be reached with other principal naval powers. 

Submarines to be limited by number as well as by aggregate 
tonnage.” 

Hepburn, Dulles comment on memorandum as follows: 

If we can accept the 12-inch gun calibre there should be no serious 
obstacle to the working out of a replacement program as between the 
American and British capital ship strength which will represent a 
substantial tonnage reduction over that of the Washington and 
London treaties.12 The British would accept a total capital ship 
tonnage of 375,000 tons, i. e. 15 ships of 25,000 tens each but we held 

8 Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, p. 247; ibid., 1930, vol. 1, p. 107.
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out for the possibility of a higher unit tonnage. Under the first 
plan if we constructed 15 capital ships the unit tonnage would be 
26,000 tons. If we desired a larger unit tonnage we could construct 
14 ships of approximately 28,000 tons. The alternative plan permits 
ships of approximately 27,500 tons, or if we desired a uniform unit 
tonnage of about 19,000 tons we could then construct 21 ships. 
British state that on 25,000 tons displacement they contemplate 
mounting 8 guns in 4 double turrets. | 

The aircraft carrier suggestions require no comment except the 
reference to adjustment for existing ships. Under this provision it 
is understood that the Lexington and Saratoga would be rerated 
below their actual tonnage although no definite figure was named, the 
idea being to permit the construction within the allowed tonnage of at 
least two carriers additional to [Ranger?] and aggregating about 
36,000 tons. 
Regarding cruisers the Admiralty and Foreign Office state that any 

present reduction of their numbers is impossible and in fact they 
estimate that in connection with any revision of the London Treaty 
they would wish to provide for about 40,000 additional tons. They 
are, of course, prepared to reduce size of replacement cruisers and 
gun calibre as suggested in their original proposal but we said it was 
useless to discuss this question which was academic at the moment 
because of the number of large 8-inch gun cruisers which would not 
be subject to replacement for many years to come. We took up in 
formally the suggestions discussed with you before our departure, 
namely, limiting 8-inch gun vessels to those already laid down with 
freedom to use ‘balance of tonnage for 6-inch gun vessels up to unit 
size of 10,000 tons and certain additional. tonnage to be allocated 
in the event that cruisers less than 7,000 tons are constructed. This 
formula to"be applied only in connection with a reduction of total 
cruiser tonnage. British found this suggestion interesting but were 
very apprehensive of complications that might result. Particularly 
if same privilege were extended to France and Italy they foresaw an 
outcome which they could not accept. 

Regarding destroyers: They point out that prior to the London 
treaty we had agreed with them at the Rapidan ** on 200,000 tons in 
this class and that cut to 150,000 tons in London treaty goes far 
below what Admiralty wants. They feel that even a considerable 
reduction in submarine tonnage of others would not substantially 
change their patrolling needs but that the matter could be recon- 
sidered if submarines totally abolished. In contrast with present 
Japanese position in destroyer class they would certainly be the first 
to reject any cut in their present allotment. 

In working on the above memorandum we had constantly in mind 
the effect upon the Japanese, French and Italians. Craigie seems 
confident that reduction in capital ship gun calibre to 12-inch would 
facilitate agreement with French and Italians and would not be re- 
jected by the Japanese although they might initially press for 14- 
inch calibre and 25,000-ton maximum displacement. He stated the 

4%n the memorandum by President Hoover dated October 6, 1929, 190,000 
tons was agreed upon as the maximum tonnage for destroyers. (Foreign Rela- 
tions, 1929, vol. 1, p. 14.)
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Japanese Ambassador had advised the Foreign Office and authorized 
the Foreign Office to tell us that Japanese were prepared to accept 
reduction in cruiser replacement tonnage to 8,000 tons for 8-inch gun 
ships and to 6,000 tons for 6-inch gun ships. This, of course, is not 
satisfactory from our point of view. 

The possibility of our refraining from constructing the last three 
8-inch cruisers was not discussed except as indicated above since we 
understood that this could only be considered in connection with real 
reduction of British cruiser strength which so far they have refused 
to envisage. 

The British have not formally committed themselves to the mem- 
orandum and we did not ask this since we wished to assume no com- 
mitment ourselves. We believe, however, that agreement could be 
reached on the basis of the memorandum. While no immediate 
scrapping is involved the eventual tonnage and gun calibre reductions 
in the capital ship class are equivalent to the dropping off of three 
or four ships in the effect upon the cost of new construction and 
maintenance. The aircraft carrier and submarine suggestions go 

: substantially as far as the President’s proposal. 
With regard to cruisers and destroyers the way is left open to 

future consideration of substantial cuts and the formula suggested 
in the memorandum has been drafted with an eye to bringing dis- 
creet pressure to bear on France and Italy to come into the London 
treaty. End of comment by Hepburn and Dulles. 

I am sending you a separate cable as to future procedure. [Davis.] 
MELLON 

500.A15A4 Naval Armaments/144 : Telegram . 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Melton) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 19, 1932—8 p. m. 
[Received October 19—7:55 p. m.] 

302. From Davis. If I am to be in Geneva October 29th to confer 
with our experts for Economic and Monetary Conference it leaves 
only a week in which to bring our naval conversations to a head 
unless I should return here later. I am satisfied that the British 
would agree to changes in the naval set-up in line with the memo- 
randum in my 301, October 19, 6 p. m., which in the course of time 
will represent a substantial reduction and financial saving, but that 
the Admiralty will not go further than this unless the Cabinet is 
prepared to override them. Baldwin clearly indicated to me that 
he is in favor of our agreeing upon a very comprehensive program of 
reduction. 

The Prime Minister has just invited me to visit him Saturday at 
Checquers and I understand Baldwin and Simon are to be there. 
It is important therefore for me to have for my guidance an indica-
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tion as to the importance you place upon pressing the British to go 
further than the memorandum and also whether the memorandum 
presents a possible basis for collaboration between the two govern- 
ments. The psychological effect of an announcement that we had 
reconciled our naval points of view to an extent that would permit 
our joint collaboration with the other naval powers in completing 
the naval section of a general disarmament treaty would be excellent. 
It is of course understood that any agreement between the United 
States and Great Britain along the lines of the memorandum would 
be contingent upon corresponding action by Japan, appropriate ; 
agreement to bring France and Italy into the London treaty and the 
completion of a general disarmament treaty. An explanatory para- 
graph should be added to the memorandum to set this forth as well 
as to give a concise statement of the purpose of the conversations 
which resulted in the preparation of the memorandum. 

I am also satisfied that MacDonald will want to discuss the prob- 
lems of the Disarmament Conference including the proposed meeting 
with the Germans and it would therefore be [helpful?] to have 
your views on my 297, October 17, 5 p. m.%® 

In a talk with MacDonald yesterday I told him that while I did 
not know just how you feel about it my own personal view was that 
it was better to approach the German problem in connection with 
the Disarmament Conference rather than invoke the Consultative 
Pact 16 to which we are not a party; that it seemed to me that the 
most practical way to prevent German rearmament is to bring about 
disarmament on the part of France and the other powers; that ac- 
cordingly the first step would be for England and the United States 
to get together on the navy, then to use our good offices to get France 
and Italy together and then to agree if possible with France on a 
comprehensive plan for reduction along the lines of Hoover Proposal 
so that we could present to the Germans a ‘concrete program which 
would give them a considerable measure of satisfaction. [Davis.] 

MELLON 

500.A15A4 Naval Armaments/145 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 20, 1982—3 p. m. 
[Received October 20—11: 50 a. m.] 

305. From Davis. Supplementing my 301, and 302, I would em- 
phasize that in all my talks with MacDonald, Simon and Baldwin and 

% Ante, p. 465. . ae? 
The Anglo-French Declaration of July 18, p. 694. . oo
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in conferences Hepburn and Dulles have had, we have stressed need 
for further naval reduction and that British programs were quite 
inadequate in this respect especially in cruiser and destroyer classes. 

I trust you will not take impression from my cables that I am 
endeavoring to hurry you in reaching decisions on these important 
matters. If you deem it preferable I can return to London after my 
Geneva trip. The chief reason for an early decision lies in possibility 
that the whole disarmament program must be threshed out soon and. 
in this event a frank understanding on naval matters with Great 
Britain would be extremely useful. The feeling between France and 
Italy is better than it has been for some time past and if we were in 
agreement with Great Britain we could expect a more useful influ- 
ence toward bringing France and Italy into London treaty and in 
bringing about reduction in land and air armaments. 
We are being careful to avoid any publicity as to technical naval 

discussions as this might have unfortunate reaction on future nego- 
tiations with Japan, France and Italy. 
My talks on Saturday will be with MacDonald alone at Checquers 

but I am meeting with him, Baldwin and Simon here on Monday 
morning. [ Davis. | 

MELLON 

500.A15A4/15638 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon ) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 25, 19382—6 p. m. 
[Received October 25—5:20 p. m.17] 

308. From Davis. Saturday afternoon!’ at Checquers I discussed 
with MacDonald general disarmament problems. Lord Inchcape 
[Inskip], Attorney General, and Elliott, another influential member 
of the Cabinet were present during most of the conversation. As it has 
been arranged that we would meet again on Monday with Baldwin 
and Simon discussions of details were left aside. I emphasized that 
the experts’ conversations has been devoted largely to exploring the 
naval replacement programs, and that it was for us to examine the 
possibility of further reductions along the lines of the Hoover pro- 
posal. MacDonald said that he felt there was little chance of get- 
ting Japan to agree now to any substantial reduction or changes. 
I said that while this might be true it was important for our two 

| countries to decide what they would be willing to do since, if we 
were in agreement, this fact might influence Japan. MacDonald 

™ Telegram in two sections. 
* October 22.
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emphasized that they had also to consider France and Italy; that the 
reductions, for instance which they could make in destroyers would 
be dependent upon getting France and Italy into the Naval Treaty. 
As regards destroyers I pointed out that neither they nor we were 
built up to the treaty tonnage in under age ships and that in view 
of the financial situation there was little likelihood of either of us 
building up to this limit. MacDonald admitted that it would be 
difficult if not impossible to get Parliament to appropriate the money 
necessary for the required replacements and particularly to bring the 
destroyers up to the treaty limit. I told him that if that were the 
case we ought to seize the strategic advantage of anticipating what 
would occur and use this as a lever to get substantial reductions in 
land and air forces. 

Turning to the question of the General Disarmament Conference, 
we agreed that if the French should put forward their irreclaimable 
[erreconcilable?| plan 1 it would further complicate the situation and 
that it would be wise if they could be persuaded to hold up any such 
plan pending an attempt to work out some general agreement on arms 
reduction. MacDonald said the Germans’ refusal to go to Geneva had 
left up in the air the question of future procedure. He asked what 
I thought about his going to Geneva, pointing out that he could 
not spare much time from London and that he could not afford to sit 
around in Geneva waiting for something to happen. I told him I 
thought it important for him to go to Geneva as soon as something 
could be prepared, but that it seemed to be a mistake to press the 

Germans too much until after their elections. He agreed that a 
failure of the Disarmament Conference would have a disastrous 
effect, that something must be done to save it, and that the most 
effective action would be for the United States and England to 
Support a comprehensive plan and to try to get France to see the 
wisdom of going along; that assuming that the differences between 
the United States and Great Britain as to the future character of 
the navies can be reconciled, which seems possible, the important 
questions are: Will public opinion in the two countries be satisfied 
if there are no substantial immediate reductions? And can we ex- 
ercise real influence on the Disarmament Conference unless we are 
prepared to contribute some naval reductions? : 

At the conclusion of our talk MacDonald remarked that one of the 
few bright spots in this gloomy world was the fact that England and 
the United States could talk frankly and freely together. 

I continued the disarmament discussions of Saturday at a meeting 

* For text of the French plan as presented, see telegram No. 455, November 
15, noon, from the American delegate, p. 380.
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| at 10 Downing Street with MacDonald, Baldwin and Simon. After 
covering somewhat the same ground as Saturday, particularly as 
regards reductions in the destroyer and other classes, the following 
additional points were considered : 

MacDonald inquired whether the Hoover proposal for scrapping 
one-third of the battleships meant that they should be dismantled 
in the near future; if so, this would be difficult for the British and 
presumably unacceptable to the Japanese. I replied that this was the 
purpose of the President’s proposal but that we must not forget that 
the proposal was part of a plan for lowering the whole level of 

' world armaments and predicated upon general agreement on reduc- 
tion and limitation of land and air forces as well as navies; that if 
it were not possible or advisable to scrap at this time five battleships 
we might consider the eventual reduction of total battleship tonnage 

and instead of immediate scrapping of battleships, lay up, but not 
demilitarize, a certain number to be scrapped only as and when 
replacements for the reduced total tonnage came along, ships so laid 
up not to be put into commission except in case of emergency or in- 
voking of escalator clause. I said that this idea was quite personal 
and tentative as it had not been considered by our authorities. They 
felt the suggestion was interesting and worth further study. Mac- 
Donald then asked whether we insisted on an eventual one-third re- 
duction in number of battleships. I replied that we were not in- 
sisting on anything but rather attempting to find a constructive way 
for securing a substantial reduction in armaments; in any event it 
seemed that public opinion both in England and in the United States 
would hardly be satisfied unless there were further naval reductions 
as a part of this general reduction. MacDonald said that if we 
could get rid of submarines the whole matter of reduction would be 
greatly simplified, but that at London Conference we had not seemed 
as anxious as they to abolish submarines and now were suggesting 
submarines of 1,200 tons. I reassured him that we would use our 
influence with them to abolish submarines but that if they are not 
abolished we should each have the right to build submarines to suit 
our particular needs; that on this point there had apparently been no 
difficulty between our experts and theirs. 

The question was then raised as to what should be said about the 
pending naval conversations in view of my early departure from 
London. I suggested that if we said anything it should be that the 
conversations had progressed satisfactorily but that it had not been 
either the purpose or desire to reach any specific final agreement as 
it is not possible now—that we had agreed in principle that there 
should be further substantial naval reductions but the extent and
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method of carrying these reductions into effect would depend upon 

agreement with the other naval powers and upon agreement for reduc- 
tion of land and air forces. I stated, however, I would wish to con- 
sult Washington before agreeing upon any statement. (I would 
appreciate a cable as to whether you consider any such desirable. Its 
purpose if made would be to dispel impression in Japanese, French 
and Italian circles that they were to be confronted with any Anglo- 
American agreement on naval matters). 
Turning to general disarmament questions I explained that we 

were prepared to join in discussions for the purpose of working out 
the problems of the Disarmament Conference, but that we would not 
care to participate in any meetings dealing with European political 
problems or the theoretical discussion of equality and that in the 
disarmament discussions we would expect to participate on the same 
basis as the others and not in the role of an observer. This statement 
of our attitude was much appreciated and I believe thoroughly 
understood. 

Sir John Simon said he had been studying your speech of August 
8th 2° which he considered a very valuable contribution, particularly 
as to the effect of the Kellogg Pact #4 on the principle of neutrality. 
He had not thought out fully just how this would work out and 
hoped that an opportunity could be found for the representatives of 
the two countries to consider this together. [Davis.] 

MELLON 

600.A15A4/1564 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 26, 1982—noon. 
[Received October 26—9:45 a. m.] 

309. From Davis. I have postponed my departure from London 
until Friday morning. Before leaving I desire to make as much 
further progress with the naval negotiations as is possible, and in 
any event before leaving should wish to give some further idea of 
our attitude and of how the negotiations should be carried forward. 
In particular I would appreciate it if you would consider and if 

possible advise me on the following points before my departure. 

1st, whether we should make any joint statement along the lines 
suggested in my 308, October 25, 6 p. m.; the text, of course, to be 
optional with you. 

92d, whether we can advise the British confidentially that we are 
prepared to continue naval discussion on the general. basis of the 

Post, p. 575. 
1 Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 153. | |
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naval memorandum, as amplified along the lines of my talks with 
MacDonald, Baldwin and Simon, without of course commitment 
as to details (or in the alternative that we feel it would be useful 
to continue discussion on this basis if they could find a way contingent 
on action by France and Italy of reducing total allowed tonnage 
of destroyers and cruisers). 

8, whether the idea of laying up certain ships without demilitariz- 
ing them presents useful possibilities. 

4, whether in view of our friendly conversations here there is 
sufficient prospect of agreement between us to permit useful coopera- 
tion between the British and ourselves in taking up informally with 
France and Italy the completion of the London Treaty. I feel that 

~ the recent improvement in Franco-Italian relations furnish an oppor- 
tunity which should be explored. 

5, whether any indication should be given to the Japanese Govern- 
ment of the progress of the naval discussions. 

The great difficulty in making any progress in this whole disarm- 
ament situation hes in the inter-relationship of every item with every 
other item, so that there is a tendency over here to postpone action 
on each individual point. It is for this reason that it may seem 
desirable to you to take advantage of the progress made here, even 
though it is incomplete, to start the ball rolling. 

If you feel that it is premature to carry the naval conversations 
further I could tell the British that you are studying the memoran- 
dum and the possibilities of further reduction, and that as soon as 
your study is completed I would communicate again with them. 
[| Davis. | 

MELLON 

500.41544/1573 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Mellon ) 

WasuHineton, October 26, 1932—2 p. m. 

277. For Norman Davis. Your 309, October 26, noon. I am sorry 
that we are not in a position to answer your questions concerning 
the naval discussions at the present time. They involve so basic a 
decision on questions of policy that we cannot commit ourselves 
without a careful scrutiny. The Secretary is away and the President 
is leaving tomorrow on a speech making tour. The Navy Depart- 
ment has not yet completed its studies and has not even begun con- 
sideration of your point 3. 

With regard to your first query, a joint statement along the lines 
suggested in your 308 ?? would seem in order. Please cable the exact 

2 October 25, 6 p. m., p. 536.
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text as soon as available as well as the date and time of its intended 
release. 

I am exceedingly sorry that we cannot be more helpful, but the 
situation here in Washington absolutely precludes more definite ac- 
tion for the moment. In the circumstances, I see no other course 
of action open to you than to explain this confidentially to Mac- 
Donald and Simon, tell them that our failure to answer more 
promptly does not indicate a decision either for or against the pro- 
posals suggested and that as soon as our study has been completed 
you will be authorized to communicate with them again. 

CASTLE 

500.4A15A4/1574 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 27, 1932—1 p. m. 
[Received October 27—10: 20 a. m.]| 

311. From Davis. I fully appreciate situation indicated your 277, 

October 26, 2 p. m., and in my talks with Prime Minister and others 
had made clear to them that we would probably need more detailed 

_ study of naval questions than was possible prior to my departure 
from London. 

In the light of your cable I believe it will be unnecessary to issue 
any press statement and understand British now inclined to take 
same view. I have kept American press advised that conversations 
were proceeding satisfactorily and could hardly be carried to final 

- conclusions prior to my departure; that no definite Anglo-American 
agreement was contemplated at this time but that by frank, friendly 
and informal discussions we had helped to reconcile different views 
and to prepare the way for discussions with the other naval powers. 
Yesterday I lunched with Grandi * and this morning saw Matsudaira 
and I have been in close touch with the French Ambassador *4 during 
my stay here. Hence I am confident that there is no possible mis- 
apprehension on the part of the powers as to our conversations here. 
Further, I shall be seeing Herriot in Paris Saturday morning.” 

Bellairs, with whom Hepburn has been discussing naval matters, 
will be in Geneva next week and it is possible that Simon and later 
even MacDonald may come there. This would permit us to carry 
forward the conversations on basis of any instructions which you 

could send us there. The British are apparently anxious to get on 

Italian Ambassador in Great Britain. 
4 Aime Joseph de Fleuriau. 
* October 29. 

644212 4842
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with naval conversations with the French and Italians, which seems 
to me to be most timely, and I believe that we could helpfully co- 
operate. Unless instructed to the contrary I shall assume that you 
would see no objection to our participation in any such discussions 
which might take place in Geneva next week. 

Simon told me last evening that a special meeting of Cabinet would 
be held soon to consider disarmament questions but that he could 
now tell me the Cabinet is unanimously in favor of the closest pos- 
sible cooperation with the United States. [Davis.] 

MELLON 

5§00.A15A4 Naval Armaments/153 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Melton) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 28, 1932—noon. 
[ Received October 28—10:15 a. m.] 

314. From Davis. Matsudaira told me today that Japan has now 
formulated a plan on the navy,”* intimating that since we and the 
British had submitted proposals they should have one. He said that 
it had just been received, that there were a few points to clear up 
before they could disclose it, and that they had not decided whether 
they would submit it formally at the Bureau or outline it in the con- 
versations which are to be held in the near future with the British and 
ourselves. He said in substance it was a compromise between the 
American and British plans. Craigie told Dulles today that he had 
it on very good authority that the Japanese plan would raise in 
acute form the ratio question, and that therefore it seemed doubly 
important that our two countries get together on naval matters as 
soon as possible. [Davis.] 

MELLON 

500.A15A4 Naval Armaments/152: Telegram | 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, October 28, 1932—1 p. m. 
[Received October 28—9: 30 a. m.] 

315. From Davis. Hepburn thinks following information gleaned 
from his talks with Admiralty may prove useful in interpreting 
British attitude upon technical points that may hereafter arise. He 
repeatedly urged importance of principle of freedom to build within 

* Tor text of plan as ultimately submitted to the Bureau of the General Dis- 
armament Conference, see p. 410.
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qualitative restrictions of each category especially those in which 
numbers are not limited as only equitable method yet proposed for 
reconciling individual necessities as to numbers and unit sizes. While | 
not expressing disagreement British make the point that principle is 
really not valid in 6-inch cruiser category because permitted dis- 
placement is too large and there is a point in neighborhood of 7,000 
tons on either side of which ships virtually fall into different cate- 
gories, the larger being in the nature of 6-inch “battleships”. 
Admiralty spoke quite openly of adverse reports from all flag officers 
in regard to tactical qualities of 8-inch cruisers as developed by their 
tactical exercises in Mediterranean, mentioning especially their ex- 
cessive visibility at all times and uselessness for night work. Dis- 
cussing our necessity for cruising radius they seemed puzzled and 
intimated that they had no difficulty in getting 9,000 miles at some- 
thing in the neighborhood of 18 knots from their “large cruisers”, 
exact displacement not specified. As a family confidence Admiralty 
said that their naval studies resulted in conclusion that abolition of 
aviation bombing would be advantageous to them in all surface ship 
operations, laughingly admitting that this conclusion was not reached 
through collaboration with aviation personnel. [Davis.] 

: MELLON 

500.A15A44/1633 | 

The Ambassador in Japan (Grew ) to the Secretary of State 

No. 175 Toxyo, November 1, 1932. 
[ Received November 21. ] 

Sir: From various accounts which have appeared in the Tokyo 
vernacular press, it appears that the Japanese naval authorities ex- 
pect that the present Anglo-American conversations on the question 
of naval disarmament will develop into a five-Power conference, com- 
posed of Great Britain, the United States, Japan, France and Italy, 
and that the Japanese authorities are making preparations accord- 
ingly. Instructions have been drafted and telegraphed to Mr. 
Matsudaira, the Japanese Ambassador at London, according to the 
spokesman of the Foreign Office, and Vice Admiral Nagano, one of 
the naval delegates to the general disarmament conference, has been 
ordered to return to Geneva as soon as possible, in order to be on the 
spot should the five-Power conference develop. Vice Admiral Nagano 
will leave Tokyo for Geneva on November 4th, according to the news- 
papers. 

The instructions sent to Mr. Matsudaira are not to be divulged to 
the public, but the Tokyo Ji#i, which has the reputation of being the
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best-informed newspaper in Tokyo on naval subjects (a retired 
Japanese naval officer is a member of the editorial staff) gives what 

7 is claimed to be the general policy of the instructions, although de- 
tails are withheld. According to this newspaper, the delegates are 
to take a more positive attitude than that assumed at previous con- 
ferences and are to strive with firm determination to carry Japan’s 
points rather than to take a defensive stand. The general Japanese 
policy will be to increase the defensive strength of navies by reducing 
the offensive strength of other navies, instead of the former policy of 
endeavoring to maintain sufficient naval strength for defensive pur- 
poses but insufficient for offensive purposes. In the pursuit of the 

Japanese policies, the naval delegates are to rely on the close coopera- 
tion of the diplomatic officers, utilizing the new position of Japan 
in international politics since the Manchurian affair, as well as the 
claim of Germany for equality of armaments. Efforts are to be made 
to liquidate the disarmament problem at this conference without wait- 
ing for the second London Conference in 1935. The delegation is 
not to accept the former ratio of 10-10-6 for the Japanese Navy 
but is to endeavor to recover the ground lost at the London Confer- 
ence. ‘The authorities expect that a compromise will be effected 
between the American and British views on disarmament and that 
therefore Japan must be prepared to oppose an Anglo-American 
combination insisting upon the abolition of submarines and the con- 
tinuation of the 10-10-6 ratio. The delegation is to insist upon 
the retention of submarines and the abolition of aircraft carriers if 
there 1s any reduction in the size of capital ships and if provision 
1s made for the abolition of airplanes carried on other fighting 
vessels, 

In conformity with the above policy, the instructions to the dele- 
gates include the absolute rejection of the disarmament proposal of 
President Hoover. The Baldwin proposal 2? is now being studied, 
however, and decision thereon is being withheld for the time being. 
The Japanese naval authorities have compiled a counter-proposal, 
which has been forwarded to Mr. Matsudaira. 

CoMMENTS 

The policy of increasing defensive strength by decreasing offensive 
strength, as applied to the Japanese Navy, undoubtedly means that 
the Japanese counter-proposal contemplates the reduction in size of 
capital ships, the abolition of aircraft carriers, and the retention of 
submarines. The Japanese Army and Navy now fear aircraft at- 
tacks more than any other form of warfare, and they will undoubtedly 

37 For text, see Great Britain, Cmd. 4122, Miscellaneous No. 6 (1982): Declara- 
tion of British Disarmament Policy.
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strive to secure the abolition of vessels which can carry aircraft with- 
in striking distance of the Japanese coasts. At the same time, the 
naval authorities contend that submarines are defensive vessels (al- 
though some of the Japanese submarines are reported to be capable 
of cruising to the Pacific Coast of the United States and returning 
without refueling) and consequently Japan refuses to consider their 
abolition. (The Naval Attaché of the Embassy concurs in the 
opinion that the above will in all probability constitute the basis of 
the Japanese counter-proposal.) 

The reference to reliance on the diplomatic arm, utilizing Japan’s 
new position in the world and Germany’s claim for armaments 
equality, implies an intention to drive diplomatic bargains in an 
endeavor to obtain support for Japan’s claims on the disarmament 
question. The Japanese naval authorities very evidently fear an 
Anglo-American combination against Japan in the conference, and 
hope to form a bloc in opposition to the combination. 

The reference to the endeavors that the Japanese delegation is to 
make to “recover the ground lost at the London Conference” implies 
that a claim will be made for equality in naval armaments with the 
United States and Great Britain, or at least for a higher ratio than 
those agreed to at the Washington and London conferences. 

A. public statement was made by the spokesman of the Foreign 
Office at the time of the announcement of the disarmament proposal 
of President Hoover, to the effect that Japan is not interested in 
disarmament and would really prefer to increase her armament.”§ 
It 1s probable, therefore, that the Japanese hope to wreck the con- 
ference. The delegation will reject the President’s proposal and 
will oppose the Baldwin proposal on most points. It is then ex- 
pected to introduce a counter-proposal which will be entirely unac- 
ceptable to the United States and Great Britain, resulting in an 
impasse. 

Respectfully yours, JOSEPH ©. GREW 

§00.415A3/1705 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 3, 1932—4 p. m. 
[Received November 3—11: 50 a. m.] 

431. From Davis. In a recent conversation with Grandi in London 
he admitted this to be the most opportune time to effect a naval 
agreement between France and Italy. He said however that England 

*® New York Times, June 24, 1982, p. 2.
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could not successfully act as broker between them as she was too 
much an interested party but that agreement would be greatly facili- 
tated through our good offices. I told him we were ready to be 
helpful in any way agreeable to France and Italy and Grandi re- 
marked that it would advance matters if I could go to Rome. I 
told him I did not know whether I would be able to do so as it would 
depend on developments but that I would consider it further later on. 

In my talk with Herriot last Saturday 7 he indicated a desire now 
to reach an agreement with Italy. I told him of my talk with Grandi 
to which he reacted favorably and said he would welcome our coop- 
eration which would be most helpful. 

Rosso has just informed me that he has received a message from 
Rome referring to Grandi’s conversation with me and asking him 
to inform me that Mussolini would be very glad if I would come 
to Rome and they would like to know if I could possibly meet 
Mussolini there between the 7th and 10th of this month or on the 13th. 

I am somewhat reluctant to go now because I have been having 
too much publicity and my visit there would undoubtedly cause con- 
siderable speculation, and also because I would prefer to wait until 
our negotiations with the British are more crystallized. On the other 
hand there is a certain advantage in going now before the Franco- 
German conversations begin and before the Council meeting on Man- 
churia as it may help to increase Italy’s incentive to cooperate in 
the Manchurian question as well as get France and Italy into the 
naval treaty. — 

I would be pleased to have as soon as possible your judgment and 
advice. [ Davis. ] 

WILsoNn 

500.A15A4 Naval Armaments/156 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Delegate ( Wilson ) 

Wasuineron, November 4, 1932—6 p. m. 

931. For Davis. I have given considerable thought to fitting your 
recent naval discussions with the British into the general picture 
of our naval and diplomatic problems. We are at present bound by 
the Washington and London Treaties, the first a completed instru- 
ment, the second only partially so, with France and Italy still un- 
bound by its essential provisions. We are faced with a further naval 
conference in 3 years, which Japan will enter with a strong motive 
for upsetting the delicate adjustments already made and for in- 

2? October 29; see telegram No. 631, October 29, 8 p. m., from the Chargé in 
France, p. 348.
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creasing her relative naval strength. We must bear this constantly 
in mind and not do anything that would unsettle the provisions 
already agreed to or produce a situation still less stable than at 
present by which Japan could profit at our expense. 

The reopening of the naval problem this year found its genesis 
in Baldwin’s conversations with you and Gibson in London last 
spring,2® which were highly disturbing to us. ‘They involved so 
serious a dislocation of naval strength (and hence of naval strategy) 
that we felt forced to present an equivalent counter-proposal which 
would effect the savings which Baldwin sought but would avoid the 
dislocation. This was incorporated in the naval sections of the Presi- 

dent’s plan. 
Your conversations with the British are essentially an attempt to. 

reconcile the British and American ideas, and as such are a con- 

structive measure. But there are already indications that the Jap- 
anese are hoping to profit by them to secure their own objective, 
primarily a ratio change, and if we are not exceedingly careful, we 
shall be faced in 1935 with an unsettled treaty situation which will 
complicate those negotiations still further. 

The completion of the London Treaty should be our immediate 
objective, for this would bring all five naval Powers to the 1935 
Conference with an alignment stabilized by international convention. 
The completed Treaty would also be a logical starting point from 
which to negotiate further proportionate reductions, which might 
well take the form of immediate scrapping along the line of the 
Hoover Plan combined with ultimate replacement modifications as 
advocated by the British. The more I have studied the problem, 
the more convinced I have become that the completion of the London 
Treaty is an essential preliminary to your work, and I should be | 
glad if you would regard the completion of this treaty as an imme- 
diate and concrete objective. 

The main criticism of the memorandum contained in your 301, 
October 19, 6 p. m., is that it leaves untouched the cruiser and 
destroyer categories, and hence forces us back on a piece-meal discus- 
sion, category by category. I am apprehensive of this method of 
approach to the problem, which always risks leaving the impres- 
sion of at least moral commitments as to future action, long after 
the contingencies on which they were based have been forgotten. 

With these general directives, I can now answer seriatim the ques- 

tions you outlined in your 309, October 26, Noon: 

(a) I approve your informing the British confidentially that we 
would be glad to continue discussions on the present basis, as soon 

* See telegram No. 169, May 13, 4 p. m., from the Ambassador in Great 

Britain, p. 121.
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as a way is found, by settling the Franco-Italian difficulties, of re- 
ducing the total tonnage of cruisers and destroyers allowed to Great 
Britain and hence discussing a plan in which reductions or modifica- 
tions in all categories are interdependent. 

(5) The Navy is strongly inclined to doubt the value to us of an 
international agreement to lay up certain ships without demilitarizing 
them. The problem resolves itself into a numerical question of 
personnel, in which we are already proportionately inferior, and 
which would handicap us in a general emergency recommissioning. 

(c) Already answered. 
(d@) There seems but little as yet to tell the Japanese as to the 

progress of our naval discussions. Their general attitude can scarcely 
be described as cooperative, and I feel you should exercise particular 
care in dealing with them. For your information we gather that 
their plan, in addition to demanding an increase in ratio to 9:9:6, is 
based on a division of fleets into “aggressive” and “defensive” com- 
ponents, with capital ships, aircraft carriers and 8-inch gun cruisers 
rated as aggressive, all other categories as defensive. 

I hope you will continue to keep me fully informed, and if at any 
time you disagree with me, that you will frankly tell me so. Your 
telegrams have been most helpful and I feel that the progress you 
have made to date should be of real value to you in the next chapter 
of trying to complete the London Treaty. I am leaving Washington 
tonight but will be back on Tuesday next.?? 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4 Naval Armaments/157 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Italy (Kirk) to the Secretary of State 

Romer, November 8, 1932—38 p. m. 
[ Received 7:42 p. m. |] 

101. From Davis. I give below my comments on your 231, Novem- 
ber 4,6 p. m. 

1. I fully appreciate importance of doing nothing to give Japan an 
excuse for upsetting delicate adjustments reached at Washington and 
London. However, the development of the work of the General 
Disarmament Conference and the Hoover and other naval proposals 
have brought up the naval problem in an acute form. Our hope of 
dealing effectively with the claims of Japan for modifications after 
1936 lies in securing a united front of the other four naval powers for 
the gradual reduction and continued limitation of naval forces. 

2. I agree that the immediate objective is to complete the London 
Treaty but would point out that to include France and Italy in a 
treaty which terminates in 1936 presents difficulties which might not 

** November 8. . oo
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arise if we were dealing with an instrument of longer duration. 
Further there seems little prospect of completing this treaty and at 
the same time securing the Hoover reductions. To effect such re- 
ductions we must contemplate an agreement that will remain in effect 
for a considerable period of years over which reductions could be 
effected. However, I am of course exploring the possibility of com- 
pleting the London Treaty up to 1936 as a most desirable objective 

in itself. 
8. The present naval discussions are related to the general dis- 

armament negotiations. If these negotiations are successful the 
provisions of the resultant treaty would be effective well beyond 
1936 and any naval agreement must be of a similar duration since 
the land powers would undoubtedly refuse to binding [ste] them- 
selves unless the naval powers were bound for a similar period. 

4. Hence for the reasons suggested above we must take into ac- 
count the possibility that the present naval negotiations should have 
a broader basis than the completion of the London Treaty. If these 
negotiations are successful there would be no naval conference in 

1935. 
5. With reference to your comment on the London memorandum 

we had no thought of leaving cruisers and destroyers categories un- 

touched. I appreciate the importance of reduction in these categories 
and shall do everything possible to this end. However, it will be 
difficult to bring others to scrap under-age tonnage where we are not 
called upon to make similar cuts either because we have not built up 
to our ratio or because of age of existing tonnage. Further, I feel , 
that we should avoid being jockeyed into a position where the land 
powers could use our arguments as to the necessity for further naval 
reductions to justify inaction regarding land armaments 1f such naval 
reductions are not eventually brought about. Even if no immediate 
naval reductions could be obtained we could justifiably take into 
account the treaty reductions and limitations effected over the past 
10 years as a valid reason for not permitting the general disarmament 
negotiations to fail through lack of further immediate naval reduc- 
tions. Even the London memorandum program would effect sub- 
stantial reductions over the period of any proposed disarmament 

treaty. 

Am sending separately certain technical considerations which are 
pertinent to the problems considered in your cable 231 and this 

cable. [ Davis. | 
Kmx
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500.A15A38/1717 : 

Mr. Norman H. Davis of the American Delegation to the 

Secretary of State 

Rome, November 8, 1982. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: J am enclosing two memoranda covering 

my conversations with Mr. Mussolini and the officials of the Italian 

Foreign Office which I have already summarized in my cables. My 
reception here was most cordial and I think that Mr. Mussolini and 

the officials of the Italian Government appreciated my coming here, 
particularly in view of the time I had previously spent in London 

and Paris. 
Mr. Kirk and the officials of the Embassy have been most helpful 

in every way in arranging for my visit here and in putting me 

promptly in touch with Mr. Mussolini and the various members of 

his Government. 
Sincerely yours, Norman H. Davis 

[Enclosure 1] 

Memorandum by Mr. Norman H. Davis of a Meeting With the 

Italian Prime Minister (Mussolini ) 

After the usual greetings I congratulated him on the great im- 

provements which have been made since my previous visit here 
several years ago, and also told him that in spite of all the diffi- 
culties which this and other countries were encountering now on 
account of the world depression he should feel quite gratified that 
through the régime which he has maintained Italy has suffered less 
relatively and has stood the depression better than any country I 
have visited. He seemed quite pleased at that. He then asked me 
what the Disarmament Conference was going to do and if we were 

going to get any disarmament. I told him I felt that there was a 
real opportunity now to do something largely because of the pres- 

sure of necessity and also of public opinion, but that it would 
depend partly on Italy and France getting together in a naval 

agreement; that we were of course quite pleased at his unqualified 

approval of President Hoover’s proposal and were glad to feel that 

he and President Hoover were both strong advocates of a substan- 

tial lowering of the level of world armaments. He said, what about 

France? I told him I was confident that M. Herriot had recently 

made a very courageous and far reaching decision in favor of peace 

Held at Rome, November 7, 5 p.m. Present also were Fulvio Suvich, Italian 

Under Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs; Augusto Rosso, the Appointed 

Italian Ambassador to the United States; and Allen Dulles at the conclusion.
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through a reduction in armaments, and that it seemed to me that 
within the past two weeks there had been a very definite change in 
the French attitude. Whereas France had previously professed to 
be in favor of a reduction of armaments they never were quite able 
to bring themselves to the point of making the contribution which 
was essential if any real substantial measures were to be taken, but 
that now since the German threat to rearm unless their demands 
for equality are met—at least to a considerable extent—a crisis 

has been created and the alternative to German rearmament is dis- 
armament on the part of the Powers who assumed moral commit- 

ment to proceed in this direction when Germany was disarmed. He 
asked if I was convinced that the French policy had changed 
materially. I told him I was convinced that there had been a 
change, that I could not guarantee that the change would be main- 
tained but felt confident that the French would move forward now 
as they had decided to do, provided the Germans meet their generous 
move in the right spirit and provided Italy and England and the 
United States contribute their part and give their moral support. 
He then asked if I thought France really wanted to get together 
with Italy. I told him I did. In fact Herriot had said to me that 

he thought the United States could be very helpful in effecting a 

naval agreement between Italy and France, when I had told 

Herriot that I was going to Italy and Herriot had said he hoped 
I would do so. I then recounted the various conversations that 

have taken place from the very beginning of the Disarmament 

Conference up until the present. He wanted to know why I thought 
France had changed and was now really willing and desirous to reach 
an agreement with Italy on the naval question. I told him that of 
course I could not tell just what their mental processes had been 
but that my own impression was that the opinions expressed by the 

United States and England as to the importance of completing 
the Naval Treaty through the adherence of France and Italy had 

had some effect; second, that the situation created by Germany 

gave France more incentive to foster friendship with Italy, and, 

in the third place, I felt that Italy and France both had more 

pressing reasons as a matter of self interest in burying their differ- 

ences and reaching an agreement with regard to the navy. He said 

that it was unquestionably in the interests of both of them and that 

Italy has always been ready and glad to make an agreement; that 

they had reached a tentative understanding in the so-called March 

accord %8 which France refused to complete. 

% Foreign Relations, 19381, vol. 1, p. 380.



552 FORBIGN RELATIONS, 1932, VOLUME I 

He asked if Herriot had given me any definite proposal to sub- 
mit to Italy. I told him no, that I had not asked for it, and in 
fact didn’t want it because I did not care to bring a proposal to 
him without his prior consent, but that I doubted if that would be 

the best way to handle it anyhow. He asked what I thought would 

be the best way, if I thought M. Herriot would be willing to send 

a naval representative here to try to reach an agreement with Italy. 

I told him I didn’t know about that but I was under the impression 

that it would be advisable, if not necessary, for England to take 

part in the negotiations for a naval agreement, and that, if it were 

desired, we would be glad to sit in and be helpful in any way we 

could; that Italy and France might each submit a proposal, or it 
might be better first for the respective naval experts to endeavor 

to arrive at a tentative basis, as they could talk freely without 

committing their governments. He said that while he wanted to 
reach an agreement he was reluctant to submit a proposal himself, 

because since France had turned down the March accord he felt 

that it was up to France to make the move; and that France must 

recognize that she must respect the dignity of Italy and her na- | 
tional interests. I told him that the procedure would be something 

we could think over, but that since beth Italy and France have not 
[now] expressed to us their desire to reach a settlement, we could talk 

this over with the British and have the technical representatives 
have some preliminary talks and see if we could not evolve some 
compromise agreement. Without specifically saying so, he seemed 
quite willing to fall into line on any procedure that did not put 
Italy in the*position of making a proposal that might be turned 

down by France. 

We then had some discussion as to the Disarmament Confer- 
ence, in which he showed impatience at not getting anywhere. I 

told him that it had been very trying on everyone’s patience but 

that the mere fact that we had sat in Geneva for so long without 

accomplishing anything very definite and satisfactory made it all 

the more necessary to go further now than we would have had to 
go had we reached an agreement at the early stages of the Confer- 

ence. At the beginning public opinion would have been satisfied 

| with an agreement merely to limit existing armaments. Through 

the delay, however, in even doing this, public opinion will not now 

be satisfied unless there is a substantial reduction and limitation, 

and I thought that if we could get France and Italy into the naval 

treaty quickly, this would prepare the way for an all round agree- 

ment, and we ought to be able to reach a general basis of agreement 

very shortly. He said he was pleased to have my views as to that,
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and hoped we might do something, and that Italy was ready to do 
her share. He then thanked me for my visit and said that he felt 
that it would have good results. 

Fle then arose and we stood to talk a little and Mr. Suvich then 
spoke to Mr. Mussolini, and we invited Mr. Dulles in. We then got 
on to a discussion of the Manchurian question and the League’s action 

about that. 

I mentioned a reference in Mr. Mussolini’s speech at Turin to the 
general effect that the power of the League has seemed to decrease 
in direct proportion to the distance from the subject with which it 
was dealing. I added that if this were really the case it would have 
a very unfortunate effect upon American collaboration, as it would 
go far to justify criticism which had been usually directed against 
the League in the United States, namely, that it was really a 
European institution. Here in the Manchurian problem was a real 
opportunity for the League to secure the collaboration of the United _ 
States in world problems of common concern and show that it was 
something more than a European institution. Further, the Man- 
churian problem presented a test of the principle in which Italy 
and all countries were vitally interested, namely, that treaties should 
not be modified by force of arms. At the present time there were 
two real danger spots in the world, namely, Germany and Japan, 
where the military element was in the saddle. In Germany there was 
an inflamed state of mind due to a deep and perhaps justifiable resent- 
ment. The German problem must therefore be handled by a real 
effort on the part of the Powers to carry out their obligations under 
the Treaty of Versailles and effect some substantial disarmament 
and thereby satisfy the element of justice in the German claim and 
at the same time prevent Germany from rearming. In the same 
way the Manchurian problem could be dealt with if Great Britain, 
Italy and France and the United States could agree upon a just and 
equitable line of action, and then firmly and unitedly support it. 
Mr. Mussolini made no specific comment but indicated his assent 
as to the necessity for common action by the Powers mentioned. 

It was interesting that the one piece of furniture in the room, apart 
from the desk of the Chief of State, was a table on which a large 
atlas was opened to the map of China and Japan. 

After we went out Mr. Rosso suggested that we sit down together 

the next day and discuss more in detail the naval question. 

I also had a further talk about Manchuria with Mr. Suvich before 

we left the Palazzo Venezia as he asked me what I thought we ought 

to do about that situation. I pointed out that we would not wish 

to suggest to the League the course it should follow but that we had
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a real interest in the situation and hoped that through informal 
conferences with Italy, France and Great Britain a policy could be 
worked out which the League and the United States could support. 
It seemed obvious that the Lytton report should be accepted and 
to this Suvich assented. I added that the League people were also 
considering a resolution of non-recognition and non-cooperation with 
Manchukuo. Suvich said he had not thought about that and didn’t 
commit himself. I told him that in view of the resolutions the 
Powers had adopted I did not see how any Power could recognize 
Manchukuo without stultifying itself. Suvich made no comment. 

N[forman] H. D[avis] 

" [Enclosure 2] 

Memorandum by Mr. Norman H. Davis of a Conversation With 
_ the Italian Under Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs 

(Suvich ) *4 

Rome, November 8, 1932. 

Mr. Davis referred to the talk he had had with Mr. Grandi in 
London. At that time Ambassador Grandi had suggested to Mr. 
Davis the idea of a trip to Rome and subsequently, through Ambas- 
sador Rosso, the arrangements had been made. Mr. Davis had 
welcomed this opportunity to come to Rome, particularly as he was 
anxious to have an informal conversation with regard to the dis- 
armament question with the Chief of the Italian Government and 
the Italian Ministry for Foreign Affairs just as he had had in both 
London and Paris during the past few weeks. 
When he was in Paris Mr. Davis had mentioned to M. Herriot 

that he was planning a trip to Rome, and later, when the arrange- 
ments had been definitely made for the trip, he had advised M. 
Herriot that he was coming here. In response M. Herriot had said 
that he thought it was an excellent idea and M. Massigli, the French 
delegate to Geneva, had definitely stated that France was quite 
willing to discuss the naval problem with Italy if the latter desired. 

Mr. Davis referred to his naval conversations with the British 
in London and said that these conversations had gone about as far 
as it was possible pending some adjustment between France and Italy. 
He mentioned that when questions of cruiser, destroyer and sub- 
marine tonnage came up, the English pointed out that their position 
would be affected by what was eventually done with regard to these 

“ Held at the Italian Ministry for Foreign Affairs. Present also were Pompeo 
Aloisi, Chief of Cabinet in the Italian Ministry for Foreign Affairs; Augusto 
Rosso, the Appointed Italian Ambassador to the United States; Alexander C. 
Kirk, Counselor of the American Embassy; and Allen W. Dulles.
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categories by the Italians and the French. Further, it was quite 
generally recognized that the decision of the French to proceed with 
the construction of the capital ship Dunkerque would inject an added 
complication, and if this decision were carried out, would render an 
agreement between France and Italy more difficult. Mr. Suvich and 
Mr. Rosso immediately reacted to this suggestion and added that 
if France proceeded with the construction of one or more ships of 
the Dunkerque type, the only thing Italy could do, as she did not 
have the money to build a number of battleships, would be to build 
one battleship more powerful than the type being constructed by 
the French. While the building of the Dunkerque might be directed 
against the German construction of pocket battleships, its effect upon 
the Italian navy and the Italian answer were obvious. Mr. Suvich, 
supplemented by Mr. Rosso, then proceeded to outline the Italian 
attitude. Italy was willing to take up with France the question 
of naval limitation, but it must be recognized that they have already 
shown their good faith in the matter by accepting the so-called March 
accord which the French had rejected. Mr. Rosso, from his remarks, 
obviously retained a good deal of bitterness over the circumstances 
of this rejection, as he felt that the French had hid behind a technical 
interpretation of the agreement which had not been in the minds of 
either the French or Italian negotiators. If the naval conversations 
were to be resumed, France must recognize Italian naval problems 
and difficulties. It was not fair for France to base her naval needs 
on the possibilities of alliances against her and at the same time 
to fail to recognize that similar dangers of alliances against Italy 
were equally possible. Further, Italy could not recognize the prin- 
ciple of France’s right to a greater navy. Why should she? At 
the present time she had the right to parity and there was no reason 
to surrender this by agreement. On the other hand, Italy recognized 
that France now had a greater navy than Italy and Italy had no 
immediate intention of building up to parity. 

In a very informal and general way, the Italian representatives 
then outlined the way they felt the problem should be approached : — 
As to capital ships and aircraft carriers, the situation was fixed by 
the Washington Treaty; as to submarines, both France and Italy 
should accept the 52,700 ton basis which the three leading naval 
powers had agreed to at London. (Upon being questioned, they 
admitted that it would be difficult to force France to scrap her excess 
underage submarine tonnage above this figure but thought that 
France could at least gradually scale down to the same figure as 
the other naval powers had accepted.) As to 8-inch gun cruisers, 
both France and Italy now had the same, and it was suggested that 
they stop at this figure. With regard to smaller cruisers and de-
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stroyers, a global category in the case of France and Italy, France 
now had a considerable superiority and it was suggested that these 
categories be treated on the basis of building programs over a long 
period of years, say twenty or twenty-five, at the end of which, if the 
allowed building programs were carried out, Italy would reach ap- 
proximate parity. Meanwhile France would retain its superiority 
in these classes but the principle of parity would not be definitely 
raised nor would it be prejudiced as far as Italy was concerned. 

N{orman]| H. D[avis] 

500.A15A4 Naval Armaments/161 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Italy (Kirk) to the Secretary of State 

Rome, November 9, 1932—1 p. m. 

[Received 6:45 p. m.] 

104. From Davis. Referring to my 101, November 8, 3 p. m. 
There are several general and technical questions which I should 

_hike to clear up with you in connection with your cable 231, No- 
vember 4, 6 p. m. . 

Based upon Hepburn’s analysis our understanding is as follows: 
First. As regards reduction in gun caliber. American public in- 

terest centers on large displacement as necessary to adequate 
cruising radius. Our insistence upon 16-inch guns has become 
attached to this idea without an equally sound supporting reason. 
When it is known that 12-inch guns have maximum practical battle 
range as well as ample effectiveness against next inferior category 
mounting 8-inch guns, no reasonable objection can be raised to 
meeting British on this ground provided our interest in cruising 
radius is safeguarded. It is obvious that a reduction in gun caliber 
allows a reduction in displacement. Even with 14-inch and 16-inch 
guns and complete freedom of design we have no 35,000 tons ships, 
and no 12-inch gun ship as large as 28,000 tons was ever laid down. 
If we need more than 25,000 tons in order to construct ships United 
States equivalent armament and adequate radius and if British 
and others are willing to meet this requirement as is believed likely 
an equitable settlement of capital ship replacement problem is 
clearly indicated. 

Moreover, we have in fact contended for two other principles as 
basic to any voluntary agreement for limitation which are mani- 
festly satisfied by a solution of the problem as above suggested 
viz, first, that armament needs are primarily relative and, second, 
that individual needs for number or size can best be met by free-
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dom of design within the qualitative restrictions of any category. 
Assuming an agreement of the nature indicated it can be said that 
British have met us on these contentions. Within the reduced 
capital ship tonnage each nation would build type and number of 
ships that suits its needs and neither would give up any basic 
military principles for which it has in the past contended as an 
individual necessity. 

second. As regards aircraft carriers and submarines, British pro- 
posals present no great difficulty. Main problem will be in recon- 
ciling views as to tonnage in cruiser and destroyer categories and 
here British assert, their figures are influenced by demands of 
France and Italy. 

Third. As regards laying up ships without demilitarization in- 
stead of scrapping. While realizing the problems involved, I trust 
that further thought can be given to this possibility. It would 
accomplish comparable and perhaps even quicker results than 
scrapping in the line of budgetary saving as emphasized in the 
Hoover plan. Furthermore, if reduction in capital ship gun caliber 
is duly complied with laying up might furnish a bridge between 
British position and our own in this category as it would permit 
maintenance of numbers during the period of replacement and 
gradual reduction to lower total tonnage. 

As London memorandum is a replacement proposition, no new 
ships would be laid down for three years or completed within about _ 
seven. If immediate scrapping of five capital ships were insisted 
upon, the British would claim that their need for numbers remains 
unsatisfied during these seven years and it is precisely during this 
period that any important military consideration has maximum 
weight rather than in the future when the beneficial effect of an 
agreement may be assumed to be more confidently accepted. The 
method would also maintain the present material equilibrium during 
the transition period. 

The concern of the Navy Department about personnel in connection 
with laying up ships is fully appreciated. It seems to us that our 

particular problem in personnel arising from our extensive building 
program will exist in only slightly different degree whether ships are 
laid up or scrapped. The difficulty of suddenly recommissioning laid 
up ships would be common to all parties. It would be our effort to 
prevent any question about personnel becoming attached to or in- 
volved in a plan for laying up ships. [Davis.] . 

Kirk 
6442124848
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500.A15A4 Naval Armaments/162: Telegram 

| The Secretary of State to the American Delegate ( Wilson ) 

Wasuineton, November 12, 1932—1 p. m. 

944, For Davis. Rome’s 101, November 8, 3 p.m. I am of course 
in complete sympathy with your desire to see a long term naval 
treaty concluded which would obviate the necessity of another naval 
conference in less than 3 years. But I regard it as a sine qua non 
of such a treaty that (a) it provide substantial reductions for all 
categories of naval armament and not merely for certain limited 
types of varying strategic value to different Powers, and (6) that it 
leave intact the ratios established at London. There are at present 
serious obstacles to the fulfillment of both these conditions; the 
British are opposed to the former, the Japanese to the latter. There 
is thus grave danger that efforts looking toward a long-term treaty 
will not prove successful. Completion of the London Treaty on the 
other hand does not in itself raise the question of immediate reduction 
for the present parties to the Treaty, nor does it reopen the question 
of the ratios already established between them. If we skip this 
preliminary step under these circumstances and attempt to broaden 
the negotiations on the basis of a long-term agreement superseding 
the still uncompleted London Treaty, we risk—should the attempt 
fail—having neither a new treaty concluded nor the old one com- 
pleted, and we would be obliged to enter the 1935 conference before 
the relative positions of all five Powers have been fully stabilized. 

Briefly, I feel that it would be a mistake to forego a small step 
forward, the realization of which should be relatively easy and would 
greatly aid our position at the next naval conference, for the sake 
of a more ambitious undertaking, the success of which would at best 
seem problematical and the possible failure of which would greatly 
increase the difficulties which will face us in 1935. This is the more 
true in that, as I see it, the completion of the London Treaty would 
not only not prejudice the success of subsequent efforts looking toward 
a long-term treaty such as you envisage, but would encourage and 
facilitate the later negotiation of such a long term treaty. 

Until some further progress is made in the Franco-Italian nego- 
tiations, which will enable Great Britain to discuss all categories of 
ships simultaneously, I remain extremely hesitant of seeing our naval 
discussions with Great Britain advance beyond the exploratory stage. 
While, for your strictly confidential information, we see no 
insuperable objection to the alternative suggestion found in your 
301, October 19, 6 p. m., calling for a maximum displacement of 
30,000 tons for a 12-inch-gun ship, provided the aggregate tonnage 
is raised from 412,000 tons to 420,000 tons, (a figure which would
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give us the option of building 14 maximum size ships or 15 ships 
of 28,000 tons), I am not prepared to authorize you so to inform the 
British until they advance proposals in the cruiser and destroyer 
categories which we can regard as offering a basis for useful discus- 
sion. I ask you to exercise especial care in giving no indication of 
the foregoing until I give the word, and tell it to you now merely to 

_ indicate that your suggestions, so far as they go, should eventually 
be productive of valuable results. 

As regards laying up ships without demilitarization, I shall ask 
Adams and Pratt to make a further analysis. 

I have sent Wilson several telegrams in the last day or two which 
mark a considerable advance in our position on various disarmament 
questions and which I hope will bear fruit.2> Your telegrams are 
always helpful. 

STIMSON 

500.A15A4 Naval Armaments/163 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GenEvA, November 15, 1932—9 p. m. 
[Received November 15—8 : 35 p. m.] 

457. From Norman Davis. Your 244, November 12, 1 p. m., shows 
that we are in full accord as to the method of carrying forward the 
naval conversations. In individual conversations with British, 
French and Italians we are exploring the basis for bringing France 
and Italy into the London Treaty. Both the French and Italian 
representatives here now seem most favorably disposed and Sir John | 
Simon and I are considering the best means of bridging the existing 
difficulties. We have told British that pending further progress 
toward bringing France and Italy into London Treaty which would 
permit them to discuss all categories we prefer to postpone for the 
time being further conversations regarding our joint naval problems. 

From your cable I gather that you fully appreciate that completion 
of London Treaty to 1936 may not in itself permit any reductions 
although we shall endeavor to work out a formula for submarines 
which if eventually carried on beyond 1936 would effect gradual 
reduction of French submarine tonnage to the London Treaty level. 

If we should succeed in finding a basis between French and Italians 
it is then my understanding that the next step would be to carry 
forward the task which was the primary one we discussed before I 
left Washington, namely, endeavoring to find a basis for real naval 

* See telegrams Nos. 232, 234, 236, 240, and 241, November 5, 8, 10, 11, 12, 
respectively, pp. 363, 366, 370, 372, and 373.
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reductions along the lines of the Hoover proposal. To effect any 
substantial reduction we must contemplate a treaty extending beyond 
1936. 

If in connection with endeavoring to complete London Treaty we 
run up against questions which require consideration of naval pro- 
grams after 1936 I shall request your further guidance but meanwhile 
shall endeavor to restrict scope of work to completing London Treaty 
to 1936. 

Of course you will appreciate that in so far as our general work 
on naval matters is related to the Disarmament Conference work 
we must inevitably envisage an agreement extending over a consider- 
able period possibly 10 years, that is, the life of any general treaty 
covering all branches of armaments. Further, if there is to be any 
agreement for the limitation and reduction of land and air forces 
there must be a corresponding agreement for navies as the land 
powers would not bind themselves for a period of years unless the 
naval powers were similarly bound. [Davis.] 

WIson 

600.A15A4/1707 

Memorandum Respecting Naval Conversations, October 7 to 
December 14, 1932 *8 

{Extract]* 

(1) London Conversations 

Mr. Davis arrived in London from Geneva on October 7, 1932 with 
Admiral Hepburn and Mr. Dulles, and following conferences which 
Mr. Davis had with the Prime Minister, Sir John Simon and the 
First Lord of the Admiralty, it was arranged that Admiral Hepburn 

should get in touch with the appropriate officials of the Admiralty 
and that Mr. Craigie of the Foreign Office and Mr. Dulles should 
later join in the conversations. The details of these conversations 
as bearing upon an eventual Anglo-American agreement were re- 
ported fully by cable-—Hence this memorandum will deal chiefly 
with the bearing of the London conversations on the subsequent 
negotiations respecting a Franco-Italian accord. To complete the 

* Prepared by Norman H. Davis, Rear Admiral Arthur J. Hepburn, and Allen 
W. Dulles; copy transmitted to Mr. Stimson by Mr. Davis under covering letter 
of January 17, 1938. Copies of the memorandum were transmitted to Mr. Gib- 
son at the General Disarmament Conference, to the American Embassies in 
France, Great Britain, and Italy, and to the Secretary of the Navy. 

**The omitted portions of this memorandum relating to conversations in 
roe Geneva, and Rome are covered in preceding correspondence from Mr.
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record, however, there is appended as Annex A,°8 the Memorandum 
prepared as a result of conversations between Admiral Hepburn and 
Admiral Bellairs, of the British Admiralty, as a basis for the further 
exploration of Anglo-American naval questions but without com- 
mitment on either side. This Memorandum was also discussed at 
conferences attended by Mr. Craigie of the Foreign Office and Mr. 
Dulles, and was later considered informally at a meeting which : 
Mr. Davis had with the Prime Minister, Mr. Baldwin and Sir John : 
Simon. 

In the course of our conversations with the British it became ap- 
parent that at this time, and in the absence of agreement with France 
and Italy, neither the members of the British Cabinet nor the Ad- 
miralty were prepared to commit themselves as to any further reduc- 
tions in the number of cruisers and destroyers, and in this connection 
the paragraph in the above mentioned Memorandum regarding these 
classes had to be drafted as follows: * 

The British emphasized on several occasions that the figure for 
destroyers of 150,000 tons, accepted by them at the London Naval 

Conference as a final concession,*® was subject to their rights to 
“escalate” and should only bind them until 1986. They felt that 
in the light of existing French submarine and light cruiser strength 
they could not undertake to maintain their destroyer tonnage at this 
low level. They suggested that they might even find it necessary, 
prior to the end of 19386, to exercise their right to escalate by main- 
taining an excess amount of over-age tonnage in the destroyer class 
in order to hold their position vis-a-vis the French submarine tonnage. 
They therefore made it clear that at the present time and until the 
intentions of the French and Italians were known, they could not 
discuss reductions in either cruisers or destroyers. Their attitude in 
this regard became still more clear in the course of subsequent dis- 
cussions which we had with them in Geneva during the consideration 
of a basis of agreement as between the French and Italians. 

In these circumstances, and in the light of the Department’s in- 
structions, it seemed futile to attempt to press the conversations with 
the British further. It was obvious that they were endeavoring to try 
to commit us with respect to the future size and gun caliber of capital 
ships while on their part they were unwilling to make any conces- 
sions as to their future policy regarding cruisers and destroyers. In 

*s Not printed; for contents, see telegram No. 301, October 19, 6 p. m., from 
the Ambassador in Great Britain, p. 581. 

® Ante, p. 582. . 
“See article 16 of the treaty for the limitation and reduction of naval arma- 

“ont, Foreign Relations, 1980, vol. 1, pp. 107, 121.
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order to protect our position, and following the instructions which 
we received from the Department, we made it quite clear to the 
British that we were not prepared to discuss the capital ship question 
alone and that any decisions with regard to this category must be 
reserved until we could see what could be done with regard to light 
cruisers and destroyers. They accepted this statement of our position 
with regret but agreed with us that in view of this situation, the best 
thing to do would be to try to find a basis which would permit the 
French and Italians to complete the London Treaty. Even at this 
stage of our discussions with the British it became apparent that they 
were contemplating the possibility of a long term agreement with the 

French and Italians as the only method of bringing the French down 
to a reasonable level, particularly in submarines. 

During the course of the London discussions, Admiral Hepburn 
| obtained useful technical information as to the views of the British 

Admiralty with regard to the type of battleship which they felt 
suited their needs and as to the tonnage required to mount adequately 
12” guns. This information was reported by cable and will be am- 

plified by Admiral Hepburn to the Navy Department. — 
At least the London conversations served to allay what was a very 

real apprehension on the part of the British, namely, that we pro- 
posed at the present time to bring pressure to bear upon them to effect 
an immediate reduction in the number of battleships from 15 to 10. 
While maintaining the views in this regard which were set forth in the 
plan of President Hoover as presented to the Disarmament Confer- 
ence, we pointed out that the naval section of this plan was a part 
of a general and all inclusive scheme for the reduction of armaments; 
that it had not been contemplated that the naval powers would alone 
be called upon, following the contributions made at the Washington 
and London Conferences, to reduce their naval strength, while the 
land powers did nothing along the lines of reduction. 

On several occasions during our conversations with the British 
they emphasized that the radical reductions made by the Washington 
and London Treaties were not fully appreciated by the public. They 
felt that naval reduction had been pushed too far and too rapidly as 
a separate issue and that it was high time to turn attention to the 
limitation of other forms of armaments. The present naval levels 
were far below anything that could reasonably have been envisaged 
a few years ago, and, as regards Great Britain, inadequate to meet 
her present necessities. The inference was that they considered that 
the Hoover Proposal for further drastic and summary naval reduc- 
tion was impractical, and, through its effect on the public mind, 
tended to exaggerate rather than diminish the difficulties of the 

situation.
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In this connection it should possibly be noted that we ran into a 
certain amount of bitterness on the part of certain British officials at 
the naval section of the President’s plan. They felt, and it was quite 
obvious that Mr. MacDonald shared this feeling, that after the re- 
ductions to which the British had consented at London, they should 
not be immediately called upon to make further drastic reductions. 
They stated in fact that they had received some assurances which gave : 
them a basis for believing that the American Government would not 
press for further reductions prior to 1935. They urged with great 
earnestness that in the light of the situation in the Far East it would 
be folly for them to weaken their naval strength and that it was not 
in our interests that we should ask them to do this. They pointed out 
that if they were reduced from 15 to 10 battleships they would de- 
prive themselves, for the future, of any possibility of maintaining 

an adequate force of capital ships in the Far East without reducing 
their European strength to a point which was to them unthinkable. 
They were obviously sincere in their statements and it was also clear 
that they were worried and apprehensive that the pressure of public 

- opinion in England for disarmament might possibly force their hand 
to a point which would jeopardize mutual interests in the Far Kast. 
The conversations in London undoubtedly helped to relieve their 
anxiety on this point without at the same time weakening our posi- 
tion, namely that we desired to see further reductions of naval 

armaments. 

(&) Resumption of Geneva Conversations 
Mr. Davis returned from Rome reaching Geneva on November 12th 

and in the week which followed there were a series of conversations 
with the French, Italian and the British with regard to naval mat- 
ters. Mr. Craigie had meanwhile arrived from London and joined 
Admiral Bellairs in several conversations with Admiral Hepburn and 
Mr. Dulles. Admiral Hepburn also had conversations with the 
French and Italian representatives, some of which were attended by 

Mr. Dulles. 
Our position in each instance was stated as follows: that comple- 

tion of the London Treaty by the inclusion of France and Italy was 
a necessary preliminary to any further negotiation for a general 
agreement or a separate naval agreement of longer duration. With 
the new French Disarmament plan to be discussed, the conclusion 
of a general agreement was a matter of the indeterminate future. A | 
naval conference in 1985 under present conditions as regards France 
and Italy presented obvious difficulties in the way of extension of 

that instrument and perhaps distinct threat of failure. Moreover,
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| it would be impossible for us to consider possible changes of qualita- 
tive characteristics in any category except in connection with a gen- 
eral or long-term agreement. An early completion of the London 
Treaty accordingly would be not only the most important contribu- _ 
tion to the cause of a general agreement but in the last analysis might 
be the only protection against complete failure of limitation as a 
whole. This view was apparently shared wholeheartedly by the 
French and Italians and provoked no opposition on the part of the 
British. 

(6) Italian Position 

It was early apparent that neither the Italians nor French were 
willing to resume conversations on the basis of the March 1931 ac- 
cord. The Italian naval experts had formulated a proposal very 
similar to the tentative solution our analysis had suggested as simplest 
and most equitable. It was similar to that sketched to Mr. Davis in 
Rome, viz: First, capital ships and aircraft carriers being already 
covered by definite agreement need not be further considered at this 
time. (The Italians were quite frank about their desire not to have 

| any reduction in the present size of capital ships. They would be 
willing to abolish capital ships, if submarines were also abolished, 
but the possibility of building 35,000 ton ships is their most powerful 
lever for securing a better ratio from France in other categories. 
France they feel is seriously but needlessly concerned about the men- 
ace of the German “pocket-battleship”.) Second, no further building 
in 8” cruisers, in which category Franco-Italian parity exists. Third, 
an agreed building program in the combined category of 6” cruisers 
and destroyers which should not be less for Italy than for France, 
maintaining for the short term of this agreement practically the pres- 
ent disparity. Fourth, old armored cruisers of each power to be 
classed as special ships not subject to replacement. Fifth, a reduc- 
tion of French submarine tonnage beyond the figures contemplated 
in the March 1931 accord but not involving scrapping of under-age 

ships. 
The Italian view was frankly and completely disclosed to us with 

detailed figures. It must be borne in mind that the present Italian 
attitude on parity centers on a proposal for equal building programs 
during a twenty-year period which would, of course, bring about 
parity. We emphasized our view that the parity dispute was a difh- 
culty to be eliminated from a short-term agreement which contem- 
plated that the building programs should be considered only on a 
basis of the present disparity, leaving the parity issue to disappear 
from the picture until the consideration of a general or long-term 
agreement can be undertaken.
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(7) French Position 

The Italian proposal as above outlined was also presented to the 
British who asked time for consideration. While awaiting their 
reply, the French naval representatives asked for a conference which 
later developed into a general discussion of the principles which 
Admiral Hepburn proposed as a proper basis for the negotiations. 

On the broad aspects they showed themselves surprisingly accommo- 
dating, namely that new construction over the next few years should 
be kept toa minimum. With respect to the building program of light 
surface craft, we avoided mention of any specific figures but urged 
that it was of first importance to eliminate the parity issue for the 
time being and to avoid inclusion of any provision which could be 
interpreted as or twisted into recognition of an exact numerical ratio. 

We pointed out that the existing disparity between fleets was much 
greater than the French themselves would attempt to justify as vital 
to their naval security, that it would be physically and financially 
impossible for Italy to reduce this disparity within the short term 
agreement contemplated to a point where any military menace to 
France could be involved, and that no commitments beyond the term 

of the London Treaty were in question. 
On the submarine issue it was pointed out to the French that this 

was not so much an element of Franco-Italian difficulty as an Anglo- 
French difficulty and consequently of very direct importance to the 
United States. It was suggested to the French experts that they 
study the question and make a proposal pointing out that it would 
of course be necessary to go further with reduction than was con- 
templated by the March 1931 Basis of Agreement. It was suggested 
that from the American point of view and without knowledge of what. 
might prove satisfactory to other powers, the least measure that 
promised success would be substantial abandonment by France of _ 
their present building program and the scrapping of over-age vessels 
without replacement. They indicated that such a program would be 
difficult of acceptance by their ministry because of domestic political 
aspects and that some continuation of present building would be 
necessary because of dockyard considerations, but apparently con- 
curred that for the short period in question the reduction in tonnage 
would not constitute a real naval menace. The French naval repre- 
sentatives shortly returned to Paris for consultation with their 

government. 
Upon the return from Paris of Admiral Laborde and Captain 

Deleuze on Tuesday November 22nd Admiral Hepburn and Mr. 
Dulles had a long conference with them and they stated orally the 
principles which in the opinion of their Admiralty they could accept
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as a basis for the conclusion of any arrangement between themselves 
and the Italians. These oral statements were taken down at the time 
and reduced to headings for our own information as follows: (the 
French themselves did not see the memorandum nor did they then 

hand us any paper setting forth their views.) 

MemoRANDUM oF Pornts SuccEsSTED BY ADMIRAL LABORDE AND Cap- 
TAIN DELEUZE IN CoNVERSATION WitH ADMIRAL HEPBURN AND Mr. 
DULLES 

The following is a statement of the general principles which 
France might consider in connection with a short-term agreement to 
complete the London Naval Accord: | 

1. Continue construction under way and lay down construction 
covered by appropriations approved prior to September 22, 1982, 
as regards all categories of vessels. 

2. No other construction beyond that contemplated in point 
1 to be laid down prior to January 1, 1936. 

3. In the calendar year 1986, the right to lay down either the 
construction to be provided for under a convention to be entered 

: into in 1935 under the terms of the Washington and London 
Treaties or by general convention prior thereto; if no convention 
entered into, then authorization to lay down in 1936 the annual 
contingent on a pro-rata basis, taking the fleet strength com- 
municated in the 1981 declaration to the League of Nations. 

4. New construction should not permit the 1981 figure, 1e., 
628,000 tons, to be exceeded. That is to say, over-age tonnage 
should be scrapped upon. new construction, to keep total tonnage 
down to this figure. 

5. The question of the replacement of over-age ships retained 
in the fleet at the end of 1936 to be decided in 1935, or earlier, and 
no action at the present time should prejudice this question. 

There should be a general safeguarding clause along the lines of 
the escalator clause of the London Treaty to cover possible construc- 
tions by Germany, Spain, or Russia, for example, but without citing 
any country. It is the situation of Germany which is particularly 
being considered as it is the French view that Germany should not 
exceed 108,000 tons and hence should not replace its reserve vessels, 
about which there is some dispute under the terms of the Versailles 
Treaty. 

That evening the French naval representatives also saw Mr. Craigie 
and Admiral Bellairs and the next day on comparing notes we found 
that the statement of the French as made to the British substantially 
agreed with the memorandum which we ourselves had prepared. 

Tt will be noted that the above memorandum of the French position 
fails to indicate what they would consider to be an equitable counter- 
part for Italy and in consultation with the British we decided that 
the next step would be to sound out the French as to what they felt
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the Italian building program should be in the light of their own 
statement as to the principles which should be applied to the French 
navy. 

In consultation with Mr. Craigie and Admiral Bellairs, Admiral 
Hepburn and Mr. Dulles prepared a series of questions to be put to 
the French as follows: 

1. France proposes to construct a capital ship of 26,500 tons. What 
is it proposed that Italy shall do? 

2. France proposes to carry through the 1932 building program 
of approximately 34,000 tons. Italy has no corresponding program. 
Is it proposed that Italy have the same program ? 

8. What over-age tonnage is it proposed that France should retain 
on December 31, 19386? 

4. How is it proposed to compute the pro rata building program 
for 1936? Is this to be pro-rated over the various categories? 

It was also agreed with the British that we should join in bringing 
pressure to bear on the French to give up the building of the 11,000 
tons of submarines which had only recently been laid down and on 

which very little construction had been done. 
On November 23rd Admiral Hepburn and Mr. Dulles had a long 

conference with the French naval experts which was followed by a 
conference between the British and the French experts. The dis- 
cussion started on the question of the respective building program 
for France and Italy. Admiral Laborde gave the following analysis 

of the situation: 
First, as regards France;—starting from January 1, 1931 (which 

he took as a logical basis of departure for considering building pro- 
grams) France had had for that year, namely, 1931, a program of 
41,700 tons which included the Dunkerque of 26,500 tons and two 
light cruisers of 7,600 tons. Then there was the 1932 program of 
34,298 tons, which included four cruisers and two destroyers. The 
total of these two programs was 75,998 tons. Neither of these two 
programs included any submarines. They did include one capital 
ship, six Class B cruisers, one destroyer and one torpedo boat. Under 
the French proposal nothing further would be laid down until Janu- 

ary 1, 1936. 
Turning to the situation as regards Italy and starting from Janu- 

ary 1, 1931, Admiral Laborde explained that as the Italian naval 

programs ran from July to July, it would be necessary, taking the 

same starting point of January 1, 1931, to include one-half of the 

1930-1931 program. This program included 42,700 tons of new con- 

struction. One-half would therefore be 21,350 tons. Italy also had a, 

program for the year July 1931 to July 1932 of 14,714 tons, making 

a total Italian program of 36,064 tons, counting from January 1, 1931.
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A French building program of 75,000 tons, i.e., approximately 
what the French propose should be laid down for the period January 
1, 19381 to January 1, 1936, would, on the basis of the present relative 
strength of the fleets, amount to approximately 50,000 tons for the 
Italian fieet. On this basis Italy should be allowed to build in addi- 
tion to its existing programs, the difference between 36,000 tons and 
50,000 tons, or about 14,000 tons. (In connection with the French 
complex about building programs, the rather fictitious character of 
their programs is worth noting. Their 1982 program is not yet 
started. It is largely a case of “paper ships” for trading purposes.) 

It was obvious from the foregoing explanation that the French 
Admiralty desired that building programs should be on a ratio basis 
to maintain the existing disparity between the two fleets which, as a 
matter of principle, we appreciated was entirely unacceptable to the 
Italians, and it therefore seemed useless to press the discussion further 
along these lines, although we eventually induced them to admit the 
possibility that the Italians might have a building program for the 
future somewhat in excess of the 14,000 tons which their calculations 
had allotted them. It will be noted that the French were adhering 
tenaciously to their plan of enforcing a Franco-Italian ratio based 
upon the global tonnage of the two fleets, in which is included all 
the over-age ships. About 119,000 tons of French over-age tonnage 
is obsolete in design and within a few years will be of negligible 
military value unless extensive modernization is carried out. Italy, 
owing to extensive, and, as it turns out, premature scrapping after 
the Washington Treaty, finds herself with only about 33,000 tons of 
corresponding “trading material”. 
We then asked the French what they proposed that Italy should 

do in view of the French construction of the Dunkerque, and they 
replied that if the Italians built a Dunkerque it should come out of 

the tonnage to be allotted to their building program and in that 
event, and assuming that the tonnage was applied to the construction 
of one battleship, they would be disposed to allow the Italians 26,500 
tons, rather than the 14,000 tons suggested. 

It will be noted from the foregoing that the French took the posi- 
tion that any short term agreement should run only to January 1, 
1936, and not include the year 1936. It was obvious that they wished 
to retain their freedom of action for 1936 in case the conference held 
in 1935 or prior thereto failed to reach an agreement. 

On the following day #! the French had a full conversation with the 
British and maintained substantially the position that they had taken 

-in their conversations with us. In fact, so much time was spent and 

so little progress was made in debating the light cruiser construction 

* November 24. |
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programs, that it seemed futile to press the even more difficult issue 
of limiting their construction in submarines. 

As a result of these conversations and following a full examination 
of the whole question with Mr. Craigie and Admiral Bellairs, the 
conclusion was reached that it was useless to hope for any voluntary 
concessions on the part of the French Admiralty and that if any 
agreement was to be obtained, it would have to be because the political 
authorities in France considered agreement desirable and were pre- 
pared to bring pressure upon the French Admiralty. We further 
concurred with the British that the only way of making progress was 
to agree among ourselves as to a basis which would be eminently fair 
to both the French and the Italians and acceptable to the British 
Admiralty and to ourselves and then to present it to both parties 
and at the same time to bring all possible pressure to bear upon the 

political branches of the two governments. 

(8) British Position 

During these days we had a series of conversations with the British 
which brought out several interesting facts. The British insisted that 
they could not view without apprehension an increase in French light 
cruiser and destroyer tonnage which would bring the tonnage of 
such ships built and building at the end of 1936 above 197,000 tons 
for the French and about 146,000 tons for the Italians. They said 

that they did not set those two figures as any fixed ratio between these 
two countries, nor did they base them upon a so-called “two power 
standard”. It was obvious that their interest in the amount of Italian 
light cruiser and destroyer building was entirely secondary to their 
interest in similar building on the part of France. On the basis of 
any program for light cruiser and destroyer building such as had 
been suggested by the Italians, namely 11,000 tons for the period 
1933 through 1936, the dead lines suggested by the British would 
be exceeded by some 10,000 tons—that is to say, to keep within the 
figures which the British were willing to accept, light cruiser and 
destroyer building prior to December 31, 1936, could not exceed about 
35,000 tons. The British stated that they were only interested in 
under-age tonnage and ships under construction. It will be noted 
however that in connection with the possibility of “escalating” they 
attach considerable value to over-age ships. We gathered the im- 
pression that the British view as to.a permissible French building 
program in cruisers and destroyers underwent a subtle change during 

the course of the discussions. Whereas in the beginning they seemed 
very much concerned to keep new building to the lowest possible 
minimum,—and considerably less than 35,000 tons,—at the end they 
seemed to view this figure with an equanimity we could not under- 
stand. Possibly they would assent to an even higher figure.
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The British also showed great apprehension at the French sub- 
marine program and they said that they could not be a party to any 
agreement which maintained this tonnage at anything like its present 
figure and would have to reserve the right to “escalate” by retaining 
over-age destroyers unless the French submarine tonnage could be 
substantially reduced. These two points which were insisted upon by 
the British greatly complicated the negotiations with the French and 
Italians and during the last two weeks of our negotiations we found 
more difficulty in trying to find a solution satisfactory to the British 
than in finding something which might be satisfactory from the 
French and Italian angle. The British also were anxious to include 
the capital ship question in the Franco-Italian agreement. —Not 
that they desire to preclude either from building capital ships (it 
was quite obviously their tactics to get them to waste their money 
in this type of construction rather than in light ships or submarines) 
but probably because they were anxious to have France and Italy take 
the first step towards the reduction in the size of the battleship and 
caliber of guns. In this way the British felt that they would have 
an added argument when they came to negotiate with us. Realizing 
that this was their objective Admiral Hepburn was particularly care- 
ful in his conversations with the British, French and Italian naval 
men not to take any stand which could be construed as bringing 
pressure upon the French or Italians to construct any particular type 
of capital ship within the limitations allowed by the Washington 
and London Treaties. 

In our conversations with the British, we also gave some considera- 
tion to the question as to the method of completing the London 
Treaty. It was obvious that the British desired to keep their hands 
on the situation and if possible to be a party to any arrangement 
between France and Italy. We raised no objection to this but pointed 
out that if France and Italy could reach an agreement between them- 
selves which meant a substantial contraction of naval construction 
over what they had been indulging in during the past few years, it 
might be a good thing for them to conclude such an agreement even 
though the totals which they arrived at were not as low as we might 
hope. We emphasized that any such agreement would tend to help the 
negotiators at the 1935 conference. We further pointed out that it 
was difficult to secure drastic reduction over the short period involved 
but that such reductions would be a logical subject for consideration 
in connection with the long term agreement. The British argued 
that any acquiescence by them in an agreement which brought the 
French light cruiser and destroyer tonnage above the figure of 
197,000 tons indicated above, or which maintained anything ap- 
proaching their present submarine tonnage, would be impossible and
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they would reserve the right to escalate in either eventuality. We did 
not suggest in our conversations with the British that we proposed 
ourselves to be a party to any Franco-Italian agreement and rather 
implied that we felt it was unnecessary for us to be a party. This 
question, as well as the exact form which the Franco-Italian agree- 
ment might eventually take with a view to completing the London 

- Treaty, was left open. 
During the period of November 25th to December 2nd Mr. Davis 

and Mr. Dulles were in Paris and while conversations continued in 
Geneva between Admiral Hepburn and the other naval representa- 
tives there, further concrete steps were postponed pending their re- 
turn. Mr. Dulles saw Admiral Laborde in Paris but the latter main- 
tained views as to the Italian program over the next few years 
which were of a character to make any settlement out of the question 
and it seemed useless to carry forward the conversations in Paris 
with the French Admiralty officials. 

(9) Preparation and Delivery of the Memorandum 

Upon Mr. Davis’ return to Geneva on December 2nd and following 
a series of conversations with the British and the French a mem- 
orandum (Annex B)* was prepared by Admiral Hepburn outlining 
the considerations, on the basis of principles rather than on the basis 
of specific tonnages, which should enter into any Franco-Italian 
settlement. Realizing that it was necessary to make a different ap- 
proach and to lay more stress upon the political aspects of the ques- 
tion, Mr. Davis had a talk with M. Massigli and then handed him 
informally the memorandum prepared for Mr. Davis by Admiral 
Hepburn and asked him to give his views confidentially as to the 
prospects of agreement on the basis outlined. The following day 
M. Massigli handed to Mr. Davis a written statement of his views, 
the translation of which (Annex C)* is appended hereto, but asked 
that Mr. Davis consider the memorandum as personal and confidential 
and not let it be known—particularly to the French Admiralty. 

After a study of M. Massigli’s memorandum, which was con- 
ciliatory in tone, but not entirely consistent as between its statements 
of principle and the application thereof, there were several long con- 
versations with the British and a memorandum was prepared which 
took account of certain of the obstacles which M. Massigli’s paper 
had suggested. This memorandum is included as Annex D* and is 
the draft handed to M. Massigli and Signor Rosso by Mr. Hugh 

Wilson and Sir John Simon on December 14, 1982. 
The memorandum proposed as a basis for settlement, for the period 

through 1936, that France and Italy complete the ratification of the 

“Not printed.
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“Parts” of the London Treaty which they had signed, that no further 
capital ships or aircraft carriers be laid down by France, Italy having 
the right under certain conditions to match the French Dunkerque 
now under construction; that no further 8” gun cruisers be laid 
down; that future building programs in light cruisers and destroyers 
be limited to approximately 34,000 and 27,000 tons for France and 
Italy, respectively; that no further submarine tonnage be laid down 
by either party, and that France cease construction on certain sub- 
marine units so as to limit her tonnage built and building to 70,000 
tons. It will be noted that the British reserve judgment with respect 
to the paragraph in this memorandum relating to submarines on the 
theory that they could not accept, even for a short term agreement, 
the figure of 70,000 for the under-age submarine tonnage for France. 
The memorandum was submitted by the British representatives in 

Geneva to the Admiralty and was approved by them with the ex- 
ception noted above, and it was discussed by telephone with the 
Department of State before being handed to the French and Italian 
representatives in Geneva. 

In view of the fact that the Herriot Government had fallen on 
the morning of the 14th, it was decided that the handing of the 
memorandum should be informal so as to permit M. Massigh, the 
French representative in Geneva, to hold the memorandum, if he 
saw fit, until a new government had been formed and could give it 
consideration. It was necessary, however, to present the memorandum 

on the 14th if it was to be done before Mr. Davis’ departure for the 
United States and in view of his part in the negotiations it seemed 
wise that this be done. Another important reason for submitting 
the memorandum at that time was that Signor Rosso, the Italian 
representative in Geneva and the official most familiar with the 
matter, was leaving for Rome on December 15th, prior to his de- 
parture for the United States and his explanation of the negotiations 
and of the memorandum might have considerable influence on the 
Italian reaction to the proposal. 

(10) Analysis of the Memorandum and of its Probable Reception 

It may be appropriate, in conclusion, to refer briefiy to the possible 
reaction of France and Italy to the memorandum. The effect of the 
proposal would be to reduce total French tonnage to approximately 
628,000 tons, built and building, by the end of 1936. This figure 
would probably not be unacceptable to France but it is likely that 

she will raise certain questions in case the negotiations are carried 

forward on the basis proposed. As far as one can judge by the 

course of our ncotiations, France will insist that the agreement run 

only through 1935; that replacement, upon the completion of the
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present and prospective programs in light cruisers and destroyers, 
be permitted in either the over-age armored cruisers or in the over- 
age light cruisers; that the figure for submarines built and building 
at the close of the period covered by the agreement be approximately 
77,000 rather than 70,000 tons in order to permit her to complete the 
submarines which are now under construction. With regard to Italy, 
the only substantial point of difficulty will probably lie in acceptance, 
even in the disguised form suggested, of a smaller building program ~ 
in light cruisers and destroyers than France, that is to say, Italy 
would probably insist upon the right to lay down 34,000 tons, rather 
than 27,000 tons, during the period covered by the agreement. In 
the preparation of the memorandum it had seemed necessary to ask 
this concession of the Italians in light cruisers and destroyers in 

_ view of the cut which we were asking the French to take in the sub- 

marine class. 
France will probably raise the point that a building program for 

light cruisers and destroyers of 34,000 tons would be inadequate over 
a four-year period, and they would probably desire a program ap- 

proximately 10,000 tons in excess of this figure if a four year period 

is involved. Our impression was that the Italians would welcome a 

very limited program, the smaller the better so long as it was equal 

to the French. | 

As will be noted from what we have said above, a building program 
on the part of France in excess of 35,000 tons would bring the French 
tonnage in light cruisers and destroyers above the figure suggested to 

us as their limit by the British experts. As regards the French 

submarine tonnage the difficulty there lies more between the British 

and the French than between the French and the Italians, and the 

Italians might be willing to accept an undertaking on the part of 

France not to lay down any additional submarines during the period 

to be covered by the agreement. As stated above this would leave 

France in 1936 about 77,000 tons of submarines built and building, 

it being understood, of course, that they would be asked to scrap 

over-age tonnage. In case the Italians made this concession (which 

the British would certainly oppose) the Italians would probably 

assert the right to lay down additional submarines themselves so that 

their total under-age submarine tonnage built and building at the 

end of the period would be 52,700 tons. The foregoing are in the 

nature of surmises as to the probable French and Italian reactions 

on the technical side to the memorandum which we have presented to 

them. 
The political difficulties in securing an agreement lie in the fact 

that France considers her large submarine tonnage and her over-age 

tonnage as valuable assets from the point of view of negotiating a 
644212—48—44 |
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long term agreement with the British, and it is difficult in an agree- 
ment as between the French and the Italians alone, to find any 

| adequate guid pro quo in the eyes of the French for substantial con- 
cessions on their part. When it comes to negotiating a long term 
agreement, the French will undoubtedly desire, for reasons of pres- 
tige and even though they may not contemplate early construction, 
to have an adjustment in the capital ship and aircraft carrier ratio; 
and in return for this, and a satisfactory ratio as regards cruisers 
and destroyers, they would probably be prepared to make concessions 
in the submarine category, which they might be loath to make 
pending the consideration of the long term agreement. On several 
occasions the British suggested that it might be wise for them to 
start prompt negotiations with the French and Italians, with a view 

| to working out a long term naval agreement between the three 
powers as a preliminary to the negotiations to be held in 1935, or 
earlier, with the Japanese and ourselves. They, of course, suggested 
that any agreement that they might work out with the French and 
the Italians should be conditional upon a satisfactory agreement 
with us and the Japanese. We opposed this idea, feeling that nego- 
tiations between England, France and Italy to which we would not 
be a party, might result in an agreement on figures for cruisers and 
destroyers which would be in excess of what we might desire and 
that this might only complicate our future efforts to secure reduc- 
tions in these classes. Obviously, in the ight of the Japanese naval 
proposals and the general situation in the Far East, it would be 
hopeless to attempt negotiations with the Japanese at the present 
time, and it seemed wise, therefore, despite the political and technical 
difficulties, to make every effort to secure an agreement between 
France and Italy, even though we recognized that there was some 
force in the British argument that until we could sit down and 
uegotiate a long term agreement, it would be extremely difficult to 
secure concessions from the French as regards submarines and light 
cruisers. 

The following additional annexes are appended to supplement this 
report: * 

1. Confidential explanatory table handed us by the British show- 
ing the tonnage figures which would have resulted from the Basis 
of Agreement of March, 1931. (Annex E) 

2. Letter from Admiral Bellairs to Admiral Hepburn communi- 
cating the British Admiralty figures for the British, French and 

- Ttalian navies as of December 31, 1931. (Annex F) | 
8. Table of French naval tonnage which served as a basis for 

computations. (Annex G) 
4, Similar table of Italian naval tonnages. (Annex H) 

* None printed.
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711.0012 Anti-War/1285 

Address Delivered by the Secretary of State Before the Council on 

Foreign Relations at New York on August 8, 1932 

Four years ago the United States joined with France in the initia- 
tion of the so-called Briand-Kellogg Pact for the Renunciation of 

War.! A year later, in 1929, the Pact became formally effective, and 
it has now been adhered to by sixty-two nations. Scarcely had its 
ratification been announced on July 24, 1929, when it became sub- 

jected to the first of a series of difficult challenges which are still 

going on. In the defense of the Pact in these tests the American 

Government has been a leader. I believe it would be appropriate, 
in the light of this three years’ history, to take stock now of what 
the Pact is, the direction in which it is developing, and the part which 
we may hope that it eventually will play in the affairs of the world. 

Events have been moving so rapidly since the Great War, and we 
have been so close to them, that it is difficult to obtain an adequate _ 
perspective. I think, therefore, that it is well to summarize briefly 
the background out of which this great treaty came and against 
which it must be judged. 

Prior to the Great War many men had had visions of a warless 
world and had made efforts to accomplish the abolition of war, but 
these efforts had never resulted in any very general or effective com- 
binations of nations directed towards that end. During the centuries 
which had elapsed since the beginnings of international law, a large 
part of that law had been a development of principles based upon 
the existence of war. The existence and legality of war were to a 
large extent the central facts out of which these legal principles grew 
and on which they rested. Thus the development of the doctrine of 
neutrality was predicated upon the duty of a neutral to maintain 
impartiality between two belligerents. This implies that each bel- 

ligerent has equal rights and is owed equal duties by the neutral. It 
implies that the war between them is a legal situation out of which 
these rights and duties grow. Therefore, it is contrary to this aspect 
of international law for the neutral to take sides between belligerents 
or to pass a moral judgment upon the rightfulness or wrongfulness 

* For correspondence, see Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff.; for text, see 
ibid., p. 153. 

old
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of the cause of either—at least to the extent of translating such a 
judgment into action. So long as a neutral exercised this strict 
impartiality, international law afforded to him, his commerce, and 

his property, certain rights of protection. And during the genera- 
tions which preceded the Great War much of the growth of inter- 
national humanitarianism was associated with attempts, not to 
abolish war but to narrow and confine its destructive effects by the 

development of these doctrines of neutrality. Their chief purpose 
was to produce oases of safety for life and property in a world 
which still recognized and legalized the destruction of human life 
and property as one of the regular methods for the settlement of 
international controversies and the maintenance of international 

policy. 
The mechanical inventions of the century preceding the Great War 

and the revolutionary changes in industrial and social organization 
by which they were accompanied have produced inevitable effects 
upon the concept of war which I have described. Communities and 
nations became less self-contained and more inter-dependent; the 
populations of industrialized states became much larger and more 
dependent for their food supplies upon far distant sources; the 
civilized world thus became very much more vulnerable to war. On 
the other hand, with these mechanical advances modern armies became 
more easily transportable and therefore larger and were armed with 
more destructive weapons. By these changes the inconsistency of 
war with normal life became sharper and more acute; the destruc- 
tiveness of war to civilization became more emphatic; the abnormality 
of war became more apparent. The laws of neutrality became in- 
creasingly ineffective to prevent even strangers to the original quarrel 
from being drawn into the general conflict. 

Finally there came the Great War, dragging into its maelstrom 
almost the entire civilized world; tangible proof was given of the 
impossibility of confining modern war within any narrow limits; 
and it became evident to the most casual observer that if this evolu- 
tion were permitted to continue, war, perhaps the next war, would 
drag down and utterly destroy our civilization. 

Before this war was over it began to be called “a war to end war,” 
and at the Peace Conference at Versailles the victorious nations 
entered into a covenant which sought to reduce the possibility of war 

to its lowest terms. The League of Nations Covenant 2 did not under- 
take entirely to proscribe wars between nations. It left unrestricted 

* Treaties, Conventions, etc., Between the United States of America and Other 
oasee 1910-1923 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1928), vol. m1,
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a zone in which such wars might occur without reprobation. Fur- 
' thermore, it provided under certain circumstances for the use of 

force by the community of nations against a wrongdoer as a sanction. 
It created a community group of nations pledged to restrict war and 
equipped with machinery for that purpose. Some of this machinery, 
notably article 11, which provides, on a threat of war, for the call- —- 

ing of a conference for purposes of conciliation, has on several occa- 
sions proved a valuable influence in the prevention of war. Another 
important and beneficent result of the League organization has been 
the regular conferences which are held between the representatives 
of the different nations. These discussions have proved to be effec- 
tive agencies for the settlement of controversies and thus for -war 
prevention. By them there also has been developed, particularly 
among the nations of Europe, a community spirit which can be 
evoked to prevent war. In all of these ways there has been produced 
the beginning of a group sentiment which is wholly at variance with 

some of the old doctrines in respect to war. 
Nine years later, in 1928, came the still more sweeping step of the 

Pact of Paris, the Briand-Kellogg Pact. In this treaty substantially 
all the nations of the world united in a covenant in which they re- 
nounced war altogether as an instrument of national policy in their 
relations with one another and agreed that the settlement of all 
disputes or conflicts of whatever nature among them should never be 
sought except by pacific means. 

The change of attitude on the part of world public opinion toward 
former customs and doctrines, which is evidenced by these two 
treaties, is so revolutionary that it is not surprising that the progress 
has outstripped the landmarks and orientation of many observers. 
The treaties signalize a revolution in human thought, but they are 
not the result of impulse or thoughtless sentiment. At bottom they 
are the growth of necessity, the product of a consciousness that unless 
some such step were taken modern civilization would be doomed. 
Under its present organization the world simply could not go on 
recognizing war, with its constantly growing destructiveness, as one 
of the normal instrumentalities of human life. Human organization 
has become too complex, too fragile, to be subjected to the hazards of 
the new agencies of destruction turned loose under the sanction of 
international law. So the entire central point from which the prob- 
lem was viewed was changed. War between nations was renounced 
by the signatories of the Briand-Kellogg Treaty. This means that 
it has become illegal throughout practically the entire world. It is no 

longer to be the source and subject of rights. It is no longer to be 
the principle around which the duties, the conduct, and the rights
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of nations revolve. It is an illegal thing. Hereafter when two 

nations engage in armed conflict either one or both of them must be © 

| wrongdoers—violators of this general treaty law. We no longer 

draw a circle about them and treat them with the punctilios of the 

duelist’s code. Instead we denounce them as lawbreakers. 

. By that very act we have made obsolete many legal precedents and 

have given the legal profession the task of reexamining many of its 
codes and treatises. 

The language of the Briand-Kellogg Treaty and the contempo- 

raneous statements of its founders make its purpose clear. Some of 

its critics have asserted that the Pact was really not a treaty at all; 

that it was not intended to confer rights and liabilities; that it was 

a mere group of unilateral statements made by the signatories; de- 

claring a pious purpose on the part of each, of which purpose the 

signatory was to be the sole judge and executor, and for a violation 

of which no other signatory could call him to account. 

If such an interpretation were correct, it would reduce the Pact to 

a mere gesture. If its promises conferred no rights as between the 
members of the community of signatories, it would be a sham. It 
would be worse than a nullity, for its failure would carry down the 

faith of the world in other efforts for peace. 
But such critics are wrong. There is nothing in the language of 

the Pact nor in its contemporaneous history to justify such an inter- 
pretation. On its face it is a treaty containing definite promises. 
In its preamble it expressly refers to the “benefits furnished by this 
treaty,” and states that any signatory power violating its promise 

shall be denied those benefits. The correspondence of the framers 

of the treaty show that they intended it to be a treaty which would 

confer benefits, which might be lost by a violation thereof. During 

the period when the treaty was under negotiation, Mr. Kellogg de- 
clared in a public address: 

“If war is to be abolished it must be through the conclusion of a 
specific treaty solemnly binding the parties not to resort to war 
with one another. It cannot be abolished by a mere declaration in 
the preamble of a treaty.” (Speech of March 15, 1928, before the 
Council on Foreign Relations at New York.)? 

In drafting the treaty Mr. Kellogg rightly and tenaciously fought 
for a clear, terse prohibition of war free from any detailed definitions 

or reservations. In his own words he sought— 

“a, treaty so simple and unconditional that the people of all nations 
could understand it, a declaration which could be a rallying point 

5’ Department of State, The War Prevention Policy of the United States: An 
Address Delivered Before the Council on Foreign Relations at New York City, 
March 15, 1928 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1928), p. 2.



THE PACT OF PARIS 579 

for world sentiment, a foundation on which to build a world peace.” 
(Speech of March 28, 1930, before the League of Political Education 
at New York.)* 

Any other course would have opened the door to technicalities and 
destructive limitations. 

As it stands, the only limitation to the broad covenant against war 
is the right of self-defense. This right 1s so inherent and universal 

that it was deemed unnecessary even to insert it expressly in the . 
_treaty. It is also so well understood that it does not weaken the 
treaty. It exists in the case of the individual under domestic law, 
as well as in the case of the nation and its citizens under the law of 
nations. Its limits have been clearly defined by countless precedents. _ 
A nation which sought to mask imperialistic policy under the guise 
of the defense of its nationals would soon be unmasked. It could not 
long hope to confuse or mislead public opinion on a subject so well 
understood or in a world in which facts can be so easily ascertained 
and appraised as they can be under the journalistic conditions of 
today. 

The Briand-Kellogg Pact provides for no sanctions of force. It 
does not require any signatory to intervene with measures of force 
in case the Pact is violated. Instead it rests upon the sanction of 
public opinion, which can be made one of the most potent sanctions 

of the world. Any other course, through the possibility of entan- | 
gling the signatories in international politics, would have confused 
the broad simple aim of the treaty and prevented the development 
of that public opinion upon which it most surely relies. Public 
opinion is the sanction which lies behind all international intercourse 
in time of peace. Its efficacy depends upon the will of the people 
of the world to make it effective. If they desire to make it effective, 
it will be irresistible. Those critics who scoff at it have not accu- 
rately appraised the evolution in the world opinion since the Great : 
War. 

From the day of its ratification on July 24, 1929, it has been the 

determined aim of the American Government to make this sanction 
of public opinion effective and to insure that the Pact of Paris 
should become a living force in the world. We have recognized the 
hopes which it represented. We have resolved that they should not 
be disappointed. We have recognized that its effectiveness depends 
upon the cultivation of the mutual fidelity and good faith of the 
group of nations which has become its signatories, and which com- 
prises virtually all of the nations of the world. We have been de- 

*New York Times, March 29, 1980, p. 10.
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termined that the new order represented by this great treaty shall 
not fail. | 

In October, 1929, President Hoover joined with Mr. Ramsay Mac- 
Donald, the Prime Minister of Great Britain, in a joint statement 
at the Rapidan in which they declared: 

“Both our Governments resolve to accept the Peace Pact not only as 
a declaration of good intentions, but as a positive obligation to direct 
national policy in accordance with its pledge.” ® 

That declaration marked an epoch. 
In the summer of 1929 hostilities threatened between Russia and 

- China in northern Manchuria. Both nations were signatories of the 
Pact. It was the most difficult portion of the world in which such a 
challenge to this treaty could have occurred. Yet we at once took 
steps to organize public opinion in favor of peace.* We communi- 
cated with the Governments of Great Britain, Japan, France, Italy, 
and Germany, and the attention of the Governments of Russia and 
China was formally called to their obligations under the Pact. Later 
during the same autumn, when hostilities actually broke out and 
military forces of Russia had crossed the Manchurian boundary and 

attacked the forces of China, our Government communicated with 
all of the signatories of the Pact, suggesting that they urge upon 
Russia and China a peaceful solution of the controversy between 
them. Thirty-seven of these nations associated themselves with our 
action or signified their approval of our attitude. Although the 
aspect of the controversy had been extremely threatening and the 
forces of Russia had penetrated nearly a hundred miles within the 
boundaries of China, the restoration of the status quo ante was 
accepted by both parties and the invading forces were promptly 
withdrawn. 

In September, 1931, hostilities broke out between the armed forces 
of Japan and China in the same quarter of the world, Manchuria, 
and the situation was brought to the attention of the Council of the 
League of Nations, which was actually in session at Geneva. We 
were invited to confer as to the bearing of the Pact of Paris upon the 
controversy.’ We promptly accepted the invitation, designating a 
representative to meet with the Council for that purpose; and the 
attention of the two disputants was called to their obligations under 

5 aS gaomplete text of joint statement, see Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. -11, 

a For correspondence concerning American appeal for observance of Pact, 
see ibid., vol. 11, pp. 186 ff. 

"For correspondence concerning the Far Eastern crisis, see ibid., 1931, vol. m1.



THE PACT OF PARIS ool 

the Pact by France, Great Britain, Germany, Italy, Spain, Norway, 
and the United States. ° 

The hostilities between Japanese and Chinese armed forces con- 
tinued and protracted efforts towards conciliation were made by the 
Council of the League, which had taken jurisdiction of the matter. 
The American Government maintained its attitude of sympathetic 
cooperation with the efforts of the Council and acting independently 
through the diplomatic channels endeavored to reenforce the Coun- 
cil’s efforts at conciliation. Finally, when in spite of these efforts 
Japan had occupied all of Manchuria, the American Government 
formally notified both that country and China, on January 7, 1932,° 
that it would not recognize any situation, treaty, or agreement which 
might be brought about by means contrary to the covenant and 

obligations of the Pact of Paris. Subsequently, on March 11, this 
action of the American Government was endorsed by the Assembly 

of the League of Nations, at a meeting in which fifty nations were 
represented. On that occasion, under circumstances of the utmost 
formality and solemnity, a resolution was adopted, unanimously, 

Japan alone refraining from voting, in which the Assembly declared 
that— 

“it is incumbent upon the members of the League of Nations not to 
recognize any situation, treaty or agreement which will be brought - 
about by means contrary to the Covenant of the League of Nations 
or to the Pact of Paris.” ® 

These successive steps can not be adequately appraised unless they 

are measured in the light of the vital change of point of view which 
I have described in the opening of this address. They were the acts 
of nations which were bound together by a new viewpoint towards 
war, as well as by covenants which made that viewpoint a reality. 
Iixcept for this new viewpoint and these covenants, these transac- 
tions in far-off Manchuria, under the rules of international law there- 
tofore obtaining, might not have been deemed the concern of the 
United States and these fifty other nations. Under the former con- 
cepts of international law when a conflict occurred, it was usually 

deemed the concern only of the parties to the conflict. The others . 
could only exercise and express a strict neutrality alike towards the 
injured and the aggressor. If they took any action or even expressed 

an opinion, it was likely to be deemed a hostile act towards the 
nation against which it was directed. The direct individual interest 

which each nation has in preventing a war had not yet been fully 

§ Tbid., 1932, vol. m1, p. 7. 
° For complete text of resolution, see ibid., Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, p. 210.
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appreciated, nor had that interest been given legal recognition. But | 

now under the covenants of the Briand-Kellogg Pact such a conflict 

becomes of concern to everybody connected with the Pact. All of the 

steps taken to enforce the treaty must be judged by this new situa- 

tion. As was said by M. Briand, quoting the words of President 

Coolidge: “An act of war in any part of the world is an act that 

injures the interests of my country.” *© The world has learned that 

great lesson and the signature of the Briand-Kellogg Treaty codi- 

fied it. 
Thus the power of the Briand-Kellogg Treaty can not be ade- 

quately appraised unless it is assumed that behind it rests the com- 

bined weight of the opinion of the entire world united by a deliberate 

covenant which gives to each nation the right to express its moral 

judgment. When the American Government took the responsibility 

of sending its note of January 7th last, it was a pioneer. It was 

appealing to a new common sentiment and to the provisions of a 

Treaty as yet untested. Its own refusal to recognize the fruits of 

aggression might be of comparatively little moment to an aggressor. 

But when the entire group of civilized nations took their stand be- 

side the position of the American Government, the situation was 

revealed in its true sense. Moral disapproval, when it becomes the 

disapproval of the whole world, takes on a significance hitherto 

unknown in international law. For never before has international 

opinion been so organized and mobilized. 

Another consequence which follows this development of the 

Briand-Kellogg Treaty, which I have been describing, is that con- 

sultation between the signatories of the Pact when faced with the 

threat of its violation becomes inevitable. Any effective invocation 

of the power of world opinion postulates discussion and consulta- 

tion. As long as the signatories of the Pact support the policy 

which the American Government has endeavored to establish during 

the past three years of arousing a united and living spirit of public 

opinion as a sanction of the Pact, as long as this course is adopted 

and endorsed by the great nations of the world who are signatories 

| of that Treaty, consultations will take place as an incident to the 

unification of that opinion. The course which was followed in the 

Sino-Japanese controversy last winter shows how naturally and in- 

evitably consultation was resorted to in this effort to mobilize the 
public opinion of the world. The moment a situation arose which 

2% Quoted in an address delivered upon the ceremony of signature of the 
Treaty for the Renunciation of War, Paris, August 27, 1928. (Department of 
State, Treaty for the Renunciation of War: Text of the treaty, notes exchanged, 

instruments of ratification and of adherence and other papers (Washington, 

Government Printing Office, 1933), p. 314.)
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threatened the effectiveness of this Treaty, which the peoples of the 
world have come to regard as so vital to the protection of their 
interests, practically all the nations consulted in an effort to make 
effective the great peaceful purposes of that Treaty. 

_ That the Pact thus necessarily carries with it the implication of 
consultation has perhaps not been fully appreciated by its well- 
wishers who have been so anxious that it be implemented by a formal 
provision for consultation. But with the clarification which has 
been given to its significance by the developments of the last three 
years, and the vitality with which it has been imbued by the posi- 
tive construction put upon it, the misgivings of those well-wishers 
should be put at rest. That the American people subscribe to this 
view is made clear by the fact that each of the platforms recently 
adopted by the two great party conventions at Chicago contains 
planks endorsing the principle of consultation. 

I believe that this view of the Briand-Kellogg Pact which I have 
discussed will become one of the great and permanent policies of our 
nation. It is founded upon conceptions of law and ideals of peace 
which are among the most cherished faiths of the American people. 
It is a policy which combines the readiness to cooperate for peace 
and justice in the world, which Americans have always manifested, 
while at the same.time it preserves the independence of judgment 
and the flexibility of action upon which our people have always in- 
sisted. I believe that this policy must strike a chord of sympathy 
in the conscience of all other nations. We all feel that the lessons 
taught by the Great War must not be forgotten. The determination 
to abolish war which emerged from that calamity must not be relaxed. 
These aspirations of the world are expressed in the great peace 
Treaty which I have described. It is only by continued vigilance 
that this Treaty can be built into an effective living reality. The 
American people are serious in their support and evaluation of the 
Treaty. They will not fail to do their share in this endeavor.



EFFORTS OF INTERESTED GOVERNMENTS TO ACHIEVE 
A READJUSTMENT OF WAR DEBT PAYMENTS TO THE 
UNITED STATES 

I, NEGOTIATION OF AGREEMENTS LEGALIZING THE 
HOOVER MORATORIUM 

462.00R296/5527 : Circular telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Edge) 

Wasuineron, February 26, 1932—11 a. m. 

Repeat to diplomatic missions in Austria, Belgium, Czechoslovakia, 
Estonia, Finland, Germany, Great Britain, Greece, Hungary, Italy, 

Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Rumania and Yugoslavia. 

Please address to the government to which you are accredited an 

appropriate communication stating (mutatis mutandis) : 

“Public Resolution No. 5, 72d Congress, approved December 238, 
1981,1 authorized the Secretary of the Treasury, with the approval 
of the President to conclude under certain conditions an agreement 
with the (Government of France) providing for the postponement of 
payments due during the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1931, under 
the debt funding agreement between (France) and the United States, 
and for their repayment over a period of 10 years beginning July 1, 
1933, with interest at the rate of 4 per cent per annum. The Secre- 
tary of the Treasury is now prepared to proceed with negotiations 
with a view to concluding the agreements authorized by the Resolu- 
tion, and has asked that a representative be designated by the (Gov- 
ernment of France) and duly authorized to confer with him at 
Washington for this purpose.” 

The presentation of this communication at this time is merely the 

carrying out of the technical requirements of the moratorium agree- 

ments reached last June,? and has no further significance as regards 

American policy in the field of international debts. It is possible 

‘that the presentation. of these notes may stir up speculation and 

comment. You may therefore in informal fashion make the pre- 

ceding clear to the (French Government), while avoiding entering 

into any discussion of our debt policy. 

STmMson 

* Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, p. 248. 
2 Ibid., pp. 175 ff. 
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Austria | 

800.51 W895 Austria/13 

Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State 

[ Wasuineton,] May 9, 19382. 

I called in the Austrian Minister * to hand him the agreement as to 
the moratorium, a copy of which is attached.* He said that he knew 

these agreements had been given to others and was beginning to hope 
that Austria had been forgotten. I pointed out to him the necessity 
of haste in signing it to avoid complications and explained to him 
that it was, after all, a routine matter. The Minister said he would 
telegraph his Government, asking that he be appointed to sign. 

W. R. Caste, JR. 

800.51W89 Austria/i4 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Castle) 

[WasuHineron,| May 23, 1932. 

The Austrian Minister telephoned me that he had received a tele- 
gram from his Government saying that instructions had been sent 
him about the signing of the moratorium agreement. The Minister 
said that he would report to the Treasury just as soon as he received 
his instructions. He said that on two points his Government had to 
make reservations, one was that in the past the Austrian Govern- 

ment was permitted to make payments through the deposit of United 
States Government bonds and that this permission was apparently 
abrogated in the new agreement. The second and more important 
was that the Austrian Government had signed the agreements in 
London for 3% interest and could not grant the 4% in interest be- 

cause this would automatically mean they must give 4% everywhere 
else. 

I did not discuss the matter with the Minister over the telephone, 
but merely told him I was surprised at this proviso, as it had been 
understood in London that the 8% was only tentative. 

The Minister asked me to pass on the information that he was 
getting his instructions to the Treasury. 

W. R. Castiz, JR. 

7 Edgar L. G. Prochnik. 
*Not attached to file copy.
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800.51W89 Austria/20a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) 

WASHINGTON, June 29, 1982—6 p. m. 

187. Treasury is preparing to sign debt postponement agreement 
with Austria similar, mutatis mutandis, to agreement of June 4, 

1932, with United Kingdom (Department’s instruction No. 74, 
June 10).5 In view of Austria’s obligation under relief debt settle- 
ments to make no payment in respect of any unless similar and pro- 

portionate payment is made simultaneously to all relief creditors (see 
foot of page 294, Report of the Secretary of the Treasury for 1929), 
please informally ask Leith-Ross or his assistant whether objection is 
perceived to the form of the proposed agreement between Austria 
and the United States, adding that the Treasury would be glad to 
have the advantage of any informal suggestions or comment on the 
matter. . 

STIMSON 

800.51W89 Austria/21 | 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

No. 188 - Lonpon, July 1, 1932. 

[Received July 9.] 

| Sm: I have the honor to state that the questions regarding the pro- 
posed debt postponement agreement between the United States and 
Austria contained in the Department’s telegram No. 187 of June 29, 
6 p. m., were taken up yesterday morning with Mr. Pinsent of the 
British Treasury, as Sir Frederick Leith-Ross is at present in 
Lausanne. There are enclosed copies of a letter in reply, dated 
July 1, from Mr. Pinsent to a member of the Embassy staff, together 
with copies of its enclosures, for transmission to the Treasury. 

Respectfully yours, For the Ambassador: 
| Ray ATHERTON 

Counselor of Embassy 

[Enclosure] 

The British Treasury Assistant (Pinsent) to the Second Secretary 
of the American Embassy (Cox ) 

¥’.12505 /05/3 | {Lonpon,] 1 July, 1932. 
Dgar Mr. Cox: I have now looked into the position in regard 

to the repayment by Austria of the amount suspended under Presi- 

5 Post, p. 625. 
*For correspondence concerning the Lausanne Conference, June 16—July 9, 

see pp. 686 ff.
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dent Hoover’s proposal? in respect of Relief Credits, and I find 
that it is proposed that the deferred amount shall be spread over 
a period of 10 years as in the case of the reparation and war debt 
payments (and not 7 as I thought when I saw you). I enclose a 
note showing the basis on which the repayment annuities have been 
calculated, together with a table ® showing the resulting annuities in 
the case of the creditor countries ® represented on the International 
Relief Bonds Committee. You will see that apart from differ- 
ences as to date, (and, in the case of Austria, the payment by annual 

instalments instead of semi-annual ones), the basis adopted is the 

same as that adopted for war debt payments. 
The Governments represented on the International Relief Bonds 

Committee have not thought it necessary to arrange for formal 
agreements covering the suspension of the Relief Debts and the pay- 
ment of the resulting annuities. A letter, a copy of which I en- 
close, was addressed by the Committee to the debtor Governments 
on September 3rd, 1931,'° offering to grant suspension of payments 
in respect of relief bonds for one year as soon as President Hoover’s 
proposal had been put into operation. Since then discussions have 
been going on privately between the Governments. The Committee 
have now sent a further letter to Austria dated 25th ultimo (of 
which I also enclose a copy) * confirming the arrangement subject 
to identical action being taken by all the creditor Governments con- : 
cerned, and suggesting that an undertaking to effect payment of 
these annuities shall be given by means of an endorsement on the 
existing bonds. Similar letters have been sent to the other debtor 
governments with the exception of Poland where the matter is held 
up owing to some difference between Poland and Norway. As is 
indicated by the terms of this letter, all the Governments repre- 
sented on the Relief Bonds Committee have agreed to it, subject, 
in the case of Norway, to the assent of the Storting being obtained. 
The Norwegian Government are recommending the Storting to agree, 
and we anticipate that this will be finally settled within a few days 
and that then arrangements for the endorsement of the bonds can 
be made. 

I don’t know whether your Government will prefer to follow the 
relatively informal procedure adopted by the other Governments, 
or to have a formal agreement. In the latter case the agreement 

"For text of the proposal, see telegram No. 262, June 20, 8 p. m, to the 
Ambassador in France, Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, p. 33. 

® Neither printed. 

*i. e, Denmark, France, Great Britain, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, 
Sweden, and Switzerland. 

*” Not printed.
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between the United States and British Governments of June 4th, 
1932, will be a suitable model mutatis mutandis, though I suppose 

that you will make the operation of your agreement with Austria 
conditional on similar treatment of her other Relief Creditors. 

You may like to know, in order to avoid any misapprehension, 

that according to the information I have received from Lausanne, 

the Declaration signed there on June 16th? refers to War Debts 
and Reparation only, and definitely does not apply to Relief Debts 
or to other post-war debts for repatriation of prisoners, etc. Should 

formal application be made for an extension of the moratorium in 

respect of Relief Debts, it could not be dealt with, so far as the 

European creditors are concerned, until a further meeting of the 

Relief Credits Committee has been held. 

I return your volume of Treasury Reports for 1929 with many 

thanks. I hope I may keep the copy of Mr. Stimson’s telegram for 
purposes of record. 

Yours sincerely, G. H. 8S. Pinsent 

800.51W89 Austria/26a 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Austria (Stockton ) 

No. 189 WASHINGTON, September 19, 1982. 

The Secretary of State refers to previous correspondence regard- 

ing the President’s Proposal of June 20, 1931, for postponement of 
intergovernmental debts and transmits for the information of the 
American Minister copy of the “Agreement between the Republic 

of Austria and the United States of America, September 14, 1932”.18 

Belgium 
800.51W89 Belgium/183 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Castle) of a 

Conversation With the Belgian Ambassador (May ) 

[ Wasuinaton,] March 24, 1932. 

The Ambassador really had very little to say, but wanted to dis- 

cuss the subject of war debts. I let him do the talking to a large 

extent. What he is fearful of is that the very intransigent attitude 
of Congress may make it impossible for Congress ever to back down 

from its stand, no matter what the situation may be in the future. 

I told him that this certainly was nothing to worry about, inas- 

* For text, see Great Britain, Cmd. 4126, Miscellaneous No. 7 (1982): Final 
Act of the Lausanne Conference, July 9, 1932, p. 2. 

*% U.S. Treasury Department, Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury, 
1932, pp. 807-308. |
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much as this country would always of necessity be not only willing 

but compelled to take cognizance of the condition of some indi- 
vidual nation which might find itself momentarily unable to ful- 

fill its obligation. I said that it was quite true that there was a 
strong nationalistic feeling here, that people did not propose to 
be saddled with the entire debt for the war, that there must be a 
sharing of sacrifice, but obviously any nation who literally was 
unable to pay would in that case be dealt with in the broad-minded 
and friendly way in which America always deals with such cases. 

. W. R. C[asrie, JR. ] 

800.51W89 Belgium/185a : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Belgium (Mayer) 

Wasnineron, April 21, 1982—3 p. m. 

14. Treasury draft of agreement to carry out Congressional Reso- 
lution regarding debt postponement was handed to Belgian Am- 
bassador some time ago. Treasury insists on necessity of quick 
action in view of June 15th payment date approaching. Please dis- 
cuss present situation with appropriate authorities and inquire when 
action may be expected, reporting fully. 

CASTLE 

800.51W89 Belgium/186 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Belgium (Mayer ) to the Secretary of State 

Brussgxs, April 22, 1932—6 p. m. 
[Received April 22—1 p. m.] 

84. Your 14, April 21,3 p.m. Foreign Office states that Treasury 
draft agreement is now under consideration by the Minister of 
Finance and the legal adviser to the Foreign Office and that it is 
impossible to state when action may be expected. 

Foreign Office adds by way of explanation that just before re- 
cent Danubian Conference at London “ the British Government pro- 
posed a protocol supplementary to London agreement of August 
11, 1931,'° with a view of establishing a 4 percent interest rate on 
moratorium payments. The Foreign Office expected a decision 
would be made on this protocol at the recent Danubian Conference. 
This was impossible owing to abrupt termination of the Conference. 

4 See pp. 846 ff. 
* Supplementary protocol signed at Lausanne, July 5, 19382, Great Britain, 

“Cmd. 4206, Misc. No. 12 (1982): Protocols. respecting Suspension of Certain 
Inter-Governmental Debts supplementary to Protocols and Declarations signed 
at London, August 11 and 18, 1931, and Jonuary 21, 1982, p. 15. 

6442124845 |
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I gather that the Foreign Office here desired await decision by 
other powers concerned regarding protocol, possibly at Geneva, 
before coming to a conclusion itself. 

MAYER 

800.51W89 Belgium/186a : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Belgium (Mayer )1® 

-—  Wasuinetron, May 12, 1932—5 p. m. 

18. The Treasury states again that it. fears that a grave situation 
will arise unless Belgium and other debtor countries sign the 
Agreement relating to the Hoover 1-year debt suspension payment 
in accordance with their acceptance of the President’s proposal and 
the law authorized by Congress. In the light of the acceptance 
last June by the Belgian Government of the American proposal, 
this is merely a formal step towards legalization of matters already 
agreed upon. 

This question has now been before the Belgian Government over 
2 months. The time is getting very short. It would appear that 
Brussels may continue this delay indefinitely unless the matter is 
brought positively and finally to their attention. The Treasury 

therefore states that unless it receives assurance that the necessary 
agreement will be signed not later than May 25 it would have no 
alternative than declaring the Belgian Government in default on 
its December payment and also demand payment on the June in- 
stallment. The American people would regard failure to sign as 
repudiation of an agreement and it would arouse their resentment 
in regard to this whole question of debts. This is so important 
that it is desirable that you make every effort to cause the Belgian 
Government to realize the serious consequence of the failure to put 
into legal form its acceptance of the President’s proposal. 

The British Government has now indicated its intention of pro- 
ceeding to sign.  Casruz 

800.51W89 Belgium/187 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Belgium (Mayer) to the Secretary of State 

Brussexs, May 14, 1932—1 p. m. 

[Received 1 p. m.] 

38. Department’s 18. I brought the matter immediately to the 
Belgian Government’s attention in the manner directed in the 
penultimate paragraph of the Department’s telegram. 

* The same telegram, mutatis mutandis, May 12, to the Ambassador in Poland.
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According to Mr. Van Langenhove the facts are that this ques- 
tion has been left by the powers concerned in the hands of the 
British Government as negotiator and spokesman it might be said, 

purpose being that the debtor countries concerned were awaiting Ger- 
many’s signature to the protocol before affixing their own. A re- 
port just received from London by the Foreign Office which was 
read to me indicates that the Germans are now in accord except 
for a few unimportant modifications and I gathered the Under 
Secretary of State here expects the matter to be definitely arranged 
in a few days. Parenthetically he wished me especially to explain 
to you that the Belgian Government believed that the British 
Foreign Office speaking for the debtor countries concerned was 
keeping the Department au courant with the technical difficulties 
which thus far had prevented signature of the agreement, otherwise 

the Belgian Government would have informed us directly as regards 
themselves. 

The Under Secretary of State gave me definitely to understand 
that Belgium was entirely in accord in principle and only deferring 
signature to the agreement from the point of view of solidarity _ 

among the debtor countries concerned; that if and when she?" signs | 
or gives definite assurance that she will sign the Belgian Govern- 
ment will do likewise. , 

To facilitate our negotiations it is requested that the Department 
instruct the Embassy at London to repeat here any definitive aflir- 

mation by the British Government of signature or assurance of the 
same, 

The Under Secretary of State promised to advise me early next 
week with regard to this matter. I shall not fail to follow it up 
with the closest attention and report progress. Repeated to London 
and Paris. 

MAYER 

800.51W89 Belgium/188 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Belgium (Mayer) to the Secretary of State 

BrussEts, May 18, 1982—4 p. m. 
[Received May 18—12:45 p. m.] 

40. My 38, May 14,1 p.m. Under Secretary informed me this 
morning that reply of Belgian Government will be somewhat de- 
layed by Cabinet crisis (see my telegram 39, May 18, 11 a. m.%8). 
I observed that I hoped this delay would be very short. Foreign 

“i.e, Great Britain. 
_ * Not printed.
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Office stated that they understood Cabinet difficulty was only a ques- 

tion of change of certain members which would soon be accomplished. 

I took this opportunity again to impress upon the Under Secre- 

tary our concern that the agreement in question should be speedily 

concluded. 
MAYER 

800.51W89 Belgium/188a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Belgium (Mayer) 

Wasuineton, May 28, 1932—6 p. m. 

20. For the Ambassador. Please advise Belgian authorities that 

Italian Government has instructed its Ambassador to sign Hoover 
year debt postponement agreement with Treasury. British Govern- 

ment states that authority to British Ambassador to sign agree- 

ment is being forwarded. The danger of misunderstanding and 

recriminations in this country against those nations who accepted 

the Hoover year debt postponement but who have not as yet ex- 
pressed willingness to sign the agreements putting this into legal 

effect increases every day. 
STIMSON 

800.51W89 Belgium/189 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Belgium (Mayer) to the Secretary of State 

BrussExs, May 24, 1932—6 p. m. 

[Received May 24—2:32 p. m.] 

42. Your 20, May 23, 6 p.m. In conversation with Under Secre- 
tary for Foreign Affairs today he expressed appreciation for the 

information respecting British and Italian positions and authorizes 

me to advise you informally that he had no doubt Belgium would 
associate herself with this action and instruct Ambassador May to 
sign agreement; that the new Cabinet organizing today (please see 
my telegram of today No. 41 °°) ; first matter to come before it would 
be present question and undoubtedly Cabinet would approve sign- 

ing when the Under Secretary would at once inform me officially. 
MAYER 

* The same telegram, mutatis mutandis, May 23, to the Embassies in Poland 
and France. 

* Not printed.
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800.51W89 Belgium/190 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Belgium (Mayer) to the Secretary of State 

Brussexs, May 26, 1982—2 p. m. 
[Received May 26—9: 50 a. m.] 

43. My 42, May 24,6 p.m. Foreign Office has just informed me 
that they haye telephoned Ambassador May instructions to the ef- 

fect that full powers are going forward to him by mail to sign 

the President’s 1-year debt postponement agreement. 
The Foreign Office added that they are suggesting through Mr. 

May a slight rectification of detail as to the amount to be paid 
under this agreement the latter being a small saving to the Belgian 
Government by semi-annual rather than annual payments. The 
Foreign Office believes that the British Government are making ~ 
the same suggestion to us. 

Repeated to Paris. 
| MAYER 

800.51W89 Belgium/199a 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Belgium (Mayer ) 

No. 610 WASHINGTON, June 27, 1932. 

The Secretary of State refers to previous correspondence regard- 
ing the President’s Proposal of June 20, 1931, for postponement of 
intergovernmental debts and transmits for the information of the 

Chargé d’Affaires copy of the “Agreement between the Kingdom 
of Belgium and the United States of America, June 10, 1932”.7! 

Czechoslovakia 

800.51W89 Czechoslovakia/175a : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Czechoslovakia 
( Ratshesky ) 

Wasurneron, April 23, 1982—1 p. m. 

15. Treasury draft of agreement to carry out Congressional Reso- 
lution regarding debt postponement was handed to Czechoslovakian 

Minister some time ago. Treasury insists on necessity of quick ac- 
tion in view of June 15th payment date approaching. Please dis- 
cuss present situation with appropriate authorities and inquire when 
action may be expected, reporting fully. | 

CasTLE 

7 Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury, 1932, pp. 298-299.
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800.51W89 Czechoslovakia/175 : Telegram . 

The Minister in Czechoslovakia (Ratshesky) to the Secretary of 
State . 

| Pracur, April 25, 19832—4 p. m. 

, [Received April 25—12: 50 p. m.] 

15. Department’s telegram No. 15, April 23, 1 p. m. At confer- 
ence this morning with Dr. Krofta, Acting Minister of Foreign. 
Affairs, I was informed that Dr. Bene’ who is at Geneva has today 
designated the Czechoslovak Minister at Washington 7 as the repre- 
sentative of Czechoslovakia to conduct the necessary negotiations. 

He is being advised by telegraph. 
RATSHESKY 

800.51W89 Czechoslovakia/177 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Czechoslovakia 
( Ratshesky ) 

WasHineton, May 24, 1932—6 p. m. 

19. Your No. 15, April 25th, 4 P. M. Czechoslovak Legation in 
Washington reports they are still without authority to complete 
Hoover year debt postponement agreement. The question has now 
been before the Czechoslovak Government nearly 3 months. The 
time is getting very short. It would appear that Prague may con- 
tinue delay indefinitely unless the matter is brought positively and 
finally to their attention. The American people would regard fail- 
ure to sign as repudiation of agreement and it would arouse their 
resentment in regard to this whole debt question. This is so im- 
portant that it is desirable that you make every effort to make the 
Czechoslovak Government realize the serious consequences of fail- 
ure to put into legal form the acceptance of the President’s pro- 
posal. Italian Ambassador 7? has been authorized to sign agreement 
and authorization to British Ambassador *4 has been forwarded. The 
danger of misunderstanding and recriminations against governments 
who have not yet expressed their willingness to sign increases each 

day. 

STmMson 

* Ferdinand Veverka. 
* Nobile Giacomo de Martino. 
* Sir Ronald Lindsay.
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800.51W89 Czechoslovakia/178 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Czechoslovakia (Hibbard) to the Secretary of State 

Pracug, May 28, 1932—11 a. m. 

[Received May 28—10: 20 a. m.] 

21. Department’s telegram 19, May 24. I have had an interview 
with the Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs who informs me: 

“The Czechoslovak Government is disposed in principle to sign 
the agreement, but for reasons of internal politics prefer to wait 
until other powers have agreed.” 

He further informed me,. confidentially, that this appeared to 
be only a matter of a few days and that instructions would be 
promptly sent to the Czechoslovak Minister in Washington before 
the expiration of the time limit. While he did not say so, this 
obviously means that Czechoslovakia is waiting until France signs. 

When this signature has become generally known here I believe 
there will be no difficulty whatever in negotiating the desired agree- 
ment with this country. | 

| Hpparp 

800.51W89 Czechoslovakia/188a | 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Czechoslovakia (Hibbard } 

No. 165 WASHINGTON, June 27, 1932. 

The Secretary of State refers to previous correspondence regard- 
ing the President’s Proposal of June 20, 1981, for postponement of 
intergovernmental debts and transmits for the information of the 
American Chargé d’Affaires copy of the “Agreement between the 
Czechoslovak Republic and the United States of America, June 10, 

1932”,75 

Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania 

800.51W89 Estonia/60a : Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Estonia (Carlson ) 

WasHINGTON, May 16, 1982—11 a. m. 

1. Reference Department’s circular telegram of February 26, 1982, 
repeated to you from Paris, with reference to the conclusion of 

- agreement legalizing one year postponement of debt payments, and 
Department’s instruction No. 3 of April 21, 1932,?° transmitting 

* Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury, 1932, pp. 209-300. 
** Not printed,
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memorandum of interview at which Acting Secretary of State 
handed Estonian Vice Consul draft of an agreement and informed 
him of Treasury’s desire to have matter settled as soon as possible. 

Treasury now informs Department that it desires to have agree- 
ment signed not later than May 25. Please inquire of Estonian Gov- 

ernment as to present status of matter and if necessary instructions 
have not been issued, urge that action be expedited so that Estonian 

Vice Consul in New York may be instructed in time to sign agree- 
ment not later than May 25. 

‘Cable briefly result of your inquiry. 7 
STIMSON 

800.51W89 Lithuania/82 

The Minister in Latvia (Skinner )?* to the Secretary of State 

No. 361 Riga, May 20, 1932. 

[Received June 1.] 

Sir: I desire to refer to the Department’s Confidential Instruc- 
tion No. 2, dated April 19, 1932,?7 addressed to me as American 

Minister to Lithuania, to which is annexed a memorandum of a _ 
conversation with the Lithuanian Minister in Washington 28 which 
took place on April 138th. Nothing very definite emerged in the 
course of this conversation beyond the well-known fact that the 
Lithuanian Government was having its own difficulties of a finan- 
cial order. The vagueness of this conversation prompted me to make 
discreet and entirely informal inquiries respecting the intentions 
of the Kovno Government with regard to the American debt, as 
a result of which I learned that no budgetary provision had been 
made for payment of interest upon the expiration of the moratorium. 
It was furthermore learned that in the view of the Lithuanian Gov- 
ernment, the normal payment due to the United States on June 15th 
is covered by the moratorium. I directed Mr. Stafford to pursue 
the inquiry, and cannot do better than to transmit his report to me: 

“I had an interview today with Mr. Juozas Cerkauskas, Chief of 
the Loan Division of the Lithuanian Ministry of Finance. I asked 
him if it were understood that the interest payable on December 
15, 19382, was the only amount due during the current calendar 
year. He answered in the affirmative. I asked about provision for 
meeting this interest payment. He said no provision had been 
made in the first draft of the 1932 budget inasmuch as the Lithuanian 

*“¢ The Minister was accredited to Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. 
** Not printed. 

* Bronius Kasimir Balutis,



WAR DEBTS O97 

Government intended to make an effort to obtain from the United 
States Government an agreement for postponement of the Decem- 
ber 15th interest payment. He said the Minister of Finance had 
requested the Minister for Foreign Affairs? to authorize the Lithu- 
anian Minister in Washington to proceed with this matter. 

“Mr. Cerkauskas explained it was the understanding of the 
Lithuanian Ministry of Finance that Paragraph 9 of the loan agree- 
ment enabled the United States Secretary of the Treasury to grant 
postponements of interest payments. I told him I was not certain 
of this, although the word “consent” might be construed as con- 
ferring this authority upon the Secretary. It was my opinion, 
however, that any changes in an agreement which went into force 
only through an act of Congress could be altered only through an 
act of Congress unless specific provision to the contrary were in- 
cluded, and that other measures which included such enabling 
provisions did so in terms more clear than those employed in Para- 
eraph 9. I was careful to explain to him that this was only my 
personal opinion and that the Minister in Washington could ascer- 
tain from our Government whether the Secretary of the Treasury 
had the authority to grant a postponement. I also pointed out 
to Mr. Cerkauskas that, according to press news, Congress prob- 
ably would adjourn in June and would not convene in regular ses- 
sion until December, and if an act of Congress were necessary to 
& postponement of interest payment due December 15th, there would 
be little time for it. 

“While the proposed budget omits any provision for payment 
this calendar year, Mr. Cerkauskas stated that there usually was a 
revision in September or October of each year and that if they 
did not procure our consent to a postponement of the December 
15th payment some provision undoubtedly would be made in the 
revised draft. | 

“I do not have reason to believe that there is any intention of 
defaulting on the next payment, but that the Government is mak- 
ing every possible effort to maintain a balanced budget without the 
imposition of additional taxes. In this connection it is noted that 
the Lithuanian Government has just made arrangement, accord- 
ing to confidential information given to me, to remit to Messrs. 
Lee, Higginson and Company, of New York, as fiscal agents, 
$120,000 due June 1, 1932, as interest on the Swedish Match Com- 
pany—Krueger and Toll bonds issued to secure the $4,000,000 lent 
for the use of the Lithuanian Land Bank.” 

In conclusion, I may remark that I gain the impression—it is 
merely an impression which I am unable to confirm—that the small 

Governments of Europe have been recommended to abstain from 
the resumption of payments to the United States, and from mak- 

_ ing budgetary provision for such payments by the more important 
Powers, the latter being always hopeful that some general arrange- 

ment will be come to amounting to an indefinite extension of the 

*J. Tubelis.
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moratorium. At all events I cannot find, as yet, that anyone in the 
- Baltic States is expecting to make payments during the coming 

year. 
Respectfully yours, Rosert P. SKINNER 

800.51W89 Estonia/63 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Estonia (Carlson ) to the Secretary of State — 

Tauuinn, May 24, 1932—4 p. m. 

[Received May 24—12:45 p. m.] 

1. With reference to the Department’s telegram May 16, 11 a. m., 

Estonian Foreign Minister *° gave me a memorandum at noon today 
with the following contents: 

“Kstonian Government regrets inability to authorize Vice Consul, 
New York to sign on May 25 agreement legalizing 1-year postpone- 
ment debt payments. The Government must first investigate its 
ability to pay since because of the present unfavorable economic 
conditions it does not dare to undertake new obligations without 
having funds in sight with which to make payments thereof. The 
Minister for Foreign Affairs would appreciate prolongation of the 
time for the signature of the above agreement until the Govern- 
ment has ascertained that funds are available to make payments by 
order therein.” 

The Foreign Office informed me above investigation was under 
way and that the results thereof would be available in the near 
future. 

CARLSON 

800.51W89 Estonia/63 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Estonia (Carlson) 

Wasuineton, May 26, 1932—6 p. m. 
| 2. Your 1, May 24th, 4 PM. Please communicate to the Estonian 

foreign Minister the following reply to his memorandum. The 
Estonian Government apparently misunderstands the meaning of 
the agreement which it is asked to sign. It does not represent a 
new obligation but the method of paying an old obligation post- 
poned as to which the Estonian Government would be in default 
except for the proposed agreement. Payment of a substantial sum 
was due December 15th last and a further sum will be due June 
15th next. Postponement was proposed by the President of the 

. United States subject to Congressional approval and was authorized 
by Congress only upon the conditions set forth in the Congressional] 

* Jaan Ténisson.
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Resolution and embodied in the draft of agreement submitted to 
the Estonian Consul. The Estonian Government accepted the 
President’s proposal unconditionally by its note of October 20 [30], 
1931, to the American Legation.** 

If the Estonian Government now refuses to put the terms of 
the postponement, into legal form in accordance with the Con- 

gressional Resolution the United States Treasury will have no al- 
ternative but to demand immediate payment of the sums due in 
December and June and the American people will regard the fail- 
ure to sign as repudiation of the Estonian Government’s agreement 
to the President’s proposal before it was submitted to Congress and 
before maturity date of December payment. 

STIMSON 

800.51W89 Estonia/65 : Telegram 

‘The Chargé in Estonia (Carlson ) to the Secretary of State 

TALLINN, May 28, 19382—5 p. m. 

[Received May 28—1:25 p. m.] 

2. With reference to the Department’s telegrams May 16, 11 a. m., 
and May 26, 6 p. m., Foreign Minister gave me today counter- 
proposal of Esthonian Government, summary of which follows: 

“In view of, first, more difficult conditions in the proposed post- 
ponement legalization agreement than in the original debt funding 
agreement and second, because of the acute economic crisis, the 
Esthonian Government requests that the proposed legalization agree- 
ment be altered so that payments would be distributed over a period 
of 52 years, from 1933 to 1984, and that the rate of interest be re- 
duced from 4 to 344 percent to correspond with the terms of original 
debt funding agreement, as is the case with the British postponed 
debt repayment proposal.” 

Maul report follows. 

CaRLSON 

800.51W89 Estonia/65 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Estonia (Carlson) 

| WasHineTon, May 31, 1932—6 p. m. 

3. Your 2, May 28, 5 p.m. Please communicate to the Foreign 
Minister the following reply to his counter proposal: 

The Joint Resolution of Congress approved December 23, 1981, 
authorizes agreements to be concluded for the payment over a period 

**Not printed; see telegram No. 48, November 4, 1931, from the Chargé in 
Latvia, Foreign Relations, 1981, vol. 1, p. 227, .
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of 10 years beginning July 1, 1933, of the postponed amounts with 
interest at the rate of 4 per centum per annum in 10 equal annui- 
ties. This is the authority under which the Secretary of the Treasury 
is proceeding and there can be no deviation from the terms of the 
Joint Resolution. The Secretary of the Treasury has no authority 
to authorize postponement of payments to the United States ex- 
cept the authority conferred by this Joint Resolution. 

STIMSON 

| 800.51W89 Estonia/74 

‘The Minister in Latvia (Skinner ) to the Secretary of State 

No. 409 Riga, June 2, 1982. 
| [Received June 14. ] 

Sir: The Department has already been informed from Tallinn 
that the Estonian Government, after at first proposing certain 
changes in the American Government proposals respecting deferred 
payments due to the United States, the postponing of which was 
authorized by the moratorium, has now realized the necessity of 
accepting the arrangements contemplated by Washington. No 
doubt the formal papers will be signed in due course. Up to this 
point Latvia and Estonia had apparently come to a private agree- 
ment to deal with the claims of the United States Government in 
an identical manner; that is to say, by submitting counter proposals 
in the hope of obtaining improved terms. This much has been stated 
in the press in both countries. 

I have been in contact with the Latvian authorities regarding 
this matter and they now profess to comprehend the situation more 
accurately than they did before, and have stated that the Latvian 
representative in the United States will shortly receive directions 
to sign an undertaking in the manner prescribed by the Secretary 
of the Treasury. 

I judge that the last vestiges of opposition to the course of action 
now determined upon subsided when it was learned that the British 
Government also had accepted the terms of the American Govern- 
ment, or rather, had signed the formal papers confirmatory of the 
unconditional acceptance of the moratorium which took place about 
one year ago. 

Very truly yours, Rosert P. SKINNER
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800.51W89 Estonia/75 

The, Minister in Latvia (Skinner ) to the Secretary of State 

No. 423 Riga, June 3, 1932. 

: [Received June 14.] 

Sm: The Department will read, no doubt, with interest, the | 

enclosed confidential letter from our Chargé at Tallinn to myself 

* in regard to the debt owing by the Estonian Government to the 
United States. On May 6th, last, I discovered that the Estonian 
budget for 1932/33 apparently contemplated no payments of any 
kind to the Government of the United States. At that time the 
impression was also forming itself in my mind that the various 

European Governments were in consultation with each other and 
were endeavoring to organize a united front and by this means to 
avoid making any payments to the United States. I asked Mr. 
Carlson, therefore, to “make discreet inquiries and ascertain whether 
the amounts normally due to the United States are included under 
some general heading or whether it is proposed by the Estonian 
Government to avoid payment altogether.” . In Mr. Carlson’s final 
reply, which is now enclosed, he shows that the Estonian Govern- 
ment was not proposing to make payments to the United States, 
and at the present time is earnestly hoping to secure reconsideration 

of its obligations. : 
Respectfully yours, Rospert P, SKINNER 

[Enclosure] 

The Chargé in Estonia (Carlson) to the Minister in Latvia (Skinner ) | 

| | Ta.uinn, May 31, 1982. 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to your letter of May 6, 1982, 
on the subject of the budgetary preparations made by Estonia for 
the resumption after July 1, 1932, of normal payments upon its 
funded indebtedness to the United States and to the several pre- 
liminary replies which have already been sent to you in reply 
thereto. 

During the period which has elapsed since your first letter in 
this matter was received, I have made a number of guarded in- 
quiries in order to determine whether or not the Estonian budget 
for 1932/1933 makes any provision for the servicing of the above- 
mentioned loan. My questions on this subject were at first ad- 
dressed to subordinate officials at the Estonian Foreign Office. It 
soon became clear to me that these officials did not wish to commit 
themselves and that the Foreign Minister himself would be the
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only person from whom I might expect to receive a direct reply 

with regard thereto. Hence there was nothing to do but to await 

a favorable moment for broaching the subject to him. 

My opportunity came last Saturday just after he had handed 

- me the Estonian counter-proposal ®? to our request for legalization 

of the one year debt postponement proposal, concerning which in- 

formation has already been sent to you. For some reason or other 

the Foreign Minister made the delivery of the above document a 

very formal procedure since it took place not only in my presence but 

also in that of the Assistant Foreign Minister Mr. Hellat and of 

the Chief of the Foreign Office political bureau, Mr. Laretei. After 

the business of giving me the counter-proposal had been completed, 

I took the liberty of bringing up the question of the resumption 

of normal debt payments by Estonia. Foreign Minister Tonisson 

seemed to be willing enough to discuss the question. After he had 

pointed out the fact that both he and Mr. Hellat had been in the 

Government which had agreed to the purchase of the war sup- 

plies which forms the basis for the Estonia’s funded indebtedness 

to the United States, he told me quite frankly that the Estonian 

budget for the fiscal year ending March 381, 1933, did not include 

provisions for the making of the payments on the above debt which 
are to fall due on December 15, 1932. He also said that Estonia 
would therefore be obliged to avail itself of the possibilities afforded 
by the funded debt agreement for the postponement of these 

payments, 

The Foreign Minister was visibly agitated while making these re- 
marks to me. He said that his Government regretted exceedingly 

its inability to live up to the obligations which it had taken upon 
itself through the acceptance of the above agreement. The situation 
had, however, altered materially since the date of the signing of the 
agreement, and he trusted that in passing upon this matter the 
United States would take this, as well as the following matters into 
consideration. He then proceeded to present what seemed to me to 
be a comparatively ardent plea in favor of the reduction if not the 
complete cancellation of Estonia’s funded debt to the United States. 

The substance of his remarks was approximately as follows: 

Estonia’s obligation to the United States is based upon purchases 

of materials from war supplies left by the United States army of 
occupation in France. At the time Estonia was engaged in the 
fighting of a war against the bolsheviki arid it had been obliged to 
secure supplies at any cost. There was no time for reflection or for 

1 See telegram No. 2, May 28, 5 p. m., from the Chargé in Estonia, p. 599.
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bargaining. It had to take supplies where it could find them and 
to leave the making of settlements therefor to a later date. 

Kstonia had been told, however, at the time, by the American agent 
with which negotiations had been carried on, that there was a strong 
possibility that the supplies would be given to it practically gratis. 
It was evident that the United States was not contemplating the re- 
turn of the supplies to the United States and that unless purchasers 

- were found they would eventually have to be given away. 

In the second place, the war in which the supplies were used was 

not one which concerned Estonia alone. It was true to be sure that 
Estonia was fighting to maintain its recently regained independence. 
Nevertheless, in addition thereto, it was engaged in the still greater 
task of stemming the wave of bolshevism, and of placing a barrier 
before the onward rush of this new danger which was threatening 
the civilization not only to Europe but of the entire world. 

Nevertheless Estonia had in 1926, entered into negotiations with 
the United States for the funding of the debt ® which was brought 
about through the acquisition of the above supplies. On this occasion, 
however, it had by no means been given as favorable terms as were 
accorded other countries with which similar negotiations were con- 
ducted. While its total indebtedness had been reduced by 25%, it 
had subsequently learned that other countries had been granted re- 
ductions up to 50% and even more. 

Estonia had, however, accepted the debt funding agreement and 
met all of its obligations thereunder as long as it had been possible 
for it to do so. The Hoover moratorium had been of much help to it, 
but, nevertheless, the Estonian Government would not, at the con- 
clusion of the “Hoover Year,” in view of the continued economic. 
depression, be in a position to resume the servicing of its funded 
debt to the United States. The Foreign Minister hoped, therefore, 
that the United States, in judging Estonia’s position on the subject 
of debt payments, would give thoughtful consideration to the facts 
which he had presented to me with respect thereto. 

I assured Mr. Tonisson that I was certain that the United States 
appreciated the difficulties with which Estonia was now faced in the 
above matter, and that I would communicate his views thereon to my 
Chief, the American Minister at Riga, by whom they would no doubt 
be given the utmost consideration. At the same time I took the 
liberty of calling his attention to the circumstance that I had no 
authority of any kind to act in this matter and that I was not in a 

= Combined Annual Reports of the World War Foreign Debt Commission, 
1922-1926 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1927), pp. 205-217; the 
Agreement was signed at Washington, October 28, 1925.
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position to discuss any of the questions which he had raised with 
regard thereto. The Foreign Minister replied that this was per- 

fectly clear to him. 
With that my conference with Foreign Minister Tonisson ended. 

As far as I am concerned, his remarks were of value from one point 

at least in that they showed quite clearly the trend of Estonian 

thought on the subject of debt payments to the United States. 
I have [etc.] Harry E. Carison 

800.51W89 Estonia/66 : Telegram . 

The Chargé in Estonia (Carlson) to the Secretary of State 

TALLINN, June 6, 1982—6 p. m. 

[Received June 6—12:15 p. m.] 

4, Referring to Department’s telegram of May 31, 6 p. m., the 

Foreign Office in a note verbale dated today informed me of the 
willingness of the Estonian Government to sign at Tallinn if possible 
the debt postponement legalization agreement in the form as sub- 
mitted to Estonian Vice Consul at New York. The Foreign Office 
suggests however at the same time exchange of notes assuring for 
Estonia the benefit of any preferential treatment which the United 

States might give in this matter to any other country. Request 

instructions. 

CARLSON 

800.51W89 Estonia/773 

‘The Secretary of the Treasury (Mills) to the Acting Consul General 
of Estonia at New York (Kuusik), in Charge of Legation 

WASHINGTON, June 7, 1982. 

My Dear Mr. Kuvustm: Cable advices received from your Govern- 
ment through the Department of State indicate that, even though 

your Government unqualifiedly accepted the President’s proposal for 

the suspension of payments due during the fiscal year 1932 on inter- 

governmental debts, it is now injecting questions which have not 

heretofore been suggested and proposing other means of repayment 

which can not be accepted by the United States under the provisions 

of the Joint Resolution of Congress approved December 23, 1981. 
As you know, this resolution authorizes the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury, with the approval of the President, to enter into agreements 

with the Governments indebted to the United States providing for 
the postponement of the payments due from those Governments to
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the United States during the fiscal year 1932 and for their repay- 
ment over a period of ten years beginning July 1, 1933, with interest 
at the rate of 4% per annum. The Department can not deviate from 

these terms. 
In view of the fact that your Government is not taking the neces- 

sary steps to enter into the agreement as authorized by the Joint 
Resolution of Congress approved December 23, 1931, there is no 
other course of action open to this Government than to request your 

Government to make payment on June 15, 1932, of the sum of 
$600,373.06, representing interest in the sum of $246,990.19 and prin- 
cipal in the sum of $108,012.87 due December 15, 1931, and the sum 

of $245,370 representing interest due June 15, 1982. 
I shall be glad if you will be good enough to request your Govern- 

ment to make payment on June 15, 1932, of the sum due, either to 
the Treasury in Washington or to the Federal Reserve Bank of New 
York for account of the Treasury. 

I am [etc.] Oepen L. Mii1s 

800.51W89 Estonia/66 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Estonia (Carlson) 

| WASHINGTON, June 7, 19382—6 p. m. 

4. Your telegram No. 4, June 6,6 p.m. Department is pleased to 
note willingness of Estonian Government to sign agreement, but it 
desires that the signing take place at Washington where agreements 
with other interested countries are being signed. Please request that 
full power be telegraphed to Estonian Vice Consul at New York and 
that it be followed by written full power. 

With reference the suggestion contained in the final sentence of 
your telegram, you should invite the attention of the Foreign Office 
to the statement that you were requested to communicate to the 
Foreign Minister by telegraphic instruction No. 8, May 31, 6 p. m. 
That statement points out that there can be no deviation from the 
terms of the joint Resolution which constitutes the authority under 
which the Secretary of the Treasury is proceeding. 

STIMSON 

800.51W89 Lithuania/86a | 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Lithuania (Stafford ) 

No. 7 WASHINGTON, June 14, 1932. 

The Secretary of State refers to previous correspondence regard- 
ing the President’s Proposal of June 20, 1931, for postponement of 

6442124846
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intergovernmental debts and transmits for the information of the 
Chargé d’Affaires copy of the “Agreement between the Republic of 

Lithuania and the United States of America, June 9, 1932”.34 

800.51W89 Hstonia/80a 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Estonia (Carlson) 

No. 8 WasHINGTON, June 28, 1932. 

The Secretary of State refers to previous correspondence regard- 

ing the President’s Proposal of June 20, 1931, for postponement of 

intergovernmental debts and transmits for the information of the 

Chargé d’Affaires copy of the “Agreement between the Republic of 

Estonia and the United States of America, June 11, 1982”.°5 

800.51W89 Latvia/95a 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Latvia (Cole) 

No. 72 WASHINGTON, June 28, 1932. 

~ The Secretary of State refers to previous correspondence regarding 

the President’s Proposal of June 20, 1931, for postponement of inter- 
governmental debts and transmits for the information of the Chargé 

d’Affaires copy of the “Agreement between the Republic of Latvia 

and the United States of America, June 11, 1932”.36 

Finland | 
800.51W89 Finland/32 : 

The Finnish Minister (Astrom) to the Secretary of State 

) Wasuineton, May 4, 1982. 

Siz: With reference to our conversation yesterday relative to the 

third paragraph of the draft to an agreement for the postponement 

of payments due, under the terms of the debt-funding agreement be- 

tween Finland and the United States of May 1, 1923, during the 
American fiscal year beginning July 1, 1931 and ending June 30, 
1932, I have the honor to inform you that no Government of any 

foreign country is indebted to the Government of Finland in respect 
of war, relief, or reparation debts. | 

* Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury, 1932, pp. 29T-298. 
* Tbid., pp. 308-304. 
* Ibid., pp. 304-805.
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I should highly appreciate it if you would be good enough to bring 
the above information to the knowledge of the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

Accept [etc.] L. AstrROM 

800.51W89 Finland/32 | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Finnish Minister ( Astrém) 

WasHIneron, May 9, 1932. . 

Sim: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your note 
dated May 4, 19382, stating that no government of any foreign country 
is indebted to the Government of Finland in respect of war, relief, 
or reparation debts under the terms of the debt funding agreement 
between Finland and the United States of May 1, 1923, during the 
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1931, and ending June 30, 1932. 

I have transmitted a copy of your note to the Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

Accept [ete. ] For the Acting Secretary of State 
Harvey H. Bunpy 

800.51W89 Finland/40 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Finland (Brodie ) 

No. 90 Wasuineron, May 81, 1932. 

The Secretary of State refers to previous correspondence regarding 
the President’s Proposal of June 20, 1931, for postponement of inter- 
governmental debts, and transmits for the information of the Ameri- 

. can Minister copy of the “Agreement between the Republic of Fin- 
land and the United States of America, May 23, 1982”.37 

| France 

800.51W89 France/666a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Edge) 

Wasuineron, March 26, 1932—2 p. m. 

119. Department’s circular February 26th, 11 A. M. Treasury draft 
of agreement to carry out Congressional Resolution regarding debt 
postponement has been handed to French Ambassador today. Treas- 
ury anxious to expedite action. Department does not desire that you 
make special call on officials regarding this but in connection with 
other matters hopes you will find opportunity to inquire whether 
prompt action can be expected. 

Srrmmson 

"Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury, 1982, pp. 290-291.
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800.51W89 France/669 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, April 19, 19832—5 p. m. 
[Received April 19—12:39 p. m.] 

939. My 194, March 30, 5 p. m.38 It is understood that the French 
Ambassador has addressed a note to the German Government asking 
to be advised whether or not that Government is prepared to pay 
interest at the rate of 4 percent on the deferred reparations obliga- 

tion. French Treasury officials say that as soon as a reply has been 
received action will be taken by the French Government on the draft 

agreement of the United States Treasury. 
EnaGe 

800.51W89 France/671: Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, May 11, 1932—2 p. m. 

[Received May 11—11: 45 a. m.*9] 

811. Your 184, May 9, 5 p. m.38 I saw Flandin personally last night 
and urged arrangements be made immediately for putting the agree- 
ment into effect providing for the Hoover 1-year debt suspension pay- 
ment in accordance with the law authorized by Congress. He assured 
me that France was entirely ready to sign the agreement covering 
the 4 percent rate of interest just as soon as he was advised by Mr. 
MacDonald, Chairman of the General Conference held in London 
following France’s acceptance of the moratorium, that the same in- 
terest arrangement was acceptable to Germany. He further stated ~ 
that immediately upon receipt of the information contained in your 
circular of February 26, 11 a. m., the French Government had re- 
ferred the matter to Mr. MacDonald but to date had had no definite 
response. He promised to immediately get in touch with the British 

in regard to the matter. 
Flandin takes the position that this conference accepted the deci- 

sion of the experts at the meeting held in London on the question 
of interest and that while he thoroughly understands the action of 
the United States Congress set the rate at 4 percent while the experts 
recommended not more than 3 percent this difference could only be 
reconciled by an agreement of all the governmental representatives. 
Flandin is very positive in his view that inasmuch as the experts at 

Not printed. 
* Telegram in three sections.
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Paris recommended that the rate of interest should not exceed 3 per- 
cent and the United States insisted upon 4 percent Germany having 
been the main beneficiary should accept the increased figure as both 
classes of debts were included in the moratorium. 

The German Embassy here has received no word that its Govern- 
ment is prepared to agree to the 4 percent rate. If, as the Depart- 

ment indicates, Germany is prepared to accept this rate it would 
apparently settle the matter if they would officially so advise Mac- 
Donald. : 

You can understand that F[landin?] only temporarily holding the 
Treasury portfolio is not in a very receptive frame of mind to any 
action particularly that would give Germany an advantage. I urged 
him to expedite action which he promised to do and pointed out the 
serious consequences of the failure to put in legal form the mora- 
torium proposal to which they had agreed. I, however, did not reveal 
to him the time limit suggested by the Treasury of May 25th particu- 

_ larly in view of his apparent readiness to authorize Claudel to sign 

the agreement if Great Britain arranged the matter with Germany. 

| Ener 

800.51W89 France/673a: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Edge) 

Wasuineton, May 238, 1982—6 p. m. 

902. Please advise French authorities that Italian Government has 
instructed its Ambassador to sign Hoover year debt postponement 
agreement with Treasury. British Government states that authority 
to British Ambassador to sign agreement is being forwarded. The 
danger of misunderstanding and recriminations in this country 
against those nations who accepted the Hoover year debt postpone- 
ment but who have not as yet expressed willingness to sign the agree- 
ments putting this into legal effect increases every day. 

STIMSON 

800.51W89 France/674 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, May 24, 19382—1 p. 1. 

[Received May 24—11: 35 a. m.] 

329. Department’s 202, May 23, 6 p.m. Bizot of the Ministry ot 
Finance states that the French Government has been informed oi 
Germany’s acceptance of 4 percent interest rate and states that au
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arrangement modifying the relevant clause of London agreement of 
August 11, 1931 in this sense has been initialed by Germany and the 
interested governments including France. 

This official advises that the French Government is now prepared 

to sign agreement relating to repayment of war debts suspended but 
desires first to be advised of method of calculation adopted for re- 
payment of these debts. To this end the Ministry is requesting by 
telegraph French Financial Attaché in New York to confer im- 

mediately with the Secretary of the Treasury by telephone. 
| I have impressed upon officials here the necessity and advisability 

of quick action. 
Repeated to London, Brussels, Berlin, and Rome. 

Ener 

800.51W89 France/676 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State 

| Paris, May 26, 1932—5 p. m. 

[Received May 26—3:10 p. m.] 

333. My 329, May 24,1 p.m. M. Flandin has informed me that 
he will this afternoon tell M. Tardieu as Minister for Foreign Affairs 
that since the question of the interest rate on deferred payments has 
been settled the Ministry of Finance now approves the signing of 
the agreement between the United States and France but he will point 
out to M. Tardieu that it 1s his opinion that paragraph 3 of the draft 
of agreement as received by the Minister for Foreign Affairs from 
M. Claudel is unnecessary and that it would be unwise under existing 
circumstances for the retirmg French Cabinet to accept responsibility 

: for it. This paragraph reads as follows: 

“Paragraph 3. The agreement of April 29, 1926 between France 
and the United States above mentioned shall remain in all respects 
in full force and effect except so far as expressly modified by this 
agreement”. 

Great pains were taken to explain to M. Flandin that the clause 
under reference implied no new obligation; that such a provision was — 
customary In any such contract of extension of payment; that the 
French Government’s failure to approve such a provision might 
easily be misconstrued in the United States regarding future French 
debt payments. It is further pointed out to Flandin that he had 
personally promised me that as soon as the interest rate on deferred 
payments was adjusted he would recommend signature without fur- 
ther delay; that he well knew that it was urgent that the agreement
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be signed immediately; that the text of the agreement as drafted by 
the United States Treasury Department had been in the hands of 
the French authorities since March 29th if not earlier; and that the 
introduction of this objection at such a late date was most difficult 
to understand. Flandin said that the text of the agreement had not 
been drawn to his attention until a day or so ago and gave the elec- 
tions as the excuse for the point not having previously received his 
Government’s attention. 

The questions regarding the method of calculation of the sus- 
pended war debt payments and the necessity of the German Railway 
Company’s approval of the 4 percent interest rate threatened to delay 
the matter for another 10 days but Flandin has agreed to waive these 
two points and to communicate his decision today to the Foreign 

_ Office. | Epox 

800.51W89 France/676 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Edge) 

WasHineron, May 27, 1982—4 p. m. 

205. Your 333 May 26th, 6 [5] P. M. The terms of paragraph 3 
are included in all Hoover year debt postponement agreements. For 
this reason Treasury can not consent to omission, nor does this Gov- 

ernment understand any good reason for omission in agreement with 
France. This creates no new obligation. It is now absolutely vital 
to know without further delay whether French Government will 
authorize representative to sign agreement at once. Treasury states 
that it has accepted the London Conference actuarial method of com- | 
puting annuities. Sruson 

800.51W89 France/678 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Edge) 

WasHincTon, May 28, 1932—3 p. m. 

209. Your 337, May 27, 11 P. M.44 Department does not need to 
again advise you or the French Government of the position which 
the United States Treasury takes in relation to the French delay 

in completing’ the formal requirements of the Hoover year debt 
suspension. 

With the approach of the debt maturity date of June 15 the status 
of the postponement agreements will become a matter of increasing 

“Not printed.



612 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1982, VOLUME I 

public interest in the United States with large possibility of mis- 
understanding and of harmful comment regarding governments 
which have not signed agreements legalizing debt postponement. 
There will be little time for M. Tardieu’s successor to consider and 
act on the matter before that maturity date. Please see Tardieu, 
urge on him the importance of facilitating in every way his suc- 
cessor’s understanding of the matter and inquire whether he has 
any objection to your immediately taking it up confidentially and in- 
formally with M. Herriot in order that the conclusion of negotiations 
may be expedited and a serious contretemps may be avoided. 

CASTLE 

800.51W89 France/679 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, May 28, 1932—8 p. m. 

[Received May 28—6:09 p. m.] 

339. My number 337, May 27, 11 a. m. [p. m.]*# By appointment I 
called on Monsieur Tardieu this afternoon. I expressed keen disap- 

pointment at his determination as expressed in his letter last night to 
pass on to his successor the responsibility of dealing with the pro- 
posed debt suspension agreement. I outlined to him the assurance 
Monsieur Flandin had given and that my Government felt very 
strongly that after the British and German understanding there 
should be no question of executing the agreement without delay. I 
reminded him that Monsieur Flandin had assured me after the 
Cabinet has resigned that France would sign the agreement when 
satisfactory assurances had been received from Mr. MacDonald 
which in the meantime had been supplied. Monsieur Tardieu ex- 
pressed regret that we should take the view I expressed and stated 
unequivocally that when the agreement had first been presented to 

him only 38 days ago it was his intention to sign it. However it was 
necessary as always in cases of this character that the proposal be 
submitted to the legal advisers of the Foreign Office and two out of 
three had reported to him that the agreement was of a nature re- 
quiring Parliamentary ratification. Upon reflection he himself had 
reached the same conclusion and therefore [it?] could not be con- 
sidered routine business. Under the conditions he had definitely 
announced when he tendered the resignation of his Cabinet he felt 
he was disqualified from signing. He further intimated the em- 
barrassment he would have in submitting an agreement to a new 

“ Not printed. :
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Parliament when he had lost his majority and could not understand 
what difference 1 or 2 weeks would make to [the?] plan. 

I emphasized the unfortunate effect on American public opinion 
which would naturally follow publication of the fact that Great 
Britain, Italy, Belgium and other countries had found no objection 
to the agreement while France was introducing difficulties whatever 
their nature. He seemed to be impressed with the situation presented 
and stated that while he could not sign the agreement as he had 
clearly set forth in his letter to me a copy of which he advised me 
had been sent to Claudel he would nevertheless in order to demon- 
strate his desire to be helpful see his successor the moment the new 
Cabinet was formed which he assumed would be as early as June 5th 
and urge him to conclude the agreement. He knew that I was sailing 
on Wednesday and promised me that this would be the first matter 
he would submit to his successor’s attention. He expressed confidence 
that it would be disposed of promptly and even suggested that he 
would radio the Paris before it reaches New York on June 7 advising 
that Claudel had been authorized to sign. 

I am repeating this detailed conversation in order to make clear 
that I really feel that Tardieu sincerely desires to have the matter 
disposed of as requested by the Treasury and the Department but of 
course there is no doubt that if criticism is to follow which is 
envisaged by newspaper comment he prefers to wish it on his suc- 
cessful political opponent. EncE | 

800.51W89 France/682: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in France (Armour) 

WASHINGTON, June 7, 1932—noon. 

213. British and Italian [representatives?] signed Hoover year 
debt postponement agreement Saturday.*® ‘Treasury feels that it 
must within a very short time request French payment due June 15th 

unless French agreement can be completed at once. 
Department assumes you are pressing this matter in every feasible 

manner. Please report by wire. Srrmson 

“8 June 4. .
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800.51W89 France/683 : Telegram 

The Chargé in France (Armour) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, June 8, 1932—2 p. m. 

[Received June 8—11:30 a. m.] 

3865. Department’s telegram No. 213, June 7, noon. Although I 
had already called at the Foreign Office on Monday “4 for the express 

| purpose of again stressing the importance of obtaining the French 
signature to the Hoover year debt postponement at the earliest pos- 
sible date, upon receipt of your telegram I called at the Foreign 

Office again this morning and urged that the matter be pressed in 
every feasible manner. I was assured that everything possible was 
being done and that both the Finance Minister and Herriot himself 
expected the necessary authorization to be telegraphed to Claudel 
before Saturday. 

I understand that Herriot is planning to be in Geneva on Monday 

June 18 and that Germain Martin, the Minister of Finance, will be 
leaving early next week for the Lausanne Conference. In view of 
this I feel that there is every reason to believe that we shall have a 
definite decision by Saturday. However, I shall continue to keep in 
close touch with the Minister for Foreign Affairs and Finance 
Ministry here and keep the Department fully informed. 

ARMOUR 

800.51W89 France/695a 

~ The Secretary of State to the Chargé in France (Armour ) 

No. 1180 WASHINGTON, June 27, 1932. 

The Secretary of State refers to previous correspondence regarding 
the President’s Proposal of June 20, 1931, for postponement of inter- 
governmental debts and transmits for the information of the Chargé 

d’Affaires copy of the “Agreement between the French Republic and 
the United States of America, June 10, 1932”.45 , 

Germany 

462.00R296/5549 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Germany (Sackett) to the Secretary of State 

Brruin, March 19, 1982—38 p. m. 
[Received March 19—1: 18 p. m.] 

60. With reference to the Department’s circular February 26, 
li a.m., Dr. Dieckhoff of the Foreign Office handed me the following 
aide-mémoire to consider : 

“ June 6. 
° “Annual Report of the Seoretary of the Treasury, 1932, pp. 801-302.
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“The German budgetary and devisen situation has become so much 
worse since President Hoover’s statement of June 20, 1931, and the 
London Experts Conference of August 1931, that it is difficult for 
the German Government at the present moment to come to new 
agreements concerning the payment of Government obligations. It 
is not only difficult to make promises as to future payments without 
having a general survey of the total German payments to foreign 
countries actually to be made and actually possible, but it has even 
become doubtful whether the commitments vis-a-vis the European 
creditors entered into last year in connection with the Hoover year 
can be met. The German Government hopes that the international 
negotiations of the next few months will result in the necessary 
clarity, enabling it to make more positive statement in respect of 
the individual problems. Naturally it continues to be the endeavor 
of the German Government to satisfy the just claims of the United 
States as far as possible, but in view of the appeals of individual 
European creditor powers which have already been made and are to 
be expected, the German Government believes that the present 
moment is not favorable for an early settlement of this question and 
therefore regards it as expedient in the general interest that the 
question of the payment of the interest due at the end of this month 
be postponed for the moment without prejudice to the mutual legal 
position.” 

Dieckhoff added orally that it was not merely the question of the 
payment of interest but rather the complications which could be ex- 

pected from other countries which would contend that such a pay- 

ment was a breach of the Hoover moratorium. He therefore believed . 

postponement highly desirable. He insisted that the German point 

of view had not changed since the attempted negotiations at the 

London Conference. 
SACKETT 

462.00R296/5549 : Telegram . 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Germany (Sackett) 

Wasuineron, March 23, 1932—6 p. m. 

31. Your 60, March 18 [19], 3 p.m. The Department has carefully 

discussed the German Aide-Mémoire with the Treasury. You are in- 

structed to secure an immediate interview with the Chancellor and 

put before him the following considerations. The Department 1s 

presenting the same views in the form of an Aide-Mémoire to the 
German Ambassador here. 

1. There are two separate problems involved in Germany’s obli- 

gations to the United States. The first is with respect to the payment 

for costs of Army of occupation and the second with respect to the 

Mixed Claims Awards. These will be considered separately.
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2. With respect to the army of occupation payments the proposal 
of the President which has been already accepted by Germany and 
the other nations contemplated the inclusion of the German obliga- 
tions as an intergovernmental debt under the terms of the debt sus- 
pension as agreed upon in London. Pending the execution of the 
required agreement Germany took advantage of her power to post- 

pone under the Treasury Agreement of 1930,4* but in so far as the 
Army costs were concerned, it was definitely understood that this 
was a temporary measure. In fairness to all the nations which have 
accepted the Hoover plan, Germany should now carry out the tech- 
nical requirements to legalize an understanding specifically agreed 
to last Summer. The execution of such an agreement will immedi- 
ately eliminate the alternative necessity of any interest payment on 
the suspended Army cost annuity. The signature to an agreement 
by Germany regularizing the postponement of the Army costs an- 
nuity in accordance with the Hoover proposal will merely put the 

United States in the same position as the creditor signatories of the 

London protocol of August 11, 1931.47 
2. [sie] The second problem has to do with the postponed an- 

nuity in discharge of the Mixed Claims awards. These have not 
been treated as intergovernmental debts within the terms of the 
Hoover plan. This was clearly understood at the London Con- 
ference. In respect to these also Germany has invoked its rights 
under the 1980 Treasury Agreement to suspend the annuity due. 
The Treasury has absolutely no power to suspend payment of in- 
terest due March 31st on the postponed amount. This interest, there- 
fore, must be paid or Germany will be in definite default. In this 
connection the United States Government wishes to recall that in 
Paragraph No. 4 of said agreement the American Government agreed 
to accept “the full faith and credit of Germany as the only security 
and guaranty for the fulfillment of Germany’s obligations here- 

under”. 
The interest due is an extremely small sum. There is no way 

in which the Treasury can grant postponement. The amount in- 
volved is so small that the German Government could pay it with- 
out arousing comment or creating a troublesome situation. 

3. In connection with the first problem stated above unless Ger- 
many regularizes the suspension of payment on army costs under 

the general debt suspension proposal the Treasury will also have 

to insist upon the interest payment that would fall due at the end 

*See Foreign Relations, 1930, vol. m1, pp. 106 ff. 
- Great Britain, Cmd. 3947, Mise. No. 19 (1981): Report of International 
nebte 8 of Experts Respecting Suspension of Certain Inter-Governmental
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of this month on the suspended army costs annuity. But this pay- 
ment would be subject to criticism as has been suggested in the 
German Aide-Mémoire, because it was contemplated that the army 
costs annuity would be included in the Hoover plan. The same 
criticism would not apply to actual payment of interest on the de- 
ferred annuity of the Mixed Claim Awards. 

4. To summarize, if the German Government declines the sug- 
gested agreement covering army costs within the Hoover proposal, 
it will repudiate its acceptance already given to that proposal. If 

Germany declines to make the interest payment in respect of the 
postponed Mixed Claims annuity it will be in default on the Treas- 
ury Agreement of June 23, 1930. 

5. By its present insistence, the American Government in no way 
seeks to establish any novel claim of priority for payments due to 
the American Government as compared with other obligations that 
the German Government owes. The reason for treating mixed 
claims under the Treasury Agreement and therefore requiring the 
March 31st interest payment is not any assertion of priority for 
these annuities, but arises out of the fact that they are not ordinary 
intergovernmental payments. | 

6. If the German Government should now refuse to take the for- 
mal action proposed by the American Government, and necessary 

to give effect to the arrangements to which Germany consented last 
summer, the American people and Congress would interpret this 
evasion harshly and bitterly. It would be construed as a breach 
of faith and as a striking lack of appreciation for the American 
initiative of last June. Such an act of repudiation toward the 
United States on the part of the prime European beneficiary of the 
President’s initiative of June 20, 1931, would have a most serious 
effect upon any possibility of American cooperation in future Euro- 
pean emergencies. Fairly or unfairly, the onus of American criti- 
cism and disappointment in connection with the debt settlements 
would be projected against Germany for taking toward the United 
States the first step in repudiation. 

7. The preceding considerations involve grave matters of general 
policy which the German Government should most carefully con- 
sider. In addition, its attention must be called to the fact that 
should it now not meet its obligations under the Treasury Agree- 
ment such course of action might unfavorably affect future pay- 
ments to German nationals on mixed claims and alien property 

accounts. In this connection it should be remembered that even 
during the moratorium year the American Government has made 
substantial payments to German nationals on mixed claims account.
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This fact would make non-payment of the interest due March 31st 
more damaging from the point of view of American public opinion, 
while it would serve to answer any possible objections to the pay- 
ment of interest which might be raised from the point of view of 
the other creditors of Germany. 

8. The American Government, therefore, formally asks the Ger- 
: man Government to take the necessary steps to sign the necessary 

agreement dealing with army costs and to pay the March 81st inter- 
est installment on postponed mixed claims in accordance with its 
formal undertaking under date of June 23, 19380. 

STIMSON 

462.00R296/5562 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Germany (Sackett) to the Secretary of State 

Beruin, March 24, 19382—7 p. m. 
[Received March 24—4 p. m.] 

62. From Wiley. After a consultation by telephone with the 
Ambassador, who is in Wiesbaden, I presented memorandum in ac- 
cordance with your 31, March 23, 6 p. m., to Ministerial Director 
Dieckhoff both the Chancellor and Staatssekretaer Buelow being 

| absent from Berlin. 
I informed Dieckhoff that Department had directed the Ambas- 

sador to request an immediate interview with the Chancellor in order 
to make these representations personally to him. I asked Dieckhoff 
to acquaint his Government with this as showing the urgency and 
importance attached by the American Government to a prompt and 
favorable decision on the part of the German Government. Though 
most of the competent officials of the Government are away for the 
Easter holidays Dieckhoff is now conferring with Schaeffer 
Staatssekretaer for Finance and assures me that a reply will be 
prepared in good time. [Wiley.] 

SACKETT 

462.00R296/5571 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Germany (Sackett) to the Secretary of State 

Beruin, March 30, 1932—6 p.m. 

[Received March 80—2:35 p. m.] 

66. Your No. 31 of March 23rd. Foreign Office states that Ger- 
many will pay tomorrow the interest installment former postponed 

mixed claims but that great importance is attached to protracting
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negotiations dealing with army costs in order to avoid further com- 
mitments of principle or precedent in respect of intergovernmental 
debts prior to general reparations conference. The question also 
has important domestic political implications particularly at this 

- moment. It would be most convenient to the German Government 
if formula could be found for postponement of these negotiations. 

SACKETT 

462.00R296/5592 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Germany 
(Sackett ) 

Wasuineton, April 5, 1932—2 p. m. 

36. Department’s 82, March 25, 5 p. m.48 The German Ambas- 
sador,*® in a conversation with Mr. Castle on March 31, stated that 
the German Government, in spite of the message given to you, was 
prepared to go ahead immediately in discussions with the Treasury 
Department as to the agreement and to sign very promptly. At 
the same time the German Ambassador left a communication of : 

which the following is the text: 

“The German Government is willing to make an agreement with 
the Government of the United States according to the principles 
laid down in the proposal submitted by the Treasury of the United 
States with a reservation analogous to that made by the German 
Government with regard to the report of the International Com- 
mittee of Experts, signed at London on August 11, 1931. 

The German Government further declares its willingness to ex- 
pedite the conclusion of the said agreement, and will send counter- 
proposals with regard to a few details as soon as possible after a 
speedy examination of the draft submitted.” 

The method of making this reservation has not been settled. The 
Treasury would not be willing to sign if the reservation were in- 
cluded in the agreement. The Ambassador said he understood this 
and did not think his Government had any such intentions. 

CASTLE 

462.00R296/5645a : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Germany 

(Sackett ) 

| WasHineTon, May 11, 1932—6 p. m. 

50. French and Italian Governments (which have payments due 
the United States June 15) appear to be holding off signing agree- 

** Not printed. 
“Friedrich W. von Prittwitz und Gaffron.
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ment with the United States regularizing the Hoover year debt 
postponement pending notification by Germany that it will agree 
to 4 percent instead of 3 percent interest rate in its postponement 
agreement with them. Please inquire as to attitude of German 

authorities toward this matter. Any failure of France or Italy to 
legalize debt postponement resulting in a declaration of default 
against them which they would blame on Germany’s failure to co- 
operate would have most unfortunate effect involving the entire 
situation in mutual recrimination and confusion. 

CASTLE 

462.00R296/5646 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Germany (Sackett) to the Secretary of State 

Brruin, May 12, 1932—3 p. m. 

[Received May 12—10:40 a. m.] 

95. Your 50, May 11, 6 p. m. Have seen Ministerial Director 
Ritter. Based on promising outlook of negotiations in Washington 
as today reported by German Ambassador, I have reason to believe 
favorable solution can be expected here. In spite of holidays mat- 
ter will be submitted to Cabinet for decision after Reichstag ad- 
journment which is expected today.and I hope to report definitely 
early next week. 

SACKETT 

462.00R296/5646 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Germany 
(Sackett ) 

WasuHIneton, May 12, 1982—5 p. m. 

52. Department’s 50, May 11, and your 95, May 12,3 p.m. The 
Department is not certain from your No. 95 whether “favorable 
solution” which you mention means solution of the interest rate 
question in the refunding agreement to be signed between Germany 

and ourselves, or whether you mean that the German authorities 
have indicated their willingness to also inform France, Italy and 
the other reparation creditors that Germany will agree to 4 per cent 
in place of 3 per cent as now written into the London Agreements. 
The latter has become important because as stated in our No. 50 
the French and Italian Governments are both deferring signature 
of the refunding agreement with the United States until necessary 
assurances have been received from Germany on that point.
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In the event that the German statement to you did not deal with 
the question just outlined, please immediately discuss the matter 
with them. a 

| CASTLE 

462.00R296/5652 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Germany (Sackett) to the Secretary of State 

Brruin, May 18, 1982—noon. 

[Received May 18—11 a. m.] 

98. Your 50, May 11, 6 p. m., and 52, May 12,5 p.m. Follow- 
ing 1s the full text in the Embassy translation of the self-explanatory 
aude-mémoire of May 17 handed me by Ritter: 

“Referring to the aide-mémoire of the Embassy of the United 
States of America of May 12, 1932, the Foreign Office has the honor 
to reply as follows: 

1. In article 3 of the protocol of the London Conference of Ex- 
perts of August 11, 1931, for the purpose of giving effect to the 
Hoover plan the following was agreed upon between Germany and 
the reparation creditor countries ‘the amounts thus suspended shall 
unless otherwise agreed be repaid as from the ist of July 1933 
together with interest at 3 percent from the said date by 10 equal 
annuities of 117,831,000 reichsmarks’. 

An alteration of the rate of interest of 3 percent thus presupposes 
a new different agreement between Germany and the reparation 
creditor countries. When sometime ago a demand was made to 
Germany by certain of the reparation creditor countries to enter 
into negotiations concerning such a different agreement in case 
Germany should increase the rate of interest from 38 percent to 4 
rate of interest in respect of the United States of America the 
German Government did not refuse such negotiations. Drafts of 
the text of such an agreement have already been exchanged be- 
tween England and Germany. The negotiations in this matter are 
still pending. Of late none of the reparation creditor countries, in 
particular neither France nor Italy, has indicated the wish that 
these negotiations be particularly accelerated. If under these cir- 
cumstances any one of the nations involved were to make the re- 
proach that Germany on her part had failed to cooperate such a 
reproach would therefore not be justified. 

2. Agreement existed between the negotiators of Germany and 
the reparation creditor countries at the time of the drafting of the 
above-quoted regulation of article 8 of the London protocol that 
occasion for the alteration of the rate of interest of 3 percent is 
only given when Germany concedes another rate of interest to some 
other country. So far this has not happened. At present it is true 
that negotiations are in progress between the United States of 
America and Germany concerning the fixing of an interest rate of 
4 percent. As in these negotiations only a minor question of tech- 

6442124847
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nical calculation is still open it can be expected with the greatest 
probability that the negotiations will shortly lead to complete agree- — 
ment. At the present moment, however, such an agreement between 
the United States and Germany which constitutes the premise for 
an alteration of the interest rate of 3 percent between Germany ‘and 
the reparation creditor countries is not yet in existence. For this 
reason as well the above mentioned reproach against Germany would 
not be justified. 

8. In accordance with the agreements of the London Conference 
the German Government declares its willingness in principle, as 
soon as the agreements between the United States and Germany 
mentioned in paragraph 2 have come about, to increase the rate of 
interest, vis-a-vis France and Italy also from 3 percent to 4 percent 
on the same basis as will then apply to the relations between the 
United States and Germany.” 

Ritter states that Krosigk of Finance Ministry went to Geneva 
on the 16th and will inform the financial experts Great Britain, 
France and Italy, in the sense of paragraph 3. 

Ritter explains that if the foregoing atde-mémoire should become 
public in Germany, as it seemingly commits Germany to an in- 
crease in the burden of reparations by raising the interest rate, it 
might at this juncture seriously compromise position of Govern- 

ment. He, therefore, requests that it be treated as strictly confiden- 
tial. A similar request is being made of other countries concerned. 
I gained the impression from Ritter’s remarks that this interest 
rate matter as far as the French and Italians were concerned has 
been entirely dormant. 

Copies by air mail to Paris, London and Rome. 
SACKETT 

462.00R294/818 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Castle ) 

[WasHineton,] May 26, 1932. 

The German Ambassador left in my hands the attached note,®° 
which is the reservation that Germany makes in signing the agree- 
ment with the Treasury that it may not be possible, on account of 

German finances, to pay anything in the future. The Ambassador 
told me that he was on his way to the Treasury to sign. He said 
that the wording of this note is practically the same as the wording 
of the London protocol, but that he thought it better not in any 
way to refer to that protocol since we are not a party to it. 

| W. R. Castie, JR. 

© Infra. .
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462.00R204/817 

The German Ambassador (Von Prittwitz) to the Secretary of State 

{Translation ] 

st. D. A. 11 WasuineTon, May 26, 1932. 

Mr. Srecrerary or State: Under instructions from my Govern- 
ment, I have the honor to transmit to Your Excellency the follow- 
ing statement referring to the agreement on delayed payment of 
the payments for costs of occupation which fell due on September 
30, 1931, and March 31, 1932, which is to be signed today :54 

In view of the change for the worse in the economic situation 

in Germany since the initiative of the President of the United 
States in June of last year, the German Government desires to 
emphasize that in making this agreement as to the delayed pay- 
ment of the costs of occupation it expresses no opinion as to whether 

Germany can actually fulfill the obligations named therein or simi- 
lar obligations adjusted elsewhere. 

I take this opportunity [etc.] Von Prirrwitz 

Great Britain 

800.51W89 Great Britain/292: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon ) 

Wasuineton, March 26, 1932—2 p. m. 

98. Department’s circular February 26th, 11 A. M. Treasury 

draft of agreement to carry out Congressional Resolution regard- 
ing debt postponement has been handed to British Ambassador ™ 
today. Treasury anxious to expedite action. Department does not 
desire that you make special call on officials regarding this but in 
connection with other matters hopes you will find opportunity to 
inquire whether prompt action can be expected. 

StTm1s0n 

800.51W89 Great Britain/293 : Telegram | 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Secretary of State — 

Lonpon, March 29, 1982—7 p. m. 
[Received March 29—3: 15 p. m.] 

122. Upon informal inquiry of Treasury official (Department’s 
98, December [March] 26, 2 p. m.) I was informed that with the 

1 Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury, 1982, pp. 292-293. 
Sir Ronald Lindsay.
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postponement of the Lausanne Conference until June, Treasury 
had delayed advisedly designating a representative and it was added 
informally “should it not appear discourteous to the United States 
Government, Treasury negotiations would be considerably aided if 
further delay might be permitted until after Lausanne Conference.” 

ATHERTON 

800.51W89 Great Britain/296a: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 

(Mellon ) 

Wasuineton, April 80, 1932—2 p. m. 

133. From Ogden Mills. Fear very serious situation will arise 
unless Great Britain and other debtor countries sign agreement 
relating to Hoover 1-year debt suspension payment in accordance 
with their acceptance of the President’s proposal and the law au- 
thorized by Congress. The time is getting very short. Unless we 

- can have prompt assurance that agreements will be signed not 
later than May 20th Treasury will be obliged to declare them in 
default on their December payments and demand payment of June 
installments. American people will regard failure to sign as repu- 

diation of an agreement entered into for benefit of Europe and 
as an unforgivable breach of faith. I am wiring you personally 
as I think this is so important that you ought to make every effort 
to make the British Government realize the serious consequences of 
their failure to live up to their acceptance of the President’s pro- 
posal. Best regards. [Mills.] Caste 

800.51W89 Great Britain/288 : Telegram 

_ Lhe Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, May 38, 1932—6 p. m. 

[Received May 3—1:45 p. m.] 

161. With reference to my telegram 155, April 29, noon,®? I have 
received the following note from Vansittart today. Kindly give 
copy to Ogden Mills. 

“It is the intention of His Majesty’s Government in the United 
Kingdom to designate His Majesty’s Ambassador in Washington 
to confer with the United States Government with a view to signa- 
ture of the proposed agreement. We hope to be in a position to 
send Sir Ronald Lindsay the necessary instructions at an early date.” 

—______ MuLion 
“” Not printed. |
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800.51W89 Great Britain/300: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

Lonvon, May 14, 1982—1 p. m. 
[Received May 14—8:09 a. m.] 

172. For Secretary Mills. Foreign Office asks significance of date 

May 20th mentioned in your telegram 183, April 30, 2 p. m., to me. 

| MELLON 

BUU.OLWSY Great Hritain/302: Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) 

WaAsHINGTON, May 16, 19382—4 p. m. 

144. From Secretary Mills. “May 20th is about the date for 

sending notice that payment is due June 15th and hence was fixed 

as date by which Treasury should know whether agreement is 

signed or payment must be requested. The exact date is not so im- 

portant, but it is imperative that agreement be signed this month 

and that we be informed at once the reasons for delay. Under- 

stand that other countries are waiting on England and have in- 

formed us that the matter has been left by the powers concerned 

in the hands of the British Government as negotiator and spokes- 

man. May I repeat we consider. this most important”. 

STIMSON 

800.51W89 Great Britain/317a | 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Melton ) 

No. ¢4 WASHINGTON, June 10, 1932. 

The Secretary of State refers to previous correspondence regard- 

ing the President’s Proposal of June 20, 1931, for postponement of 

intergovernmental debts and transmits for the information of the 
American Ambassador copy of the “Agreement between the Gov- | 
ernment of the United Kingdom and the United States of America, 

June 4, 1932.54 

* Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury, 1932, pp. 296-297.



626 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1982, VOLUME I 

Greece 

800.51W89 Greece/88 : Telegram | 

The Chargé in Greece (Morris ) to the Secretary of State 

Atuens, March 15, 19382—11 a.m. 

[Received March 15—7:58 a.m. ] 

12. Department’s circular February 26, 11 a.m. Minister of For- 
eign Affairs advises that Simopoulos, Greek Minister at Washing- 
ton, has been authorized to conduct negotiation. 

Morris 

800.51W89 Greece/100 

The Greek Minister (Stmopoulos) to the Acting Secretary of State 

WasuHIneTon, May 12, 1932. 

The Minister of Greece presents his compliments to His Excellency 
the Acting Secretary of State and, referring to his note of May 4, 
1932,°5 and to his conversations with officials of the Department of 
State and Treasury Department, has the honor to inform him that 
it is understood that if, after the signature by Greece of the agree- 
ment concerning the postponement of payments due during the 
fiscal year of 1932 and their repayment over a 10 year period, more 
favorable terms should have been granted to other governments, in- 
cluded in the Joint Resolution of Congress approved December 23, 
1931, these should be extended also to the Greek Government. 

800.51W89 Greece/108 

The Secretary of the Treasury (Mills) to the Greek Munister 
(Simopoulos ) * 

WASHINGTON, May 18, 1932. 

My Dear Mr. Minister: The Department of State has referred 
to me your note, dated May 12, 1982, expressing your understand- 

| ing that if, after signature by Greece of the agreement concerning 
the postponement of payments due during the fiscal year 1932, more 
favorable terms should be extended to other governments included 
in the Joint Resolution of Congress approved December 23, 1931, 
such terms will also be extended to the Greek Government. 

The Joint Resolution of Congress approved December 23, 1931, 
authorizes agreements to be concluded with our foreign debtors for 

* Not printed. 
* Copy transmitted to the Department by the Under Secretary of the Treas- 

ury, May 24, —
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the payment over a period of ten years beginning July 1, 1933, 

of the amounts postponed during the fiscal year 1932, with interest 
at the rate of four per centum per annum, in ten equal annuities. 
This is the authority under which the Treasury Department is pro- 
ceeding and there can be no deviation from the terms of the Joint 
Resolution. 

I am [etc.] | Oapen L. Mis 

800.51W89 Greece/112 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Greece (Morris ) 

No. 893 Wasuineaton, May 31, 1932. 

The Secretary of State refers to previous correspondence regard- 
ing the President’s Proposal of June 20, 1981, for postponement of 
intergovernmental debts, and transmits for the information of the 
American Chargé d’Affaires copy of the “Agreement between the 
Hellenic Republic and the United States of America, May 24, 
1932””.57 

Hungary 

800.51W89 Hungary/78 

The Hungarian Minister (Széchényi) to the Secretary of State 

243 /Res | Wasuineton, May 17, 1932. 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to my note of May 12th, 1932, 

No. 227/Res,** advising you that my Government has authorized 
me to sign, on its behalf, the agreement concerning the suspension 
of the payments due to the Government of the United States from 
the Royal Hungarian Government during the fiscal year 1982. 
Upon instructions from the Royal Hungarian Foreign Office, I 

have the honor to bring to your attention the following: 
Paragraph I of the above agreement provides that the amount, 

payment of which is postponed thereby, is payable with interest 
thereon at the rate of four per centum per annum in ten equal semi- 

annual instalments beginning with the fiscal year 1933-34. 
When my Government had this agreement under consideration, 

it felt that the interest rate of four per centum was too high and 
that a fair and equitable rate would be three per centum per annum. 

With regard to the payment of the semi-annual instalments, my 
Government, in view of the adverse economic conditions prevailing 
in Hungary, has found it would be more desirable to commence 

‘* Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury, 1932, pp. 291-292. 
* Not printed.
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these semi-annual payments with the fiscal year 1935-86, since an 
appreciable improvement in conditions can hardly be expected in 
the fiscal year 1983-34. 

The Royal Hungarian Government contemplated initiating nego- 
: tiations with the Government of the United States with a view to 

altering the terms of the agreement in the sense outlined above. It 
has reconsidered taking such steps and has decided to sign the 
agreement in the form as stipulated by the United States Treasury. 
The Royal Hungarian Government expects, however, that should 
the Government of the United States at any time grant to another 

debtor nation more favorable terms for the repayment of the amount 
postponed under the so-called moratorium, the same terms and bene- 
fits will be extended to it also. 

I would greatly appreciate the favor of an early reply in order 
that I may advise my Government accordingly. 

Accept [etc. ] SZECHENYI 

800.51W89 Hungary/84 

The Secretary of State to the Hungarian Minister (Széchényi ) 

WASHINGTON, June 3, 1932. 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to your note No. 243/Res, dated 
May 17, 1932, in which, upon instructions from the Royal Hungarian 
Foreign Office, you stated that while the Royal Hungarian Govern- 
ment had decided to sign the postponement agreement regarding 
payments during the fiscal year 1932, it expected that should the 
Government of the United States at any time grant to another 

| debtor nation more favorable terms for the repayment of the amount 
postponed under the so-called moratorium, the same terms and bene- 
fits will be extended to the Royal Hungarian Government also. 

I have brought your note under reference to the attention of 
the Secretary of the Treasury, who is authorized by the Joint 
Resolution of Congress, approved December 23, 1931, to make, with 
the approval of the President, debt postponement agreements on 
the terms and conditions set forth in that Resolution. The Secre- 
tary of the Treasury has replied in the following terms: 

“The Joint Resolution of Congress approvéd December 23, 19381, 
authorizes agreements to be concluded with our foreign debtors for 
the payment over a period of ten years beginning July 1, 1933, 
of the amounts postponed during the fiscal year 1932, with interest 
at the rate of four per centum per annum, in ten equal annuities,
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This is the authority under which the Treasury Department is pro- 
ceeding and there can be no deviation from the terms of the Joint 
Resolution.” 

Accept [etc. ] For the Secretary of State 
Harvey H. Bunpy 

800.51W89 Hungary/84 , 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Hungary ( Roosevelt ) 

No. 98 WASHINGTON, June 6, 1932. 

The Secretary of State refers to previous correspondence regard- 
ing the President’s Proposal of June 20, 1931, for postponement of 
intergovernmental debts and transmits for the information of the 
American Minister copy of the “Agreement between the Kingdom 
of Hungary and the United States of America, May 27, 1932”.% 

Italy 

800.51W89 Italy/170 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Italy (Garrett ) 

| WasHIneTON, March 26, 1932—2 p. m. 

25. Department’s circular February 26th, 11 A.M. Treasury 
draft of agreement to carry out Congressional Resolution regard- 
ing debt postponement has been handed to Italian Ambassador 
today. Treasury anxious to expedite action. Department does not 
desire that you make special call on officials regarding this but 
in connection with other matters hopes you will find opportunity to 
inquire whether prompt action can be expected. 

STIMSON 

800.51W89 Italy/176 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Italy (Garrett ) to the Secretary of State 

Rome, March 31, 19832—6 p. m. 
[Received March 31—2:25 p. m.] 

29. Department’s telegram No. 25, March 26, 2 p.m. I under- 
stand from informal conversations with Foreign Office officials that 
Italian Government is now consulting other governments regarding 
matters relating to debt postponement and that action on the part 
of the Italian Government in connection with the Treasury draft 

agreement to carry out Congressional Resolution may be expected 
shortly. | 

GARRETT 

“ Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury, 1982, p. 204.
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800.51W89 Italy/191a 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Italy (Garrett ) 

No. 652 Wasuineron, June 14, 1932. 

The Secretary of State refers to previous correspondence regard- 
ing the President’s Proposal of June 20, 1981, for postponement of 

- intergovernmental debts and transmits for the information of the 
American Ambassador copy of the “Agreement between the King- 
dom of Italy and the United States of America, June 8, 19382”.* 

Poland 

800.51W89 Poland/60a : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Poland 
(Willys ) 

WasHIneTon, April 23, 1932—1 p. m. 

16. Treasury draft of agreement to carry out Congressional Reso- 
lution regarding debt postponement was handed to Polish Ambas- 
sador ®! some time ago. Treasury insists on necessity of quick action 
in view of June 15th payment date approaching. Please discuss 
present situation with appropriate authorities and inquire when 
action may be expected, reporting fully. 

CASTLE 

800.51W89 Poland/62 

The Chargé in Poland (Flack) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1481 Warsaw, April 26, 1932. 

| [Received May 10.] 

Subject: Poland’s action in regard to the debt postponement agree- 
ment. : 

Sir: With reference to the Department’s cablegram No. 16 of April 
23, 1 P. M., on the above subject, I have the honor to report that 
immediately following the receipt thereof on April 25 I called at the 
Foreign Office and in the absence of M. Lipski, Chief of the Western 
Division, saw M. Orlowski, Chief of the Anglo-American Section, 
which handles American affairs. He said he had personally handled 

the matter at the Foreign Office and that following the delivery of 
the note the Polish Ambassador had cabled its pertinent parts from 

©“ Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury, 1932, pp. 295-296. 
*“Tytus Filipowicz.
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Washington. The Polish Ministry of Finance had been unwilling to 
make a decision until the full text of the note was at hand. The full 
text was received on Saturday, April 23, and immediately transmitted 
to the Finance Ministry with the recommendation of the Foreign 
Office that 1t be agreed to. However, in the absence of Vice Minister 
Koc and M. Nowak, Chief of the Section of the Movement of Funds 
in the Finance Ministry, who had gone to Paris earlier last week, no 

one was left in the Ministry competent to pass on the matter and no 
decision concerning the reply could be forthcoming until their return 
this week. I informed M. Orlowski that the Treasury Department 
desired quick action as the date of the next payment was June 15 and 
asked him to advise the competent authorities. I inquired again 

today by telephone whether there was any prospect of an answer as 
to when a reply would be forthcoming and he informed me that he 
had communicated what I said to him yesterday to the Finance 
Ministry and it had been reiterated that nothing could be decided 
until the return from Paris of Messrs. Koc and Nowak and that he 

would keep me informed of developments. | 
During my conversation with M. Orlowski, he remarked in passing 

that he did not know what the ideas of the Finance Ministry were, 
but if Greece and Austria failed to continue to make payments this 
might be a bad example leading to a landslide of failure to pay. 

It is well known that Poland has been endeavoring to obtain either 
& private or state guaranteed loan in France in lieu of the delayed 
Franco-Polish Railway Company funds, the flotation of a bond issue 
for which market conditions in France have temporarily rendered 
impractical. The success or failure of Vice Minister Koc in Paris 
may very greatly color his decision concerning a reply to the note 
from the State Department. 

It is a matter of common conversation in diplomatic circles in 
Warsaw that reduced revenues and feeble sources of taxation are 
rapidly bringing about a serious fiscal situation for Poland. These 
matters have been reported in detail by the Embassy in previous and 
current despatches. The budget, as already reported, has been enacted 
with a deficit of 74,000,000 Zlotys, in the hope of an extension of the 
Hoover Moratorium. Should this Moratorium not be extended it is 

- not improbable that Poland may urge its difficult fiscal and economic 
situation as reasons for not continuing payment, unless a foreign 
loan is forthcoming in the future to temporarily offset these un- 
favorable factors. | 

Upon the receipt of a reply to the Department’s instruction, it will 
be transmitted promptly. 

Respectfully yours, : JOSEPH F'LAcK
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800.51W89 Poland/66 . 

The Chargé in Poland (Flack ) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1508 : Warsaw, May 10, 1932. 
: [Received May 20. ] 

Sir: With reference to the Department’s cabled instruction No. 16 
of April 23, 1 p. m. and to the Embassy’s despatch No. 1481 of April 
26, 1932, I have the honor to report that I was able today to secure an 
official expression of views on the existing situation of the debt settle- 
ment agreement with Poland proposed by the Treasury Department. 

I was informed by the Foreign Office that Vice-Minister Koc re- 
sumed his duties in the Finance Ministry yesterday and that in re- 
sponse to inquiries by the Foreign Office he had stated today that 
there were certain points in the suggested agreement which required 
close study by the Finance Ministry. The two points mentioned 
were: (1), the 4% interest rate mentioned in the agreement, which 

does not correspond with the 3% provided for in the agreement 
reached at the London Conference, and (2), the Polish agreement 

with the United States of 1924 ® which enables Poland to purchase 
United States Bonds on the open market and to effect payment of its 
debt with these, whereas in the suggested agreement, funds comprised 
in the Hoover Moratorium can only be paid in gold. I was told that 
these points required further intensive study by the Finance Ministry 
and that a date could not be fixed when action on the agreement 
would be taken and that it would probably be necessary to obtain 
further information from Washington. 

In private conversation with the foreign office official who is 
handling this matter, I was told informally that there was little 
prospect of Poland taking any action on the agreement until after 
the Lausanne Conference, which would decide many important mat- 
ters. While Poland has no very great direct interest in reparations, 
it is forced through general pressure of European policy to conform 
to the action of other European Powers. The opinion was expressed 
that none of the European Powers would sign such an agreement 
until after the Lausanne Conference. Should any European Powers 
sign the debt postponement agreement suggested, it was intimated 
that this might have a favorable effect on Polish action. In case other 

7 European Powers do sign the agreement prior to the Lausanne Con- 
ference, the Embassy would then be in a position to point this out 
to the Foreign Office as a reason for expediting Polish action. 

I inquired whether it might be useful to seek a direct interview 
with Vice-Minister of Finance Koc and was informed that while the 

= Combined Annual Reports of the World War Foreign Debt Commission, 
1922-1926, p. 156.
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Foreign Office had no. objection to this, my question would un- 
doubtedly be referred back by the Finance Ministry to the Foreign 
Office, for reply. Therefore, in the absence of specific instructions, I 
shall not seek an interview with M. Koc on this subject. 

Respectfully yours, JOSEPH FiLack 

800.51W89 Poland/66a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Poland (Willys ) 

| WasuHineton, May 23, 1932—6 p. m. 

21. Please advise Polish authorities that Italian Government has 
instructed its Ambassador to sign Hoover year debt: postponement 
agreement with Treasury. British Government states that authority 
to British Ambassador to sign agreement is being forwarded. The 
danger of misunderstanding and recriminations in this country 
against those nations who accepted the Hoover year debt postpone- 
ment but who have not as yet expressed willingness to sign the agree- 
ments putting this into legal effect increases every day. 

STIMSON 

800.51W89 Poland/67 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Poland (Willys) to the Secretary of State 

: Warsaw, May 24, 1982—2 p. m. 
[Received 7:12 p. m.] 

28. Department’s telegram 20 [277]. Shortly before receipt of 
Department’s cable the Foreign Office advised that full powers were 
cabled last evening to Polish Ambassador to negotiate and sign 
agreement if such action consonant with attitude of other powers 
signatory to London protocol. Understand the number of powers 
to determine decision was not specified but have the impression that 
Polish action depends largely upon the action of France and powers 
likely to follow French attitude. 

Witys 

800.51W89 Poland/78a 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Poland (Flack ) 

No. 3383 | WASHINGTON, June 28, 1932. 

The Secretary of State refers to previous correspondence regarding 
the President’s Proposal of June 20, 1931, for postponement of inter-
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governmental debts and transmits for the information of the Ameri- 
can Chargé d’Affaires copy of the “Agreement between the Republic 
of Poland and the United States of America, June 10, 1932”. 

Rumania 

800.51W89 Rumania/148a 

| The Secretary of State to the Minister in Rumania ( Wilson) 

No. 248 WasHINGTON, June 28, 1982. 

The Secretary of State refers to previous correspondence regarding 
the President’s Proposal of June 20, 1931, for postponement of in- 
tergovernmental debts and transmits for the information of the 
American Minister copy of the “Agreement between the Kingdom of 
Rumania and the United States of America, June 11, 1932”.% 

Yugoslavia 

800.51W89 Yugoslavia/142 

The Minister in Yugoslavia (Prince) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1286 | Brierapve, March 18, 1932. 

[Received April 2.] 

_ Sir: I have the honor to refer to my despatch No. 1275, dated March 
1, 1932, and to my telegram No. 5, of to-day’s date,* and to inform 
the Department that I have received to-day a formal reply from 
Assistant Foreign Minister Fotich to my communication dated Feb- 
ruary 29th ® embodying the information contained in the Depart- 
ment’s telegraphic Circular dated February 26, 11 A. M. A copy 
and translation of this reply, as well as a copy of my communication 
to the Foreign Office, are enclosed. 

While the Yugoslav Government has designated its Minister in 
Washington, Dr. Pitamic, as its representative for conference with 
the Secretary of the Treasury with the view of concluding the agree- 
ments authorized by Public Resolution No. 5 of the Seventy-second 

Congress, it will be seen from the reply that the Yugoslav position ® 
in rejecting the original debt recess plan is reiterated, and that in 
engaging in the proposed negotiations this Government does so 
without assuming any of the obligations that would have resulted 
from an acceptance of the plan. | | 

Respectfully yours, JOHN DyNELEY PRINCE 

“= Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury, 1932, pp. 802-808. 
« Tbid., pp. 305-806. | 
“ Neither printed. 
“See Foreign Relations, 1981, vol. 1, pp. 280 ff.
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800.51W89 Yugoslavia/145 

7 The Yugoslav Legation to the Department of State 

| Arw>r MEmorre 

The Royal Yugoslav Government was not able to accept the pro- 
posal of a one year moratorium on inter-governmental debts, inas- 
much as this proposal did not, either in its original or its final form, 

take into consideration the special conditions of Yugoslavia. In gen- 
eral, neither of the interested Powers wanted even to negotiate with 
the Yugoslav Government on this question. 

Not accepting the moratorium proposal the Yugoslav Government 
had, of course, the intention to continue the regular payment of the 
annuities in due terms to the United States of America, to Great 
Britain and to France. In the meantime, however, the proposal of 
the President of the United States of America has been put into 
effect for Yugoslavia equally, without the consent of its Govern- 
ment. The Yugoslav Government protested against such inequitable 
proceedings to the Bank of International Payments but, so far, has 
not got satisfaction. 

Maintaining its legal viewpoint, which, in its opinion, is the only 
correct one, namely that international obligations cannot be cancelled 
by a unilateral act and that, in consequence, the proceeding by which 

- & moratorium was given, without the consent of the Yugoslav Gov- 
ernment, to Germany also with respect to Yugoslavia, is not equitable, 

the Yugoslav Government wishes to state that this moratorium has, 
in fact, been put into effect also relative to Yugoslavia, and that by 
the will and the decision of the Powers which are her creditors for 
war debts. Whereas Yugoslavia is not legally bound in this mat- 
ter, the creditor Powers, which proposed, concluded and put into 
effect this moratorium without the consent of the Yugoslav Gov- 
ernment, are bound even legally, and consequently, cannot expect 
Yugoslavia to pay them the sums due this year, unless it would be 
recognised that this moratorium is not valid in so far as Yugoslavia 
is concerned and unless they give orders accordingly to the Bank of 
International Payments. In that case the Yugoslav Government 
would at once and without delay pay the bond which is due this 
year. 

In December of last year the same communication was made to 
the Royal Government of Great Britain.. | 

Wasuineron, May 31, 1932, , |
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II. THE LAUSANNE CONFERENCE, JUNE 16-JULY 9, 1932 

462.00R296A1/1 

The Secretary of State to the French Ambassador (Claudel) 

AipE-MeEmorre®® 

[Wasuineton,| December 29, 1931. 

The calling of the Conference of the Governments to be held on 

January 18th and the rumors which have been current concerning 
whether we would participate or not in such conference, make it 
seem advisable for me to have this talk with the Ambassador and 
to make clear our position again, although I assume that from our 

conference last October M. Laval fully understands the situation.” 
At the time of M. Laval’s discussions with President Hoover we 

pointed out that any question of Germany’s capacity to pay repara- 
tions at the close of this year’s suspension on July 1st next must be 
brought up and determined by the governments which participate 
in those reparations. The United States do not participate and 
would not enter that question. This was pointed out in the Joint 
Communiqué * which provided that the initiative in this matter must 
be taken by the European Powers. 

The meeting of the experts which has just taken place at Basle” 

and the meeting of the governments which is now called for January 
18th to act upon the experts’ report together constitute this step 
above mentioned of determining what shall be done in respect to 
reparations. And pursuant to our policy of the past ten years and 
the position which Mr. Hoover took in October, we shall not partici- 
pate in the conference. 

The attitude shown at the meeting of the American Congress in 
December simply confirms Mr. Hoover’s foresight in insisting upon 
this procedure and indicates that this is the only possible route by 
which the people of this country could ever come to understand the 
necessity of any further help in Europe. Only after the extent of 

Germany’s capacity or incapacity to pay has-been fairly determined 
and the manner and extent in which the resulting sacrifice will be 

* Handed to the French Chargé, Pierre Henry de la Blanchetai. Copies were 
also sent to the British, German, and Italian Embassies; and to the American 
Embassies in Belgium, France, Germany, Great Britain, and Italy. 

® for correspondence relating to the visit of Pierre Laval to the United States 
in October 1931, see Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 11, pp. 237 ff. 

” Issued by President Hoover and Prime Minister Laval, October 25, 1931, 

oe eeotine of the Young Plan Advisory Committee December 8-23, 1981; see 
ibid., vol. 1, pp. 332 ff; for text of experts’ report, see Great Britain, Cmd. 
8095, Germany No. 1 (1982): Report of the Special Advisory Committee con- 
sened acer the Agreement with Germany concluded at The Hague on January
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borne by the nations who are entitled to receive reparations is also 
determined, would it be possible to bring such a question before the 
people of this country with anything but a certainty of failure. 
Then and only then could it be proposed that the situation of each 
of the nations which have obligations to the United States be ex- 
amined individually in the light of the present temporary depres- 
sion and the then existing international situation both as regards 
themselves and as regards the United States. 

The historic attitude of this country in keeping the question of 
the debts owed to it by the Allied nations entirely separate from 
the reparations owed by Germany is not based upon caprice or self- 
ishness. Having at the close of the war relinquished to its Allies 
all claims to any participation in war reparations, whether in terri- 
tory or money, this country was unwilling thereafter to permit 
itself to be drawn into a situation which would inevitably result in 
it being represented as the recipient of such reparations. Under these 
circumstances it is only natural that any method of relief to Ger- 
many which on its face would show the American taxpayers to be 
paying German reparations would have no possibility of acceptance 

here. 

462.00R296A1/12 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson ) to the Secretary of State 

Berne, January 5, 1932—2 p. m. 
[Received January 5—10: 50 a. m.] 

4, Yesterday the British Minister ™ accompanied Sir Maurice 
Hankey, Secretary General of the coming Reparations Conference, 
on a visit to President Motta in the course of which it was arranged 
the Reparations Conference should be held at Lausanne either Janu- 
ary 18th or 20th, the decision subject to formal acquiescence by the 
Federal Council. The request has been supported by notes from 
all six interested Governments. The British Minister states that 
it 1s probable that MacDonald, Neville Chamberlain, Simon and 
perhaps Runciman will be present. 

Baldwin has consulted me as to his attitude regarding this Con- 
ference. I have advised him in view of the Department’s attitude 
insofar as it is ascertainable in the press to take no initiative to 

obtain information regarding the Conference but in the event that 
without such initiative information comes to him which he regards 
as valuable to consult me regarding the matter. 

Please instruct if this advice should be modified. 

—_— _ Wison 
"Sir Horace William Kennard. 

6442124848
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462.00R296A1/17 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Germany (Sackett) to the Secretary of State 

Beruin, January 7, 1932—4 p. m. 
[Received 5:11 p. m.73] 

5. The uncertainty and confusion in French, German and English 
official circles as to some definite program to be advanced at the forth- 
coming Lausanne Conference was emphasized at several informal 
and unofficial conversations Edge and I participated in or rather 
listened to during the last 2 days at my house. Ambassador and 
Mrs. Edge have been visiting us for the purpose of attending a diplo- 
matic dinner given for the French Ambassador and Madame Poncet 
on Tuesday. After dinner the French Ambassador exhibited much 
gloom over what he alleged to be the insistence of Germany that 
the Lausanne Conference should adopt a conclusive understanding 

that no further reparation payments be required of Germany and 
expressed himself as fearful of the failure of the Conference on ac- 
count of such insistence. 

However, he had a further conference with Dr. Bruening Wednes- 
day morning. A little later on Wednesday at a stag luncheon to 
which I had invited several diplomats, German ministers and Mr. 
Wiggin, 12 in all, Chancellor Bruening stated to Edge and myself 
that the French Ambassador with, as Bruening understood it, the 
approval of the British (although Bruening expected to talk further 
with the British Ambassador on Friday) definitely proposed that 
on the convening of the Lausanne Conference an extension of the 
Hoover moratorium ™ for a period of 6 months should be immedi- 
ately arranged, that the French Ambassador had indicated to him 
that the elections in France the 17th of April would make any of- 
ficial adjustment of reparations before that time practically im- 
possible. The purpose of the 6 months’ extension, the Chancellor 
said, was to enable the Conference to adjourn until after the French 

elections and reconvene late in May affording opportunity then to 
go into the question unembarrassed by elections considerations and 
secure, if possible, a surcease of reparations payments. He indicated 
that a conference at that time would probably last some weeks as 
the questions would be difficult. It appeared to me, although it 
was not very clearly stated, that if such a 6 months’ moratorium ex- 
tension were agreed upon that the United States would be approached 
to permit the Hoover moratorium as to war debts to be extended 
for a like period. Edge and I, of course, expressed no opinion be- 

® Telegram in two sections. 
* See Foreign Relations, 1981, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff.
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yond the consistent statement that every one was familiar with 
the action recently taken by Congress in connection with the rati- 
fication of the existing moratorium and that we awaited Europe’s 
handling and development of its problems at the proposed Confer- 
ence. It was mentioned that the Prussian elections also—which are 
among the most important in Germany—occur in May and this 
possibly may considerably influence the Chancellor as to compliance 
with the foregoing suggestion. We mentioned, as was of course 
well known, that the United States would be engaged in national 
elections from June until November and domestic interests would 
be centered there. 

The whole situation seems to be an admission that neither France 
nor Great Britain is prepared at the present time for a final show- 

down. Any device for gaining time will be eagerly availed of by 
the former and will not be opposed by the latter. Germany as a 
matter of expediency will acquiesce. 

Mr. Wiggin said to Edge and me that in general his committee 
had about agreed to a prolongation of the Standstill Agreement’® 
for 1 year without providing any partial payments on the private 
debts during the period such as was contained in the present Stand- 
still Agreement but with a side understanding with the Germans 
that if the Lausanne Conference required of Germany any payments 
on public debts during that period, the Standstill Agreement would 
either be ended by mutual consent or a new arrangement effected. 

He explained the many difficulties being encountered due to the 
varying conditions in the different countries. He said the Germans 
had made many concessions such as that the collateral held by 
German creditors would be shared with less adequately secured 
foreign creditors of the same German debtor. An important diffi- 
culty still pending was Wiggin’s demand that solvent debtors de- 
siring to make payment be permitted under the new agreement to 
pay im reichsmarks. As it will not be possible to transfer such ~ 
reichsmarks out of Germany, Wiggin is trying to arrange that the 
German Government create a new corporation to which such reichs- 
marks can be paid as a deposit to the creditor’s account and which 

deposit account the Government will then guarantee. These de- 
posits thus guaranteed could either be loaned to the Reichsbank so 

that the liquidity of German financial institutions will be curtailed 
or be subject to creditor’s withdrawal for investment in German real 
estate, stocks, bonds, et cetera. He evidently wishes to establish by 
this method opportunity for creditors to convert perhaps dubious 
paper into guaranteed deposits, better paper or property if oppor- 

*See Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, pp. 323-356 passim.
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tunity offers. Wiggin instanced cases of failure of Germany to 
observe the present Standstill Agreement citing a recent 50 percent 
payment on the 15 million Bavarian loan instead of the permitted 
10 percent which transaction the Reichsbank explained as resulting 
from an extraordinary communication from the Bankers Trust 

Company. Wiggin stated his committee was proceeding as if politi- 
cal debts did not exist but had great difficulty in keeping the English 
from raising the priority question in view of Mr. Baldwin’s re- 
cent statement on that subject which called forth Laval’s reply. 

Copy to Paris. 
SACKETT 

462.00R296A1/12: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson ) 

WASHINGTON, January 8, 1932—3 p.m. 

5. Your 4, January 5, 2 p.m. Your advice to Baldwin is ap- 
proved. Please make it very clear to him that as we are to have 
no observer at this conference he is not in any way to allow it to 
appear that he is seeking or is anxious to obtain information, nor 
is he to allow anyone at the Lausanne Conference to put him in 
the position of being a medium of communication between the 
conference and this Government. If any question of approaching 
this Government formally or informally should arise he is to refer 
the matter to you and keep out of it himself. 

STIMSON 

462.00R296A1/41 

. Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[WasuHineton,] January 11, 1932. 

The German Ambassador’* came in to explain the situation which 
has arisen in reference to Chancellor Bruening’s recent statement. 

He said there had been misunderstandings in the press which 
led to false impressions; that in the first place he did not under- 

stand how Dr. Bruening’s views had come out at all and they seemed 
to have come out as given to Great Britain, whereas as a matter 
of fact Dr. Bruening had spoken to the representatives of all of 
the different countries; and in the next place his statement was not 
a repudiation but a mere statement on his part of what he thought 
was the real meaning of the Basle report of the experts. The Am- 

* Friedrich W. von Prittwitz und Gaffron.
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bassador said Dr. Bruening’s view, based on this report, was that 
doing away altogether with reparations was the best line of con- 
duct in the interest of everybody—not only Germany, but the others; 
that he thought a temporary postponement was not satisfactory be- 
cause the revival of business which would take place under such 
circumstances could at best be only temporary and the shadow of 
the renewal of the payments would constantly hang over them; and 
furthermore that he did not like the suggestion of new bonds being 

issued by the German railways. 
The Ambassador told me of course I was to understand that Dr. 

Bruening did not mention the allied debts at all but was speaking 
only of the reparations to be paid by Germany and the situation 
which that created, and from the political standpoint he thought 

no German government could promise now to take up the pay- 

ments of reparations again. 
The Ambassador said that so far as the Lausanne meeting was 

concerned, Dr. Bruening’s suggestion that it should be interrupted 
and adjourned until after the French elections was only made as 
a compromise or alternative policy—the method he most preferred 

was to go ahead now and finish up as rapidly as possible. 
I broke in to remind the Ambassador that the Basle report in 

itself had not excluded the promise of ultimate German recovery ; 
that there was language in it which indicated that the present situa- 
tion was abnormal, and that in normal times Germany could resume 
payments. The Ambassador agreed that that was so, but said that 
the language of the report seemed to be only an expression of a 
hope and everybody had to agree that the calculations made by the 
Young Plan” had proved fallacious. 

I replied that that was true, but that we must agree it would be 
just as wrong to regard the situation in the present depression as 
normal and permanent in one direction as it was wrong to regard 
the situation in May, 1929, as normal and permanent in the other 
direction. The Ambassador agreed. 

I asked about M. Flandin’s statement to the effect that there 
should be no Lausanne Conference at all. The Ambassador replied 
that he thought this was based on a misunderstanding by Flandin; 
that at the time when he said this he did not realize what Bruening 
had actually said and had not waited to hear Francois-Poncet’s 
report. The Ambassador said that in summary what Dr. Bruening 
wants is a definite solution and thinks that is the best solution. 

I replied that he could hardly expect to achieve a solution by 

™ See Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. u, pp. 1025-1083; Great Britain, Cmd. 3343 
(1929): Report of the Committee of Experts on Reparations,
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which Germany escaped all reparation payments hereafter. I called 
attention to the situation in Germany and asked if it was not a fact 

that German industry had escaped a large part of its domestic in- 
debtedness in the crash of the mark in 1924. I said that if Ger- 
many now escaped reparations would not that really leave Germany 

and German industry in a rather unduly favorable condition as to 
all other nations. The Ambassador admitted that he had heard 
this argument. He said we must not forget that German industry 
was not altogether free from debt because they had made these short 
term obligations. I said I realized that they had had to borrow 

their capital on rather more difficult terms than if they had had 
better credit and borrowed it on long term bonds, but that was 
rather a small matter in comparison with their escape from the 
earlier domestic indebtedness. 

As he had evidently completed what he had come to see me about, 
I reverted to the general situation and asked him whether he had 

received the azde-mémoire which I sent him on December 29th of 

the talk I had had with Claudel. He said he had. I pointed out 

that while the situation was very difficult people were mistaken in 

saying that there had been any change in the attitude of this Ad- 
ministration; that we stood in exactly the same position as we had 
in October with M. Laval, and it was entirely wrong to indicate 
that the situation was like the one which confronted President 

_ Wilson in 1919. Furthermore, I pointed out, that Congress in its 
rider to the debt moratorium bill had not excluded a possible sus- 
pension of debt payments, but only cancellation or reduction, and 
furthermore that even this statement made in the early weeks of 
the sessions of a new Congress might possibly be subject to modifi- 
cation afterwards, although it undoubtedly was a very difficult 
position. 

I said that this government now was devoting its primary at- 
tention to strengthening its defenses at home with its domestic legis- 
lative program; that it had found not only from the attitude of 
its own Congress but from the divergent and discordant feelings 
of the different countries abroad that it was very likely that a suc- 
cessful defense against foreign disaster might be too slow in or- 
ganizing to be successful and therefore we had adopted the method 
for the present of concentrating our primary attention on our home 
legislation, but we had not abandoned our intention to work as in- 
telligently and in as conciliatory a way as possible for the ameliora- 
tion of the world situation. I said that it was going to be a very 
difficult winter for everybody and I was trying to inculcate in all
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matters where I had any influence the extreme importance of re- 
straint and conciliation, because it was a time when -the economic 
situation would require those qualities. : 

H[enry]| L. S[tmrson | 

462.00R296A1/83 

Lhe Ambassador in Germany (Sackett) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1897 Brr.in, January 12, 1932. 

[Received January 23. ] 

Sir: Confirming telegrams Nos. 5 of January 7, 4 p.m., 7 of 
January 9, 11 a.m., 8 of January 9, 7 p.m. and 10 of January 12, 
4. p.m.,”* I have the honor to transmit herewith copy of a memo- 
randum’® giving the substance of a conversation on January 8 be- 
tween Ministerialdirektor Dr. Ritter, of the Foreign Office, and a 
member of the Embassy staff. In the aforesaid conversation, Dr. 
Ritter outlined the plans, activities and policy of the German Gov- 
ernment in respect of reparations and gave his views on the present 
economic situation of the Reich. A second memorandum, which 
gives the substance of a conversation of January 9, with Ministerial- 
direktor Dr. Dieckhoff, is also enclosed.”® During the course of the 
interview with Dr. Dieckhoff, the member of the Embassy staff was 
permitted to read the précis of the conversation which had taken 
place at noon on January 8 between Dr. Briining and Sir Horace 

Rumbold, the British Ambassador. The substance of the précis 
is reported in the aforesaid memorandum. As a final enclosure, there 
is transmitted herewith, in copy and translation, the text of the 
Chancellor’s communiqué ® given out on the evening of January 9 
by Wolff’s Telegraphisches Bureau. | 

The substance of these accompaniments to this despatch has al- 
ready been reported to the Department. In conversation this 
morning with the Chancellor, he confirmed to me the fact that they 
present a complete and accurate picture of the present situation 
in so far as Germany is concerned. 

It seems clear that the domestic-political situation and German 
policy towards reparations had developed and presumably will con- 
tinue to develop along parallel lines; the one is ancillary to the 
other. The general line of German reparation policy, as now formu- 
lated, is based on the conclusions of the so-called Basle Report, and 
may be summarized briefly as follows: Insistence 1) that since the 

* Nos. 7, 8, and 10 not printed. 
® Not printed. .



644 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1932, VOLUME I 

economic basis on which the Young Plan was drafted no longer 
exists, the Plan itself must be put aside; 2) that economic condi- 
tions in the Reich do not allow of any payments on reparation ac- 
count for any foreseeable time; 3) that the economic rehabilitation 
of the world requires the cessation of political payments by Ger- 
many, 1.e., the complete cancellation of reparations, and 4) that a 

lump sum agreement in final settlement of reparations is not at 
this time acceptable to Germany. In respect of the qualification of 
the last statement, it may be significant that it does not definitely 

close the door to the future possibility of a global settlement. 

German expectations regarding the course of developments seem 
pretty clearly to be as follows: The Conference at Lausanne will 
serve as the stage for an immediate German move for entire can- 
cellation of reparations. There is presumably no real hope enter- 
tained that a positive result can be achieved at this time; German 

efforts will be largely tactical and made with eyes fixed also on 
the domestic-political situation. The first objective will presumably 
be to achieve the actual or theoretical demise of the Young Plan. 
To this end determined efforts may be expected to arrange for the 
existing moratorium to be converted on July 1st into a provisorium. 
The German thesis is that a moratorium implies an interim which 
constructively continues the status of the past while a provisorium 
carries the implication of an interim between two entirely different 
situations and thus would not constitute an acknowledgment of the 
Young Plan for the future. Germany clearly desires that the con- 
ference should speedily adjourn and reconvene only after the French 
and Prussian elections, and hopes are entertained that the results 
of the French elections may favor a final settlement of the repara- 
tion problem along lines more satisfactory to Germany than is at 
present feasible. It will be observed in enclosure 1, that Dr. Ritter 

does not anticipate that the reparations’ slate can be washed clean 
before the end of the present year or the beginning of 1933. It may 
be assumed that he reflects the viewpoint of the Government in the 
premises and that it is a hopeful augury against precipitous action 
by the German Government. 

The major problem in the field of domestic politics which con- 
fronts the Government is, of course, the obvious one of maintain- 
ing itself in power in the face of almost overwhelming Opposition 
strength. This task is approached on the basis that Hitler, the 
leader of the National Opposition, will not attempt or even desire 
to enter or take over the Government while negotiations for a final 
reparations settlement are still pending. Indeed, the Government 
foresees that by side-stepping a prolonged moratorium or other
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provisional settlement, which could be interpreted by the National 
Opposition as acceptance by implication of continued or future 
German liability under the Young Plan, its life may be prolonged 
until the final settlement is actually effected. If this proves to be 
the case, the nature of the settlement, when made, and the economic 
conditions obtaining at that time, will presumably shape subsequent 
domestic-political developments. 

It is argued abroad that the present reparation policy of Ger- 
many is one of “blackmail” of its debtors; that these are faced 
with 1) the constant threat of a political crisis in Germany from 
which would evolve a new government committed to outright repu- 
diation of political payments and revision of the Treaty of Ver- 
sailles; and 2) the menace that Germany at any given moment may 
declare a complete moratorium on all foreign debt payments, with 
disastrous consequences for important banks abroad. 

In analyzing the foregoing objectively, the following conclusions 
may be drawn: 1) the German Government doubtless feels morally 
free to use the various factors of the existing situation in the German 
national interests. Germany argues that the commitments in re- 
spect of reparations were accepted under pressure and clearly be- 
lieves that they can be thrown off only by recourse likewise to 
pressure. 2) If the Brining Government accepts liability for future 
reparation payments under the Young Plan, irrespective of how 
far such payments are scaled down, the National Opposition seems 
actually ready to precipitate the “threatened” crisis and to repudiate 

reparation payments. It is moreover allegedly willing to accept 
all consequences. 3) The precedent for the declaration of a mora- 
torium on foreign debt payments has already been set elsewhere. 
The possibility of Germany’s having recourse to this drastic measure 
has undoubtedly been conducive to British cooperation with Ger- 
many, from motives of self-interest, to the end of moderating French 
reparations policy. : 

The chief line of argumentation—in addition to that of existing 
ecohomic considerations—which Germany may be expected to em- 
phasize in order to justify her moral claim to the entire cancella- 
tion of reparation payments, will be that total French costs of 
actual reconstruction have already been exceeded by German repara- 
tion payments and deliveries in kind in favor of France. The 
German arguments will form the subject of a separate despatch. 

Economically the Government is clearly willing to sacrifice the 
advantage of immediate economic relief in the greater interest of 
a postponed but final settlement. The German Government, how- 
ever, is convinced that the present critical situation of Germany’s
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major industries, in the light of altered circumstances in the home 
market and adverse changes in the export field, makes a favorable 

solution imperative. The Chancellor informed me today, in re- 
spect of the textile, iron and steel, and coal industries and the re- 
turns of the State railways, that five or ten years must elapse before 
any appreciable improvement can be expected; that the question 
of accepting any further charges on the Reichsbahn was out of the 

question. 

The domestic-political situation has been previously reported at 
such length to the Department that it requires no further elabora- 
tion at this time. It must, however, be appreciated abroad that 
the advent of National-Socialism in the government would, with 
its irresponsible and radical Left wing, be fraught with grave 

dangers for the subsequent political trend in Germany. It may be 
assumed that Dr. Briining, from his categoric statements, has now 
decided that a conjunction of the domestic-political situation, the 
acute crisis In Germany as well as the world depression in general, 
make it imperative for him to stand or fall on the issue of a defini- 
tive and favorable settlement of reparations. I do not believe that 
he will yield his place to Hitler or compromise with the National 
Opposition as a tactical maneuver in order to chasten the French — 
point of view; he will, I am sure, resolutely endeavor to maintain 
his position until he has played his last card. 

Dr. Briining’s assurance to the British Ambassador (vide en- 
closure 2) that the German case would not be stated at Lausanne 
In such a way as to injure French feelings is significant. It may 
be expected that he will keep the discussions on a plane of argu- 
mentation; not of repudiation. Danger of French recourse to The 
Hague is therefore not to be foreseen as yet. In the present sharp 
crystalization of German reparations policy, the attitude of France 
is of particular interest. The first reflections of this attitude are 
not too gratifying to Germany. Political pressure will undoubtedly 
be exercised on the Chancellor in connection with the prolongation 
of the B.1.S.* credit of $25,000,000. _Moreover, the German Govern- 

ment has begun to experience a series of lesser difficulties with France 
in the economic field. 

The developments of the general situation will be closely followed 
and promptly reported to the Department. 

Respectfully yours, | Frepertc M. Sacketr 

** Bank for International Settlements.
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462.00R296A1/57 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State : 

Paris, January 16, 1982—5 p.m. 
[Received 6:30 p.m.8] 

41. Laval telephoned the Embassy at noon today requesting that 
I call upon him at the Ministry of the Interior. Accompanied by 
the Counsellor of Embassy I met Laval at 12:30 remaining in con- 
ference with him for an hour. During the course of the conference 
Flandin joined us. | | 

Laval opened the conversation by stating that he had been in con- 
ference with the British and German Ambassadors on the question 

of Germany’s financial difficulties and wanted to present to me the 
situation as he saw it. He stated that he was expected to go before 
Parliament Tuesday next®* at which time he wanted to be in a 
position to suggest that France agree to an extension of the Hoover 
moratorium for a year from July 1, 1932, convinced that because 
of intervening elections and general political and financial unrest at 
the end of another year the nations involved would be much better 
able to reach final determinations but he could not do so unless 
assured that the United States would agree and wished to know 

whether I could obtain such assurances. 
I immediately responded to this opening suggestion by asking 

him if he was familiar with the aide-mémoire dated December 29 
(Department’s telegram 1, January 1 [2], 1932**) which has been 

handed Claudel in Washington. He responded that he knew of it 
but that he was not entirely familiar with its contents at the same 
time making a memorandum to send for it. I then briefly reviewed 
its contents asserting that his question was practically answered by 
the terms of the aide-mémoire, that the United States had made it 
perfectly clear that until France and the other countries interested 
in German reparations had reached an arrangement among them- 
selves there was really nothing that the United States could do 
about it. Laval said that the matter had come up in the following 

manner: 
Tyrrell had come to him with this proposal: (1), that Germany 

should be given a further moratorium of 1 year, and (2), that 
during this period an international conference should be called at 
which a definite and final arrangement should be reached regarding 
reparations. Laval had replied that the French Government could 

2 Telegram in five sections; repeated to the American Embassies in Belgium, 
Germany, Great Britain, and Italy. 

8 January 19. 
5 See footnote 68, p. 686.
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not agree to point (1) unless the idea were to prolong the present 
: Hoover moratorium for a period of 1 year from date of expira- 

tion because of its treatment of the unconditional reparations, et 
cetera, and that the French could not finally agree to the prolonga- 

' tion of this moratorium unless it had the previous approval of the 

United States. With regard to point (2) Laval had said that 
France could not agree to such a conference along the lines indi- 
cated by the British which undoubtedly meant the scrapping of the 
Young Plan until such a proposal had been presented for approval 
to the French people which could be done at the coming French 

elections. 

While again emphasizing our position I asked him for informa- 
tion whether the British Government had indicated that they were 
willing to join France in such a moratorium with the condition as 

stated therein by Laval, namely, that France should not be com- 
mitted to such a general conference as suggested by Great Britain. 
He said that he would have to see Tyrrell again on this point but 
in the meantime wished to ascertain our Government’s view on the 

moratorium. 

I then suggested that even if the United States were in a posi- 
tion to extend the moratorium which he must understand they were 
not, especially after the recent action of Congress in ratifying the 
existing moratorium, he could give no assurance that Great Britain 
would join without this qualification. He admitted this to be 
correct. 

He never during the conversation indicated the position of 

German[y] on the proposal further than to intimate that he felt 

because of the German elections and conditions there that they would 
be quite agreeable to having the Lausanne Conference recessed until 

perhaps June. 

I assured the Prime Minister that I would at once transmit his 

message to my Government but in concluding the conversation again 

emphasized that in view of the aide-mémoire and the recent action 

of Congress his proposal was to say the least very difficult. During 

the interview he referred to his conversations with President Hoover 

and in answer to questions admitted that there was nothing in those 
conversations that gave him any positive assurance as to the future 

action of the United States but that he was hopeful that in view 

of the original moratorium having been the suggestion of the Presi- 
dent and in view of the present unrest and especially of approach- 

ing elections, that an extension of the moratorium might be brought 
about. |
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He, however, expressed the view that the President had indicated 
his further interest if he, Laval, on his return could make headway 
with his negotiations and Laval felt the extension of the moratorium 
necessary to try to bring this about. I drew attention to the clear 
evidence of the President’s interest as demonstrated by his proposal 
to Congress that the War Debt Commission be revived which, how- 
ever, had been denied by Congress. Both Laval and Flandin ex- 

pressed their appreciation of this action. 
It was plainly evident that the Franco-British conversations have 

been inconclusive. Laval admitted that he had not wished to turn 

down completely the British proposal if there were any chance of 
our agreeing to the moratorium as he did feel that it would give 
them all a breathing spell and enable them to get to the real ques- 
tion of settlement at a more auspicious time than offered at present. 
He facetiously remarked, joined by Flandin, that he was sorry that 
the moratorium had not been for 5 years. I replied that we had 
had difficulty enough to get France to agree to 1 year. 

It is evident that Laval feels that he cannot suggest a moratorium 
to Parliament unless contingent on its acceptance by the United 
States, that to bind himself to such an agreement as proposed with- 
out some assurance of our approval would mean the immediate over- 
turn of his government. | 

In view of the fact that Laval has announced that he will dis- 
cuss this question before Parliament on Tuesday when he presents 

his new government for approval, it might be advisable for the 
Department in preparing its reply to consider the possibility of 
couching it in such a form that if necessary it could later be made 
public. However, no publicity should be given to it until I have 
conveyed it to Laval and discussed that phase with him. 

| | EpcE 

462,00R206A1/57 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Edge) ® 

WASHINGTON, January 18, 19832—4 p.m. 

98. Your 41, January 16, 5 p.m. You were correct in citing my 

aide-mémoire of December 29. The views and policy of this Gov- 
ernment as stated therein have not been changed. You may: say 
to Laval that “The American Government initiated the intergovern- 
mental debt postponement for the major purpose, among others, of 

affording to European countries the opportunity, during a year, of 

| * Repeated to the American Embassies in Belgium, Germany, Great Britain, 
and Italy.
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reaching upon European initiative, constructive solutions of strictly 
Kuropean questions which would turn the tide of depression. The 
continuing policy of the United States is that the debts due to the 
United States remain now, as when first settled, individual ques- 
tions between the United States and each of its debtors separately, 
and not to be dealt with otherwise.”  - 

| London’s 14, January 18, 1 p.m. to the Department,® is being 

repeated to you from London for your information. Unless you 
perceive some objection you may remind Laval as coming from you 
and entirely on your own initiative that no debt payments from the 
major debtor nations are due to be paid to this Government until 
December 15, 1932. This is with reference to Laval’s feeling ex- 

pressed in section 4 of your 41 that “because of the German elec- 
tions and conditions there they would be quite agreeable to having 
the Lausanne Conference recessed until perhaps June”. You may 
wish to adduce as the cause for your remark the information con- 
veyed to you in London’s 14 abovementioned. You should not in 
any way let this appear as a suggestion emanating from here. 

STIMSON 

462.00R296A1/60 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, January 18, 1932—4 p.m. 
[Received January 18—1:35 p.m.] 

42. My 41, January 16th. Laval sent word this morning through 
his Chief of Cabinet*’ that he would like to clear up one or two 
points regarding our talk Saturday. I had Armour go over and 
after a talk with the Chief of Cabinet the latter said Laval would 
like to see him. Laval said that he did not wish us to get the idea 
that he was considering seriously the British suggestion for an inter- 
national conference along the lines he had indicated on Saturday. 

He reiterated this was entirely a British suggestion. He said that 
of course we must know that his Government would not last 5 min- 
utes if it were thought that it was ready to surrender France’s rights 
under the Young Plan by which a considerable balance remains 

after the amount due on her debts has been paid. So far as his 
Government was concerned it had started nothing more than an 

- extension of the present Hoover moratorium for a year or two if 
| necessary to enable (Germany to tide over the present crisis. He 

said that he expected to go before Parliament tomorrow with a 

© Not printed, . 
* Léon Noél.
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moratorium extension as the Government’s present proposal and 
that at the same time he would explain that the Government would 
not bind France to such a moratorium unless or until such prolonga- 
tion had the approval of the United States. He receded somewhat | 
from his position of Saturday in that he indicated that a reply to- 
morrow before his going to the Chamber was not essential. 

As to the Lausanne Conference, Laval said that while he would 
go if necessary, as he did not care by what machinery the arrange- 
ment was arrived at, he did not consider that such a conference now 
would serve any useful purpose although he admitted that the 

Germans were insisting on it. In any case he expects to get in touch 
with the British after the vote in the Chamber of Deputies tomor- 
row. (I do not think we should lose sight of the fact that with 
Briand’s withdrawal from the Government, a victory for Laval 
tomorrow while probable is not a foregone conclusion. In fact he 
indicated this morning that Briand’s friends might create difficulties). 

Laval added that after Tuesday he might even see MacDonald 
as the British Premier had some time ago indicated to him that he 
would like to talk with him. 

Ener 

462.00R296A1/63 : Telegram | | 

The Ambassador in Italy (Garrett ) to the Secretary of State 

~ Roms, January 20, 1932—noon. 

[Received January 20—10: 25 a.m.] 

13. I saw Grandi last evening. He is leaving for Geneva Friday 
night to attend the Council meeting and the Armament Conference*® 
but will not go to Lausanne though he will be available if it should 
later seem wise to go there. Mosconi will be at Lausanne but 
Beneduce will really be Italy’s representative there. | | 

The German Ambassador® came to see Grandi a few days ago 
and told him by instruction of his Government that the critical 
situation in Germany precluded any possibility of paying anything 
more this year and he added that Germany would never be able to 
pay any more reparations. No partial postponement would now be 
enough he said; the German crisis could only be met by. complete 
and final abandonment of all reparations payments. Grandi said 
that Italy and Great Britain were about in accord in regard to 
German payments and that they were both trying to get France 

‘* For correspondence concerning the Conference for the Reduction and Limi- 
tation of Armaments, see pp. 1 ff. 

* Dr. Carl von Schubert.
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to be more generous, so far without avail. He could hardly expect 
an answer from France until Laval had presented the program of 
the new government yesterday and today. He seems to think that 

| a satisfactory or even any sort of accord on reparations is impossible 
at this time and things would be much worse in his opinion, even 
than they are, if at Lausanne Bruening should say that Germany 
would never pay and Laval should reply that the Young Plan must 

stand. Unless some preliminary understanding were reached the 
Lausanne Conference had better be postponed. He was not at all 
in accord with the French thesis that America should first be ap- 
proached for a cancellation of the debts before Germany is let off. 
He had learned in America and he quite agreed that the first sacri- 

| fices must be made by Europe and that only then could America 
be approached. America, he said, could not be called upon to make 

all the sacrifices and a “united front” demanding cancellation of 
the debts was certainly not the right way to go about it. | 

I should be very glad to have a statement of the Department’s 
views of these matters as well as a résumé of the conversations with 
Grandi in America as I am to see him again before he leaves and am 
not very well able to talk as frankly with him and he with me as I 
should like unless I know your wishes. 

A statement in the press which may be cabled to America that I 

said in an interview at Naples on my arrival there Sunday that I was 
in accord with the views expressed in the two Popolo d’Italia articles 
of the 12th and 14th is without foundation. What I stated was that 
I had not yet seen the articles and could therefore certainly not say 
that I agreed with them. I said this to Grandi and his comment was 
“No, neither you nor I could agree with them”. He said that they 
had not been notified before publication. Although he did not admit 
that they were the work of Mussolini, it is evident from quite reliable 

sources that they were his own work and represent his personal views 
which of course must be taken as those of the Italian Government at 
least for the time being. | 

Cipher text mailed Paris, 
| GARRETT 

462.00R296A1/66 : Telegram . 

The Ambassador in Italy (Garrett ) to the Secretary of State 

Rome, January 20, 1932—7 p. m. 
[Received January 20—2: 50 p. m.] 

14. Today the British Government suggested to the Italian Gov- 
ernment that they represent to Germany the dangers of failure of the
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Lausanne Conference and suggest that a preliminary agreement be 
reached to extend the Hoover moratorium for so long as may be 
necessary to prepare the way for a conference that may be looked 
forward to with some measure of hope of success but for a maximum 
of 9 months. Grandi tells me he thinks that the British Government 
had consulted France before making this suggestion but so far as he 
knows France has not yet agreed to it. Nevertheless, Grandi sent 
instructions to Berlin this afternoon in the sense indicated. 

Cipher text mailed to Paris, London, Berlin, Brussels. 

7 GARRETT 

462.00R296A1/69 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Germany (Sackett) to the Secretary of State 

Beruin, January 20, 1982—8 p. m. 
[Received January 20—5:11 p. m.]| 

15. Ministerialdirektor Dieckhoff has officially informed me that 
British Government, probably because it failed to obtain French 
agreement to a provisorium, vide telegram number 7, January 9, il 
a. m.,°° has abandoned its previous attitude. Yesterday the British 
Ambassador formally urged Bruening to agree at Lausanne Con- 
ference to a 1 year’s continuation of present moratorium under exist- 
ing conditions, same treatment of unconditional annuities and delayed 
settlement of conditional annuities. Rumbold described this as only 
solution which would provide opportunity for final reparation settle- 
ment late in the year. After Cabinet meetings the German Govern- 
ment this afternoon definitely declined to agree to new British pro- 
posal on grounds that it was impossible politically or economically to 
accept. Increasing economic difficulties and progressive financial 
stringency made an honest promise to meet such payments and de- 
layed habilities impossible. Moreover a promise that committed the 
Reich to a further recognition and continuance of the Young Plan 
would result in Government’s political overthrow. However, German 
Government intimating that if Lausanne Conference were delayed 
until May conditions might by then have altered sufficiently to permit 
of a compromise being worked out. German Government fears how- 
ever that meeting of Lausanne Conference is now extremely dubious 
as France will probably refuse to attend. 

Repeated to Brussels, Paris and London. 

SACKETT 

* Not printed. 

6442124849



604 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1982, VOLUME I : 

462.00R296A1/78 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

| [Wasuinecton,] January 21, 19382. 

- The French Ambassador called and asked about the exchange last 
Saturday * at Paris between Laval and Edge as it had appeared in 
the paper. The Ambassador said that he had not been informed by 
his Government about it. I told him briefly that Laval had ap- 
proached Edge with reference to an extension of the Hoover mora- 
torium for one year but that he was unable to make any definite offer 
on behalf of France as it was dependent on the House of Deputies. 
The Ambassador interrupted to say that that would not have been a 
very satisfactory offer to us. I said that we had replied along the 
lines of my memorandum of December twenty-ninth, only very much 
more briefly; in effect, that our attitude was unchanged. The Am- 
bassador said that he had communicated the aide-mémoire of Decem- 
ber twenty-ninth to his Government and that it seemed to him per- 
fectly clear,—perhaps not very hopeful but clear. I told the 
Ambassador that it was not intended to be unfriendly but to state 
frankly an unquestioned situation which existed in this country and 
on the Hill. 

The Ambassador went on to say that the present situation was not 
hopeful; that the different countries were crystallizing into intransi- 
gency and that it was sad to watch the situation get worse. The 
Ambassador said he thought that the Hoover moratorium had killed 
the Young Plan and that Germany would not now pay. I said that, 
in my opinion, the Hoover moratorium had saved Europe from a 
much earlier crash and gave Europe just that much leeway. 

The Ambassador asked me whether I had heard of the proposal 
of the railway bonds which were said to have been put out by Ger- 
many as a form of settlement. I said that, privately, I have long 
thought that some form of commercialization would be the best solu- 
tion but that I had supposed France was a stumbling block to such a 
plan. The Ambassador said no, that he agreed that that was the best 
way but agreed that it would involve necessarily a great loss to com- 
promise. As he explained it, an army in retirement cannot retreat 
all at once; it must retreat gradually. France’s acceptance of the 
moratorium last summer was the first: move. 

H[enry] L. S[rrmson | 

% January 15.
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462.00R296A1/79 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Germany (Sackett ) to the Secretary of State 

Beruin, January 23, 1932—noon. 

[Received January 23—10:40 a. m.] 

18. My telegram No. 5, January 7, 4 p. m., section 2. Work of 
Standstill Committee completed. Mr. Wiggin has privately given 
me copy of its proposed report. It contains résumé of German 
economic situation and much theorizing and gives substance of new 

Standstill Agreement which is to run for 1 year but with earlier 
maturity in the event of “unfavorable developments” permitting 
creditors to resume freedom of action. No immediate repayments. 
Schedule of future payments is to depend on transfer capacity of 
Reichsbank. An advisory committee is to represent creditors which 

will receive continuous information on all incoming and outgoing 
foreign exchange. A German committee for foreign debts will be 
established with a view to prevent dissipation of foreign exchange 
to debtors not included in Standstill. Foreign and German banks 
will stand on same basis with respect to collateral from German non- 

banking debtors. I understand this means sharing of collateral. At 
the option of the creditor cash advances to German banks may be 
converted into 10-year notes bearing 6 percent interest for which as 
inducement special security will be deposited with trustee. Foreign 
creditors also have right to convert unsecured cash advances into 
blocked investments in Germany under effective Reichsbank control. 

Interest reduction will be recommended for creditor countries with 
relatively lower rates. 

The Committee formally recognizes that German Government pay- 
ments to other countries and the question of inter-allied debts have an 
intimate connection. This was incorporated in the report in the hope : 

_ of securing French signature. Committee strongly urges facilitating 
of foreign trade and positive and prompt action in the sphere of 
international cooperation. 

Signatures by those members whose banks have already given 
authority and initialing by the others except possibly Sweden, are | 
expected today though Mr. Wiggin tells me privately that final 
French attitude is still dubious. 

SACKETT |
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462.00R296A1/63 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Italy (Garrett ) 

WASHINGTON, January 23, 19832—3 p. m. 

8. Your 18, January 20, noon. The Department’s views in this 
matter are covered by the aide-mémoire of December 29, sent to you 
from Paris as Department’s No. 1 and the Department’s 28, January 
18, 4 p. m., to Paris, which Paris has sent to you. The texts of these 
are of course strictly confidential and were given to you for your 
information and for background in your discussions with Grandi or 

other competent Italian officials. 
CASTLE 

462.00R296A1/101 

The Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State 

No. 2214. Parts, January 25, 1932. 
| [Received February 2.] 

Sir: Events have transpired with such rapidity since January 3 
last, the date on which I received the Department’s confidential tele- 
gram No. 1, January 2, 2 P. M., transmitting for my information a 
copy of the Department’s Aide-Memoire handed to the French Am- 
bassador on December 29 last, that it occurs to me that it might be 
of some value to the Department were I briefly to review events that 
have taken place since that time and put down in rough form my 
impressions as to the present situation. 

On Monday, January 4, I left for Berlin to spend a night with 
Ambassador Sackett and to have the advantage of an exchange of 
views. I returned to Paris on the morning of the 7th, travelling on 
the same train as the French Ambassador, when the latter informed 
me of his talk with the German Chancellor with regard to the pos- 
sible postponement of the Lausanne Conference. (See my telegram 
No. 10, January 7, 5 P. M.).* 
Two days later, on the evening of January 9, the French press 

published the statement made by the German Chancellor, Dr. 
Brining, to the British Ambassador in Berlin, in which Dr. 

Brining is reported to have said that Germany could not pay any 
further reparations; that in any event a moratorium could not be 
considered, etc. (What Dr. Briining claims actually to have told Sir 
Horace Rumbold is set forth in telegram No. 8, January 9, 7 P. M. 
from our Embassy at Berlin to the Department.%) 

*% Not printed.
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On January 10, I reported to the Department M. Flandin’s reply 
to this declaration of the German Premier, in which the French 
Minister of Finance stated that the proposal was equivalent to putting 
an end to the Young Plan and the Treaty of Versailles ;** that France 
could not accept the unilateral denunciation of contracts freely 
entered into and that the declaration had the virtual effect of making 
the Lausanne Conference useless. (Embassy’s telegram No. 19, 

January 10,3 P. M.).* : 
On January 16, roughly one week later, M. Laval requested me to 

call upon him and after informing me of the latest British proposals 
regarding a moratorium to Germany of reparation payments to the 
creditor Powers, to be followed later by the calling of a general con- 
ference, asked me to ascertain whether my Government would be 
willing to consider the extension of the Hoover Moratorium for one 
year from its date of expiration, June 30, 1932. (See my telegram | 
No. 41, January 16, 5 P. M.). | 

On Tuesday, January 19, M. Laval went before Parliament with 
the ministerial declaration (Embassy’s telegram No. 51, January 19, 
7 P. M.)*™ setting forth his Government’s position with regard to the 
whole question, and on the same evening M. Flandin, the Finance 
Minister, called upon me for the purpose of reviewing Franco-British 

negotiations, with particular reference to the French Government’s 
position. (Embassy’s telegram No. 49, January 19, 5 P. M.).% 

On the night of January 22, M. Laval, after two days of interpella- 
tions by members of the Opposition and after a vigorous rejoinder 

- on his own part, secured a substantial majority in the French Cham- 
ber, which expressed confidence in the policies of the Government. 
(Embassy’s telegrams No. 60, January 22, 9 P. M. and No. 62, 
January 23, 1 P. M.).% The principal points brought out by Laval 
were that France could never abandon her rights as written down in 
the treaties which represent the reparation of only a part of the 
damage which she suffered, and furthermore that the report of the 
Bale Advisory Committee showed that Germany was not justified in 
cancelling or attempting to cancel reparations. 

So much for the chronological order in which these events occurred. 
We are still awaiting word as to the next move in the Franco-British 
negotiations. It seems very probable, in fact it has been more or less 
definitely announced, that Laval and MacDonald will meet either in 
England or in France and that this meeting will probably occur 

“ Treaties, Conventions, etc., Between the United States of America and 
Other Powers, 1910-1923 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1928), vol. 
mm, p. 3329. . 

* Not printed. . 
*® Neither printed.
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toward the end of this week or the beginning of next. From my 
talks with Laval, Flandin, various bankers and others, as well as with 
the British Ambassador, I summarise. the situation at the moment 
about as follows: 

France is unwilling to accept or to consider seriously Germany’s 

contention that she is incapable of resuming reparation payments or 
to contemplate the possibility of their cancellation. She insists that 

| in the forthcoming negotiations the discussions must be confined to 
the question of a further moratorium, and that the question of a 
definite settlement unless along the lines of the French proposals 
cannot under present circumstances be considered. Great Britain, 
on the other hand, appears to be willing to cancel all reparation pay- 
ments from Germany, both conditional and unconditional, leaving 
negotiations with the United States as to debt settlements for future 
consideration. It has been suggested in the press here, however, that 
recent discussions in England—notably a speech delivered on January 

12 by Sir Walter Layton, stressing the comparatively strong position 
in which total cancellation would leave Germany,—have had the 

effect of weakening the British stand with regard to total cancellation, 
and that Great Britain might now be willing to consider a compromise 
with the French which might permit the setting up of a common 
front vis-a-vis the Germans. 

From a conversation I have had with Lord Tyrrell, I gather that 
Great Britain has an open mind on this matter. According to the 
British Ambassador, the British Government would prefer complete 
cancellation, but would probably agree to Germany paying some - 
additional reparations in some form or other when she is in a position 
to do so. If this solution could be reached, France would favor ask- 
ing the United States to accept some portion of Germany’s future 
payments on account of war debts and to cancel the balance. Just 
how France would agree to divide the balance of Germany’s payments 

: seems indefinite. 

It would seem probable that when Laval and MacDonald do get 
together, an effort will be made to agree upon a date for the post- 
poned Lausanne conference (probably not earlier than June, fol- 
lowing the German and French elections) and to reach an under- 
standing that will make it possible to accord Germany a further 

moratorium for approximately five months from July ist, the date 
of the expiration of the Hoover Moratorium. Difficulties will un- 
doubtedly be encountered as to whether or not the moratorium shall 

be absolute, and the position of France that the unconditional an- 
nuity must pass through the B.I.S. as at present, with immediate 
reloan to Germany against railway bonds. The position of France
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on this point, as outlined to me by Laval himself, is that the special 
provisions of the Hoover Moratorium with regard to unconditional 
reparation payments must be continued in connection with any ques- 
tion of extension. (However, the French are prepared, as indicated 
in my talk with M. Flandin, reported in Embassy’s telegram No. 49, 
January 19, 5 P.M., to consider a plan based on that outlined in my 
telegram No. 30, January 18, 3 P.M.,°° namely: (1) to accept a 
moratorium of two years on the conditional annuity, and to cancel 
this annuity if the United States ceased to require payment of the 
war debts; (2) to mobilize the unconditional annuity through the 

creation of railway bonds—the United States to be offered a por- 
tion of these bonds as part compensation.) : 

If Great Britain and France can agree upon a common policy, and 
discussions regarding this will certainly continue after June, they 
will then present a united front to the United States, and on some 
date after the American elections, that is, about November 15, re- 
quest war debt adjustment or cancellation, depending upon what 
arrangement with regard to Germany may be arrived at. I believe 
that the British are more disposed now to consider the French plan, 
for reasons mentioned above, than they were at the time that it 
was originally proposed to Sir Leith-Ross. I have reminded both 
Laval and Flandin of the fact that no payments are due from 
France to the United States until December 15 and therefore they 
have several months ahead of them in which to discuss with the 
British and the other allied creditors on reparation account, as well 

as with the Germans, ways and means of solving the difficulties with 
which they are faced. 

The temper of the French Chamber during the recent debate 
showed unmistakably that no French Government could contemplate | 
the wiping out of Germany’s reparation obligation, under present 
circumstances, or, in fact, could safely go beyond the lines indi- 
cated by the French Premier. It would be difficult to predict what 
might be the result of the coming elections in France. A swing 
to the left, with the formation of a Cartel Government might, it 
is true, be more leniently disposed towards Germany, but a very 
large measure of unanimity exists in regard to French policy on 

the reparation and war debt question, and it appears certain that 
no government would consent to a reduction of what was. due as 
reparations, except in so far as a parallel reduction was accorded 
in respect of the war debts, unless, perhaps, some arrangement is 
reached similar to that mentioned in my telegram No. 30 of January 

13, and referred to above. In connection with the consideration that 

*® Not printed.
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might be given to the reparation question, should the elections bring 
about a definite swing to the Left, the position taken by Léon Blum, 
leader of the Socialist party, in the recent debate, is not without 
interest. M. Blum admitted that the terms of the treaties could 
not be regarded as forever unchangeable. However, Blum empha- 
sized that reparations were not a tribute paid by one country to 
another, but were an equitable measure of compensation for the de- 
struction wrought in the devastated regions of France during the 
war. The leader of the Socialist party then proceeded to put for- 
ward the following proposal: there should be an international in- 

quiry into the relative amount of the sums paid by Germany to 
France-and the expenditures of France on her devastated regions. 
Blum suggested that this inquiry might be undertaken by the 
Financial Section of the League of Nations. In view of the opinion 
held in Germany that the German Government had paid over more 
than the amount expended in the devastated areas, Blum considered 
that it was necessary to establish the truth. The leader of the Social- 
ist Party declared in conclusion that, if it was found that German 
payments had exceeded the sums spent on reparation, the Socialists 
would consider that the German Government had legally acquitted 
itself of its reparation obligation. However reasonable the sug- 
gestion outlined above might be, it appears very unlikely that any 
French Government would ever agree to such a procedure. 
My feeling is that the position tentatively taken by the British 

Government that any moratorium granted must be absolute, and 
that at the end of the moratorium France and the other creditor 
Powers must consider complete cancellation of reparations, 1s weak- 
ening. These are the two points, I believe, which have up to now 
proved a stumbling block to the reaching of an understanding be- 
tween Great Britain and France. If this is true, such a united front 
may bring about a change in the intransigent attitude of Germany. 
In any event, public opinion here is awaiting with anxiety the 
outcome of the exchanges of views now going on between the two 
governments, and the projected meeting between MacDonald and 
Laval. That they both have material interests to defend vis-a-vis 

Germany, there appears to be no question, and in view of the seri- 
ousness of the situation, very determined efforts will be made by 
both governments to arrive at a common basis of understanding. 

Should Germany fail to meet the views of France as concerns 
the reparation obligation, the question of course arises as to whether 
or not France would take advantage of the provisions of Annex I 
to the German Hague Agreement® and appeal to the Hague Court. 

” Great Britain, Cmd. 3484, Misc. No. 4 (1980): Agreements Concluded at the 
Hague Conference, January 19380, p. 28.
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Referring to these provisions in his declaration before the Chamber 
on January 22, M. Laval said: 

“T have no need to say to the Chamber that, if the German thesis 
takes the character provided for in the text referred to, the Govern- 
ment, assuring the continuity of French policy, will not permit the 
proscription of any of the titles secured by its predecessors.” 1 

In the event that the Hague Court decided that Germany had 
“committed actions revealing its determination to destroy the New 
Plan”, the creditor governments would automatically recover their 
liberty of action. The question of possible sanctions would then 
presumably arise. In this connection certain nationalist and mod- 
erate organs of the press have mentioned the possibility of occupa- 
tion of the Saar or the Ruhr, or both. A more moderate suggestion 
has been made that France should insist on maintaining the status 
guo in the Saar until Germany decided to meet the French views 
on the reparation settlement. Other proposals put forward concern 
economic and financial sanctions, such, for instance, as denuncia- 
tion of the Franco-German Commercial Treaty of 1927, refusal to 
renew the French quota of twenty-five million dollars in the credit 
of the Reichsbank, the revival of the 26% reparation recovery duty, 
and the attachments of German credits abroad. However, it is 
very doubtful that any reasonably-minded Frenchman would look 
with favor on the idea of reverting to Article 430 of the Peace 
Treaty. In fact, most of the newspapers that have mentioned oc- 
cupation admit that no French Government would ever consent to 
such a step. As concerns the other sanctions mentioned, the press 
is beginning to realize that such procedure would undoubtedly re- 
bound to the detriment of French interests. 

JANUARY 26, 1982. 

Since the above has been written, I have learned to-day that all 
attempts thus far made to reconcile the British and French points 
of view have failed and that they are still far apart. In view of 
this, I am told that the meeting between Laval and MacDonald, 
has, for the present at any rate, been abandoned, as it is felt that 

there would be no point in holding such a meeting with public at- 
tention, as of course it would be, focussed on it, unless and until 
they would be in a position to announce agreement. 

I expect to see Lord Tyrrell within the next few days, however, 
and I shall perhaps then be in a better position to advise the De- 
partment more fully concerning the whole question. 

Respectfully yours, Water KE. Ener 

*Journal Officiel de la République Francaise, Débats Parlementaires: 
Chambre des Députés, Séance du 22 Janvier, 1982, p. 117.
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462.00R296/5495 

The Ambassador in Germany (Sackett) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1436 Beruin, January 25, 1982. 
[Received February 10. | 

Sir: I have the honor to report that during the past weeks the 

developments on the reparation question have been in the fore- 
ground of political discussion in Germany, in the press as well as 
in the numerous meetings of the various political parties. Perhaps 

never before have political speakers and writers of .all shades of 
opinion shown such unanimity of purpose on any single issue. The 

conviction that after the expiration of the Hoover moratorium Ger- 

many will not be in position to resume reparation payments was 

general. On this point all political parties were agreed. 

However, while both the Nazis and Nationalists wished a more 

ageressive foreign policy and urged the Government to declare 

categorically that Germany not only could not but also would not 

pay reparations, more moderate and responsible elements insisted 

that any official step which might be interpreted as a willful vio- 

lation of the existing reparation agreement must be avoided. It 
was widely agreed that for France reparations constituted a politi- 

cal instrument to prevent Germany’s economic regeneration rather 

than a financial question, and certain Nationalist journals asserted 
that in the background of this French policy the “Comité des 
Forges” was clearly discernible. : 

The irreconcilable opposition of the Right regarded the situation 

as “brutally simple.” lLaval’s speeches and the general tone of the 

debate in the Chamber, it was pointed out, showed that “war men- 
tality still predominates on the other side of the Rhine.” The Reich 

Government must abandon its present policy and assume a diplo- 
matic offensive against France. This, however, could not be ex- 

pected of a Cabinet which was saddled with the odium of the ill- 

fated policy of fulfilment. The Briming Cabinet must therefore 

resign to make room for a government of those parties which had 
opposed this policy for years. 

The more moderate parties of the Right felt that it was extremely 

shortsighted of France to antagonize those nations which had helped 

to prevent her defeat in the war. France was overestimating her 

power. America was giving her the cold shoulder, England was 
reluctant to support her, while Italy, as a result of conflicting in- 
terests in the Balkans and in the Mediterranean, was certainly not 

France’s friend. France was still strong, but she was facing the 
risk of political isolation. Germany had little to gain from such



WAR DEBTS 663 

a development. However, France must realize that “splendid 
isolation” might mean the beginning of the end for her too. 

As viewed by the parties of the Left, the problem was to free 
Germany from the present oppressive reparation burden in a way 
that would not prove detrimental to Germany’s prestige abroad. 
Germany’s position was at least morally strong and the Government 
must therefore watch its step since a faux pas might weaken the 
present position. It was perhaps a good thing that the Lausanne 

Conference was not held as scheduled. The views of the two gov- 
ernments were so far apart that 1t was more than doubtful whether 
a practical solution could have been reached under the circumstances. 
The Social-Democrats hoped that the election in the spring would 
result in a more favorable distribution of political strength in the 
next Chamber and that an understanding with a new French Cabinet 
might then be possible. 

The French contention that as a result of inflation Germany had 
been able to wipe out practically all of her internal debt and that 
in consequence she would be in a more favorable position than other 
countries if reparations were abolished, was rejected in all quarters. 

At a recent session of the Reichsrat, Prussia’s representative pointed 
out that the reduction of the internal debt from 180 billion gold 
marks to 10 billions constituted an actual loss of capital as a re- 
sult of the war and inflation. The bitterness which this French 
argument aroused in Germany may be judged by the sarcastic re- 
mark of this high official, to the effect that, if a reduction of the 
internal debt through inflation was such a blessing, those countries 
which were envious of Germany might resort to this course. 

Aside from this, it was pointed out that payment of reparations 
depended primarily on, whether Germany could raise the required 
amounts by taxes and budgetary economy and whether she could 
transfer these sums in foreign exchange. That the screw of taxa- 
tion could not be tightened any more had been admitted by the 
Basle report which had been unable to recommend further budgetary 

economies. Moreover, foreign loans were not available at present 
and the foreign exchange which Germany derived from her exports 
was just sufficient to take care of the service on private loans. 

Some satisfaction was extracted from tle fact that “at the very 
time when Germany was the object of vile attacks in the French 
press” the French members of the Wiggin Committee in Berlin had 
signed a report to the effect that Germany had made great sacri- 
fices to meet her foreign obligations. The report of the Standstill 
Committee, though its conclusions failed to come up to German ex- 
pectations, was viewed as an excellent repudiation of the French 
contention that Germany was acting in bad faith.
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The Social-Democratic Vorwaerts failed to see why France in- 
sisted on a guarantee pact with America, pointing out that France 
already has threefold security, namely, Locarno,? the Covenant of 
the League of Nations,’ and the Kellogg Pact. One of Hugen- 
berg’s journals declared that America’s insistence that there was 

no connection between reparations and war debts was entirely in. 
accord with the German standpoint and that this proved the weak- 
ness of the French thesis that a solution of the reparation problem 

- without a preceding promise by America to agree to a revision of 
war debts was not possible. : 

Certain Nationalist journals cautioned the Government to watch 
its step at the Disarmament Conference. It was feared that France 
might seek to link reparations with disarmament, and the German 
delegates to Geneva were urged not to permit France under any 
circumstances to intimidate them or to influence them by seeming 
concessions on the reparation question. 

The demands of the middle parties for a political truce that would 

enable the Chancellor to achieve positive results for Germany 
have made as yet no evident impression on the irreconcilable Op- 

, position which derives satisfaction in predicting the worst. The 
unfavorable turn which developments have taken seems to encourage 
the Nazis and Nationalists in their attempt to embarrass Dr. 
Bruning. 

M. Laval’s recent speeches, as well as the equivocal attitude of 
Herriot and other leaders of French Left parties, make the posi- 
tion of those parties in Germany which favored a policy of under- 
standing with France extremely difficult. This is especially true 
of the Social-Democrats who have supported with conviction and 
courage the policy of fulfilment, in the face of violent opposition 
from both the Right and the Communists. 

| From a tactical standpoint, the Nazis and Nationalists are doubt- 

less operating very skillfully. Their tactics are to shift upon Dr. 
Briming and the present Cabinet responsibility for Germany’s 
eventual failure to obtain a solution of the reparation problem one 
hundred per cent favorable to Germany. Through intensive agita- 
tion they have led large sections of the population to believe that 
all that is required to relieve Germany of the oppressive repara- 
tion burden is to declare officially that Germany not only cannot 
but also will not pay reparations. The situation has become: so 
that unless the Government counteracts this propaganda effectively 

* League of Nations Treaty Series, vol. LIV, pp. 289-363. 
* Treaties, Conventions, etc., 1910-1923, vol. m1, p. 3336. 
‘Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 153.
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any solution favorable to Germany other than the complete cessa- 
tion of reparation payments may be regarded by many as proof 
of the inability of the present Government to obtain a satisfactory 
solution of this vital problem and that only a government dominated 
by Hitler and Hugenberg could hope to achieve foreign political 
results. 

It is probable that reparations will continue to constitute the axis 
of the domestic-political troubles of the Reich. At present, oppos- 
ing factions have succeeded in developing negative strength to a 

- degree which has contributed much confusion to the situation. The | 
element of stalemate in it serves to inflame political passions. More- 
over, the suspicion that party maneuvering frequently lacks politi- 
cal sincerity adds to the obscurity of both the issues and the outcome. 

One unfortunate development in the foreign political side has 
been the introduction of the element of national prestige into the 
Franco-German discussions. It is improbable that reparations can 
be brought into an atmosphere of purely factual negotiation for 
the present. The French point of view, as reflected in Berlin, is 
that Dr. Brimning’s recent denial of Germany’s ability to pay re- 
flects the same psychology as the unhappy attempt at Zollunion and 
must in consequence be resisted unyieldingly by France. 

Respectfully yours, Freperic M. Sackett 

462,00R296A1/110 

The Ambassador in Germany (Sackett) to the Secretary of State 

[Extract] 

No. 1438 BeEruin, January 27, 1932. 
[Received February 10. ] 

Sir: In amplification of my telegram No. 18 of January 23, noon, 
reporting the conclusion of the work of the “Standstill” Commit- 
tee and including a conspectus of its report, I have the honor to 
transmit herewith copies of the final draft of the agreement (known 
as the German Credit Agreement, 1932) ;5 the signed report of the 
Foreign Creditors’ Standstill Committee,® briefly summarizing the 
report and giving a general survey of Germany’s financial and eco- 
nomic condition; and the statement issued upon the termination of 
the conference by Mr. Albert Wiggin. 

The German Committee for Foreign Debts mentioned in section 
5—‘Essential Features of the New Agreement”—which will be set 

up by the German Government to advise the latter on all matters 

5 Not printed. |
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concerning German foreign indebtedness, was the subject of cor- 
respondence between Dr. Luther, the President of the Reichsbank, 

and Mr. Wiggin, of which copies, as confidentially supplied the 
Embassy by Mr. Wiggin, are attached hereto’ as of possible in- 
formation and for background. The choice of Herren Kastl, of 
the Federation of German Industries; Jeidels, of the Berliner 
Handelsgesellschaft; and Schliefer, mentioned in Dr. Luther’s let- 
ter as having been nominated to this committee, has received favor- 

. able comment, as these gentlemen took part in the recent negotiations 
and are known to enjoy the confidence of the creditors. 

The German press devoted considerable editorial space to com- 
ment on the agreement. ‘The consensus of opinion was that, while 
the German desire to reduce the rate of interest and to fund the 
short-term debts was not realized—primarily because the time is 
not yet ripe for doing so—much was gained by a continuation of 
the creditors’ policy not to attempt to liquidate completely the 
short-term debts; so safeguarding further German credit. The ob- 
servations of the report, concerning Germany’s financial condition, 
were found by the press to support the German thesis that Ger- 
many must have a respite from reparation payments, and to em- | 

phasize anew the findings of the Basle committees. By implication, 
it was assumed that section 2 of the report, entitled “The Re- 

sponsibility of the Governments,” was introduced therein to placate 
the French delegates whose agreement to the report, it had been 

rumored, was obtained only with difficulty, especially at a time 
when Dr. Brining had wounded French susceptibilities by his cate- 

gorical statement of Germany’s attitude towards further reparation 

payment. Parenthetically, the agreement, in view of the uncertainty 

now prevailing as regards German reparation payments and the ques- 
tion of “priority,” could be no more than a provisional settlement. 

Respectfully yours, Freperic M. SackKetr 

462.00R296A1/108 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Germany (Sackett) to the Secretary of State 

: ~ _Beruin, February 8, 1982—10 a.m. 

[Received February 8—7: 38 a.m. |] 

26. For the Secretary and the President. As background see tele- 
grams 81, 82 and 85 of February 2nd from Paris to the Department.® 

7 Not printed. 

§ None printed.
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The question of reparations, particularly between Germany and 
France, has become a stalemate. Germany, by professing inability 
to pay reparations further, and France by refusing a conference as 
of no value, and was not premised on the German statement in spite 
of the English position to the contrary, have created a situation 
that seems to be rapidly leading to disaster in Central Europe with 
severe repercussions in England and Italy. The fear of such con- 
sequences is as definitely disquieting in America as abroad and its 
importance on economic recovery is plainly indicated. 

Germany’s precarious financial situation, due to rapidly falling 
Government revenue which it is freely predicted will develop her 
inability to meet essential estimates in May or June, is known in 
Kuropean chanceries. Apparently France believes that delays are 
working in her interest; that the convergence of economic pres- 
sure will force Germany to abandon her declared purpose of avoid- 
ing further payments and, as a result, France will secure a re- 
acknowledgment of reparation habilities though perhaps in altered 
form. Back of the moves of the four countries and especially of 

the French demand that our Government must agree in advance 
of any general reparations discussion to accept an equivalent re- 
lease of Inter-Allied debts I feel confident lies their assured belief 
that America’s economic problems are so dependent on stability in 
Central Europe that we will be forced to yield to prevent financial 
disaster to ourselves. They visualize us as so deeply involved as a 
creditor that we are bound to yield to the French demand rather 
than suffer losses that will threaten the solvency of our banking 
system. ‘They believe that through delay they can sabotage us into 
action in spite of the statements of our position contained in your 
aide-mémoire to the French Ambassador dated December 29, 1981. 
Their confidence is further induced by the belief, widespread in 
Kurope, that the Hoover moratorium had its genesis in just that 
fear that the imminent German collapse would involve and drag 
down not only the largest American banks but imperil the Federal 
reserve. | : 

To effectively break this strangle-hold through which France and 
other countries believe they can force the next move on us and 
smooth their own course with Germany, presupposed to bring them | 

back to a genuine effort to solve Kurope’s financial problems through 

the Reparations Conference (the procedure which was clearly in- 

dicated in the communiqué of October 25, 1931,° and strongly 

stressed in the Basle report of December 23, 1931'°) I venture a 

*i. e., the joint statement by President Hoover and Prime Minister Laval, 
Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. u, p. 252. 

™ Great Britain, Cmd. 3995, Germany No. 1 (1982).
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constructive suggestion that a further authoritative statement would 
be effective. It could be pointed out that because our Government 
was convinced that reparations were a purely European problem 
the outcome of which we as non-participants were in no position 
to influence, our bankers had taken the necessary steps to render 
American finance immune to the danger which would flow from 

a Kuropean failure to act in the emergency; that our banks and 
banking system have occupied the 6 months since the German crisis 
in putting their affairs in order, increasing liquidity and preparing 
for eventualities; that this revamping of the American credit struc- 
ture has so far proceeded that our banking system today is pre- 
pared for any financial strain including a Central European 
moratorium; that while we would suffer severe monetary losses we 
are now in a position to assimilate such losses. 

The recent annual reports of the major banks in New York cer- 
tainly warrant that impression. Furthermore, in a talk with Mr. 

Wiggin in Berlin the day the Standstill Agreement was signed, I 
asked him the direct question whether, if our Government found 
it necessary to announce such a position, he could assure me that 
our banking status had so improved that we could meet the emergency 

of a collapse in Germany and other European countries. He replied 
positively in the affirmative. Should you find that from a survey 
the situation in financial circles coincided with the view he ex- 
pressed to me, a sharp and clear-cut statement that we were no 
longer under a dangerous menace from Europe’s economic difficul- 
ties should be effective to break the deadlock now existing and con- 
vince the European powers of the need of promptly acting in their 
own behalf. It would prove to them the genuineness of the phrase 
in the azde-mémoire that “then and only then” they could come to 
us as individual nations for discussion of their obligations to us. It 
would bring understanding that we have reserved the power of 
veto in case we find that their agreed adjustment is not sufficiently 
comprehensive to assure a return to prosperous conditions and that 

unless the relief were distinctly broadened we would not be inter- 

ested in promoting it by any revision of Inter-Allied debts. 

SACKETT



WAR DEBTS 669 

462.00R296A1/108 . 
Memorandum by the Counselor of Embassy in Germany (Gordon), 

Temporarily on Duty in the Department 

| [Wasuineron,] February 10, 1932. 

I strongly endorse the substance of the suggestion made by the 

Ambassador in this telegram. For a long time, and ever more 
concretely during the past year, it has been increasingly apparent 
that the principal European creditor Powers were becoming imbued 
with the idea that we were so deeply interested, as a result of our 
investments in Germany, in preventing the breakdown of the German 
financial and economic régime that we would feel compelled to go 
to any lengths to avoid it. While this is true, to a certain extent 
at least, in England, and Italian policy, as expounded by Mussolini’s 
Popolo d'Italia editorials, embodies this belief in a thorough going 
manner, the French application of it is at the present time far more 
aggressive vis-a-vis the United States and more obstructive to a gen- 

eral solution of the problem. 
As a result of that belief it is probably fair to assume that the 

French still have a hope that in spite of our declarations of policy 

up to date our fear of a German collapse might induce us to remit 
on war debts an amount equivalent to the remission of reparations. 
Consequently any statement, so put out as to carry conviction, which 
would dispel the idea of our being actuated by such a fear, could 
only have the effect of increasing our independence and thus im- 
proving our trading position. 

As no French Government is going to agree to unconditional com- 
plete cancellation of German reparations, a definite conviction that 
France would have to reach a final and durable agreement with 

Germany on her own, would render her more reasonable vis-a-vis 

Germany in negotiating such an agreement. 
Moreover, it is not only the three Powers above mentioned who 

have been counting on America’s being so deeply committed in Ger- 

many as to be willing to do anything to avoid a collapse there. I 

think that Germany herself feels this very strongly and in formu- 

lating her policy has laid great weight on this calculation. A state- 
ment of the nature suggested would shake what might be termed 
this complacency. It may be argued that this would have the result 

of further disastrously complicating the financial and economic situa- 
tion in Germany; I believe, however, that it would rather have the 

. effect of in turn impelling the Germans to be more reasonable in 

u Telegram No. 26, February 8, 10 a. m., from the Ambassador in Germany, 

see eA4212- 4850 |
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negotiating with France for the reaching of a comprehensive 
agreement. 

In reaching such an agreement moreover it would seem proper that 
the portions of the December report of the Basle Committee which 
recognize that the present period of depression will not be permanent 
and enduring should be given full effect. Aside from the economic 
issue there is a moral issue involved, and it would seem only logical 

and equitable that if it is generally recognized by the creditor Powers 
concerned that conditions obtaining when the Young Plan was put 
into force a scant two years ago have so changed that the necessity of 

its radical revision is admitted, it should equally be admitted by the 
debtor nation that the “trough of depression” conditions now exist- 
ing will not endure forever and should not form the basis and prem- 

ises of a new and supposedly permanent international agreement. 
There is nothing inconsistent in this with the position taken by Con- 
gress in December when ratifying the President’s moratorium 
declaration. 

The assumption on which the Ambassador’s suggestion was made 
is explicitly that our banking system can stand a collapse of Germany, 
but I am rather inclined to think that he was also taking into con- 

| sideration the general effect on our economic structure of such a 
collapse, and in this connection it is not apparent to me that a state- 

ment of this kind would necessarily be equivalent to a general writing 
off of private German investments. Of course I am not in a position 
to express an opinion as to the soundness of this assumption and my 
observations above set forth are only predicated upon such an assump- 
tion being correct. 

G[zorce] A. G[orpon] 

462.00R296A1/116 : Telegram 

The Chargé in France (Armour) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, February 18, 1982—10 a. m. 
| [Received 12:08 p. m.] 

97. Reference Department’s telegram No. 47, January 27, noon.’? 
The following is the text of communiqué regarding decision reported 
taken at Geneva yesterday which has been informally furnished the 
Embassy by the French Government with the information that it will 
undoubtedly be given to the press today. 

“The French and British Governments following the adjournment — - 
| of the Lausanne Conference previously contemplated for January 

% Not printed.
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last, have discussed between them the conditions under which the 
next Conference could be united. Following this exchange of views, | 
the bases of an agreement between the Governments have been 
determined. 

Sir John Simon Minister for Foreign Affairs now at Geneva had 
been charged to communicate to the Governments principally inter- , 
ested these bases of agreement with the result that it is now possible 
to communicate the following note to the press. | 

‘1. The German, Belgian, British, French, Italian and Japanese Governments, 
after having taken note of the report of the Basle experts, agreed of [to?] recom- 
mend to the participating countries the postponement of the Lausanne Con- 
ference to the month of June. 

2. In their opinion the purpose of the Conference should be to establish a 
lasting settlement (réglement durable) of the questions mentioned in the Basle 
report aS well as the measures necessary to remedy other economic and financial 
questions which have provoked or risen to prolong the crisis from which the 
world is suffering. 

o. The common desire of the above-mentioned governments has led them to 
this agreement which they hope will result in relieving the international situa- 
tion.’ ” # 

As of interest in connection with the mention of “other financial 
and economic questions” in paragraph above an official of the Finance 
Ministry mentioned that the French Government’s preoccupation con- 

cerned to a very great extent the question of customs duties. 
Repeated to Geneva, Berlin, London, Brussels and Rome. 

ARMOUR 

462.00R296A1/116 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in France (Armour ) 

WasHinetTon, February 17, 1932—7 p.m. 
65. Your 97, February 13, 10 am. Have you had any further 

information as to just what the French have in mind on the-“question 
of customs duties”. While the Department does not want you to 
make any particular inquiry of the French about it, we are inter- 
ested in knowing whether the French have in mind particularly the 
British situation vis-a-vis tariffs; whether the inter-European pref- 
erence idea is to be developed; whether the thought would be world- 
wide in scope, or just what is behind the idea. 

STIMSON 

“For text as issued by the British Foreign Office, see the London Times, 
February 15, p. 12.
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462.00R296A1/124 : Telegram 

The Chargé in France (Armour ) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, February 19, 1932—4 p. m. 
[Received February 19—3:05 p.m.] 

116. Department’s 65, February 17, 7 p.m. It has been possible 
to ascertain informally from the Chef de Cabinet of the Minister 
of Finance that so far the precise program and scope of the Con- 
ference have not been and in the near future probably will not be 

discussed between the interested governments. 

It seems that the formula expressed in the communiqué of Febru- 
ary 134 was very hastily drafted and was not by any means based 
on a precise understanding of the exact extent to which the matters 
under reference would be dealt with by the Conference. It has in 
fact been suggested that a common desire to restore some sort af 

confidence influenced the somewhat hastily prepared announcement. 

Regarding what the French have in mind on the “question of 
customs duties”, I understand that while anxious to come to an 
arrangement with Great Britain the French favor a simultaneous 
examination and agreement on the ensemble of European tariffs 
possibly taking as a basis the idea of Briand’s European Union. The 
French appear to consider that as a step towards attaining this 
end the successful conclusion of negotiations now under way between 
certain of the Balkan States would be helpful. 

However, it was definitely stated at the Ministry of Finance that 
the British have expressed themselves as not being in favor of a 
settlement of the tariff question in a general conference but that 
they prefer individual negotiations. Further that the British have 
definitely stated that under no circumstances will they be in a 
position usefully to discuss the tariff question with other powers 
until after the Imperial Economic Conference which I understand 
begins on July 18th at Ottawa. In this connection London Zemes 
editorial of February 16 emphasizes that Mr. Runciman, at least, 

and perhaps Mr. Chamberlain, must be expected to be present both 
at Lausanne and at Ottawa and proceeds to the following interest- 

ing statement. 

“It becomes essential therefore by preparatory diplomatic work 
to narrow down the issues to the most easily negotiable proportions. 
What are the ‘other economic and financial difficulties’ which are 
causing the world crisis? The present distribution of gold, high 
tariffs, and the undermining of credit and of confidence are some 
of them. Are they all to be discussed? And can they usefully be 

%« See telegram No. 97, from the Chargé in France, p. 670.
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discussed in the absence of a representative of the United States? 
The Conference is intended in the words of our Paris correspondent 
to be ‘a purely European affair’ and that indeed would be in the 
closest accordance with the suggestions of the United States Govern- 
ment as expressed to M. Laval in Washington by President Hoover 
himself. It is well understood by the British Government at least 
that war debt repayments are to form no part of the agenda”.*® 

It is generally believed that the intention is to confine considera- 
tion at the forthcoming Conference to the various European and not 
world-wide problems. 

The French Government appears to consider that no useful pre- . 
fiminary negotiations or conversations could take place with re- 
spect to the problems with which the Conference will be faced 
already there [until?] after the French and German elections. For 
this purpose it considers that about a month would be available. 
However it does not appear to entertain the hope that the Confer- 
ence could possibly accomplish before the month of July, much 
more than decide, what is to be done regarding the annuities due 
from Germany after July Ist. 

| ARMOUR 

462.00R296A1/157 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain ( Metlon ) 

| WASHINGTON, June 1, 1932—7 p.m. 

163. It has come to my notice through various responsible, but 
unofficial sources, that one reason for the reported insistence of the 
British Government that German reparations be completely can- 
celled at the Lausanne Conference is because it is believed that this 
move would be welcomed in the United States. This is so totally 
contrary to the facts that I sent for the British Ambassador this 
morning and discussed the matter informally with him.'*. I told 
him that it had been brought to my attention that the British | 

Treasury was undertaking to represent our psychology in the mat- 
ter to the French and read him a part of a letter in which the French 
Finance Minister was quoted as saying that the British gave as a 
reason for complete cancellation “their firm belief that if thereafter 
the Governments in Europe which were debtors to the American 
Government went with one accord to Washington, stating that they 
had completely wiped out the German reparations and that they 

% London Times, February 16, p. 13. 

1% Mr. Stimson also discussed this subject with the French Ambassador ; copies 
of the memoranda of conversations were sent to the American Embassies in 
France, Germany, and Great Britain.
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would accept in their turn a complete cancellation of their obliga- 
tions to Washington, the reception accorded to them would be much 
more cooperative than if they attempted to reach with Germany 
some settlement contemplating a later payment of a certain amount 
of reparations.” I told the Ambassador that I knew from many 
sources that the British Treasury was taking this position and that 
it was, in my opinion, the one most certain to affront American 

opinion and make subsequent adjustment impossible. I pointed out 
that, while these views were said to be held by Mr. Norman and 
various members of the Treasury, other British economists did not 

share them. I referred to the leading article in the H’conomist on 

May 14th?’ as indicating a view which very nearly coincided with 

my own. 

I informed the Ambassador that I understood that the interest 

of British bankers in German private credits was very large and 

that, judging from the views held by some American bankers simi- 

larly situated, I thought it likely that the views of these British 
bankers influenced the British Treasury, but I stated that the more 

farsighted American bankers held the opinion that cancellation 

which came by way of Germany’s repudiation of her reparations 
obligations would so upset German credit as to do much more harm 

than good to the private investments in Germany. 
I reminded the Ambassador that, in making these statements to 

him, I was speaking solely from the stand point of the Executive 

| and that, as he very well knew, I could not, even by implication, 

make any commitment except that as already shown by the Presi- 

dent’s statements of last autumn, we would do our best to recom- 

| mend a fair settlement, but that its ratification depended wholly 

upon Congress and that he knew the attitude last December. The 

Ambassador said he understood that perfectly. 

We then briefly talked over, in general, the prospects of the 
Lausanne Conference. I called his attention to the H'conomist article 

which did contain a concrete program which seemed to me not very 
far distant from what I thought would be a wise course. I pointed 

out that, as regards the question of cancellation, I thought the 

British Treasury wrong and the French Treasury right, while as 

to the method of subsequently approaching this country we felt 
that the British stand for an individual approach was correct and 

the French stand for a joint approach incorrect. 

“Reparations and War Debts,” the second article in a series of four with 

1982) oo “Factors in Recovery,” The Economist, vol. cxtv (May 14,
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I asked the Ambassador that, in whatever report he might make 
of our conversation, to center it about the misrepresentation of our 
views by the British Treasury as explained above and stated that 
my object was to prevent misunderstanding between the two coun- 
tries. He said he would do so. 

I am very anxious to have these views fully understood by the 
British Treasury and as I understand that Mr. Atherton is a close 
personal friend of Sir Warren Fisher, it might well be that Atherton 
could explain the situation informally but clearly to him. Naturally 
I do not want to commit this Government to any specific plan and 

_ for that reason chose the article in the Zeonomist as a British state- 
ment on the subject. The Ambassador will, of course, cable a sum- . 

mary of what I said to him, but, in order that there may be no 
mistake I should be glad to have you, in whatever manner you see | 

fit, convey these views to the British Treasury. 

STIMSON 

462.00R296A1/158 : Telegram | 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, June 8, 1932—6 p.m. 
[Received June 8—2:45 p.m.18] 

196. By my direction Atherton saw Sir Warren Fisher who [and?] 
prepared the following memorandum of conversation which he asks. 
may be regarded as strictly confidential and not to be mentioned in : 
particular to any member of British Embassy. 

[“‘]In strictest confidence I discussed Department’s 163, June 1, 7 
p.m., with Fisher this morning who, after consulting a telegram 
from Sir Ronald Lindsay reporting his conversation with the Sec- 
retary of State at Woodley, advised me that the British Ambassador 
had clearly understood and reported Colonel Stimson’s arguments. 
Fisher stated he knew of no basis in fact on which the French 
Finance Minister might write such a note as quoted in the Depart- 
ment’s telegram 163, June 1, 7 p.m., but that Sir William Tyrrell 
would be in London next week and he would take occasion to talk 
with him. Fisher then outlined certain aspects of Franco-British 
conversations as of interest. | 

Last year [when the?] Anglo-French experts began discussing the 
scope of the then proposed Lausanne Conference, the French stated 
their difficulty in considering readjustment of reparations unless the 
attitude of the American Government on debt payments was first 
determined. The British experts pointed out the French were be- 
ginning at the wrong end, in that the American Government had 
already taken its position and insisted that ‘Europe must set its 

* Telegram in four sections.
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own house in order’ before any approach was made to the United 
States for debt consideration. Fisher stated that British experts 
had pointed out to the French that the British Treasury had been 
consistent in advocating the abolition of reparation payments since 
Lloyd George wrote a note to President Wilson in 1920 setting 
forth the British opinion that the enforced payment of political 
debts ‘would lead to damnation’, At the time of that note Fisher 
said, however ‘astronomical the figures’, what England was pre- 
pared to forego was not incomparable with the United States figures. 

Fisher stated in his opinion, Germany at Lausanne would refuse 
categorically to resume reparation payments and added that Ger- 
many had been led to make promises in the past regarding future _ 
payments which she was unable to fulfill; that consequently while 
Germany might admit the possibility of being able to resume limited 
reparation payments at some future date she would in all probability 
be unwilling today to give any assurances as to dates or figures. 
In Fisher’s opinion, any attempt now to force Germany to pay 
would have a most disastrous psychological effect the world over, 
as would likewise the ensuing state of world uncertainty if nothing 
were concluded at Lausanne. However, if Germany did refuse to 
pay, France would follow suit and if England adopted any differ- 
ent course it must certainly lead to Anglo-French discord. Fisher 
felt certain the United States would agree that accord between 
France and England, above all today, was essential for the restora- 
tion of confidence in Europe. The British taxpayer individually, 
according to Fisher, would not continue to pay taxes for debt pay- 
ments to the United States if he were receiving no reparation pay- 
ments on account from Europe. On the other hand, Fisher argued, 
provided Germany were willing to agree to pay a small sum at 
Lausanne, the distribution of this sum among the nations of Europe 
and the subsequent readjustment of debt payments to the United 
States, would, in Fisher’s personal opinion, possibly cause more dis- 
cord and upset further the psychology of Europe, thereby delaying 
a return to confidence than such a sum was worth in itself. Ac- 
cordingly, Fisher argued, the British Treasury was not as yet con- 
vinced of any reason for departing from its position taken in 1920, 
that the payment of political debts was undermining Europe, and 
for a restoration of confidence had best be completely canceled. In- 
Fisher’s opinion, there was an increasingly important official element 
in France arriving at this point of view. Since America’s injunction 
that ‘Europe must set its own house in order’ before any approach 
was made to the United States on debt questions, Fisher argued that 
Inter-European deliberations must take such form as seemed lead- 
ing to a constructive European solution which the United States as 
well as Europe desired. Fisher understands the American point of 
view vis-a-vis Congress but did not have in his mind the full lib- 
erality of America’s debt settlement with France with [which?] 
I pointed out to him at some length. 
My personal deduction after talking with Fisher is that he is 

convinced Germany will refuse any further payments at Lausanne, 
but that after all if he is wrong in this forecast, England’s position
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for cancellation would probably persuade France to agree to some : 
general compromise which Germany might likewise be willing to 
accept.” 

MELLON 

462.00R296A1/158 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon ) 

WASHINGTON, June 4, 1932—3 p.m. 

171. Your 196, June 3, 6 p.m. In second paragraph of telegram 
under reference you indicate that you understood from my cable 
that French Finance Minister had written a note to the effect stated 
in Department’s 163, June 1, 7 p.m. In order to correct any mis- 
apprehension, the statement attributed to the French Finance Min- 
ister was not contained in any note but was merely made orally in 
the course of conversations with my informant. It might be well 
for you to correct any misapprehension that Fisher may have that 
the French Finance Minister has expressed himself formally in writ- 
ing which is not the case. If there is any further comment on your . 
telegram under reference, I shall inform you after an opportunity 
to give it thorough consideration. 

: , STIMSON 

462.00R296A1/175 

_ Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Castle ) 

[ Wasuineton,]| June 15, 1932. 

The German Ambassador came to say that he was instructed to 
present to the American Government exactly as it had been pre- 
sented to the French, British and Italian Governments the German 
attitude on the conference at Lausanne. 

The German Government believes that there are two matters be- 
fore the conference, one of which they call negative, the other posi- 

tive. The negative consists in bringing about definite liquidation of 
reparations, meaning, of course, cancellation; Germany wished the 
conference to be held in January and at that time the German situa- 
tion was a little better than it is now; the French prevented this 

on account of the coming French elections; the reason why Germany 
now demands definite liquidation of reparations is because of greatly 
diminished exports; in fact, the average of the excess of exports 
over imports during the first four months of the current year would 
not produce enough even to pay the interest and amortization on 

private debts; this amounts to one and one-half billion of marks a
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year and unless there is an improvement in the trade situation it 
will produce only one and two-tenths billion during the current year ; 
the German Government believes, however, that there would be given 
such an impulse to business should satisfactory agreements be reached 
at Lausanne that the psychological effect in it would increase pro- 

duction and exports. The positive aspect of the Lausanne Confer- 
ence is, in the opinion of the German Government, the discussion 
of the economic difficulties under which the world is staggering. 
Here the real work should begin; this the German Government be- 
lieves consists primarily in three phases, one the stabilization of 
currency, two a study of the question whether private debts should 
continue in these depressed times to pay the present rate of interest 
and three the restrictions in foreign trade and particularly on mone- 
tary exchanges. 

W. R. Castie, JR. 

462.00R296A1/184 : Telegram 

The Consul at Basel (Cochran) to the Secretary of State 

BaszL, June 23, 1932—4 p.m. 

[Received 4 p.m. | 

For Castle. Understand that little progress being made at 
Lausanne because of the entrenched positions of the French and 

_Germans. Reparation question is the only one now under discus- 
sion. The British insist that a decision on principles should be ac- 
complished and that resort should not be now made to naming 
technical committees. Some of the British including Leith-Ross 
favor MacDonald making a statement setting forth the position of 
the various delegates and then declaring the Conference adjourned 
leaving negotiations to be continued directly between the interested 
governments. In intermediary role the British have asked the 

Germans what the political and economic effects would be in Ger- 
many if that country were definitely to state at the Conference that 
further reparations are not to be paid. Von Papen replied that 
since he has been Chancellor only 2 weeks he could not answer but 
would summon Luther for advice who should reach Lausanne 24th. 
The French have not yet answered the British question as to what 
they would do if the Germans should so repudiate. Various dele- 
gations are split. The liberal French wing whose leader is the 
Minister of Finance’® arguing that after 14 years Germany cannot 
be expected to pay what is deemed a tribute to the stronger nation, 

*® Louis Germain-Martin.
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namely France. This wing recommends that after a limited mora- 
torium Germany pay a certain balance into a general fund to help | 

reconstruction in Eastern Europe. Such a fund would be admin- 
istered by the B.I.S. or the financial committee of the League or 
committee of the treasuries. This plan would indirectly benefit 
France. Germany might reasonably ask that. other countries agree 
to make individual contributions. 

The Germans are being encouraged from some sources especially 
Italian definitely to repudiate if they cannot agree with the French. | 

The Italians suggest the other alternative of France giving up repa- 
rations thus exonerating Germany in return for which move Great 
Britain and Italy would join France in a united front to the United 

States on the war debt question. | 
British today proposing that all questions before the Conference 

be decided by a majority vote. This proposition will be resented 
by the French who feel that the British are endeavoring to make 
them appear responsible for the deadlock while the French blame 
the American attitude therefor. 

CocHRAN 

462.00R296A1/189 : Telegram 

The Consul at Basel (Cochran) to the Secretary of State 

Base, June 27, 1932—4 p.m. | 

[Received 8:05 p.m. ] 

For Castle. In lieu of completely wiping out reparations British 
have proposed a compromise whereby Germany would pay annually 
50 million dollars for 15 years to begin after complete moratorium 
of 3 or 5 years. So far the Germans oppose this plan as do the 
French, the latter considering the payment too small. 

Germans think today or tomorrow likely to see a crisis in 
Lausanne discussions stating that in the 3 days’ talk between the 
Germans and the French the vital question whether reparation pay- 
ments should be continued was not touched upon and this must be 
determined soon. Since the belief is becoming widespread that 
Germany will make no more payments that could be considered 
tribute, especially in view of the British attitude of generosity to- 
wards Germany, the French are going further with alternative 
plans. Avenol has amplified the relief pool plan mentioned in my 
telegram June 23, 4 p.m. Into this Germany would be expected 
in return for wiping out of reparations to pay the largest share 
but other European countries would contribute a certain percent of 
their customs revenues for 3 years, these funds to be paid into the
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B. I. S. or some other trustee. B. I. S. would partition the fund- 
ing among needy countries for, firstly, monetary reconstruction and 
secondly, liquidation of standstill and other indebtedness. As a 
price therefor the beneficiary countries would give up restrictions 
on foreign exchange and foreign trade and would lower tariffs. 
Repayment through the trustee would be spread over perhaps 15 
years. Funds for this plan would only accumulate within 3 years. 
Since certain countries need assistance immediately and since practi- 

cally all European treasuries face deficits and the governments 
could not advance funds without borrowing it is suggested that the 

central banks of certain countries discount the obligations of the 
governments and in turn have assigned to them the custom revenues 
involved and also enjoy a joint guarantee from the respective gov- 
ernments. This would give business to the central banks such as 
Bank of England whose recent dividend shows a need for profitable 
activities. This plan has the approval of all of the principal coun- 
tries except Great Britain. In the first place British will be faced 
in July with requests for loans on the part of practically all of 

their dominions. These requests could not be easily refused if Great 
Britain should agree now to lend assistance to various Danubian 

countries. Secondly, this pool would place Great Britain in the 
position of providing support for France in her alliance with the 

| Danubian states. Germany and Italy favor pool idea, even Italy 
hoping to benefit therefrom. The outcome would probably be that 
the principal contributions at the beginning would be from England 
and France and to a lesser degree from the Netherlands and Switzer- 
land. There is some doubt as to whether a plan is wise which 
merely continues existing credits by introducing fresh money to 
repay the old indebtedness. Some observers feel that the present 
liquidation should be permitted to continue. The French prefer 

that a committee of the treasuries act as trustee for such a fund 
rather than B. I. 8. Italy opposes the French idea saying that this 

would leave the matter in the political realm. Since the central 
banks would be directly providing the funds these banks through 
the B. I. 8. should control. 

Another plan of one wing of the divided French delegates is 
that Young Plan should be left in force after placing the word 
non immediately before the word payments where it occurs in the 
Plan, that 1s unconditional payments would become unconditional 
nonpayments and conditional payments would become conditional 

nonpayments. The idea is that Germany would be expected to 
pay only what might have to be paid to the United States. 

CocHRAN
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462.00R296A1/193 : Telegram | 

The Consul at Basel (Cochran ) to the Secretary of State 

. Basegz, June 29, 19382—4 p.m. 
[Received June 29—2:30 p.m.] 

For Castle. Reichsbank today telephoned B. I. 8. to state that 

in spite of the failure of the Lausanne Conference, Germany will 

not declare a general moratorium. Reichsbank denied that any 

plan had been discussed or was contemplated for scaling down Ger- 

man private indebtedness. Furthermore Germans will make no 

exceptional proposals at London Standstill meeting the first week 

in July although lowering of interest rates may be sought. In answer 

to the B.I.S. inquiry as to why the Reichsbank termed Lausanne 

a failure, Reichsbank replied that any solution of the problem which 

did not definitely assure the German people that they could work 

ahead toward their own salvation free from economic threats should 

be considered a failure. Bank of England telephoned today re- 

‘peating wild rumors from London including one to the effect that 

the reichsmark would be devalorized as from tomorrow. Reichsbank 

assurances above stated are considered to refute this rumor. 

It is understood here that the Lausanne Conference is today seek- 

ing agreement upon formula for the announcement of the position 

of the various delegations in such a manner that the Conference 

may appear to be a success. Committees will be appointed and if 

such a formula is found the Conference will probably be adjourned 

tomorrow night to meet at the call of the chairman. Among the 
committees would be one for deliveries in kind since this question 
is now proving vexatious due to the running contracts which no 
one is willing to finance to completion. B.I.S. has been requested 
to help on these contracts but for the present considers that such 
assistance would constitute extending credit to governments. Ger- 
mans are trying to get the French to put up at least 50 percent of 
the balances required on these running contracts. 
B.S. understands that the French last night offered perhaps 

unofiicially to let the Germans off without further payments of any 
kind except if and to the extent the United States might insist upon 
war debts payments. The Germans refused this offer on three 
grounds. 

First, this would leave the future open with the possibility of 
heavy payments. Secondly, the amount for which Germany thus 
would be liable might exceed the unconditional part under the
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Young Plan and, thirdly, Germany is not willing to admit or assuine 
the responsibility of underwriter of Allies war debts to the United 
States Government. . 

CocHRAN 

462.00R296A1/202 
Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Castle) of a Con- 

versation With the German Ambassador (Von Prittwitz ) 

[Wasuineton,] June 29, 1932. 

‘he Ambassador said that he had received from his Government 
a summary of the conversation between Papen and Herriot in 
Lausanne. He said that Herriot had told Papen that even if it: 
were possible to cancel German reparations he was estopped from 
doing this by the declaration of the American Government that, 
whatever was agreed to at Lausanne, there could be no rearrange- 
ment as to the Allied Debts owing to this country. I told him that 
I could not see anything on which Herriot could have based this 
statement, unless he quoted a reservation made by the Congress 
on the subject at the time the moratorium was passed. The Ambas- 
sador said he had no instructions from his Government to pass on 
this conversation, but that he had taken it on himself to do so since 
it was perfectly possible that the French might publicly make as- 
sertions of this kind after Lausanne was over. I told him we were 
glad to have the information. The Ambassador said that he felt 
this idea might have come from the statements made by the Secre- 
tary that the United States was, in general, not in favor of total 
cancellation of reparations since this would almost certainly envisage 
an attempt at cancellation of the debt. I told him that the state- 
ment would hardly be authority for Herriot to make the remark 
he was alleged to have made, but that it certainly stood as the truth 
in this country that it would never be possible to persuade the 
American people that they ought to assume the full burden of the 

war. The Ambassador said that it would hardly be fair to say 
that we would be assuming the full burden, since Germany had al- 
ready made very extensive payments and that the Allies, out of 
those payments, had made payments to us. I told him I did not 
think the matter was one now of reparations or, as the Germans 
called it, “tribute”, but that Germany certainly ought to be will- 
ing to put into a common pool its share of the liquidation of the 
cost of the war; that it seemed to me in the conversations at Lausanne 

Germany was probably taking an attitude quite as uncompromising 
as the attitude of the French in that the Germans appeared to be
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refusing to consider anything except total cancellation. Prittwitz 
said that it would be political suicide for any German to do any- 
thing else. I countered with the statement that it would equally 
be political suicide for a Frenchman to agree to such cancellation. 
The Ambassador said he knew this, but that perhaps one reason why 
America was not willing to make some arrangement on the debt 
was that it would be considered political suicide here. I told him 
that what we wanted was to see first whether Europe had the courage 
to come to some reasonable arrangement on these questions; that _ 
he knew as well as I did that America would not be ungenerous 
when it came to a general] liquidation, but that the grim fact re- 
mained that America was not willing, and presumably never would 
be willing, to assume the entire burden. The Ambassador said that 
he had not given up hope at all of some kind of successful outcome 
in Lausanne, and that even if the conference was adjourned tempo- 

rarily, he felt that the conversations so far had been useful and 
that they would eventually lead to some result. 

Wuutam R. Casts, JR. 

462.00R296A1/197 : Telegram 

| The Consul at Basel (Cochran) to the Secretary of State 

| BaseEL, June 80, 1982—6 p.m. 

: [Received 8:55 p.m.] 

For Castle. Following the turn which occurred in Lausanne nego- 
tiations yesterday afternoon strenuous efforts are being made to 
reach a definite settlement of the reparation question. At 2 o’clock 
this morning Finance Ministers agreed to recommend to their 
Premiers that Germany be granted an absolute moratorium for from 
3 to 5 years; that Germany now issue and deliver to B.LS. as a 
final payment German railway bonds guaranteed by the German 
Government which would be mobilized at the end of the moratorium 
period provided that they would then be marketable on a 5 percent 
basis; that of this quantity of bonds one-half to two thirds be 
marketed only if the United States were claiming war debt pay- 
ments to the equivalent of this amount; that the other fraction be 
employed for the European reconstruction fund. As to the total 

amount of the bond the French have suggested 7 billion reichsmarks | 
and the German[s] 1 billion. It is understood that the British 
suggested a compromise on 8 billion. The Germans admit this is 
only the basis of negotiations and do not publicly concede the idea 
that they will make one final payment. Since these bonds could not
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be mobilized before 3 or 5 years efforts are being made to ascertain 
how money can be procured thereon for the immediately necessary 

reconstruction. ‘The central banks are considered the most likely 
sources. It it understood that Germany has said that European 
reconstruction is impossible unless disarmament transpires and they 
press for the Hoover proposal. The French are understood to be 
the ones now holding back on the above-mentioned plan for three 
reasons, first, the amount that could be possibly received would be 

- comparatively small and not available for perhaps 5 years, sec- 
ondly, France would be left uncovered vis-a-vis the United States 

for at least the moratorium period and the amount payable there- 
after might be quite inadequate to meet American demands and, 

thirdly, the French would probably be called upon now to advance 
most of the money for the European reconstruction thus not only 
losing German payments but assuming new obligations. 

| CocHRAN 

462.00R296A1/203 : Telegram 

The Consul at Basel (Cochran) to the Secretary of State 

BaseL, July 2, 1982—1 p.m. 
[Received 2:55 p.m.] 

For Castle. The plan discussed in my telegram June 80, 6 p.m., 
for final payment through German bond issue is progressing. The 
amount is considered most likely at slight[ly] under 4 billion marks 
although the Germans are insisting upon 21% billion. -The bonds 
would be issued to the public at 90 and at least 5 coupons of at 
least 5 percent and provided B.I.S. certified that the German 
economy at the time of prospective marketing would permit such 
issue. 

MacDonald formally invited B.I.S. last night to send a repre- 
sentative to Lausanne presumably to advise whether the B.LS. 
would be willing to accept the above mentioned responsibility. Presi- 
dent McGarrah accompanied by legal adviser left here at noon for 
Lausanne. I believe B.I.S. would accept the responsibility. 

Since the Germans oppose a conditional settlement and state that 
their permitting a connection between reparations and war debts 
would be an unkind gesture on Germany’s part towards the United 
States and since France continues to seek some guarantee to cover 
possible future war debt payments the following proposal, pre- 
sumably French, was made this morning: That a final reparation 
settlement now be reached without reference to the United States but 
that no parliament ratify this until it may be seen what the United
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States demands on war debt payments. The agreement would be put 
into effect just as the Hoover agreement came into force and was 
executed without ratification. It now appears that the creditors are 
united in insisting that Germany shall not get off without some 
payment. 

CocHRAN 

500.415A4/1252 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation to the General 
Disarmament Conference (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, July 6, 1932—midnight. 
[Received July 6—8:52 p.m.] 

307. After concluding the talk on disarmament, reported in our 
306,20 MacDonald told us that when the reparations meeting broke 
up last night at 12:80 it looked rather hopeless but that after his 
talk with Herriot this morning for over an hour preceding his meet- 
ing with us the situation was looking much brighter. The Italians 
he said were refusing to agree upon the proposed settlement of rep- 
arations unless the British agree now to wipe out the Italian debt to 
them irrespective of what subsequent arrangements are made with 
the United States. He said that while he was attempting to keep the 
question of Allied debts to us out of the picture here he did not dare 
face the House of Commons with an agreement unconditionally to 
cancel the debts of the Allied countries to England. He also said it 
was going to be difficult for him to get an agreement at Lausanne 
without some attempt probably to make that conditional upon a sub- 
sequent settlement on debts. 

Davis told him that since they could not make any statement what- 
ever or impose any conditions which could in the slightest way bind 
the United States and since any attempt to do so would merely have 
an irritating and adverse effect upon opinion in the United States 
he could not see what possible advantage the proponents of such 

strategy expected to get from it; and that furthermore any reference 

to the debt would most probably inject the question into the political 

campaign at home. MacDonald and Simon said that they both 

realized that perfectly and that in fact MacDonald had made exactly 

the same arguments last night but that their difficulty was that they 
were dealing with people who could not have the Anglo-Saxon point 

of view. They hoped, however, that the hurdles could be gotten over 
satisfactorily today but suggested that it would be helpful if we could 

* Dated July 6,5 p. m., p. 271. 

| 6442124851
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indicate to Grandi that he should not put himself in the position of 
blocking settlement at Lausanne. 

Later we saw Grandi in order to discuss disarmament procedure 
at the Conference. After explaining contemplated program he indi- 
cated his concurrence. He said it had been difficult for Italy to accept 
the President’s Plan with regard to effectives but that they did so 
because they assumed they would not be expected to concur in this 
unless the other features of the Plan were adopted. We told him 

that the Plan was interdependent. 
He then brought up the situation at Lausanne and seemed rather 

hopeful of reaching an agreement today. We told him that since 
Italy had gotten such a good strategic advantage at Geneva by in- 
dorsing unqualifiedly the President’s Plan we hoped she would not 
be put in the position of blocking a settlement at Lausanne. He told 
us he did not intend to block it; that he had advocated a wiping clean 
of the slate in Europe without any reference to the debts to the 
United States but England demurred. We told him we hoped there 
would be a settlement because of the good effect it would have towards 

world recovery. 
We then thought it would be good policy for us to call on Herriot, 

who was in the same hotel, primarily for the purpose of inviting him 
to the dinner being given to Mr. Kellogg tonight. He seemed hopeful 
about reaching a settlement at Lausanne but was quite concerned 
about his own situation at home. He said it was possible that he 
would be overthrown next week as a result of the discussion in the 
Chamber over his economy program upon which he intends to stand 
firm. He said there was opposition to the proposed reduction of a 
billion and a half francs in military expenditures and over a provi- 

sion in the budget for the payment of debt to us. He said, however, 

that the discussion in the Chamber would last perhaps 8 or 4 days 

and that if he were not then overthrown he would come immediately 

to Geneva and do everything he could to help wind up this Conference 

in a satisfactory and successful way. 
GIBSON 

462.00R296A1/225 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, July 12, 1982—10 a.m. 

| [Received July 12—7:40 a.m.] 

217. Despite Prime Minister’s scheduled statement in Parliament 

this afternoon on Lausanne settlement Drummond [Chamberlain] felt 

it necessary last evening to meet criticisms expressed in Commons by 

stating:
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“After all, we have been in touch at Lausanne not only with 
European representatives, but we have had opportunities of conver- 
sations with [the] representatives of the United States and I would 
ask the House to believe that in this rather delicate situation we have 
had no reason to think that the course we have taken is one which is 
going to lead to any of those unfortunate results which Mr. Churchill | 
anticipates.” 22 

MELLON 

462.00R296A1/226 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation to the General 
Disarmament Conference (Gibson ) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, July 12, 1982—4 p.m. 
[Received July 12—12: 25 p.m.] 

323. Paris edition Vew York Herald July 11th contains statement 
from Lausanne correspondent to effect that all delegations at 
Lausanne consider readjustment war debts inevitable and imminent 
since British and French kept in close touch throughout negotiations 
with Washington through conferences with Davis and myself. All 

statements made by Davis are fully.and accurately reported in dele- 
gation’s telegrams 260, June 20, noon,” and 307, July 6, 8 p.m. [méd- 
night], and telephone conversation July 1, 11 p.m.28 Any implica- 
tion that our statements could give rise to belief that the relating of 
reparations settlements to readjustment of war debts, even in form 
so-called Gentlemen’s Agreement,‘ is not only without justification 
but is the exact contrary of what was stated and from which there 
has been no deviations by either of us. 

Gipson 

462.00R296A1/227 : Telegram - 

The Consul at Basel (Cochran) to the Secretary of State 

Bass, July 12, 1932—4 p.m. 
[Received July 12—1:52 p.m.] 

For Castle. The following is the text of the Gentlemen’s Agree- 
ment of July 8:7 : 

1 For official text of Mr. Chamberlain’s speech on July 11, see Great Britain, 
Parliamentary Debates, House of Commons, 5th series, vol. 268 (1931-32), 
pp. 972-984. 

2 Not printed. 
*% Memorandum of conversation not printed. 
* See infra. 
%In the official British White Paper, this document is dated July 2 (Great 

Britain, Cmd. 4129, Mise. No. 8 (1982): Further Documents relating to the 
Settlement reached at the Lausanne Conference, p. 3).
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“The Lausanne agreement?* will not come into final effect until 
after ratification as provided for in the agreement. So far as the 
creditor governments, on whose behalf this procés-verbale is ini- 
tialed,?” are concerned, ratification will not be effected until a satis- 
factory settlement has been reached between them and their own 
creditors. It will be open to them to explain the position to their 
respective parliaments, but no specific reference to it will appear 
in the text of the agreement with Germany. Subsequently if a 
satisfactory settlement about their own debts is reached the afore- 
said creditor governments will ratify and the agreement with Ger- 
many will come into full effect. But if no such settlement can be 
obtained, the agreement with Germany will not be ratified; a new 
situation will have arisen and the governments interested will have 
to consult together as to what should be done. In that event, the 
legal position, as between all the governments, would revert to that 
which existed before the Hoover Moratorium. 

The German Government will be notified of this arrangement.” 

~ Cocuran 

462.00R296 B. I. S. Special Reports/60 

The Consul at Basel (Cochran) to the Under Secretary of State 
(Castle ) 

[Extract] 

Basset, July 138, 1932. 

[Received July 23.] 

Dear Mr. Castiu: I have pleasure in submitting the following 

data in continuation of my series of International Bank Notes. 

Gentlemen’s Agreement. In my cablegram dated July 12, 4 p.m., 
1 gave you the complete text of the Gentlemen’s Agreement, ini- 

tialed at Lausanne on July 8. Before this Letter arrives, you will 

have seen much comment upon the policy involved in this secret 

diplomacy. According to American despatches now reaching here, 

the Department has already received evidence of the interest of 

Congress in this particular phase of the Lausanne negotiations. 
For convenience, I am reproducing herewith the full text of the 

Agreement :?6 

* Great Britain, Cmd. 4126, Misc. No. 7 (19382): Final Act of the Lausanne 
Conference, Lausanne, July 9, 1982. 

* Initialed by Jules Renkin on behalf of Belgium; Edouard Herriot on behalf 

of France; Neville Chamberlain on behalf of Great Britain; and Antonio 
Mosconi on behalf of Italy. 

* See supra.
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From the above wording, it is not clear whether the countries 
whose representatives signed the above Agreement, namely, Belgium, 

Great Britain, France, and Italy, will individually or in a group 
approach the United States. Furthermore, it is not clear as to what 
may be considered a satisfactory settlement. There has been criti- 
cism of the Agreement in the English Parliament, as a measure 
likely to hurt the chances of the United Kingdom to procure from 
the United States favorable reconsideration of the British war debt. 
As a result of the demand for the exact terms of the Agreement, it 
is understood that publicity will be given thereto simultaneously in 
London and Paris tomorrow, July 14. 

I kept you informed as to Germany’s opposition to such a link- 
ing of reparations and war debts. France insisted upon a safeguard. 
Italy had to have this in lieu of outright all-around cancellation. 
The British are understood to have yielded reluctantly. In a letter 
dated July 8, addressed to the French Minister of Finance, Germain- 

Martin, the British Minister of Finance, Chamberlain, regretted 
that, in the absence of a general agreement concerning the cancella- 
tion of war debts and reparations, the British Government was 
also unable to cancel the French debt to Great Britain.?® However, 
the British Government expressed its readiness to suspend the pay- 
ment of annuities agreed upon in the Caillaux-Churchill Agree- 
ment® until the ratification of the Lausanne Act. While no official 
announcement to that effect has been seen, it is reported that Great 
Britain granted the same treatment to Italy. Great, Britain thus 
gained the adherence of these two countries to the Lausanne compro- 
mise Act. 

The French appear to consider the great result of the Conference 
the fact that France, after entering it as the isolated Power, came 
out in a unified line-up, as far as debts toward the United States 
are concerned, and, furthermore, with a much desired alliance with 
Great Britain which, as the Franco-British Pact of Confidence,” 
has today been made known through the following announcement: 

From the text of the Gentlemen’s Agreement information was 
lacking as to the steps that the various countries would take in ap- 

* On the same date, July 8, Mr. Chamberlain sent a letter of similar purport 
to the Italian Finance Minister, Antonio Mosconi; for text, see Great Britain, 
Cmd. 4129, Misc. No. 8 (1932), p. 5. 

* Signed on July 12, 1926, by Winston Churchill, British Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, and Joseph Caillaux, French Minister of Finance; see Great Britain, 
Cmd. 2692, French War Debt (1926): Agreement for the Settlement of the 
War Debt of France to Great Britain. 

*1 See note from the British Embassy, p. 694.
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proaching the United States. This second document, to which 
Belgium and Italy will at once become parties, throws considerable 
light on the plans. 

Outlook. The Lausanne Agreement was received here as consti- 
tuting a big move forward, principally because of France’s yielding 
on the question of reparations to an extent that had not heretofore 
seemed probable. A compromise was the only possible solution, 
considering the opposing ideas with which the Powers entered the 
Conference, and the strength of political pressure behind several of 
the representatives. 7 

Some observers are of the opinion that it is just as well that the 
real attitude of the Allied debtors in Europe toward their American 
obligations should be expressed as frankly as has been done at this 
time. One alternative was to draw the Conference out until Decem- 

ber 15 and negotiate with America at the time payments were fall- 
ing due, and decide the reparation question thereafter. The present 
scheme may at least be time-saving, unless it proves so distasteful 
to the United States that opposition to reconsideration of war debts 
is strengthened and final ratification of the Lausanne Act by the 
parties to the Gentlemen’s Agreement is rendered impossible. . 

As to the acceptance by the European Powers concerned, the only 
doubt would appear to be on the part of Germany. With the Cabi- 
net unanimously approving the Act and with such opposing leaders 
as Briining and Schacht supporting von Papen’s position, the out- 

look is favorable. Dr. Luther of the Reichsbank has expressed here 

the personal opinion that Germany will be willing to ratify. 

Very sincerely yours, Hl. Mrrir Cocuran 

462.00R296A1/242 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, July 14, 1932—5 p.m. 

[Received July 14—2:45 p.m. ] 

225. My 217, July 12,10 am. Following official statement was 

issued at Treasury this afternoon: 

‘“Misunderstanding has arisen regarding Mr. Chamberlain’s ref- 
erence in his speech in the House of Commons on Monday to con- 
versations with representatives of the United States. He did not 
suggest, and of course had no intention of suggesting that repre- 
sentatives of the United States had approved, either tacitly or ex- 
plicitly, what was done at Lausanne. ‘The proceedings there were
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throughout on the basis that the right course was to seek a Euro- 
pean solution of reparations without involving the United States 
in the discussion”. 

MELLON 

462.00R296A1/326 

President Hoover to Senator William E'. Borah® 

WASHINGTON, July 14, 1982. 

My Dear Mr. Senator: I have your inquiry this morning, 

through Secretary Stimson, as to the effect on the United States of 
recent agreements in Europe. 

Our people are, of course, gratified at the settlement of the strictly 
European problem of reparations or any of the other political or 
economic questions that have impeded European recovery. Such 
action, together with the real progress in disarmament, will con- 
tribute greatly to world stability. 

I wish to make it absolutely clear, however, that the United States 

has not been consulted regarding any of the agreements reported by 
the press to have been concluded recently at Lausanne and that of 
course it is not a party to, nor in any way committed to any such 

- agreements. 

While I do not assume it to be the purpose of any of these agree- 
ments to effect combined action of our debtors, if it shall be so inter- 

preted then I do not propose that the American people shall be 
pressed into any line of action or that our policies shall be in any 
way influenced by such a combination either open or implied. 

Yours faithfully, Herserr Hoover 

Ill, THE ANGLO-FRENCH DECLARATION OF JULY 13, 1932 

741.5111 European Co-operation/1 : Telegram 

The Chargé in France (Armour) to the Secretary of State 

[Extract] 

Paris, July 18, 19832—3 p.m. 

[Received July 13—10: 30 a.m.] 

422. I have just learned from the British Embassy that a very im- 

portant statement 1s to be issued by the Foreign Office of London 
-and Paris simultaneously at 7 o’clock, Paris time, this evening the 
substance of which is as follows.** 

Issued as a press release by the White House on July 14. 
** See p. 694.



692 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1982, VOLUME I : 

I was shown the statement in confidence at the British Embassy 
today and the above represents my recollection of the contents. The 
official with whom I spoke at the British Embassy said that they 

wished above all to avoid the impression being given that this is 
anything in the nature of a Franco-British entente. However, it 
seems probable that in order to get as much benefit from this as 
possible particularly internally the French may give the impression 

that it is a definite revival of the entente. 

An article has already been published in this morning’s Agence 
Economic and Financiere to the effect that as a result of official 
conversations yesterday between Herriot and the British Ambassa- 
dor and later with the President of the Republic** “a diplomatic 
event of the greatest importance is about to take place between 
France and Great Britain concerning the directives of Anglo-French 
rapprochement begun at Lausanne.*® This event and the accord 

resulting from it will without doubt be communicated to the Council 
of Ministers which is being held this morning in Paris and will be 
made public this evening on the eve of the French national fete on 
the 14th of July.” 

As the official text 1s to be made public to the press at 7 o’clock 

this evening it undoubtedly will be cabled to the press in the United 
States but I shall transmit a translation of the official text as issued 
by the Foreign Office. 

It may of course be that our Embassy at London or the British or 
French Ambassadors in Washington have already furnished the text 
to the Department in which case, and in order to avoid unnecessary 
expense, you may wish to notify me. 

ARMOUR 

741.5111 European Co-operation/11 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation With 
the British Ambassador (Lindsay ) 

[Wasurneron,] July 14, 1932. 

The British Ambassador presented a paper which he said con- 

tained the Franco-British Agreement, which was mentioned in the 

Times this morning, with some additional declarations added to it, 

and he handed me the paper which is attached to this memorandum.** 

I read it. The Ambassador said that his Government was most so- 

* Albert Lebrun. 
oe Trop correspondence concerning the Lausanne Conference, see pp. 6386 ff.



WAR DEBTS 693 

licitous that we should not suspect any combination between the 
French and the British against the United States which, he added, 
was an element that they always took into consideration whenever 

they had to establish any entente with the French. They always had 
in mind their sad trouble with the Franco-British Naval Agreement 
of 1928.°%" 

I replied that I thought his statement was correct as to this agree- 
ment, although when I read it in the 7imes I thought the language 

of the Covenant in the article marked “First” was a little obscure, 
but I added that the difficulty in this connection was not with this 
agreement but with the so-called “gentlemen’s agreement”.** ‘This 

latter agreement did not alone seek to protect each individual nation 
from being bound to its covenants as to reparation until it had 
separately made a satisfactory debt settlement with us, but it seemed 
to provide that nobody could make a permanent settlement as to 
reparations, and possibly, as to its own debts to us, until every other 
nation had made such an arrangement. This seemed to be an attempt 
to make a common front against us and to compel us to give up the 
method of individual settlement with our debtor nations, which we 
had carried out originally and which Mr. Hoover had proposed in 
the moratorium agreement last year, and to compel us to sit down 
at a round table with all our debtors—a process which we had always 

declined to do. I told him frankly that this phase of the so-called 
“gentlemen’s agreement” had excited a good deal of comment and 

criticism. The Ambassador admitted that he found that to be true. 
He asked me whether there was any likelihood of negotiations for 
a debt settlement being undertaken before election. I told the Am- 
bassador that I could inform him that I did not see any likelihood 
of such negotiations being undertaken now, but I said that I had 
learned that it was dangerous to prophesy about what would happen 
after election because if we said that we could not negotiate before 
election, it would at once be assumed that we had made a secret 
agreement to negotiate after election and I told him that I had 
already been visited by one Senator this morning who had warned 
me against that. The Ambassador laughed and said he had not 
thought of that before. 

H[enry] L. S[rmson] 

1See Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, pp. 264 ff. 
% Ante, p. 687.
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741.5111 European Co-operation/11 

The British Embassy to the Department of State 

DECLARATION 

In the declaration which forms part of the Final Act of the 

Lausanne conference *® the signatory powers express how the task 
there accomplished will be followed by fresh achievements. They 
affirm further that success will be more readily won if the nations 
will rally to a new effort in the cause of peace, which can only be 

complete if it is applied in both the economic and political spheres. 
In the same document the signatory powers declare their intention 
to make every effort to resolve the problems which exist at the 
present moment or may arise subsequently in the spirit which has 
inspired the Lausanne agreement. In that spirit His Majesty’s 
Government of the United Kingdom and the French Government 
decided themselves to give the lead in making an immediate mutual 
contribution to that end on the following lines: 

First, in accordance with the spirit of the Covenant of the League 
of Nations they intend to exchange views with one another with 
complete candour concerning, and to keep each other mutually in- 
formed of, any questions coming to their notice similar in origin 
to that, now so happily settled at Lausanne which may affect the 
European regime. It is their hope that other governments will 
join them in adopting their procedure. 

Secondly, they intend to work together and with the other dele- 
gations at Geneva to find a solution for the disarmament question 
which will be beneficial and equitable for all the powers concerned. 

Thirdly, they will cooperate with each other and other interested 
governments in careful and practical preparation of the world eco- 
nomic conference.*° 

Fourthly, pending negotiation at a later date of a new commer- 
cial treaty between their two countries, they will avoid any action 
in the nature of discrimination by one country against the inter- 
ests of the other. 

- The French and British Governments are bringing this declara- 
tion to the notice of the Governments of Germany, Italy and Belgium 

and are inviting them to adhere to paragraphs 1, 2 and.3. 

The purpose of the declaration is to promote European appease- 
ment by urging the principal countries of Europe to adopt the 
method of candid and open discussion if questions arise between 

°° Great Britain, Cmd. 4126, Mise. No. 7 (1982): Final Act of the Lausanne 
Conference, Lausanne, July 9, 1982. 
“For correspondence regarding the preliminaries to the International Mone- 

tary and Economic Conference, see pp. 808 ff.



WAR DEBTS 695 : 

them under existing treaties. This effort aims at removing sus-_. 
picion and encouraging general confidence, and it is strongly felt 
that it will excite the sympathy of the United States Government. 

Sir R. Lindsay is instructed to make it plain to the Secretary of 
State that the object of the declaration is as above stated, and that 
the announcement is as to the spirit in which European nations 
should seek to improve their mutual relations and remove causes 
of friction. 

With respect to the paragraph dealing with disarmament atten- 
tion is called to the language used yesterday in the House of Com- 

mons by Sir J. Simon, in the following terms :— 

“This is of course in no sense and at no point a special or exclusive 
declaration. We have already announced our own intention of co- 
operation with the United States in the work of disarmament at 
Geneva.“ I am going back there now to help in working out the 
principles of Mr. Hoover’s proposals.” 

Sir John Simon has received M. Herriot’s express confirmation 
in saying that we are not seeking any exclusive or special relation, 
but a better method for us all. 

[ Wasuineton,| July 14, 1982. 

741.5111 European Co-operation/7 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation to the General 
| Disarmament Conference (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

| | Geneva, July 14, 1982—8 p.m. 
[Received 8:44 p.m.*?] 

329. Following is memorandum of conversation dictated by Davis: 

“Sir John Simon called to see me at 10 o’clock this morning. He 
began by saying he was quite worried about the Prime Minister 
who was in bad shape and who was somewhat depressed because 
his speech in Parliament on the Lausanne Conference had not gone 
over well because of his physical condition and his failure to be 
more specific. He then said that he wished, first, to explain to me 
the origin and real purport of the accord with France which was 
announced yesterday and which he has asked Lindsay to explain 
fully to Secretary Stimson and, second, to assure me he was pre- 
pared to uphold the principles of the Hoover proposal 4? and to co- 

“For correspondence relating to this phase of the General Disarmament 
Conference, see pp. 225 ff. 

“ Telegram in five sections. 
* See pp. 76-83.
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operate wholeheartedly with us in the formulation and adoption 
of a resolution marking the greatest measure of achievement that is 
possible. After reading to me the message which he had sent to 
Secretary Stimson, he said he wished to explain the origin of the 
accord to which he hopes that Germany, Italy and Belgium will 
also adhere. He said that MacDonald, realizing that a political 
appeasement in Europe would facilitate a settlement of reparations 
and a reduction in armaments, approached Von Papen thinking it 
better for Germany to take the initiative in view of the French 
fear of a German démarche with regard to the Corridor or the east- 
ern frontiers. 

The Germans were favorably inclined and at MacDonald’s insti- 
gation they proposed a political truce. Herriot was suspicious of 
a proposal coming from Germany and the matter had to be dropped 
until the last day of the conference when MacDonald broached the 
question again but from an opposite direction, thinking it was better 
to have the French propose it. He accordingly talked to Herriot who 
was favorably inclined but nothing definite was done and it was 
agreed that further consideration would be given to it. Simon 
then began to meditate and when he returned to London on Monday 
he wrote down the four points and telegraphed them to Tyrrell 
for presentation to the French. The French first demurred over 
point 2 of the declaration on the ground that a beneficial and 
equitable solution of the disarmament question might be construed 
as a concession to Germany and wished to know what was meant 
by equitable. Simon replied it meant fair play and was intended 
to reassure Germany and must be maintained. France then accepted. 
Fearing that Herriot would attempt to construe the joint declara- 
tion of policy as an entente instead of an all inclusive method for 
promoting political appeasement in Europe he had warned them 
against such an attempt and had received a telegram from Herrict 
giving satisfactory assurance. 

I told him my first off-hand persqnal impression was that if it 
were merely an effort to promote political appeasement and was in 
no sense to be a combination against any one, it might be a very 
constructive move but that since it grew out of the Lausanne Con- 
ference there was the danger of its being construed as cementing — 
a united front with regard to debts and of degenerating into a politi- 
cal combination. He said that it was intended solely to promote 
peace in Europe and that he wanted to do everything to avoid any 
erroneous impression to the contrary. I then told him the secret 
gentlemen’s agreement on debts had had a very adverse effect on. 
American opinion and I was afraid that unless something is done 
to give the assurance that the accord does not mean a united front 
on debts and will not serve to block real achievement at the Disarma- 
ment Conference it may well prove to be more harmful than bene- 
ficial; that I had been astonished at Mr. Chamberlain’s statements in. 
the House of Commons #4 which had been construed to imply that 
American representatives had been kept informed and had tacitly ac- 

“See telegram No. 217, July 12, 10 a. m., from the Ambassador in Great 
Britain, p. 686.



WAR DEBTS 697 

quiesced in the secret agreement regarding debts; that as he well knew 
if this were what Mr. Chamberlain meant to say it was untrue be-_ - 
cause we not only were not consulted or informed about such an agree- : 
ment but on the contrary had most definitely told the Prime Minister 
and Sir John that any attempt to tie debts to reparations would be re- 
sented in the United States and would have a most harmful effect. He 
said I was quite right as to what had transpired but that he had not 
seen Chamberlain’s statement to which I referred as he was not in the 
House when it was made. I then read it to him and he said that this 
was most unfortunate because it was open to an interpretation which 
he was sure Chamberlain did not intend and should be corrected. I 
told him that Gibson and I had refrained from a public statement 
categorically denying such an imputation but that Secretary Stimson 
had denied it and would no doubt continue to do so as long as may be 
necessary but that unless it is cleared up and denied by Chamberlain 
himself we may still have to do so. He said that he was glad I had 
called his attention to this and said he would send a wireless to Cham- 
berlain and communicate with the Prime Minister at once and that 
this would be attended to. 

2. He raised the question of disarmament stating that they had 
had a thorough discussion in the Cabinet that he was coming back to 
uphold wholeheartedly the principles of the Hoover proposal and to 
cooperate with us in getting a strong resolution; that as to the naval 
question, he was now satisfied we could ultimately work out a mu- 
tually satisfactory agreement but that since they cannot accept in toto 
the President’s proposals he hoped we would not press for this in the | 
General Commission to the extent of forcing them to oppose this 
phase of the proposal. I told him it was not our desire to press un- 
duly for full acceptance at least now but that if it were distinctly 
understood that they would not try to press for their naval proposals 
which were wholly unacceptable to us particularly with regard to 
cruisers and battleship replacements we would cooperate in formulat- 
ing a resolution on the other questions and endeavor later to reach an 
accord on the navy. This, he said, was quite satisfactory. He then 
said that he must go to meet another appointment but that he hoped 
to be able to agree to something really far reaching on aerial bom- 
bardment and that he would get together later to discuss the various 
agreements to be incorporated in the resolution including a reduction 
in effectives. 

8. My own impression at first was that the British and French 
accord might degenerate into a method of protecting the British navy 
and preventing any reduction in the French army. Simon insists that 
such is not the case as they are in favor of substantial reductions in 
all branches of armaments. 

4, Having met Simon at a luncheon later today he called me aside 
to say first that he had communicated to Chamberlain and the Prime 
Minister the wording of a statement to be issued rectifying the state- 
ment that Chamberlain had made in the House and that since the 
latter was at sea this might be issued by the Government; and second, 
that the Prime Minister would give out a statement this afternoon
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which would also simultaneously be given by him to the press here 
at 5:30 explaining more fully the hmited and true import of the 
Franco-British understanding that it was intended to facilitate rather 
than block any reduction in arms and that they intend to cooperate 
with us in upholding the principles of the Hoover proposal. I told 
him that if the understanding arrived at was a purely internal con- 
tinental measure and had nothing to do with questions outside of 
Europe such as debts to the United States or the Far Eastern ques- 
tion it would be helpful to say so specifically. He said that those 
questions were of course not included and he would incorporate in the 
statement the clarification suggested by me.” 

GIBSON 

741.5111 European Co-operation/8 : Telegram 

| The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation to the General 
Disarmament Conference (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, July 14, 1932—11 p.m. 
[Received July 14—7:50 p.m.] 

331. Supplementing my 329, July 14, 8 p.m. Simon issued two 
statements here to journalists which were issued at the same time in 
London and which you have doubtless received through press. I 
quote his letter to Davis transmitting copies: 

“My Dear Davis: I think you may like to see the two statements 
issued in London an hour ago correcting any misunderstanding about 

1. The declaration made yesterday in London and Paris and 
2. The “Gentlemen’s Agreement”’.*° 
This completely clears up the misunderstanding about Chamber- 

lain and you will be glad to note that the language you suggested has 
been employed. I am very much obliged to you. 

I repeated the same explanations to the journalists here and added 
_ (again following your suggestion) that the declaration made yester- 

day is an invitation to European powers to adopt as an internal con- 
tinental rule the mode of open and candid discussion. I emphasized 
that it is neither the creation of a European bloc against anybody nor 
the creation of an Anglo-French compact against anybody. 

Yours very truly, John Simon”. 

GIBSON 

741.5111 European Co-operation/12: Telegram 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

GrEneEvA, July 15, 1932—9 p.m. 
[Received July 15—5: 04 p.m. ] 

219. At the convening of the Council this afternoon Sir John Simon 
made an announcement respecting the recent so-called Franco-British 

*See telegram No. 225, July 14, 5 p.m. from the Ambassador in Great 
Britain, p. 690.
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accord.*® He cited the text of the accord as it has appeared in the 
press and added certain statements the chief of which were to the fol- 

lowing effect: | 

1. There is no relationship between this arrangement and extra 
European matters; 

2. The Italian and Belgian Governments have signified their ad- 
herence; 

3. The invitation to other states is not limited to the “inviting 
states” of Lausanne but is addressed to any European state; 

4. 'The accord does not envisage any organization and is made in 
the spirit of the Covenant and without prejudice to the League. 

The representative of France 47 associated his Government with the 
foregoing. 

GILBERT 

741.5111 European Co-operation/17 

The Ambassador in Italy (Garrett) to the Secretary of State 

[Extract] 

No. 1496 Romg, July 22, 1982. 

[Received August 4. | 
SIR: 

In conclusion I may say that while Italian public opinion is thus 
favorable to the accord, an undercurrent of scepticism is perceptible. 

In some quarters it is rumored that a certain displeasure prevailed 
in higher official circles at the form in which the announcement of 
the accord was made suddenly and almost simultaneously from Lon- 
don and Paris. It is stated that this seemed to indicate a certain 
disregard for Italy’s importance in European affairs. Such official 
disapproval, added to what is termed a partial failure of Italy’s, or 
rather Mussolini’s, policy at Lausanne when the “slate” was not 
“sponged clean” and when Italy’s alleged efforts to prevent the “gen- 
tlemen’s agreement” were circumvented, is rumored to have some 

connection with the resignation of Signor Grandi as Foreign Min- 
ister and Signor Mosconi as Minister of Finance (see my despatch 

No. 1498 of July 22, 1982).4® Needless to say, no hint as to such a 
cause or to any possible failure has been allowed to creep into the 
news columns. Officially, at present as before, the Lausanne Confer- 
ence is reported as a triumph of Mussolinian principles. 

Respectfully yours, JoHN W. GarReTT 

“Teague of Nations, Oficial Journal, July, 1932, p. 1264. 
** René Massigii. 
“Not printed.
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741.5111 European Co-operation/28 

The Ambassador in Germany (Sackett ) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1870 Berurn, August 10, 1932. 
[Received August 20. ] 

Sir: With reference to my despatch No. 1849 of July 27,** I have 

the honor to report that, during the course of a conversation with the 
Foreign Minister the other day, I casually alluded to the diversity of 

German interpretation of the Government’s action with regard to 
the Anglo-French Consultative Pact. 

Baron von Neurath smiled significantly and, without attempting 

to state explicitly whether he considered Germany’s action to con- 
stitute full or qualified adherence to the pact, he said that the Gov- 
ernment found no difficulty in making a declaration of readiness to 
participate in future exchanges of opinion concerning European 
questions, inasmuch as this really meant nothing at all; the disparity 
between the French and British conceptions of the scope and mean- 

ing of the pact, and the unwieldly development which it had as- 
sumed as a result of the adherence of so many small Powers, had, 
as a practical matter, in his opinion, rendered the pact meaningless. 

Respectfully yours, Freperic M. SACKETT 

IV. REQUESTS FOR SUSPENSION OF WAR DEBT PAYMENTS 
PENDING A REVIEW OF THE QUESTION 

Belgium 

800.51W89 Belgium/203 

The Belgian Embassy to the Department of State ‘ 

{Translation ] 

The British and French Governments, moved by a desire to alle- 
viate the serious difficulties resulting from the economic depression, 
have, in their notes dated the tenth and the eleventh, respectively, of 

the present month,®* proposed to the Government of the United 

States that it cooperate in a reexamination of the problems arising 

from the intergovernmental debts. Basing their action upon the 
principles adopted during the recent Conference of Lausanne, they 
suggested that the period of suspension on payments due to the 
United States be extended for the duration of this reexamination. 
The Belgian Government has the honor to make the same request in 

* Not printed. 
° Handed to the Secretary of State by the Belgian Ambassador as an enclo- 

sure to his note No. 3639 of November 15. 
51 Post, pp. 754 and 727. 
& See pp. 636 ff.
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respect to payments due from Belgium. Although the rights of 
Belgium to obtain complete material restoration have been unani- 

mously recognized from the beginning, the Belgian Government did 
not hesitate in July 1931 to accept the proposal for a moratorium 
which was made by the President of the United States.5? A year 
later, in the interests of peace and economic recovery, it adhered to 
the Lausanne Agreement." In so doing, it consented to make sacri- 
fices which were particularly heavy and which have profoundly 

affected the financial situation of Belgium. The Belgian Govern- 
ment remains convinced that the difficulties with which the world is 
faced today cannot be overcome unless the nations pursue a resolute 
policy of cooperation and mutual assistance. With this idea in mind 
and in a spirit of friendship, the Belgian Government requests the 

Government of the United States to examine the proposals which it 
has the honor to submit. 

[Wasuineton, November 15, 1932. ] 

800.51W89 Belgium/203 

The Secretary of State to the Belgian Ambassador (May ) 

Wasuinetron, November 23, 1932. 

EXxcetency: I fully appreciate the importance of the situation 
presented by the request for an examination of the problem of the 
intergovernmental debts contained in the memorandum of the Bel- 

gian Government dated November 15, 1932. The fact that such a sug- 
gestion is made by your Government in itself makes this a matter 

_ meriting the most careful consideration. In a matter of such impor- 
tance there must be allowed no opportunity for misunderstanding or 
failure to reach conclusions satisfactory to both Governments and 
peoples. 

In this connection you will appreciate that your present suggestion 
goes far beyond anything contemplated or proposed at any time in 

the past either by President Hoover or by this Government. You 
will also permit me to recall very briefly some of the essential con- 

ditions and limitations which would control on the part of this 
Government any new study of the debt question and might affect its 
results. Not only is there reserved to the Congress of the United 
States the ultimate decision in respect to the funding, refunding or 
amendment of these intergovernmental obligations under considera- 

= See telegram No. 262, June 20, 8 p.m., to the Ambassador in France, Foreign 
Relations, 1981, vol. 1, p. 33. 
“Great Britain, Cmd. 4126, Misc. No. 7 (1982): Final Act of the Lausanne 

Conference, Lausanne, July 9, 1982. 

6442124852
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tion, but from the beginning the Congress has itself provided in the 
past the machinery in the shape of the World War Foreign Debt 

Commission for the investigation of the facts and for making recom- 

mendations upon which such action might be taken. The Execu- 
tive might recommend, but the facts and evidence were submitted to 
and the decision made by the Congress, acting through this 

machinery. 
Furthermore, from the time of their creation, under President 

Wilson, this Government has uniformly insisted that in its handling 
of these obligations running to itself, they must be treated as entirely 
separate from reparation claims arising out of the War. Its insis- 
tence upon this difference is quite natural in view of its refusal after 

the War to accept reparations for itself and also in view of the differ- 
ence of its position as a creditor from that of all other nations. Not 
only did this Government not receive any compensation in the form | 
of territory, economic privileges, or governmental indemnity at the 
close of the War, but from the fact that it owed no obligations of any 
kind to others, treatment of the debts and reparations as though they 
were connected could only operate to the disadvantage of the United 
States. No concession made in respect to a payment owed to it could 
either in whole or in part be set off or balanced against claims owed 
by it to any of its creditors. On the contrary, every such concession 

would result in the inevitable transfer of a tax burden from the tax- 
payers of some other country to the taxpayers in our own without 
the possibility of any recoupment from others. The debts owed to 
the United States thus naturally fell into the category of ordinary 
debt obligations between individual nations and were treated as such. 
The American Congress has made, with each of its debtors, settle- 
ments which were intended to be and were deemed to be liberal and 
wholly within the capacity of the debtor to pay without jeopardizing 
its finances and currency or preventing it from maintaining and, if 
possible, improving the standard of living of its citizens. 

I appreciate the importance of the step mentioned in your mem- 

orandum which has been taken. by the governments at Lausanne in 

respect to the reparations due them from Germany and the possible 
effect upon those creditor nations of the loss of that source of income. 

I am not oblivious to the fact, moreover, that the world-wide de- 
pression and the concurrent fall of prices has increased the weight of 

debts in many parts of the world; nor to the fact that the decrease 
in international trade has increased the difficulties of obtaining 
foreign exchange. I also recognize the relation which these facts 
may bear to the process of recovery. On the other hand, it must be 
remembered that these incidents of the depression have also fallen
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with great weight upon the American people and the effects upon 
them directly as taxpayers or otherwise of any modification of an 
agreement with respect to debts due to this country cannot be dis- 

regarded. I assume that it was for the purpose of deliberately and | 
carefully giving due weight to such conflicting elements in the world 
situation, differing as they would in various countries, that this 
Government adopted the system which I have described. I confess 
that I cannot see any controlling reasons which would be likely to 

induce the Congress of the United States to act upon the question any 
differently now from the manner and the principles upon which it 
has acted in the past. And I believe it would be inadvisable to 
attempt to enter into discussions on the subject except in that manner 

and under those principles. 

The attitude of the President therefore is that for any suggested 
study of intergovernmental financial obligations as now existing, 
some such agency as I have referred to, should be created to consider 

this question individually with each government as heretofore. <As 

he has several times said publicly, he also believes that some basis 
might be found for bringing to the American people some adequate 
compensation in forms other than cash payment.- The President is 
prepared to recommend to Congress that it constitute such an agency 
to examine the whole subject. 

As to the suspension of the installment of the Belgian debt due on 
December 15th, which is requested in your memorandum, no author- 
ity lies in the Executive to grant such an extension and no facts have 

been placed in our possession which could be presented to the Con- 
gress for favorable consideration under the principles to which I 
have referred. In the memorandum of the Belgian Government 
reference is made to the action of the Conference at Lausanne. It 

seems to me that the situation which confronted the conference at 
Lausanne in its consideration of the question of reparations by Ger- 
many was quite different from that presented here in that the confer- 
ence had before it the report of the meeting of experts at Basle.55 

Such importance is attached by our Government and people to 
the maintenance of the original agreements in force by the payment 

on December 15th as to far outweigh any reasons now apparent for 
its suspension, and by such payments the prospects of a satisfactory 
approach to the whole question, in my opinion, would be greatly 
increased. 

Accept [etc. | Henry L. Srrmson 

S Hor text of report, see Great Britain, Cmd. 3995, Germany No. 1 (1982): 
Report of the Special Advisory Committee convened under the agreement with 
Germany concluded at The Hague on January 30, 1980.
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800.51 W89 Belgium/206 

The Belgian Embassy to the Depariment of State 

[Translation] 

I. The Belgian Government has been pleased to note that the 

Government of the United States is disposed to take into considera- 
tion the proposal to submit the question of the settlement of the 
inter-governmental debts to a re-examination. On the other hand, 

with respect to the suggestion for extending the suspension of the 
payments due to the United States during this examination, the 
Government of the United States has observed that no new fact had 
been brought to its knowledge which might be submitted to Congress 
in justification of this suggestion. The Belgian Government ac- 
cordingly believes that it is meeting the desire of the Government 
of the United States in setting forth its views on this subject. 

II. Belgium cannot refrain from recalling in the first place her 
special situation. Her restoration was one of the fourteen points 
laid down by President Wilson and it was unanimously accepted by 
all the belligerents as one of the necessary bases of peace. From 

this fact she acquired a moral right which she desires hereby to 
reaffirm. The Belgian Government nevertheless found itself con- 

strained to take account of economic realities. In view of these 
realities it consented to the moratorium proposed by the President 
of the United States, in June, 1931, and adhered to the Lausanne 
agreements. These economic realities have been authoritatively set 
forth by the experts of all countries who have made clear that debtors 
can, In the long run, meet their obligations with respect to foreign 
countries only by the exportation of goods or by services. The pres- 
ent paralysis of the money market hardly permits any other form of 
payment. But the obstacles in the way of exchange have increased 
and have resulted in the throttling of exportation. No country has 
suffered more in this respect than Belgium, whose national economy 
is principally based on international trade. She has continued to 
adhere to one of the most liberal tariff policies now in effect and for 
years she has continued to strive against excessive protectionism. 
Furthermore, after the failure of the attempts to organize inter- 
national action to this end, she recently took the initiative in con- 

cluding a Convention with other States open to the adherence of all 
countries with a view to the progressive lowering of customs barriers. 
The American Government was good enough to express the 
sympathetic interest with which it followed this move. The Belgian 
Government is, therefore, in no wise responsible for the present 

paralysis of international commerce and it feels that it has done 
everything in its power to prevent it.
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III. The depression made evident that the transfers necessary for 

the payment of the inter-governmental debts threatened to throw 
the balance of payments still further out of adjustment and to 

aggravate the disorganization in which the world is engulfed. In 
the hope of contributing thereby to economic recovery, the Belgian 
Government therefore accepted the moratorium which the Govern- 

ment of the United States proposed in June 1931. It abandoned 
temporarily, in a spirit of international solidarity, a claim which 
the country considered as sacred, notwithstanding the fact the conse- 
quences were certain to fall particularly heavily on Belgium. Before 

this, at the Conferences of London in 1924,°* and at The Hague in 
1929 and 1930,°" Belgium had, in the same spirit, through her adher- 
ence to the Dawes Plan*®® and to the Young Plan,°® accepted appre- 
clable reductions in reparations. 

The payments which were due to Belgium from Germany and of 
which she was deprived by the moratorium of 1931, amounted to 
nearly a billion francs, or about ten percent of the total budget of 

Belgium. This loss was, however, partially compensated for by the 
fact that, at the same time, Belgium was relieved of the obligation of 
paying the annuities due from her to the Government of the United 
States and to the British Government. Nevertheless, the net loss 
of which the Belgian Treasury was thus deprived remained high, 
amounting to almost a half billion francs. 

IV. During the conference which met at Lausanne in the month of 

June last—the purpose of which was to seek by united action the 
final settlement of the financial problems bequeathed by the war, 
and to obviate the dangers which more and more menace the world— 

Belgium agreed to extend the suspension of the German reparations 
payments. In line with the proposal which the President of the 
United States had made the year before, it was her understanding 
that the suspension was to be extended to all the inter-governmental 
debts, and was in no case to involve for Belgium more onerous con- 
ditions than those which the moratorium of the preceding year had 
entailed. This understanding was based on the fact that since the 
month of June 1931 the economic and financial situation had become 
more and more disturbing and that consequently the measures which 

% Wor proceedings of the London Conference and texts of agreements adopted, 
see Great Britain, Cmd. 2270, Miscellaneous No. 17 (1924): Proceedings of the 
London Reparations Conference, July and August 1924. 

Great Britain, Cmd. 3484, Misc. No. 4 (1980): Agreements Concluded at 
the Hague Conference, January 1930. 

%® Great Britain, Cmd. 2105 (1924): Reports of the Hapert Committees 
Appointed by the Reparation Commission. . 

® Great Britain, Cmd. 3343 (1929): Report of the Committee of Experts on 
Reparations.
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had seemed necessary at the time were, @ fortiori, necessary under 

present conditions. These measures were in conformity with the 
conclusions submitted by the Consultative Committee which met at 
Basel in December, 1931; they were in harmony with the suggestions 

expressed after the interview between the President of the United 

States and M. Laval in October of that year.®° 

V. The obligation to make the payments due the United States 
would add a new sacrifice to the loss which the Belgian treasury 
already suffered as a result of the moratorium of last year and would 

raise the total sacrifice which would be required of her to nearly one 

billion francs. The Belgian Government is not unaware that, in the 
opinion of the United States Government, the problem of war debts 
is distinct from that of reparations. But it does not see how, if Bel- 
gium is to pay her inter-governmental debts, she can avoid turning 

to her own debtor, claiming from the latter the payment of the sums 

due her. This action would lead to new international complications 

In the last analysis, it would make it evident that while, on the one 
hand, it is impossible to bring about the transfer of the funds neces- 

sary for the payment of the inter-governmental debts without caus- 
ing dangerous economic and political complications, it is, on the other 

hand, impossible to raise internally in Belgium the sums needed for 

the payment without dangerously increasing the dis-equilibrium of 

the budget and the difficulties of the Treasury. The Belgian Govern- 
ment has already emphasized how deeply the depression has affected 

the economic life of the nation by paralyzing international trade. 
Unemployment has increased alarmingly, affecting approximately 

40% of the registered laboring population. As a result, expendi- 
tures for relief have increased, while the receipts of the Treasury 

have markedly declined. The deficit in the budget has increased 
considerably during the past two years, notwithstanding stringent 
measures of economy. The Belgian Government desires at this point 

to recall to mind that it did not hesitate to support the proposals 
made in July by the President of the United States in regard to the 

reduction of armaments.“ ‘To cover the deficit, Belgium has had to 
resort to borrowing, both at home and abroad. New loans for large 
amounts will be necessary. Belgium could not resume service on 
her inter-governmental debts by her own resources and would be 
obliged to appeal to foreign credit. But that would be merely to 
substitute one creditor for another; and, moreover, the possibilities 

for a small country to borrow under present conditions are limited. 

For text of joint statement, see Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, p. 252. 
“See telegram No. 295, July 2, 10 a. m., from the Acting Chairman of the 

American delegation to the Disarmament Conference, p. 253.
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The Belgian Government is convinced that a careful examination 
of the situation—for which it is prepared to furnish all necessary 
information—would show that the depression, by occasioning the 
collapse of its own debtors, has brought it face to face with serious 
difficulties and that Belgium would be exposed to grave dangers if 
she were asked to resume payments, the suspension of which was 

considered imperative a year ago. 

Wasuinaton, December 6, 1932. 

800.51W89 Belgium/207 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Belgium (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

BrussEus, December 9, 1932—2 p. m. 
[Received December 9—12: 08 p. m.] 

86. I am submitting the following observations in connection with 

the second Belgian debt note as to [of?] possible interest to the De- 
partment in preparing its reply and not as support for the Belgian 

plea. 
The financial condition here in so far as the Government is con- 

cerned is unsatisfactory as stated in their note and there is only slight 
prospect of improvement. The last several cabinets have had recourse 
to borrowing funds to meet budget deficits and now about 3 billion 
francs or one-third of the total budget is being borrowed annually to 
balance revenues with expenditures. 

About one-half of this money is being obtained within the country 
and one-half abroad. The average rate of interest is 7 percent a sur- 
prisingly high figure for one of the few countries still on the gold 
standard. 
Retrenchment in Government expenditures has begun and will un- 

doubtedly be carried further; taxes have been increased and the Gov- 
ernment is tightening up on certain leakages which are familiar 
phenomena in Latin countries. 

Neither the present Cabinet nor the late Renkin Cabinet has dared 
to present Parliament with a budget for the forthcoming year. 

For more detailed account of the Belgian financial situation see the 
Embassy’s despatches numbers 1089, 1121, 1124, 1129, 1138, and 1142. 

Business conditions throughout the country are similar to those in 
our own country although unemployment figures are only about half 

as high in proportion to the population as in the United States. There 
are one or two encouraging signs on the horizon; for example, foreign 

® None printed.
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trade cooperation with Holland and the Scandinavian countries and 
the fact that for the last 8 months the National Railways have shown 
a slight operating profit. 

GIBSON 

800.51W89 Belgium/206 

The Secretary of State to the Belgian Ambassador (May ) 

Wasuineton, December 138, 1932. 

EXXcELLENCY: My Government has considered with the greatest 
care the note of December 6, 1932, from the Belgian Government, in 
which it has set forth at length the reasons it advances for a recon- 

sideration of the whole question of intergovernmental war debts, and 
for the postponement of the payment due by the Belgian Government 
to the Government of the United States on December 15, next. 

Whatever part debt payments may have played in the economic his- 
tory of the post-war years, it is clear that in the present conditions of 
world-wide depression, accompanied by a sweeping fall of prices, 

their weight has greatly increased, and that they have a very definite 
relationship to the problem of recovery in which both the Belgian and 
the American people have so vital an interest. 

The President of the United States is prepared, through whatever 
agency may seem appropriate, to cooperate with the Belgian Govern- 
ment in surveying the entire situation and in considering what means 
may be taken to bring about the restoration of stable currencies and 
exchange, the revival of trade, and the recovery of prices. 

I believe that there are important avenues of mutual advantage 
which should be thoroughly explored. Such an examination does not 
imply cancellation. 

My Government, however, has not been able to reach the conclusion 
that a postponement of the December 15th payment from the Belgian 
Government to the United States is necessary because of its effect on 
the problem of recovery. Although we recognize the serious economic 
and financial difficulties which the Belgian Government, in common 
with all other governments, is now facing, the maintenance of these 
agreements in their operation pending due opportunity for analysis 
of all matters bearing upon your request for revision and its consider- 
ation by the American Congress and people still appears to us to out 
weigh any reasons presented for a delay. 

Accept [etc. ] Henry L. Srnxson
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800.51W89 Belgium/212: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Belgium (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Brusseis, December 13, 1932—10 p. m. 
[Received December 13—8 p. m.] 

92. My telegram No. 91, December 18, 8 p. m.* At the conclusion 
of the Cabinet meeting this evening Hymans asked me to call on him. 

He began by saying that he wished to talk about the question of the 
debt payment and told me that the Cabinet had today concluded its 
discussions on the subject; that the matter had been considered with 
great thoroughness and with a preconceived idea in favor of payment 
but that after canvassing financial situation, hearing the Governor of 
the National Bank and the Treasury Committee, the decision was 
taken by unanimous vote not to make the payment on December 15. 
He said that before telegraphing May or issuing a communiqué to 
the press he desired to apprise me of the decision and the reasons 
for it. 

He stated that the recent dissolution and political disturbances had 
been largely due to the Government’s financial situation which is 
much worse than is generally known—it boils down to the fact that 
for some time they have been living beyond their means to the tune 

of 200 million francs a month and that the deficit is being filled up 
with borrowed money which is more and more difficult to secure. He 
cited old-age pensions, unemployment doles, and other forms of 
squandering which coritribute to the difficulty. He assured me that 
all our arguments for the payment which have been persistently 
dinned into them here lately, had been given their full weight and 
that practically all the Cabinet favored the principle of settlement 
but that after hearing the true state of the Nation’s finances they 
felt that the only way open to them was to withhold payment. 
Hymans said that as soon as the new government was definitely 

constituted it proposed to tackle the financial problem with a view 
to getting back on a sound basis and that he expected that within a 
few months they would be prepared to discuss the entire matter of 

debt payments with us in a reasonable way. 
It was clear that Hymans recognized the serious character of the 

statement he was making. He also recognized that the arguments in 
favor of payment had been very adequately brought home to the 

Government here and that the decision not to pay was taken only 
because of financial conditions which he described as “very grave.” 
A note will be telegraphed to May tonight. | 

GIBSON 

® Not printed,
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800.51W89 Belgium/214 

The Belgian Embassy to the Department of State 

[Translation ] 

In his declaration of the 23rd of November last,** the President 

of the United States recalled the bases on which the debt agree- 
ments had been made. The settlements made, he said, took account 

of economic conditions and of the capacity to pay of each debtor 
nation. In his annual report for 1924-1925, the Secretary of the 

Treasury of the United States defined the idea of capacity to pay. 
Such capacity does not imply the obligation, on the part of the 
foreign debtor, to pay to the full limit of his present or future capa- 
city. The debtor government, he said, must be able to preserve and 
improve its economic position, assure the balancing of its budget and 

place its finances, as well as its monetary system, on sound bases. 
It must also be able to maintain, and, if possible, improve, the stand- 

ard of living of its citizens. 
In its note of December 5th [6¢A], the Belgian Government set 

forth what were the effects for Belgium of the moratorium, the initia- 
tive for which was taken by the President of the United States in 
1931, and of the Lausanne agreement which resulted therefrom. Ac- 

| tuated by a spirit of solidarity, Belgium, being desirous of contrib- 
uting to general economic recovery, sacrificed a credit which was 
guaranteed to her by the most solemn engagements, and which con- 
stituted an essential element for the balancing of her public finances. 
This sacrifice to which she consented, added to the effects of the gen- 
eral paralysis of economic activity, has brought her face to face with 
the most serious financial difficulties. Belgium had hoped that a 
friendly arrangement taking account of this situation might have 
been reached before the payment date of December 15th. The Gov- 

ernment of the United States has judged it to be impossible. 
Under such conditions, the Belgian Government cannot but state 

that these circumstances prevent it from resuming, on December 
15th, the payments which were suspended by virtue of the agreement 
made in July, 1931. Belgium is still disposed to collaborate fully 
in seeking a general settlement of intergovernmental debts and of the 
other problems arising from the depression. 

WasuHineton, December 14, 1932. 

& Department of State, Press Releases, November 26, 1932, pp. 335-340.
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800.51W89 Belgium/217 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Belgium (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Brussets, December 21, 1932—2 p. m. 
[Received December 21—1: 25 p. m.] 

98. I have learned from a very confidential source how the Belgian 

default came about. <A brief report may be useful in understanding 
possible future developments. 

On December 18th it was informally decided by the Cabinet that 
the payment would be made the 15th. Technical arrangements were 

made to effect the payment and an official note to that effect appeared 
in the afternoon papers. The King was so informed and gave his 

approval in the afternoon. 
The last meeting of the outgoing Cabinet was then held to record 

a definite decision on this and other matters. Theunis, Minister of 

War, claimed that he had not been consulted, completely lost his 
temper and set out to make the Cabinet reverse its decision. Having 
failed to win over his colleagues by financial arguments it appears 
that he threatened to overthrow the new ministry by appealing to 
Parliament sooner than face new governmental upsets. The entire 

Cabinet capitulated but only after angry interchanges which have 
left much bad feeling and resulted in Theunis being left out of the 

new Cabinet. 
The Cabinet decision was communicated to the Belgian Ambassa- 

dor in Washington before the King was informed. On learning of 
this he was indignant, first, because of the way he had been ignored 
in reversing a decision of such importance and, second, because of 
what he considers a decision disastrous to Belgian credit. He ex- 
pressed himself forcibly on the whole subject and said he proposed 
to attend yesterday’s Cabinet meeting and demand action and as far 
as possible remedy the harm already done. Unfortunately his anger 
seems to have cooled in the interval and, although he gave definite 
orders as to being consulted in the future and expressed himself as 
to the stupidity on the action taken, he did not as I am informed 
make any demands for remedial action. G 

IBSON 

Czechoslovakia 

800.51W89 Czechoslovakia/194 

The Czechoslovak Legation to the Department of State 

MEMORANDUM 

The Czechoslovak Government sharing the views and concerns of 
the British and French Governments, as expressed in their notes from
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the tenth and eleventh of this month, in regard to the present serious 
situation arising from the difficult and complex problem of inter- 
governmental debts, particularly in its present acute stage in view of 
the next installments to be paid on December 15th, joins in the sug- 
gestions of the above mentioned governments for the reconsideration 
of this problem, and an extension of the suspension on payments for 
the duration of this reconsideration. 

The Czechoslovak Government fully subscribing to all reasons and 
conclusions concerning the obstructive function and effect of this 
problem in the general economic situation, and in the world’s re- 

covery, cannot omit to stress some specific causes which aggravate the 
financial situation of Czechoslovakia, already suffering under the gen- 

eral repercussions of the universal world’s economic crisis. 
Situated in a part of Europe which has been most heavily afflicted 

by the collapse of prices of agricultural produces, by monetary and 
credit difficulties, Czechoslovakia has been unable to escape serious 
effects on her position as an exporting and creditor nation. The best 
evidence of this situation is the enormous decline of the Czechoslovak — 
foreign trade, so vital to Czechoslovakia as an exporting nation, a 
decline which paralyzes beyond belief every effort to constantly meet 
larger obligations in foreign currency. All these difticulties and evils 

uvcessarily refiect themselves in the budgetary situation resulting, in 
spite of the most honest determination to the contrary, in an inevitable 
deficit. 

In the humble opinion of the Czechoslovak Government, all these 
general and specific causes cannot reasonably be alleviated, and the 
way towards recovery and revival of prosperity through expansion of 
trade, both international and national, and through restoration of 
confidence, cannot be resumed without immediately approaching the 
problem of intergovernmental debts with utmost serenity, broad- 
minded foresight, understanding, and with a sense of mutual coopera- 

tion. It is in this spirit and hope that the Czechoslovak Government 
adheres to the request of preceding governments. 

Wasuineton, November 21, 1932. 

800.51W89 Czechoslovakia/196 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Czechoslovak Minister (Veverka ) 

WasHineton, November 26, 1932. 

Sir: I fully appreciate the importance of the situation presented by 
the requests contained in the memorandum of the Czechoslovakian 
Government dated November 21, 1932. The mere fact that your Gov-
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ernment suggests the necessity of a review of the intergovernmental 
financial obligations now existing between our two nations presents 
a circumstance which must be given most serious consideration. In a 
matter of such importance there must be allowed no opportunity for 
misunderstanding or failure to reach conclusions satisfactory to both 

Governments and peoples. 
With this end in view, you will permit me to recall very briefly 

some of the essential conditions and limitations which would control 
on the part of this Government such a review and might affect its re- 
sult. Not only is there reserved to the Congress of the United States 
the ultimate decision in respect to the funding, refunding or amend- 
ment of these intergovernmental obligations under consideration, but 
the Congress in the past has itself provided the machinery in the 
shape of the World War Foreign Debt Commission for the investiga- 
tion of the facts and for making recommendations upon which such 
action might be taken. The Executive might recommend, but the 

facts and evidence were submitted to and the decision made by the 
Congress, acting through this machinery. 

IT am not oblivious to the fact that the world-wide depression and 
the concurrent fall of prices has increased the weight of debts in many 
parts of the world; nor to the fact that the decrease in international 
trade has increased the difficulties of obtaining foreign exchange. I 
also recognize the relation which these facts may bear to the process 
of recovery. On the other hand, it must be remembered that these in- 
cidents of the depression have also fallen with great weight upon the 
American people and the effects upon them directly as taxpayers or 
otherwise of any modification of an agreement with respect to debts 
due to this country can not be disregarded. I assume that it was for 
the purpose of deliberately and carefully giving due weight to such 
conflicting elements in the world situation, differing as they would in 
various countries, that this Government adopted the system which I 
have described. 

The attitude of the President, therefore, is that for any suggested 
study of intergovernmental financial obligations as now existing, some 
such agency as I have referred to, should be created to consider this 
question individually with each government as heretofore. The Pres- 
ident is prepared to recommend to Congress that it constitute an 
agency to examine the whole subject. : 

As to the suspension of the installment of the Czechoslovak debt 
due on December 15th, no authority lies within the Executive to grant 
such an extension, and no facts have been placed in our possession 
which could be presented to the Congress for favorable consideration.
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Such importance is attached by our Government and people to the 
maintenance of the original agreements in force by the payment on 
December 15th as to far outweigh any reasons now apparent for its 

suspension, and by such payments the prospects of a satisfactory ap- 
proach to the whole question, in my opinion, would be greatly in- 
creased. 

Accept [etce. ] W. R. Castie, JR. 

800.51 W89 Czechoslovakia/ 197 

The Czechoslovak Minister (Veverka) to the Secretary of State 

Wasuineton, December 5, 1932. 

Excettency: The Czechoslovak Government gratefully appre- 

ciates that the Government of the United States is not on principle 
unsympathetic to the idea of re-examination of the debt problem and 
is at the same time seeking practical ways and means for the carrying 
out of this re-arrangement. The Czechoslovak Government welcomes 
also the suggestion implied in the note of November 26th, 1932, to 
submit additional facts and reflections which in its opinion tend to 

corroborate the request for the suspension of the payment due on 
December 15th, 1932. 

The Czechoslovak Government desires to stress at the beginning 
that Czechoslovakia has always considered it as her duty to fulfill 
and meet all her obligations in the fullest measure and without hesi- 
tation, and that the present request does not cast the slightest doubt 
on the legality and validity of the existing agreement. 

_ In the same spirit, Czechoslovakia, guided and moved by the 
gratitude towards the American nation who came first after the 
Great War to her aid and assistance, immediately and without bar- 
gaining accepted and bound herself in the debt settlement of 1925 ® to 
pay fully without any reductions or alleviations both the principal 
and interest as the terms of the settlement were laid before her by the 

World War Foreign Debt Commission. Czechoslovakia accepted 
also to pay the highest interest of all the debtor nations. From the 
time of the contracting of the debt, Czechoslovakia continued to meet 

her obligations in gold although the sums lent to her were entirely 
spent for goods manufactured and produced in the United States 
and bought at prices of the highest level in history, and although 
it was evident that the nature of these purchases, i.e. agricultural 
products, war materials and transport services, will prevent her 

“For text of agreement, signed October 18, 1925, see Combined Annual 
Reports of the World War Foreign Debt Commission, 1922-1926 (Washington, 
Government Printing Office, 1927), pp. 195-199.
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from repaying in kind and thus enable her to take advantage of the 

decline in prices. And all this was done during a time when Czecho- 
slovakia was laboring under the weight of an adverse balance of 
trade with the United States as a logical sequel to the system of the 
unconditional most favored nation clause which worked in favor of 
the United States trade in regard to Europe. Thus, in the last years 
the exports from the United States to Czechoslovakia, including 
indirect shipments via foreign transit ports, were approximately 

twice as large as the exports from Czechoslovakia to the United 
States. 

In the light of figures, Czechoslovakia bound herself to repay her 

original indebtedness of $91,879,671.03 in the funded sum of $185,- 
071,023.07 at a time when the favorable trade balance of Czecho- 
slovakia amounted to approximately seventy-six million dollars, 
which, in this period of expansion of foreign trade did not represent : 
an intolerable burden as it certainly does today when our trade bal- 
ance became adverse during the first nine months of the current year. 

This strict fulfillment of assumed obligations under such adverse 
conditions, a fulfillment which in fact represented with other pay- 
ments to the United States the exporting of an integral part of the 
late excesses of favorable trade balances with other European coun- 
tries to the United States, may be considered a conclusive proof 
that the Czechoslovak Government would not lay before the Gov- 
ernment of the United States a request for postponement if the sit- 
uation in which these obligations have been accepted and assumed 
had not substantially and fundamentally changed as to entitle it to 
a re-iteration of this request in view of the present insurmountable 
difficulties. Moreover, the interpretative statement of the Secretary 
of the Treasury made at a time of the settlement seemed to imply and 
foresee such a request under basically changed circumstances. 

If, Czechoslovakia today is laying again before the Government of 
the United States the request that the payment of the December in- 
stallment, which in the most candid opinion of the Czechoslovak 

Government could not be effectuated without endangering her pres- 
ent economic and financial structure, be transferred and included in 
the eventual rearrangement of the debt problem, she is acting in the 
spirit of this conception and interpretation of the capacity to pay. 

If, however, this request of postponement be not granted, the 
tendency to restrict importation will fatally, spontaneously and im- 

mediately be imposed on nations importing from the United States 
in order to correct and counteract the menacing adverse trade bal- 
ance, and in this vicious circle the volume of international trade will 

be again diminished creating further unemployment, which is the
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most distressing and ominous phenomenon of the present crisis, anv. 
the way to recovery, both economically and psychologically, will be 

automatically barred. 
This state of affairs would create exceptionally serious repercus- 

sions in Central Europe in the economic structure of which Czecho- 

slovakia assumes an integral part as an industrial, exporting and 

creditor country. 
Being wedged in the bloc of Central European states so heavily 

hit by the present world’s crisis of credit so that they were com- 
pelled to introduce various exchange restrictions, transfer mora- 
toriums, and agreements concerning postponements, and being geo- 
graphically and economically so closely connected with Central and 
Eastern Europe, Czechoslovakia has been seriously affected by these 
external influences exceeding the extent of the effects of the general 

economic crisis. The economic depression in Central and Eastern 
Europe deprived Czechoslovakia of approximately $180,000,000.00, 
which include frozen credits in the neighboring countries and pay- 

ments on debts abroad. These two exigencies created by strict fulfill- 
ment of our obligations on one side, and the impossibility of collect- 
ing our credits abroad on the other side, compelled Czechoslovakia to 
face these difficulties in order to maintain her sound currency. The 
restoration of normal conditions is impossible as long as the Central 
European states, influenced by monetary and financial fears, see their 
economic salvation only in the drastic restriction of imports in order 
to maintain their balance of payments. 

It is generally admitted that without the recovery of Central 
Europe, the whole process of economic restoration would be greatly 
impaired and delayed. Czechoslovakia undertook most drastic 
measures to reduce her budgetary expenditures and to maintain the 
soundness and stability of her currency in the interest of this part of 

Icurope and in the interest of international trade. It is the pro- 
found conviction of the Czechoslovak Government that just now on 

the eve of the forthcoming World Economic Conference, it is in 

the common interest of all nations to maintain and support the 
stability of those currencies which remain in the present crisis intact 
and sound, based on gold standard. | 

In the face of the foregoing facts and observations, the question 
occurs whether not only the capacity to pay should be taken. into 
most careful consideration, but also the advisability of receiving 

large transfers of payments without present consideration or any 
present equivalent in manufactured goods, raw-materials and serv- 
ices, especially in the actual state of the already so dislocated and 
paralyzed trade relations and world economy.



WAR DEBTS 11% 

The Czechoslovak Government, therefore, ventures to hope that 
the United States Government in this most serious moment will not 
refuse to grant this present request. 

Accept [etc. ] FERDINAND VEVERKA | 

800.51W89 Czechoslovakia/197 

The Secretary of State to the Czechoslovak Minister ( Veverka) 

WasnHineton, December 13, 1932. 

Sir: My Government has considered with the greatest care the note 
of December 5, 1932, from the Czechoslovak Government, in which it 
has set forth at length the reasons it advances for a reconsideration 
of the whole question of intergovernmental war debts, and for the 
postponement of the payment due by the Czechoslovak Government 
to the Government of the United States on December 15, next. 

Whatever part debt payments may have played in the economic 
history of the post-war years, it is clear that in the present conditions 
of world-wide depression, accompanied by a sweeping fall of prices, 
their weight has greatly increased, and that they have a very definite 
relationship to the problem of recovery in which both the Czecho- 
slovak and the American people have so vital an interest. 

The President of the United States is prepared, through whatever 
agency may seem appropriate, to cooperate with the Czechoslovak 

Government in surveying the entire situation and in considering what 
means may be taken to bring about the restoration of stable currencies 
and exchange, the revival of trade, and the recovery of prices. 

I believe that there are important avenues of mutual advantage 
which should be thoroughly explored. Such an examination does not 
imply cancellation. 

My Government, however, has not been able to reach the conclusion _ 
that a postponement of the December 15th payment from the Czecho- 
slovak Government to the United States is necessary because of its 
effect on the problem of recovery. Although we recognize the serious 
economic and financial difficulties which the Czechoslovak Govern- 
ment, In common with all other governments, is now facing, the 
maintainance of these agreements in their operation pending due op- 

portunity for analysis of all matters bearing upon your request for 
revision and its consideration by the American Congress and people 
still appears to us to outweigh any reasons presented for a delay. 

Accept [etc. ] Henry L. Srmson 

6442124853
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800.51W89 Czechoslovakia/198 

The Czechoslovak Minister (Veverka) to the Secretary of State 

Wasuineton, December 15, 1932. 

ExceLLeNcy : In reply to Your Excellency’s note of December 18th, 
1932, and following the suggestion contained therein, I have the honor 
to state that the Czechoslovak Government, in view of circumstances 
presented in this note, has decided to pay the December installment. 

In bringing this decision to your attention, I am instructed to recall 
and stress again all the considerations, conclusions and serious con- 
sequences mentioned in my previous notes. 

I also take the liberty to point out that this payment constitutes in 
the utmost self-denial of the Czechoslovak people their final effort 
to meet the obligation under such extremely unfavorable circum- 
stances. 

It is, therefore, the profound conviction of the Czechoslovak Gov- 
ernment that only negotiations entered into at the earliest possible 
date concerning the reconsideration and revision, and also the in- 
clusion of this last installment into the forthcoming arrangement can 
bring some alleviation to the present most distressing situation. 

Accept [etc.] FERDINAND VEVERKA 

800.51W89 Czechoslovakia/199 | 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Castle) of a 
Conversation With the Czechoslovak Minister (Veverka ), December 
29, 1932 

The Minister came in to ask whether there were any developments 
m the debt situation. I told him there were not. He said this was 
unfortunate from his point of view, because he was being rather 

violently attacked at home. The attitude of many people in 
Czechoslovakia is that the French and Belgians are in a better posi- 
tion to talk debts than are those who have paid, because they have 
a bargain point, where the others have not. I told him that he might 
make himself at ease on this point, as it was clear that neither the 

Congress nor the Executive would discuss the debt question at all 
with the nations which had not made their December 15th payment. 
The Minister said he was very glad to have this officially stated since 
it would make his own position easier. | 

. W. R. C[astie], Jr.
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Estonia 

800.51W89 Estonia/92 

The Chargé n Estonia (Carlson) to the Secretary of State 

No. 158 (Diplomatic) TALLINN, September 29, 1932. 
[Received October 29.] 

Sm: I have the honor to refer to despatch No. 140 (Diplomatic) 
from this Legation, dated September 7, 1932,°* in which it was re- 

ported that the Estonian Government intended to make application 
for postponement of its payment not only of the principal but also of 

the interest due on the funded indebtedness of Estonia to the United 
States payable on December 15, 1932 under the terms of the Debt- 
Funding Agreement of October 28, 1925 ° between the two countries. 

On September 16, 1932, it was reported in the Estonian press that 
Secretary Mills of the United States Treasury had announced the 
receipt of requests from Estonia, Latvia and Poland for the postpone- 

ment for two years of the principal payment due on December 15, 
1932, from those countries under their respective debt funding 
agreements with the United States. The press comments on this an- 
nouncement were limited to brief statements concerning the status of 
Estonia’s funded indebtedness to the United States, in which it was 
pointed out that the sum of $111,000 representing principal due on 
December 15 made up a relatively small amount of the total payable 
to the United States on that date, since the interest charges then due 
amount to $245,370. The press reports also stated that Estonia in- 
tended to make a special request of the United States, outside the 
terms of the debt funding agreement, for a similar postponement of 
the interest charges due on December 15, 1932, although it was not 
known whether such a request would be granted. It was also pointed 
out that postponement of the combined principal and interest pay- 
ments due on December 15 would reduce the Government budget by 
about 1,200,000 Kroons, which represents about 14 of the currently 
foreseen budget deficit for the fiscal year ending March 31, 1938. 

In connection with the press reports mentioned above, the Legation 
had occasion to mention this subject, among other matters, to Mr. 
Laretei of the Estonian Foreign Office, on September 17, 1932. He 
said that Estonia expected to delay its request for postponement of the 
interest charges due on December 15, until after the United States 

% Not printed. 

*Combined Annual Reports of the World War Foreign Debt Commission, 
1922-1926, pp. 208-2138. 

“For text of press release issued by the Treasury Department, September 
15, 1932, see U. 8. Treasury Department, Annual Report of the Secretary of 

_ the Treasury, 1982, p. 308.
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presidential elections in November. He added that although the 
Estonian Government realized perfectly that its proposed request 
for such a postponement lay entirely outside the terms of the debt- 
funding agreement, Estonia nevertheless had some hope that such 
a request might receive favorable consideration; one reason for such 
hope lay in the leniency shown by the United States Treasury to 
Great Britain in allowing the latter to delay until after the date set 
in its debt-funding agreement its decision on requesting a postpone- 
ment of its debt to the United States payable on December 15, 1932. 

As of possible interest in connection with the present despatch 
there is enclosed herewith an article which appeared in the Tallinn 
newspaper Pdéevaleht on September 16, 1932,8° reporting the an- 

nouncement of the United States Treasury, mentioned above, and 
setting forth the status of Estonia’s funded indebtedness to the 
United States. | 

Respectfully yours, H. E. Carson 

800.51W89 Bstonia/95 

The Estonian Minister for Foreign Affairs (Ret) to the 
Secretary of State ™ 

No. 6-R Tatitinn, November 28, 1932. 

Excetitency: I have the honour to submit to Your Excellency 

that the Agreement made the 28th October, 1925, at the City of 
Washington between the Republic of Estonia and the United States 
of America regarding the settlement of the indebtedness of Estonia 
incurred during her War of Independence, was mutually based on 

7 the capacity under normal conditions of Estonia to pay, as estimated 
at that time. The above basic principle has subsequently been au- 
thoritatively confirmed by public statements made by the United 

States President as well as by the approbation given by the Congress 
to well-known measures of the United States Government. 

Ti is in these facts that the Estonian Government seeks authority 
to invite the friendly attention of the United States Government to 
the circumstance that as a result of the grave economic depression 
the basis of the settlement of 1925, contrary to the wishes and expec- 
tations, and to the greatest regret of the Estonian Government no 

longer exists. 

© Not reprinted. 
” Transmitted to the Department by the Estonian Acting Consul General at 

New York City, in charge of Legation, a® enclosure to a note dated December 
10; received December 12.
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An earlier request to this effect was postponed by the generous 
proposition of the President of the United States of June 20, 1931, 
to suspend during one year all payments on intergovernmental debts, 

reparations and relief debts, a well-timed measure accepted by the 
Iustonian Government with the sense of deepest appreciation and 
gratitude. 

The many hopes raised in connection with the said initiative have 
unfortunately not been realized, and the universal depression, on the 
contrary, has still aggravated. In particular the depreciation of 
the sterling-pound and the subsequent universal restrictions of 

foreign trade and currency movement have placed the national 
economy of Estonia into many new difficulties, especially affecting 
the Bank of Estonia and restricting the exports of the country, 

which latter mainly give the means of meeting foreign commitments. 
In connection therewith the budgetary year of 1931/32, notwith- 
standing the suspension of payments to foreign Governments, ended 
on March 31, 1932, with a deficit of Kr. 3.881.276.71, gross expendi- 

ture amounting to Kr. 82.308.348.81 and gross receipts to Kr. 
(8.927.072.10. 

Confronted with such difficulties the Estonian Government in June 
last requested the British Government to agree to a further suspen- 
sion of payments due from Estonia on the ist of July last and the 
1st of November in respect of the Relief Debt and the Debt for War 
Supplies respectively, to which the British Government generously 

agreed until the 31st of December next, in spite of the letter of the 
corresponding agreements. 

The economic and financial difficulties of the world and those of 
Kistonia, however, have since then not been alleviated, and in par- 
ticular the estimated state revenue of the current financial year has 
in reality already shown a decrease of no less than 20,5%. The 
Istonian Government has not failed to make, and is further inaking, 
most serious efforts to balance its budget, but is unfortunately not 
yet in a position to see a definite solution of this difficult task. 

In view of all those circumstances, the Estonian Government now 

has the honour most earnestly to request the United States Govern- 
ment to see its way to enter into a friendly exchange of views regard- 

ing the position which arises from the unquestionable change of the 
capacity of Estonia to pay the debts incurred during her War of 
Independence, and to agree in the first place to the suspension of the 

payment due from Estonia on December 15, though this request in 
respect of interest may not be based on the letter of the Agreement 
of 1925. 

I avail myself [etc. ] A. Retr
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800.51W89 Estonia/95 

The Secretary of State to the Acting Consul General of E’stonia at 

New York (Kuusik ), in Charge of Legation 

WasuHineton, December 15, 1982. 

Sir: My Government has considered with the greatest care the note 
of November 28, 1932, from the Estonian Government, in which it 
has set forth at length the reasons it advances for a reconsideration of 
the whole question of intergovernmental war debts, and for the post- 
ponement of the payment due by the Estonian Government to the 

Government of the United States on December 15th next. 
Whatever part debt payments may have played in the economic 

history of the post-war years, it is clear that in the present conditions 
of world-wide depression, accompanied by a sweeping fall of prices, 
their weight has greatly increased, and that they have a very definite 
relationship to the problem of recovery in which both the Estonian 
and the American people have so vital an interest. 

- The President of the United States is prepared, through whatever 
agency May seem appropriate, to cooperate with the Estonian Gov- 
ernment in surveying the entire situation and in considering what 
means may be taken to bring about the restoration of stable curren- 
cies and exchange, the revival of trade, and the recovery of prices. 

I believe that there are important avenues of mutual advantage 
which should be thoroughly explored. Such an examination does not 
imply cancellation. 

My Government, however, has not been able to reach the conclu- 
sion that a postponement of the December 15th payment from the 
Estonian Government to the United States is necessary because of 
its effect on the problem of recovery. Although we recognize the . 
serious economic and financial difficulties which the Estonian Gov- 
ernment, in common with all other governments, is now facing, the 

maintenance of these agreements in their operation pending due 

opportunity for analysis of all matters bearing upon your request 
for revision and its consideration by the American Congress and 
people still appears to us to outweigh any reasons presented for a 
delay. 

Accept [etc. ] Henry L. Stimson
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800.51W89 Hstonia/101 | . 

The Estonian Minister for Foreign Affairs (Ret) to the American 
Chargé in Estonia (Carlson )™ 

Nr. 844-W TauuInn, December 15, 1932. 

Monsieur LE Cuarceé p’Arrarres: On November 29 last I had the 
honour to hand you a copy of the note addressed the day before to 
the Secretary of State of the United States of America and request- 
ing the United States Government to see its way to enter into a 
friendly exchange of views regarding the question which arises from 
the change of the capacity of Estonia to pay the debts incurred 
during her War of Independence, and to agree in the first place to a 
suspension of the next payment due from Estonia to the United 
States Government under the Debt Funding Agreement of 1925. 

A reply of the United States Government having not yet reached 
the Estonian Government, but this day being the date on which the 
payment referred to is due to be made, I have the honour to present 
you herewith a memorandum setting forth the circumstances in which 
the Estonian Government does not see its way to effect the said pay- 
ment, and feels justified in requesting the United States Government 
to agree to a friendly exchange of views regarding the possibility of 
a reconsideration of the Debt Funding Agreement of 1925. 

I avail myself [etc.] A. Re 

{Enclosure—Memorandum] 

In view of the fact that the Agreement made the 28th October, 
1925, at the City of Washington between the Republic of Estonia and 
the United States of America regarding the settlement of the in- 
debtedness of Estonia incurred during her War of Independence, 
was based on the capacity under normal conditions of Estonia to pay, 
as estimated at that time, and, moreover, thus as to permit Estonia 
as any other debtor country to preserve and improve its economic 
position, to bring its budget into balance, and to place its finances 
and currency on a sound basis, and to maintain and, if possible, to 
improve the standard of living of its citizens,—it is proposed to show 
below by presenting detailed figures the considerable and unforeseen 
changes that have taken place in the economic and financial position 
of Estonia, which conclusively prove that the basis of the settlement 
of 1925 no longer exists. 

As international debts in general and those of Estonia in particular 
- ean only be paid in the form of exported goods, the foreign trade 

figures of Estonia in the first place deserve attention. 

"Transmitted to the Department by the Chargé as an enclosure to his 
despatch No. 226, December 15; received January 6, 1933.
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* TABLE OF GENERAL COMMODITY IMPORTS AND EXPORTS OF ESTONIA IN 
1925-1932. 

(In American dollars). 

Imports EHeports 
to Estonia. from Estonia. 

1904 Lee eee ee ee eee ee eee eee) =21,090,488.—  20,220,565.— 
1925 Lee cece eee ee eee eee eee = 25,9538,225.— 25,980,108.— 
1926... cee ccc cee cece twee eee = 95,485,833.—  25,662,933.— 
1927 Lecce cece eee ee eee ee eee «= 95,711,200—  28,206,9383.— 
1928 Loo eee e cece ee eect cee ee ee es §=85,126,471.— 33,986,363.— 
1929 .oo eee c cece cece cece eee cece ss 825%91,200.—  31,825,600.— 
1980 oe. cece eee ce eee ee eeeeeee. 26,197,070.— 25,681,491.— 
19381 Lo. cee cee ee ee ee ee cess eee =16,296,414— 18,918,085.— 
1932 (9 months) .................. 7,420,099 8,674,571.— 

The above figures show a striking parallel with the course and 
phases of universal post-war economic developments. They prove 

that Estonia, while not failing to share the general economic progress 

of 1925-1929, has since fallen a victim of the collapse of world 
trade, the application of protectionist and mercantilistic principles, 
depreciation of currencies and heavy fall of commodity prices, for 
which Estonia herself, one of the smallest economic units of the 

~ world, bears no responsibility. The practical effect of these changes, 
- however, has been that the value of commodity exports from Estonia 

has since 1928 fallen by about 8, 25, 45 and 67 per cent. in the years 
1929, 1930, 1931 and 1932, respectively. Unfortunately at the present 
moment a further decline, rather than a recovery, must be anticipated. 

Moreover, increasing objections are being raised against selling 
across the exchange obtained on the market of a given country in 
order to meet obligations elsewhere. It follows that a foreign debt 
can nowadays be paid indeed in the form of exports to the creditor 
country herself. The trade figures between Estonia and the United 
States of America are, however, as follows: 

Imports EHaports 
to Estonia from Estonia 
from U.S.A. to U.S.A. 

(In American dollars) 

1924 Lecce eee eee eee = 2,582,1383.— 12,493.— 
1925 wo. eee eee eee ee ee eee eee ee ee = =©6,181,183—  267,086.— 
1926 .oi eee eee ee cee eee ee ee ee ee =8,056,583.—  355,200.— 
1927 ee ccc cee eee ee eee eee =8,663,788.—  335,733.— 

| 1928 Lecce ce ete ee eee ee eeeeees 6,809,358.— 800,5385.— 
1929 Looe cece ce eee eee eee eeeeees 4,402,666— 631,466.— 
1980 Loe cece cece ee ee cee ete eeees SOLTITT.— 516,644.— 
L981 wee ee eee ee eee eee eee creer 1,446,671—  484,176.— 
1932 (9 months) ......................  T87,867.—  320,558.—
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These figures show a trade balance constantly adverse to Estonia. 
They further show that in 1932 the value of her exports to the United 
States is only about equal to the instalment due under the Debt 
Funding Agreement, leaving her without an American cent to pay 
for imported American goods. They also demonstrate that in the 
course of the last eight years about $28,000,000 net, or twice as much 
as the total of the funded indebtedness, has been paid by Estonia to 
the American producer, in addition to the net balance of trade in 

favour of the United States also in earlier years, and in addition to 
the sum of $1,001,441.88 already paid by the Estonian Treasury to 
the United States Treasury on account of the Estonian debt. 

The heavy decline of Estonian general foreign trade referred to 
above has not failed to affect Estonian State budgets, which show an 
equally clear parallel with post-war world economic developments. 
Having shown for many consecutive years of recovery (1925-1929) 
a surplus of receipts, they have since 1929—the year marking the 
turning point from economic progress to universal depression—no 
more ended with balanced accounts. The decline of commodity ex- 

ports having compelled the Estonian Government to resort to a drastic 
cut-down of imports, this could not fail to result in a considerable fall 
in custom duties. Again, the drop of prices having been particularly 
marked in agriculture, on which about two-thirds of the Estonian 
population depend for their livelihood and income, the purchasing 

power of the population has fallen to the extent of severely affecting 
receipts from state monopolies (spirit, railways, postal service, etc.) 

and from excise duties, which together with custom duties amount to 
about 70 per cent, of the total estimated income for the fiscal year 
1932/33. 

Taking as a basis the actual receipts of the last budgetary year, 
expenditure for the current year 1932/33 was fixed at Ekr. 82 mil- 
lions. Actual receipts of this year, however, for reasons stated above, 
have during the first eight months shown a decline of no less than 20.5 
per cent. This has placed the Estonian Government correspondingly 

before a prospective deficit of not less than about Ekr. 16 millions, 
whereof the sum of Ekr. 4,651,922.—required this year to settle pay- 

ments due from Estonia to foreign governments represents approxi- 
mately one quarter. The Estonian Government is sincerely endeav- 

ouring to balance its budget both by introducing new taxes and by 
curtailing even most urgent expenditures, but it is not in the position 

to see its way to balance definitely its accounts, if the suspension 
generously initiated in 1931 on debt payments due from Estonia to 
foreign governments can not be further extended. Even such favour, 
it will be noticed, will leave the Estonian Government with a pros-
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pective deficit of about Ekr. 12 millions to be met by increased taxa- 
tion and decreased expenditure at a time when expenditure has been 
allowed only for most pressing needs. 

It must be added here that Estonian budgetary figures represent 

amounts of gross income and expenditure, whereof net budgetary 
figures for the current financial year will amount to no more than 
Ekr. 46 millions. Of this sum the Foreign Debt Service would re- 
quire more than 10 per cent. The net budget for the coming finan- 
cial year 1933/34 will be limited to Ekr. 40 millions, whereof the 
Debt Service would exact no less than 30 per cent. 

In conclusion there remain to be taken into consideration the pres- 
ent serious exchange difficulties. In 1927/28 Estonia succeeded in 
carrying out a Banking and Currency Reform, stabilizing Estonian 

currency on a gold exchange basis. Owing, again, to the depression 
in world economic developments, the exchange reserves of the Cen- 

tral Bank, having been well over 50 per cent. and nearing 60 per 
cent. in proportion to current liabilities, began in their turn to de- 
crease, and in September. 1931 the Bank suffered heavy and unex- 

pected losses on its sterling holdings. These losses amounted to more 
than Ekr. 7 millions, leaving the reserves on approximately Ekr. 19 
millions today, or just above the legal minimum of 40 per cent. in 
proportion to current liabilities. The universal loss of confidence in 

currency values experienced everywhere since the last year was of 
course felt also in Estonia, and the value of national currency has 
since then been maintained only by severe restrictions and by appli- 

‘cation of the principle of selling no more foreign exchange than is 
coming in. It is relevant to recall here particularly the figures given 
above in respect to trade between Estonia and the United States of 
America. A claim at present on exchange reserves of the Central 
Bank on account of governmental debts to other governments would, | 

therefore, seriously jeopardize the position of the Bank as well as 
that of the Government in their struggle for the maintenance of the 
national currency value, which is to be considered of primary im- 
portance, the Estonian population having already suffered all the 

disastrous consequences of the collapse of Russian, German and 
their own earlier currency. 

It is in these circumstances which all the world hopes will be of 
a transient nature that the Estonian Government does not see its way 

to effect payment of the amount due to the United States Govern- 
ment from Estonia on this December 15, and feels justified in re- 
questing the United States Government to agree to a friendly 
exchange of views regarding the possibility of reconsideration of the 
Debt Funding Agreement of 1925.
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With regard to the latter request, the relative increase in the bur- 
den of Estonian obligations, in addition to the changes of Estonian 
capacity to pay, would seem of particular importance. The whole- 
sale price index in the United States of America during the year 
when the Estonian debt was incurred was 199, and is now less than 
94. The Estonian debt therefore represents at present in terms of 

goods more than twice the amount which was received in 1919. This 
is proved to be more than true by following figures relating to some 
of the goods received: 

Goods sold to Price charged to Price on 4% Total differ- 
Estonia Weight. Estonia Oct. 1932 ence 

Wheat flour .....} 20. 000. 000 Ibs. | $0. 09 Ibs. [stc] | $0. 0306 lbs. [sic] | $1. 188. 000. — 
Lard ..........,] 6.718. 241 “© | “0. 363 0. 0675 1, 985. 240. — 
Meat preserves ..j| 2.000.012 0. 5195 0.0966 — 845. 805. 07 
Reserve rations .. 997. 979 0. 80 Q. 1487 649. 983. 72 
Margarine ......| _ 499.960 0. 40 0. 0873 156. 337. 49 
Goftes 222202112] Toooso00 | (0.38 0. 0975 181. 200. — 
Tobacco..........] | 499. 999 0. 82 0.0721 373. 949. 25 

$5. 464. 515. 53 

France 

800.51W89 France/733 

The French Embassy to the Department of State™ 

{Translation ] 

Paris, November 10, 1932. 

The French Government, seriously concerned with the effect that 
the problems arising from the intergovernmental debts are having 
on the world-wide depression, deems it of vital importance to ap- 
proach the Government of the United States, asking it to cooperate 
in examining this question in a spirit of frankness and true friendli- 
ness, 

During the months of June and July last, the Governments of 
Europe assembled in Lausanne with a view to averting to the very 

best of their ability the difficulties arising from the payments which 
these debts entail. 

Basing its action upon the principles which were expressed in the 
joint communiqué issued on October 25, 1931, by President Hoover 
and Mr. Laval at the conclusion of their discussions, and which were 
the logical development of the proposal made by the President of the 

United States in June, 1931, the French Government, certain of be- 

"7 Handed to the Secretary of State by the French Ambassador, November 11 
(see infra) ; copy transmitted to President-elect Franklin D, Roosevelt.
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ing in close accord with the ideas of the American Government, 

voluntarily agreed to very heavy sacrifices at Lausanne, hoping 

thereby to appease resentment existing among nations, and at the 

same time to make a contribution toward economic recovery and to- 

ward the consolidation of peace. 
Important as were the effects of the Lausanne Conference, it must 

be said that the economic and financial difficulties which stand in the 

way of a resumption of normal relations between nations are still 

present, and that a further effort must be made to put an end to them 

in the interest of all. 
The attitude which France displayed at Lausanne and at Stresa 

is proof of the active interest which she attaches to the prompt eco- 

nomic recovery of Europe and of the effort which she still contem- 

plates making toward fulfilling this task. France is no less anxious 
to cooperate in bringing about the success of the world-wide KEco- 
nomic and Monetary Conference.” 

It is in this very same spirit that the French Government today 

proposes to the Government of the United States to join with it in 

a further study of the debt question. Inasmuch as such a study will, 

by virtue of circumstances, require too much time for speedy con- 

clusion to appear probable, the French Government asks that, in 

accordance with the process followed at Lausanne, an extension of — 

the suspension of payments may be granted to the French Govern- 
ment in order that the study of the present serious problems now 

under discussion may be continued and completed in the necessary 

atmosphere of mutual trust. The French Government is further 

convinced that such a step would have the most helpful effect on the 
monetary crisis which threatens so many nations. 

Trusting in the high wisdom and the spirit of Justice of the Amer- 
ican Government, the French Government is convinced that its point 

_ of view will be understood and that the request contained herein will 

be favorably received. 

800.51W89 France/729 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation With the 

French Ambassador (Claudel ) 

[Wasurneton,] November 11, 1932. 

The Ambassador handed me the note of France ™ asking for a re- 

: view of the debt obligation owed by that country. After handing it to 

Conference for the Economic Restoration of Central and Eastern Europe, 
September 5-20. 
“For preliminary negotiations, see pp. 808 ff. ’ 
® Supra,
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me, the Ambassador said he wanted to call to my attention the hard 
facts which existed, recognizing them, he said, as facts and not as 
justice. He recalled that the preamble of the French Law, ratifying 
the Berenguer Agreement,’® made a direct connection between debts 
and reparations and that M. Herriot was under this strict mandate, 
as had been the other previous French governments. The Ambas- 
sador said that the present French Chamber was even stronger on the 
subject than the former one. He then pointed out to me that in 
spite of this, M. Herriot in his present note was more conciliatory 
than his instructions and did not simply say “No reparations, there- 
fore no debts.” The Ambassador said he wanted to point out to me 
the serious dangers that adhered to the situation :—first, the danger 
of a head-on conflict between the French Parliament and the Ameri- 
can Congress; second, the danger of driving the situation into a 
position of default with its consequent effect upon the defaulting 

countries. He quoted Mirabeau on the subject of such dangers. The 
Ambassador referred to the possible bankruptcy of Europe caused 
by default as an “awful danger”, At the same time he said that he 
recognized the position of the typical Congressman from Kansas who 
felt he could not go back to his constituents after giving up foreign 

debts without some guid pro quo. The Ambassador mentioned Dis- 
armament as a proposition legitimately connected with debts as a 
guid pro quo. I then asked him what he had to say about the 
President’s suggestion of concessions in debts in exchange for con- 
cessions in favor of our trade. The Ambassador said he was not 
very much taken with that, as he did not think it feasible. He then, 
of his own motion, mentioned the words “lump sum” as being a 
possible way, and he pointed out that a settlement which was final 
on this subject would have a very marked beneficial effect upon the 

_ world. He likened it to getting through the last line of breakers, 
and repeated this similarly [simzle?] several times. 

The Ambassador then urged that Mr. Hoover should endeavor 
to take up and settle this question of the debts within the remainder 
of his term, saying that it would be a final crown to Mr. Hoover’s 
great work as President, and after this he urged upon me that I 
should use my influence in the same path. I pointed out to him the 
fact that this debt settlement could not even be negotiated except 
with the action of Congress and, in any event, that action was re- 
quired for ratification. I pointed out that both the present Congress 

and the coming Congress were not under the control of the President’s 

"Debt agreement signed April 29, 1926. For text, see Combined Annual 
Reports of the World War Foreign Debt Commission, 1922-1926, p. 257. See 
also Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 11, pp. 91 ff. The agreement was ratified by 
France on July 27, 1929.
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Party but were both under the control of the supporters of Mr. 

Roosevelt in both Houses. I said that under these circumstances I 
did not see how those debts could be settled without the influence 
and cooperation of Mr. Roosevelt, and I told the Ambassador that as 
soon as the British note came I had taken steps energetically to 
bring about such cooperation and I felt that was the only way it 

| could be accomplished. We discussed the question of when the notes 
would be made public, and I told him I thought they should not be 
published until we all did it together and that the British had agreed 
with us to do this in the Monday’s newspapers. He said this was 

very agreeable to him as his country was not anxious to do it before 
then. 

H[enry] L. S[rmsson] 

§00.51W89 France/724 : Telegram 

Lhe Chargé in France (Marriner) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, November 12, 1932—noon. 
[Received November 12—10: 25 a. m.] 

647. Bizot of the French Treasury states that the decision to re- | 
quest postponement of the December 15 payment was taken some 

time ago and action on it merely held up until after the election. 
The definite text of the note was completed at the Treasury on 

Wednesday and sent to the Foreign Office for editing and despatch 
on Thursday. 

With reference to consultation with the British, Bizot stated that 
there has been no agreement on this subject but that in accordance 
with the spirit of the Gentlemen’s Agreement 7 there had been a full 

exchange of information. | 
In this connection it is interesting to note that Sir Warren Fisher, 

Permanent Undersecretary of the British Treasury, spent about 3 
weeks at the British Embassy in Paris from approximately October 
ith to November 1st. | 

Bizot let it be known that Norman Davis had been au courant for 

some time of the decision and was familiar also with the Britsh in- 
tentions. | 

I immediately telephoned Mr. Davis in Geneva who said that this 
did not correspond to his recollections on the subject and that he 
would send a telegram to the Department commenting on it.” 

MARRINER 

7 For text, see telegram of July 12, 4 p. m., from the Consul at Basel, p. 687. 
% Infra.
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800.51W89 France/726 : Telegram 

The American Delegate to the Bureau of the General Disarmament 
Conference (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

_ Geneva, November 13, 1932—7 p. m. 
[Received November 13—4 p. m.] 

87. From Norman Davis. See Marriner’s 647 reporting conversa- 
tion with Bizot. Neither the French nor British intentions as to the 
December 15th payment were known to me. The last time Bizot 
mentioned matter to me was some 5 or 6 weeks ago. I then gained 
clear impression that while they intended to request negotiations with 
regard to altering debt agreement they would make December 15th 
payment if we refused to grant delay pending result of negotiations. 
I have made it clear at all times that I have no authority whatever 
to deal with debt question. At the time of above conversation with 
Bizot I told him I had nothing to do with debts and could not in 
any way speak for the Government; that the Government itself had 
no power to agree to postponement without the approval of Con- 
gress; that to me it seemed almost impossible that Congress could 
act before December 15 even if it were so disposed; and that from 
a practical standpoint my personal opinion was that France should 
get ready and make December 15th payment. Bizot then indicated 
his belief that they should prepare to make December payment but 
that they would wait several weeks before announcing their decision 
and taking up the question of revision. [Davis.] | | 

Wis0n 

800.51W89 France/727 : Telegram 

The American Delegate (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 13, 19382—8 p. m. 
[Received November 18—7: 35 p. m.] 

38. From Norman Davis. Last night Massigli came to see me to 
tell me Herriot had asked him to inform me of decision of the 
French Government and to read me the note they have sent with | 
regard to debts. I told him to tell Herriot that while I appreciated 
the courtesy it was not necessary to read the note to me or keep me 

informed since I had nothing whatever to do with the question. He 
said that he would like to inform me at least of the substance of 
the note since Herriot had requested him to do so. After he had 
done this I reiterated that while I could not deal with the question 
I was rather surprised at the decision taken because I had thought 
France could and would make the December payment; that since
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France had withdrawn in a few months this year enough gold from 
the United States to pay 10 annual installments on her debt it would 
be difficult to persuade the American people that she could not at 

least make the December payment if she wished. I also told him it 
seemed to me this was not a very appropriate time to bring the ques- 
tion head-on for a decision. He said in substance that the difficulty 
was in getting the approval of the Chamber of Deputies and inti- 
mated that it was feared it would cause the overthrow of the Herriot 
Government. I told him it was equally important to take into ac- 

| count the attitude of the American Congress. [Davis. ] 
| | Wi1s0Nn 

800.51W89 France/733 

The Secretary of State to the French Ambassador (Claudel) 

Wasuinaton, November 23, 1932. 

ExceLLency: I fully appreciate the importance of the situation 
presented by the request for an examination of the problem of the 
intergovernmental debts contained in the memorandum of the French 
Government dated November 10, 1932. The fact that such a sugges- 
tion is made by your Government in itself makes this a matter 
meriting the most careful consideration. In a matter of such im- 
portance there must be allowed no opportunity for misunderstanding 
or failure to reach conclusions satisfactory to both Governments and 
peoples. 

In this connection you will appreciate that your present suggestion 
goes far beyond anything contemplated or proposed at any time in 
the past either by President Hoover or by this Government. You 
will also permit me to recall very briefly some of the essential condi- 
tions and limitations which would control on the part of this Govern- 
ment any new study of the debt question and might affect its results. 
Not only is there reserved to the Congress of the United States the 
ultimate decision in respect to the funding, refunding or amendment 
of these intergovernmental obligations under consideration, but from 
the beginning the Congress has itself provided in the past the 
machinery in the shape of the World War Foreign Debt Commission 
for the investigation of the facts and for making recommendations 
upon which such action might be taken. The Executive might rec- 

ommend, but the facts and evidence were submitted to and the 
decision made by the Congress, acting through this machinery. 

Furthermore, from the time of their creation, under President 

W#\son, this Government has uniformly insisted that in its handling
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of these obligations running to itself, they must be treated as entirely 

separate from reparation claims arising out of the War. Its in- 
sistence upon this difference is quite natural in view of its refusal 
after the War to accept reparations for itself and also in view of the 
difference of its position as a creditor from that of all other nations. 
Not only did this Government not receive any compensation in the 
form of territory, economic privileges, or governmental indemnity at 

the close of the War, but from the fact that it owed no obligations 
of any kind to others, treatment of the debts and reparations as though 
they were connected could only operate to the disadvantage of the 
United States. No concession made in respect to a payment owed to 
it could either in whole or in part be set off or balanced against claims 
owed by it to any of its creditors. On the contrary, every such conces- 
sion would result in the inevitable transfer of a tax burden from the 
taxpayers of some other country to the taxpayers in our own without 
the possibility of any recoupment from others. The debts owed to 
the United States thus naturally fell into the category of ordinary 
debt obligations between individual nations and were treated as 
such. The American Congress has made, with each of its debtors, 
settlements which were intended to be and were deemed to be liberal 
and wholly within the capacity of the debtor to pay without jeopard- 
izing its finances and currency or preventing it from maintaining 
and, if possible, improving the standard of living of its citizens. 

I appreciate the importance of the step mentioned in your memo- 
randum which has been taken by the governments at Lausanne in 
respect to the reparations due them from Germany and the possible 
effect upon those creditor nations of the loss of that source of income. 
I am not oblivious to the fact, moreover, that the world-wide depres- 
sion and the concurrent fall of prices has increased the weight of 
debts in many parts of the world; nor to the fact that the decrease 
in international trade has increased the difficulties of obtaining 
foreign exchange. I also recognize the relation which these facts 
may bear to the process of recovery. On the other hand, it must be 
remembered that these incidents of the depression have also fallen 
with great weight upon the American people and the effects upon 

them directly as taxpayers or otherwise of any modification of an 
agreement with respect to debts due to this country cannot be disre- 
garded. I assume that it was for the purpose of deliberately and 
carefully giving due weight to such conflicting elements in the world 
situation, differing as they would in various countries, that this Gov- 
ernment adopted the system which I have described. I confess that 
I cannot see any controlling reasons which would be likely to induce 
the Congress of the United States to act upon the question any dif- 

6442124854
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ferently now from the manner and the principles upon which it has 
acted in the past. And I believe it would be inadvisable to attempt 
to enter into discussions on the subject except in that manner and 

under those principles. 
The attitude of the President therefore is that for any suggested 

study of intergovernmental financial obligations as now existing, 
some such agency as I have referred to, should be created to con- 
sider this question individually with each government as hereto- 

fore. As he has several times said publicly, he also believes that 
some basis might be found for bringing to the American people 
some adequate compensation in forms other than cash payment. 

The President is prepared to recommend to Congress that it con- 
stitute such an agency to examine the whole subject. 

As to the suspension of the installment of the French debt due 
on December 15th, which is requested in your memorandum, no 
authority lies in the Executive to grant such an extension and no 
facts have been placed in our possession which could be presented 
to the Congress for favorable consideration under the principles to 
which I have referred. In the memorandum of the French Gov- 
ernment reference is made to the action of the Conference at 

Lausanne. It seems to me that the situation which confronted the 
conference at Lausanne in its consideration of the question of rep- 
arations by Germany was quite different from that presented here 
in that the Conference had before it the report of the meeting of 
experts at Basle. 

Such importance is attached by our Government and people to the 
maintenance of the original agreements in force by the payment on 
December 15th as to far outweigh any reasons now apparent for its 
suspension, and by such payments the prospects of a satisfactory 
approach to the whole question, in my opinion, would be greatly 
increased. — 

Accept [etc. ] Henry L. Strmson 

800.51W89 France/749 

The French E'mbassy to the Department of State 

_ [Translation ] 

Norm ADDRESSED BY THE FReNcH GOVERNMENT TO His EXXceLLENcy, 
THE SECRETARY OF STATE, IN Repity To THe Latrer’s Nore or 
NoveMBER 23, 1932 

Paris, December 1, 19382. 

The careful and considered study of the problems raised by inter- 
governmental debts and the payments due on December 15 next, con-



| WAR DEBTS 735 

tained in Your Excellency’s note of November 23, has prompted 
the French Government to formulate certain statements of fact and 

considerations of principle which it has instructed me to present 
without delay for the careful scrutiny of the Federal Government. 
My Government has noted with satisfaction, to begin with, that 

the President has declared his readiness to recommend to the Con- 
gress a new study of the question in its entirety, which implies 
that in his opinion such a study is called for. 

The French Government is not unaware, moreover, of the re- 
action that a reduction of the debts contracted by the European 
Powers toward the United States might have on America’s national 
economy. Finally, it is far from forgetting that a first readjust- 
ment of its debts was accorded it by the American Government 
in 1926. 

On the other hand, it cannot be denied that since that date, the 
seriousness of the economic and financial crisis which has prevailed 
throughout the world has forced the interested governments to 
modify their attitudes with respect to the problem of inter-govern- 
mental debts; it has led them to take a series of concerted measures, 

related alike to reparations and debts and destined to meet the 
exigencies required by circumstances. 

Without prejudice to the nature and form of a new study of the 
problems arising from a settlement of inter-governmental debts, my 
Government is glad to note the agreement of the Federal Govern- 
ment with its justifying reasons, namely: the reductions of revenue 
which the nations, creditors to Germany, agreed to at Lausanne, the 
increase in the burden of debts resulting from the world-wide eco- 
nomic depression and the parallel drop in prices, the difficulty of 
obtaining foreign exchange, and finally the influence which the set- 
tlement of this question could have on the development of the world 
crisis. 

The weight of these reasons is so obvious and the need of a new 
arrangement is so urgent that it would be difficult to believe that, 
once & revision is agreed to in principle, the execution of an agree- 
ment which is no longer considered as applying to the situation 

should nonetheless be carried through. 
The French Government desires to emphasize that it has never 

considered controverting the juridical validity of the various obliga- 
tions by which the war debts originated. 

Moreover, my Government desires to emphasize that the request 
_ for delaying payment which it made implies a mere postponement, 

leaving the rights of the parties untouched. It does not appear to 
my Government to go beyond the request made by President Hoover
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| himself in June, 1931. On the contrary, it seems, in its opinion, to be 
the normal, equitable and necessary sequel. 

It was at the request of the President of the German Reich that 
President Hoover in June, 1981, made his proposal for postponing 
for the duration of one year all payments on inter-governmental 

debts, including reparations. 
On this occasion the Federal Government specified that it would 

only contemplate a moratorium of debts due to it “on condition that 
there take place a similar postponement for one year of all payments 
of inter-governmental debts due to the important creditor Powers”. 
The American memorandum specified that the fabric of inter-govern- 
mental debts, while supportable in normal times weighed heavily 
in the midst of this depression. This initiative, as the French Gov- 

ernment pointed out, affected directly all existing agreements, and 
in particular suspended the working of the mechanism which the 
Young Plan had set up for taking care of the problem of reparations. 

Subsequent events have shown that this suspension, once it was 
granted, had to be extended beyond the period originally determined. 

Furthermore, at the time of his trip to Washington, the French 
President of the Council agreed with the President of the United 
States on the terms of a communiqué,” stating that in the matter of 
inter-governmental debts, a new arrangement, covering the period of 
the depression might be necessary, provided that the initiative came 
from the European Powers principally concerned. 

In conformity with this text, which seems to constitute a novation 
in equity in the regime of international debts, this initiative was 
taken. Within the sphere where only the European Powers were 
involved the arrangement provided for has been brought about. 

Germany, as a debtor, in addition to a diminution of its debt 
to a lump sum of three billion marks, or a reduction in size of ap- 
proximately ninety per cent, obtained a moratorium of three years. 

As, in the opinion of the European creditor Powers, this settle- 
ment should be integrated in a general arrangement, they were 

unanimous in agreeing that in any event the payments due them by 
virtue of inter-governmental debts should be withheld pending the 
conclusion of a general settlement. It would create a very serious 

situation if a regime obtained with such difficulty at Lausanne should 
have to be reconsidered. 

Would it not be equitable for the Federal Government, in a like 
spirit of international solidarity and with a view both to consolidat- 
ing the results already obtained and to permitting the completion of 

* Foreign Relations,.1931, vol. u, p. 252.
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the task undertaken, in its turn to agree to the withholding of the 
payment of December 15? 

The pressing need which prompts this action has surely not been 
unobserved by the Federal Government. 

In making his proposal for a moratorium in 1931, the President 
of the United States stated that the attitude of the Federal author- 

ities indicated their intention of contributing to the speedy reestab- 
lishment of world-wide prosperity in which the American nation is so 
deeply interested. “The duty of statesmen” said the Washington 
communiqué of October 1931, “is to neglect no means of practical 
collaboration for the common good. This principle is of particular 
importance at a time when the world awaits leadership to overcome 
the present depression which is destructive to so many homes.” 

The economic depression which motivated both the proposal of the 
President of the United States and his appeal for the collaboration 
of nations, has grown more serious since the Spring of 1931. Every- 
where poverty and unemployment are increasing; this depression 
cannot but grow worse if the payment of inter-governmental debts 
must be resumed before the conclusion of a general arrangement. 

The French Government is familiar with the formal reservations | 
made at the time of the ratification of the Hoover Moratorium by 
the American Congress, whose prerogatives it fully recognizes. But 
it must recall that the approval of the French Parliament likewise 
was subordinated to its own interpretation of the moratorium pro- 
posed by President Hoover. It must further recall that the Com- 
mittee of experts which met at Basle in December 1931, following 
the Washington interview, and which included in its membership | 
an eminent American citizen, did not confine itself to recognizing 
the momentary impossibility of Germany to meet its reparations 
obligations. It unanimously and formally condemned as peculiarly 
damaging to the restoration of world-wide economic equilibrium, the 
transfers of funds without counterpart which the payment of war 
debts involved. The report concludes as follows: 

“In the first place, transfers from one country to another on a 
scale so large as to upset the balance of payments can only accentuate 
the present chaos. 

“It should also be borne in mind that the release of a debtor 
country from a burden of payments which it is unable to bear may 
merely have the effect of transferring that burden to a creditor coun- 
try which, in its character as a debtor, it, in its turn, may be unable 
to bear. 

“Again, the adjustment of all inter-governmental debts, repara- 
tions and other war debts, to the existing troubled situation of the . 
world—and this adjustment should take place without delay if new
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disasters are to be avoided—is the only lasting step capable of re- 
establishing confidence which is the very condition of economic 
stability and real peace.”®° 

It was on the basis of this general consideration that the French 
Government, subject to the approval of the French Parliament, 
signed the Lausanne agreements. 

Despite a budgetary deficit of nearly five hundred million dollars, 
and despite the very severe measures which have already been taken 
and will still have to be taken to balance its budget, France will 
have voluntarily given up in the interest of world-wide economic 
recovery a net annual balance, over and above the payment of its 

war debts, of nearly eighty-five million dollars. 
France agreed to this heavy sacrifice in the belief that the pay- 

ments provided for in existing agreements could not be made without 
producing profound financial and economic disturbances. 

The situation in this respect, insofar as France is concerned, has 

often been misunderstood and should be clarified. 
The inflow of gold to France which has taken place during the 

past years was caused or rendered inevitable, in the last analysis by 

virtue of conditions existing throughout the world. 
This gold does not in any sense belong to the French Treasury. 

It is not a source of permanent wealth for France. It is the guar- 

antee for all the deposits made in France whether by Frenchmen or 
foreigners. Its normal redistribution which is desirable can only 
follow a general recovery of confidence and the needs which will 
follow such a recovery. 

The slight improvement which took place following the Lausanne 
agreements evidenced the hope of the nations for a world-wide 
settlement. The recovery that was then just perceptible could not 
be advanced further if the next payment of inter-governmental debts 
were to be insisted upon. 

It is pertinent to observe that lacking a radical reversal of the 
trade balance between the United States and Europe—a balance 
which is today heavily in favor of the former—these payments in 

the face of progressive diminution of foreign revenues for the 
debtors, would become increasingly ruinous to the credit and ex- 
change markets of the entire world. 

The French Government cannot believe that in the last analysis 
the American people will consider their interests best served by the 
carrying out of an obligation, the strict application of which would 

result in creating further chaos and poverty throughout the world, 

© Great Britain, Cmd. 3995, Germany No. 1 (1982), p. 17.
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inasmuch as the transfer of sums without corresponding exchange 
cannot but unbalance yet more profoundly international relations. 
It was under the influence of these very serious preoccupations, and 
with a consciousness of the responsibility that devolves upon the 
great Powers for the maintenance of social and economic order, that 
the French Government asked the Federal Government on November 
11 last to postpone the payment due on December 15. 

In urging the American Government to reexamine its request in 
the light of the foregoing, the French Government believes that it 
is fulfilling not merely a national but an international duty. 

It is fully conscious of the role which circumstances have called 
upon France to play in Europe. It has no intention of stressing as 

an argument the efforts it has already made for the recovery of 
economic stability and the improvement of business, nor the willing- 
ness it still manifests to cooperate toward this result in the future. 
But it queries, with apprehension, how France can continue along 
this path if, contrary to its expectation, the cooperation of the 

United States on which it has felt it could count to second its efforts, 
should be lacking. Such are the considerations which today lead 
the French Government to renew to Your Excellency through me its 
urgent and reasoned appeal to reconsider its request for the post- 
ponement of payments of December 15. 

The reception which will be given this appeal is confidently 
awaited by my Government, which weighs all the consequences 
which the decision of the President of the United States may entail 
toward either improving or aggravating the situation which is a 
tragic legacy of the war. : 

800.51W89 France/749 

The Secretary of State to the French Ambassador (Claudel) 

Wasuineton, December 8, 19382. 

ExceLLeNcy: My Government has considered with the greatest 
vare the note of December 1, 1982, from the French Government, in 
which it has set forth at length the reasons it advances for a recon- 
sideration of the whole question of intergovernmental war debts, and | 
for the postponement of the payment due by the French Government 
to the Government of the United States on December 15, next. 

Whatever part debt payments may have played in the economic 
history of the post-war years, it is clear that in the present condi- 
tions of world-wide depression, accompanied by a sweeping fall of 
prices, their weight has greatly increased, and that they have a very
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definite relationship to the problem of recovery in which both the 

French and the American people have so vital an interest. 

The President of the United States is prepared, through whatever 

agency may seem appropriate, to cooperate with the French Gov- 

ernment in surveying the entire situation and in considering what 

means may be taken to bring about the restoration of stable cur- 

rencies and exchange, the revival of trade, and the recovery of prices. 

I believe that there are important avenues of mutual advantage 

which should be thoroughly explored. Such an examination does 

not imply cancellation. In such an examination there would neces- 

sarily be consideration of other forms of tangible compensation avail- 

able for the expansion of markets for products of American agri- 

culture and labor. And you will understand that the problem of 

foreign debts has in the American mind very definite relationship 

with the problem of disarmament and the continued burden which 

competitive armament places upon the entire world. 

My Government, however, has not been able to reach the conclu- 

sion that a postponement of the December 15 payment from the 

French Government to the United States is necessary because of its 

effect on the problem of recovery. Although we recognize the sert- 

ous budgetary difficulties which the French Government, in common 

with all other governments, is now facing, the sum involved in this 

case and the transfer thereof would hardly seem to my Government 

to be of disturbing weight or difficulty in respect to world economy 

or the reestablishment of prosperity. The maintenance of these 
agreements in their operation pending due opportunity for analysis 

of all matters bearing upon your request for revision and its con- 

sideration by the American Congress and people still appears to us 

to outweigh any reasons presented for a delay. 

I appreciate the significance of your explanation with respect to 
the gold inflowing into France. The existence of these French gold 
holdings, however, does appear relevant to the present problem of 
meeting the immediate difficulties of transfer with special reference 

to the December 15 payment. 

In view of the position which I feel my Government must take, I 
trust that the French Government will appreciate the importance 
of making the December 15 payment in accordance with its terms 
and thereby, in my judgment, bringing about a more favorable sit- 

uation for any subsequent examination of the problem between our 

two Governments. 
Accept [etc.] Henry L. Stimson
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800.51W89 Great Britain/358 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, December 9, 1982—9 p.m. 
[Received December 10—12: 38 a. m. | 

704. In view of MacDonald-Herriot’s conference in Paris yester- 
day on debt situation I called this evening on Lord Tyrrell to secure 

any details regarding the French position he felt like conveying. 
The British Ambassador was very frank and stated Herriot had 

decided to wage the fight before Parliament Monday for authoriza- 

tion to make the December 15 payment but had frankly stated he 
would be unable to secure a confidence vote without some proviso 
or qualification that the whole debt situation must be reviewed before 

any further payments should be made. Tyrrell stated that Herriot 
was quite uncertain as to being able to carry Parliament even with 
this qualification but that the situation there had somewhat improved 
since the British had practically agreed to make their December 

payment. 

Tyrrell felt that if Herriot could be given even confidential assur- 
ance that such a disposition would be acceptable in the United States 
it would help him greatly. 
The British Ambassador was particularly concerned that the United 

States Government might misinterpret the interest the British Gov- 
ernment had shown in consulting with France as collusion or as pre- 

senting the European debt front the United States frowns upon. 
He asked me to assure you that it was absolutely essential to consult 

with France in order to preserve the Lausanne Pact*™ and must not 
be considered as any action directed against us. For that reason, 
he continued, Great Britain had repelled all efforts to go it alone 
in [dealing?] with the United States following suggestions that by 
so doing they could secure better terms. Using his words, “in view 
of the fact that the Lausanne agreement re German reparations at 
least has the blessing of the United States that his Government hoped 
that we would understand that Great Britain must keep on speaking 

terms with France”. 
In fact Tyrrell felt so strongly about the possibility of misunder- 

standing that he expressed the hope Washington would let Lindsay 
know that they thoroughly understood. I endeavored to assure 

Tyrrell that if both countries made the December payment there 
would not be any reason for American resentment but he insisted in 

view of the strained and uncertain position in France assurance to 
his home government would prevent possible misunderstandings. 

“Great Britain, Cmd. 4126, Misc. Ne, T (1932).
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| | Among the projects which Herriot was seriously considering was 

the suggestion that the debt question be referred to arbitration basing 
the French case on the changes wrought by the moratorium and the 
Lausanne Pacts. The British succeeded in talking him out of this 
idea pointing out that there might be a case in equity but none in law. 

Eper 

800.51W89 France/760 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, December 13, 1932—11 a. m. 
| [Received December 183—9: 15 a. m.] 

713. The parliamentary situation here seems to indicate the im- 
minent fall of the Herriot Government which will mean that the 

interim government cannot make the December 15 payment and no 
new government could be constituted in time to do so. 

Although I have purposely consulted with no French official on 
this subject the Embassy has learned from sources close to the 
Prime Minister that it might be helpful to him to have even informal 

assurances of the nature of a reservation which might be acceptable 
to the United States. | 

In going over the possibilities for this purpose it seems to me that 
a reservation along the following lines which will be naturally purely 
unilateral might be acceptable to French public opinion and the 
French Parliament and at the same time be not inconsistent with 
American policy as expressed in the notes thus far exchanged. 

“The Government of the French Republic makes the payment of 
the December 15 installment to the United States with the under- 
standing that it is the last payment it will make before a satisfactory 
reconsideration of the whole problem in accordance with the Decem- 
ber 8 note of Secretary of State Stimson in which it is stated that 
‘The President of the United States is prepared through whatever 
agency may seem appropriate in cooperation with the French Gov- 
ernment to survey the entire situation.’ ” 

Notwithstanding the clarity of notes exchanged there has been so 
much comment here on alleged British-American understanding that 
it might be very helpful to Herriot in his final arguments this after- 

noon to be able to intimate that while he had no definite assurance 
or commitment, yet through his investigations he felt that the above 
would not be objectionable to the United States because as in the 
case of the British notes it would consist alone of a statement of the 
position of the French Government.
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If it is your opinion that something on the order of the above 

should be unofficially brought to Herriot’s attention to be of any 
service I should receive instructions by telephone on receipt of this 
telegram. , Epox 

800.51W89 France/760 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Edge) 

Wasuineton, December 138, 19382—noon. 

435. Your 718, December 13, 11 a.m. It would be most unwise to 
have any understanding or commitment however informal as to any 
statement or reservation by the French Government. 

The point to be constantly carried in mind is that if they make 
payment it must be solely under the terms of the Debt Funding 
Agreement, and without any conditions being added which might 
affect the character of the payment. Therefore any statements which 
they may choose to make must be wholly unilateral indicating solely 

their own position and without any guidance or commitment by us. : 

Srmson 

800.51W89 France/761 : Telegram 

‘Phe Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, December 138, 19832—4 p.m. 

[Received December 18—2: 15 p.m.8?] 

714. The following is the text of the Government’s draft of a note 
to the United States which was rejected this afternoon by the Foreign 
Affairs Committee of the Chamber by 24 to 9. 

“1, The French Government acknowledges the December 8th 
reply wherein the United States admits the possibility to examine 
all elements whereon France bases her claims of revision which will 
be taken into consideration by Congress and the American people. 

9. France asks that there be opened without delay negotiations 
tending to revise the regime hereafter incompatible with the situa- 
tion created by the moratorium granted at the request of President 
Hoover also by consequent acts as a result of which reparation pay- 
ments were suspended. 

38. The French Government will pay $19,261,482.50 on December 
15. France asks that this payment be applied against any accounts 
created under the new debt agreement. 

4, The French Government has the honor to inform the United 
States that so long as the situation provoked by the Hoover mora- 

® Telegram in two sections.
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torlum exists and if no new settlement of international debts oc- 
curs in the meantime France will in fact and law be wholly unable 
to support hereafter any charges under a regime which can no 
longer be honestly justified except by the payment of reparations”.** 

Marin opened the debate in the Chamber of Deputies at 3 o’clock 
this afternoon with an attack on the United States which is contin- 
uing while the subcommittee of the Foreign Affairs Commission is 

drawing up a draft of reservations which are unlikely to be accept- 
able to Herriot and on the rejection of which the question of confi- 
dence will probably be placed. 

eR Eper 

800.51W89 France/763 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, December 14, 1932—noon. 

[ Received 3:10 p. m.84] 

| 717. Embassy’s 716, December 14, 6 a. m.85 While a detailed tele- 
graphic summary of the views of the orators in last night’s debate 
in the Chamber of Deputies would be impracticable the main themes 
stressed by the opposition were: 

(1) The usual threadbare argument that the Hoover moratorium 
had created a de facto connection between debts and reparation. 
had in fact destroyed the Young Plan and therefore France’s signa- 
ture to the Mellon-Bérenger Agreement, which was signed by France 
on account of the existence of the Young Plan, need no longer be 
strictly adhered to. 

(2) The American note to the British of December Ist had made 
it useless to attempt to pay the December installment with condi- 
tions which the American Government had shown in advance it 
would not accept. 

(8) The usual economic argument that restoration of world 
prosperity could only take place after a revision if not an annulla- 
tion of the debts. The Socialists, who voted en bloc against the 
Government and whose desertion of their radical Socialist allies 
is chiefly responsible for Herriot’s downfall, based their opposition 
to the December payment upon their traditional policy of having 
refused to vote for the Versailles Treaty or for the ratification of 
the Mellon-Bérenger Agreement. Their spokesman vehemently ad- 
vocated annullation of all intergovernmental debts and held that 
France’s refusal to pay the December installment would be the first 
step along this line. 

’ For French text, see Journal Officiel de la République, Débats Parlemen- 
taires: Chambre des Députés, Séance du 12 Décembre 1982, p. 3550. 

* Telegram in six sections. 
“Not printed.



‘WAR DEBTS 149 | 

_ Herriot made a magnificent even though futile defence of the Gov- 
ernment’s thesis stating that France’s whole theory of international 
relations was based upon her insistence upon the sanctity of signa- 
tures. He plead with the greatest earnestness that France should 
not now set an example to the rest of the world of treating her sol- 

emn covenants as scraps of paper. He scoffed at the validity of the 
juridical arguments advanced by the opposition to prove the sound- 
ness of France’s case and solemnly warned the Chamber that refusal 
of France to uphold her treaty engagement at this time would seri- 

ously prejudice her case should such case ever be taken before an 

International Court at some future time. He especially warned the 
Chamber of the serious effect which a refusal to pay would have upon 
Franco-British relations, pointing out that 6 months ago France 
had been isolated diplomatically at Geneva and that he had striven 
since then in every way with the most complete success to secure 
British cooperation and amity. He gave unstinted praise to the 
“perfect loyalty” shown by the British in dealings with France re- 
garding the debts and he urged that France, in order to save $19,- 
000,000 should not run the grave risk of losing a powerful friend the 
need of which he hinted might not be far off on account of the 
political developments the other side of the Rhine. As a last desper- 
ate effort to save the situation Herriot told the Chamber shortly be- 
fore the vote was taken that he had information to the effect that the 
United States would accept the debt payment from the British in 
spite of the tenor of the American note of December 12° and that 
furthermore he had just received word from Ambassador Claudel 
that the Secretary of State had explained the willingness of the . 
American Government to make a general survey of the debt situa- 
tion in accordance with the terms of the American note of December 
8. Herriot was given the closest attention and he received from time 
to time the warm applause of the majority of the Deputies but as 
events of course proved this was a tribute to the man rather than 
to the thesis he was defending. The spokesman for the Socialists in 
fact strongly urged Herriot not to place the question of confidence 
and merely to accept the joint resolution of the Finance and Foreign 

Affairs Committee of the Chamber as the considered opinion of the 
French Parliament on this grave international question. This Her- 
riot flatly refused to do. 

Shortly after 5 a. m. a vote was taken on the proposal of the Gov- 
ernment which consisted of a project of law embodying the text of 
the note transmitted to the Department in the Embassy’s 714 of 
December 18,4 p.m. Immediately after the Government was over- 

* Reference is apparently to the note of December 11, p. 778. . |
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thrown and had left the Chamber as a result of the adverse vote on 
this proposition, the Chamber passed by a vote of 380 to 57 the reso- 
lution of the Finance and Foreign Affairs Committee referred to in 
the Embassy’s 715 of December 13, 5 p. m.&? The text of this resolu- 

tion reads as follows: 

“The Chamber: 
Faithful to the common traditions which bind the people of the 

United States and the people of France. 
Desirous of serving the interests of European reconstruction in 

agreements between Great Britain the principal debtor of the United 
States and creditor of France. 

Anxious to adapt the international treaties and accords to present 
| economic realities but anxious likewise to avoid a unilateral rup- 

ture of engagements freely agreed to and submit any differences 
which may arise to the conciliation of the parties concerned therein 
when their nature permits recourse to the pacific procedure pro- 
vided for in international conventions. 
Whereas 
By virtue of a generally recognized principle of public inter- 

national law treaties and conventions are governed by the doctrine 
rebus sic stantibus. 

The decisive factor in the settlement of debts between France and 
the United States was unquestionably the regime of payments which 
France had a right to expect from Germany by virtue of existing 
treaties. | 

That principal was affirmed when the Franco-American accords 
were signed; it was reaffirmed on April 29, 1929, unanimously by 
the French Parliament when it was called upon to ratify the ac- 
cords of 1926; it likewise exists as a determining factor of the Young 
Plan which establishes a definite liaison between the payments due 
from Germany to France and from France to its creditors; 
Whereas 
This decisive factor was radically disturbed by the suspension 

of all international payments in June 1931 and the Conference of 
Lausanne which was a consequence of that suspension; 

That this change of circumstances was brought about by the ini- 
tiative of President Hoover on June 20, 19381, and is therefore the 
work of the American Government ; | 

That moreover the payment of further installments cannot be 
made by France unless the installments provided for in the Youn 
Plan are renewed; that this renewal would cause the annulment of 
the Lausanne Agreement and would precipitate a general collapse 
profoundly prejudicial to the interests of the United States and 
smash the first attempts on European reconstruction and European 
rapprochement. 

The Chamber declares, considering the fact that the fundamental 
factors involved have been wholly modified and should remain 
so changed lest the world crisis be dangerously aggravated, the 

37 Not printed.
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agreements reached on the subject of debts are no longer executory 
and should form the subject of new negotiations; 

Furthermore the Chamber: 
Convinced that these legal and political factors are materially : 

strengthened by economic considerations; 
Believing that the transfer of intergovernmental payment with- 

out a counterpart undeniably constitutes one of the underlying causes 
of the depression which is paralyzing the economic activity of the 
entire world; 

Agreeing moreover with the Basle experts that as concerns inter- 
governmental debts ‘an adjustment of all debts (reparations as well 
as other war debts) to meet the troubled situation of the world— 
an adjustment which should take place without delay if further 
disasters are to be avoided—is the sole means capable of restoring 
confidence which is the condition sine gua non of economic stability 
and true peace’. 

For these reasons 
The Chamber invites the Government to convoke as soon as pos- 

sible, in agreement with Great Britain and the other debtors, a gen- 
eral conference having as its object the adjustment of all inter- 
national obligations and to put a stop to all international transfers 
not having any counterpart, a conference which will have a close 
connection with the World Economic Conference charged with the 
restoration of the monetary situation and of credit. 

As concerns the problem of payment on December 15, the Chamber 
In spite of legal and economic considerations would have authorized 
the payment but on the previous condition that the United States 
agree to the reunion of the conference for the purpose outlined 
above. 

The reply of the Secretary of State of the United States to the 
British Government on December 11 excludes the possibility of the 
Chamber maintaining this viewpoint. 

As a consequence the Chamber pending general negotiations in- 
vited the Government to defer payment of the installment due on 
December 15th”. : 

: Epan 

800.51W89 France/777 

The Secretary of the Treasury (Mills) to the Secretary of State 

Wasuinaton, December 14, 1982. 

Dear Mr. Secretary: I want to give you a brief report as to the 
events of the evening of December 13th. Shortly before eight o’clock 
M. Monick, the French Financial Attaché, called me up and told me 
that he had just talked to Paris by ’phone; that things were going 
very badly in the French Chamber of Deputies, and that in all prob- 
ability the Herriot Government would be overthrown and the Cham- 

* For French text, see Journal Officiel de la République, Débats Parlemen- 
taires: Chambre des Députés, Séance du 12 Décembre 1982, pp. 3584-3585.



748 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1982, VOLUME I 

ber would vote not to pay the December 15th installment. He 
thought that some further statement by you along the lines of your 
note of December 8th, if given to M. Claudel and telephoned to Paris, 
might possibly save the situation. I then called on M. Monick, ascer- 
tained the exact kind of statement which he had in mind, and tele- 
phoned to you, reading the proposed draft over the telephone. 

Having received your approval, I submitted the proposed state- 
ment to the President and received his approval. I then saw Am- 
bassador Claudel and explained the situation to him. 

M. Monick transmitted the message over the transatlantic ’phone 

to M. Herriot through M. Bizot, of the French Treasury Depart- 
ment. M. Bizot expressed his appreciation of our efforts to help, 

but I have no information as to whether M. Herriot found occasion 
to make use of the statement. 

I enclose herewith a copy of the latter. 
Faithfully yours, Ocpen L. Miius 

[Enclosure] 

Statement Given to M. Monick, the French Financial Attaché, 
on Tuesday, December 18th, 1932 

In answer to the inquiry by Ambassador Claudel as to the will- 
ingness of the United States Government to reexamine the whole 
question of intergovernmental debts, the Secretary of State said: 

Referring to my note of December 8th, I reaffirm the intention of 
the President of the United States to examine at an early date in 
full cooperation with the French Government the entire situation, 
including the debt question, and more particularly the relationship 
of intergovernmental debts to world economy and the problem of 
recovery. 

800.51W89 France/773 

The French Ambassador (Claudel) to the Secretary of State 

[Translation] 

WasHineton, December 14, 1982. 

Mr. Secrerary or State: The President of the Council requests 
me to inform Your Excellency that, as his Government was over- 
thrown this morning by a vote of the Chamber refusing authoriza- 
tion to make the payment of December fifteenth in connection with 
the war debts, he is no longer able, under the terms of the Constitu- 
tion, to continue the negotiations entered into with the American 
Government, as his authority now extends only to the despatch of 
current business.
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Mr. Herriot requests me to express to Your Excellency his deep 
regret, together with his sincere thanks for your great courtesy in 
your diplomatic relations with him. 

Please accept [etc. ] CLAUDEL 

800.51W89 France/785 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, December 23, 19832—8 p. m. 
[Received 8:26 p. m.®9] 

745. M. Paul-Boncour, Minister for Foreign Affairs, called at the 
Chancery this afternoon having made no previous engagement and 
for half an hour discussed the war debt situation. Marriner was 

present. I am giving below comprehensive report of the conversation. 
Boncour said that he had come to pay the very first call to me on 

taking over his duties as Prime Minister and Minister for Foreign 
Affairs; that he wished to show his desire to find a solution of the 
present difficulties. 

TI replied that I was extremely pleased to receive him as he was not 
a stranger to me either in person or in accomplishment. 

Boncour said that he would gladly take this occasion to discuss 
the difficulties now facing our two countries. His desire was to find 
a solution to them and he had made this abundantly clear in his 
declaration to the Chambers yesterday. 

I said that I was equally anxious to find some means of doing so 
and that the first necessity to obtain this result would be for France 
to pay the installment due December 15th in order to be in the same 
position vis-a-vis the United States as the other debtor nations, 
notably England. 

Boncour then said that he was of course faced with the situation 
that the Parliament by a very large majority had refused to make 
this payment and that what he sought was some new fact with which 
to return to it for the authorization for the immediate payment. He 
said that he did not wish it to be forgotten that the Parliament never 
in any way denied the validity of the debt, that they merely with- 
held payment until they could know the intentions of the United 
States with respect to the whole problem of international debts which 
had been raised in the beginning by the Hoover moratorium, and 
subsequently by the Lausanne Conference. 

I inquired whether he had any suggestions as to the type of new 
fact that might be useful. 

® Telegram in nine sections. 

644212—48—55
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Boncour felt that for the moment there was no need of attempting 
to define this as Parliament would recess within a few days for the 

Christmas holidays and during that time he hoped, in conjunction 
with me, to explore this field, as time would be of some help in the 
problem. Boncour said that he had felt that the suggestions con- 

tained in President Hoover’s declaration had contained a step in the 
direction of the Chambers’ resolution, which, if it had gone through, 
might have given him the new facts necessary to ask a change in 
the decision of the Chambers but that in accordance with the news 
in the morning’s papers and information from Ambassador Claudel, 

. President-elect Roosevelt had refused his support, or that of his 
incoming Government, to any project of this nature and therefore 

this possibility was killed for the time being. Therefore, he was con- 
siderably at a loss to know what to do. 

I then said that there was, however, one point on which there 
could be no question, which was the sentiment of the two parties, of 
the Administration and of the American Congress: 

1. That there would be no way of conferring with nations who had 
not paid their December 15 installment, and, 

2. That there would be no general conference confined to this 
subject. 

Boncour then outlined what he felt was the sense of the Chamber 
without giving the idea that he necessarily agreed with it. He said 
that the Chamber felt that the moratorium had treated all inter- 
national debts together; that the Lausanne Conference had attempted 
to treat the question without the United States and the present diffi- 
culty was an instance of the mistake that these had been; that there- . 

: fore the general problem needed to be treated in a general conference 

not from the point of view of the united front against America which 
was to be sure the most general creditor but that France, England 
and the others were also creditors in different ways and in some ways 
shared that aspect of the problem. 

I asked whether it was his idea that an international conference 
should be called to discuss the debt installment of France due on 
December 15 last and Boncour replied no, but that what he needed 

was some definite assurance of the intentions of the United States 
in this matter to give to the Chambers to induce them to change. 

I then said one thought had occurred to me which was an entirely 

personal one, namely, whether declarations in the United States 
Senate by the Democratic and Republican heads on the interested 
committees, namely, Foreign Affairs and Finance, to the effect that 
America would give every debtor the right to be heard and to pre-
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sent his case with respect to debts would be sufficient, that after all 
was said and done Congress had the final power. 

Boncour said that he felt that this would be advantageous but that 
he did not think it would be sufficient at this time to be considered 
the new fact on which he could ask for Parliamentary reconsid- 
eration. 

I then reiterated very emphatically my feeling that the first neces- 
sity, for France to enter into negotiations or discussions on the same 
plane as the others, was the payment of this installment;.if the mat- 
ter dragged until the new administration this would mean that the 
problem would come very close to the June 15 payment and the 
uncertainties would continue. 

Boncour concluded the conversation by stating that he certainly 
understood this point of view and that he would do his best to over- 

come the difficulties, which were very great, since he felt that opinion 

in the Chamber had been even more pronounced than the vote, since 
many of the Deputies who voted for the payment were expressing 
their confidence in Herriot and had the question been put without 
a vote of confidence would have voted still more vigorously against 
payment. 

Boncour said that he was altogether at my disposal on this matter 

at any time and that during the course of the Parliamentary vaca- 
tion he hoped some progress might be made to obtain some measure 

that would serve as a turning point for Parliamentary opinion. 
My own reaction to the interview is that if you can devise any 

plan which would help Boncour to make a new presentation to the 
Chamber even in the form of a conciliatory note which in no way 
would commit the United States Government beyond what it has 
already signified it would certainly be most helpful at this stage. 

Of course I must return this call in the near future and I would 
like some expression from the Department in the meantime. 

Epe@r 

800.51 W89 France/785 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Edge) 

Wasuineton, December 27, 1932—7 p. m. 

455. Your 745, December 23, 8 p. m. I approve of the position 
which you took in your conversation with Boncour. I have taken 

a similar position here with Claudel. Claudel seemed to be under 
the impression that Mr. Roosevelt in his correspondence with Mr. 
Hoover had taken the view that debts might be discussed imme- 

diately with any nation. I told Claudel that it did not seem to me
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that Mr. Roosevelt had been as explicit on this subject as Claudel 
seemed to think. I pointed out that at any rate it was the position of 

the Administration and evidently of Congress that immediate dis- 
cussions would only be had with nations who had met their obli- 

gations. 
As to whether there is any new fact which can be used in a new 

presentation to the Chamber by Boncour, I can only refer to the 
events which have already transpired since the French Chamber 
voted on December 14th. But it would appear that since that date 
the situation has been very much advanced and the attitude of this 

and the incoming administration made much more definite by the 
events which have since occurred. 

First, on December 16th, I received an informal letter from 

Claudel, which read as follows: 

“As I had an opportunity to inform you this morning, Mr. 
Herriot, although he has no longer the responsibility of current 
affairs and although he has refused the task of forming a new cab- 
inet, is quite ready to give as much personal help as possible for the 
solution of present difficulties. 

“JT think that a frank and friendly explanation of your views about 
the difference which exists between the American and French posi- 
tions on the War debts should be a very valuable contribution to the 
cause of good understanding between our two nations which is as 
dear to your heart as it is to mine. 

“All France considers you as an old and proven friend of our 
country. We have not forgotten that from the first moment you 
fought in the ranks of our soldiers. 
“We have received proof of your understanding of our problems 

during your service as Secretary of State. 
“J am sure that any statement from you would be received by 

our people with the greatest consideration.” 

To this I replied informally under date of December 17th as fol- 
lows: 

“T have been impressed by the friendly assurances which you 
have brought me from M. Herriot and by his inquiry in the same 
spirit as to whether anything can be done to resolve the unfortunate 
situation which has arisen. As an old friend of France I, like M. 
Herriot, am deeply concerned over any situation which may cause 
misunderstanding between our two nations and am actuated by a 
sincere desire that it may be resolved as speedily as possible. I 
answer M. Herriot’s inquiry in that spirit. 

“In the first place, I note with satisfaction that the principle of 
payment of the December 15 installment does not seem to be in ques- 
tion and that the difficulties which arose in the Chamber concerned 
chiefly the conditions which the Chamber desired to attach to such 
payment. I was obliged to point out to the British Government, in
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my note of December 11, to which the Chamber called attention in 
its resolution, that the Secretary of the Treasury, who is the agent 
of the United States for the receipt of debt payments, has no authority 
to accept payment from any government upon conditions, or in any 
way except as provided under the terms of the Funding agreement, 
all changes in that Agreement being subject to the decision of 
Congress. 

“But if at the time of the Chamber’s action there existed in France 
any lack of clarity as to the willingness of the President to discuss 
with France the subject of the French debt, I think it should be suffi- 
cient to call to the attention of your governmental authorities his 
statement of November 28, that ‘it 1s unthinkable that within the 
comity of nations and the maintenance of international goodwill our 
people should refuse to consider the request of a friendly people to 
discuss an important question in which they and we both have a vital 
interest, irrespective of what conclusions might arise from such a , 
discussion’.®° 

“In this spirit, and with the position of my Government made clear, 
as in our correspondence I have tried to make it, I still hope that a 
solution may be found by your Government, and, if so, I am confident 
it will be greatly to the interests of both the French and American 
people and to the welfare of the world.” 

A draft of my letter of December 17th was promptly sent to 
the French Government. These letters were exchanged on the sug- 
gestion of Herriot that some such step toward conciliation similar 
to the one you suggest might move the Chamber to reconsider its 
vote. 

Second, the President sent his message to Congress on December 
19 announcing the purpose and disposition of this Administration 
to discuss debts with any of our debtors who have sought to main- 
tain their obligations to us. 

Third, the correspondence between the President and Roosevelt,®? 
while it indicates that the President and the President-elect are 

not in accord as to the method or machinery of discussion, never- 

theless clearly indicates that both are ready to have discussions begin. 

The present administration stands ready to receive any views or 

facts which any of the debtor nations not in default desire to submit. 

Since it is obviously impossible to accomplish any definitive settle- 
ment during this administration any discussions between now and 
March 4th, would naturally be of an exploratory nature and the 

information or data resulting would be made available for the in- 
coming administration. Under these circumstances any further steps 
seem to depend upon whether the debtor nations, not in default, 

* See Department of State, Press Releases, November 26, 1982, p. 338. 
* Ibid., December 24, 1932, pp. 453-459.



794 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1932, VOLUME I 

desire to initiate discussions at the present juncture or wait until 

after March 4th. 
‘I told Claudel this morning that I had already informed the 

British Ambassador to the above effect. Claudel seemed to be under 
the impression that as a result of the correspondence between the 
President and Roosevelt matters were in a deadlock and there was 
nothing that could usefully be done. I said that I did not entirely 
share this view and that particularly in the case of France it seemed 
most desirable that the December 15th installment should be paid 
as soon as possible. I reminded him of the fact that Congress had 
so far been restrained in its expressions on the foreign debt situa- 
tion and pointed out that it would be very helpful if France could 
pay before Congress proceeded to take any further action or in- 

dulged in an inflammatory debate. 
In view of the fact that the whole subject seems to have sub- 

sided for the time-being in Congress, I think it would not be ad- 
visable to attempt to procure a declaration from the Senate com- 
mittees as suggested in your cable under reference, particularly as 
it is very doubtful whether any such declaration could be obtained. 

STIMSON 

Great Britain | 

800.51W89 Great Britain/337 

The British Ambassador (Lindsay ) to the Secretary of State 

No. 354 Wasuineton, November 10, 19382. 

Sm: It will be remembered that on June 22nd, 1931,°* His 
Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom subscribed whole- 
heartedly to the principle of the proposal made by the President of 
the United States on the preceding day for the postponement during 
one year of all payments on inter-governmental debts. The object of 

this proposal, as stated at the time, was to relieve the pressure of the 
difficulties resulting from the fall in prices and lack of confidence 
in economic and political stability, and to assist in the re-establish- 

ment of confidence. 

2. The hopes which were early raised by the President’s initiative 
have unfortunately not been realised, and the economic troubles 

which it was designed to alleviate have not come to an end. Indeed 
in October of last year, the communiqué published at Washington 
on the occasion of Monsieur Laval’s visit already recognized that 

* Copy transmitted to President-elect Franklin D. Roosevelt. 
* See note from the British Ambassador, June 24, 1931, Foreign Relations, 

1931, vol. I, p. 204.
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“prior to the expiration of the Hoover year some agreement on 
inter-governmental obligations may be necessary covering the period 
of the business depression. The initiative in this matter should be 
taken early by the European Powers principally concerned within 
the framework of the agreements existing prior to July 15th [Zs], 
1931”.°* To-day many thoughtful men throughout the world are con- 
vinced that if the depression is to be overcome, further remedial 
measures must be sought. 

3. It was in accordance with the recommendation quoted above 
that in June last the European Creditor Powers met at Lausanne to 
agree on a lasting settlement of the problem created by inter-govern- 

mental payments in respect of reparations. The series of agree- 
ments reached on July 9th aims at the ultimate termination of all 

reparation payments. It represents the maximum contribution in 
the field of inter-governmental finance which the governments con- 

cerned have so far been able to make towards that early restoration 
of world prosperity in which the people of the United States, no 
less than those of the British Commonwealth of Nations, have so 

deep an interest, and for the achievement of which the co-operation 
of the United States is essential. 

4. On the nature of the remedial measures that may have to be 
adopted it is not proposed now to say more than that, in the recent 

past, His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom have fre- 
quently expressed their view, and that neither in the realm of theory 

nor in that of fact are they able to find any reason for amending it. 

They believe that the régime of inter-governmental financial obliga- 
tions as now existing must be reviewed. They are profoundly im- 
pressed with the importance of acting quickly; and they earnestly 
hope that the United States Government will see its way to enter into 
an exchange of views at the earliest possible moment. 

5. The immediate objective of the present note, however, is of a 
more limited nature. On December 15th the next instalment of the 
British war debt is due to be paid. It is not possible to hope that 
agreement can be achieved in five weeks on matters of such vast scope. 

Confronted last summer with a similar difficulty the Conference of 
Lausanne found it necessary, in order to allow its work to proceed 
undisturbed, to reserve, during the period of the Conference, the 
execution of the payments due to the participating Powers. His 
Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom hope that a similar 

procedure may now be followed, and ask for a suspension of the pay- 

ments due from them for the period of the discussions now suggested, 
or for any other period that may be agreed upon. 

“ Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. m1, p. 252,
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6. His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom believe that 
the proposed discussions could best begin in Washington and if this 

suggestion meets with concurrence, they are prepared to provide me 
with the necessary instructions. On this point, however, as well as on 
the other points touched upon in the present note, they await an 

expression of the views of the United States Government. 
I have [etc. |] R. C. Linpsay 

800.51W89 Great Britain/337 | 

The Secretary of State to the British Ambassador (Lindsay ) 

Wasuineton, November 238, 1932. 

Eixcertency: I fully appreciate the importance of the proposal 
contained in your note of November 10th and the seriousness of the 
situation upon which it is predicated. The mere fact that your Gov- 
ernment suggests the necessity of a review of the intergovernmenta! 

financial obligations now existing between our two nations presents a 
circumstance which must be given most serious consideration. In a 
matter of such importance there must be allowed no opportunity for 
misunderstanding or failure to reach conclusions satisfactory to both 
Governments and peoples. 

With this end in view, you will permit me to recall very briefly 
some of the essential conditions and limitations which would contro] 
on the part of this Government such a review and might affect its 
result. Not only is there reserved to the Congress of the United 
States the ultimate decision in respect to the funding, refunding or 
amendment of these intergovernmental obligations under considera- 
tion, but the Congress in the past has itself provided the machinery 
in the shape of the World War Foreign Debt Commission for the 
investigation of the facts and for making recommendations upon 
which such action might be taken. The Executive might recom- 

mend, but the facts and evidence were submitted to and the decision 
made by the Congress, acting through this machinery. 

You will also appreciate that your present suggestion of a genera! 

review goes far beyond anything contemplated or proposed at any 
time in the past either by President Hoover or by this Government 

and that even the suggestion quoted in your note was not adopted by 
the Congress of the United States. 

In view of these facts and in the light of the historic position of 
the United States that reparations are solely an European question 
in which the United States are not involved, I am sure that no infer- 
ence can be intended that the settlement of German reparations at
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Lausanne was made in reliance upon any commitments given by this 

Government. 
I appreciate the importance of the step mentioned in your note 

which has been taken by the governments at Lausanne in respect to 
the reparations due them from Germany and the possible effect upon 
those creditor nations of the loss of that source of income. I am not 

oblivious to the fact that the world-wide depression and the con- 
current fall of prices has increased the weight of debts in many parts 
of the world; nor to the fact that the decrease in international trade 
has increased the difliculties of obtaining foreign exchange. I also 
recognize the relation which these facts may bear to the process of 
recovery. On the other hand, it must be remembered that these 
incidents of the depressicn have also fallen with great weight upon 
the American people and the effects upon them directly as taxpayers 
or otherwise of any modification of an agreement with respect to 

debts due to this country cannot be disregarded. I assume that it 
was for the purpose of deliberately and carefully giving due weight 
to such conflicting elements in the world situation, differing as they 
would in various countries, that this Government adopted the system 
which I have described. I confess that I cannot see any presentation 
in your note which would be likely to induce the Congress of the 
United States to act upon the question any differently now from the 
manner and the principles upon which it has acted in the past. 

The attitude of the President, therefore, is that for any suggested 

study of intergovernmental financial obligations as now existing, 
some such agency as I have referred to, should be created to consider 
this question individually with each government as heretofore. The 
President is prepared to recommend to Congress that it constitute an 
agency to examine the whole subject. 

As to the suspension of the installment of the British debt due on 
December 15th, which is one of the objectives in your note, no au- 
thority lies within the Executive to grant such an extension, and no 
facts have been placed in our possession which could be presented to 
the Congress for favorable consideration. 

Such importance is attached by our Government and people to the 
maintenance of the original agreements in force by the payment on 

December 15th as to far outweigh any reasons now apparent for its 
suspension, and by such payments the prospects of a satisfactory 

approach to the whole question, in my opinion, would be greatly 
increased. 

Accept [etc. ] Henry L. Stmmson
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800.51W89 Great Britain/356 : 

The British Embassy to the Department of State 

| 1. In their note of November 10th His Majesty’s Government in 
the United Kingdom put forward a request to the United States 
Government to enter upon discussions with a view to the adjustment 
of the British War Debt, and at the same time they suggested a sus- 
pension of the payment due on December 15th, their purpose being 

to avoid the financial and political unsettlement which must follow a 
resumption of war debt payments, to avert the intensification of the 
present world depression by the further disturbance of the exchanges, 

to foster the revival of commercial confidence—of which some hesi- 

tating signs have recently appeared—and finally to allow of a close 
examination between the United States and Great Britain of the 
whole subject in preparation for the International Economic Con- 
ference.*® 

2. His Majesty’s Government warmly welcome that part of the 
reply of the United States Government in which they express their 
willingness to facilitate such discussions and, noting that it does not 
appear to the United States Government that sufficient reasons have 
been given for their request for a suspension of the December instal- 

ments, they now propose to set out in greater detail the considera- 
tions which actuated them in presenting their previous note. 

38. The war produced a profound disorder in the course of inter- 
national trade and after fourteen years this:disorder has culminated 
in a crisis of unparalleled severity. It has resulted in a general 
collapse of trade throughout the civilised world with widespread 
unemployment and a disastrous fall in all national incomes including 
those of both the United States of America and of the United King- 
dom. The causes of the depression may be manifold but it has been 
generally recognized that war debts and reparations have been one of 
the major causes and that a settlement of these debts, which will 

relieve world anxieties under this head is an indispensable condition 
of a revival of general prosperity. As the Bale Committee declared 
in December last, “the adjustment of all reparations and war debts 

to the troubled situation of the world is the only lasting step capable 
of establishing confidence, which is the very condition of economic 

stability and real peace”. The Committee proceeded “We appeal to 
the Governments on whom the responsibility for action rests to 
permit of no delay in coming to decisions which will bring an amelio- 
ration of this grave crisis which weighs so heavily on all alike.” % 

*% See pp. 808 ff. 
“For complete official text of this statement, see Bank for International 

ore Report of the Special Advisory Committee, December, 1981, pp.
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While in some respects it may be difficult for Governments to remedy 
the troubles of the world, there are certain steps which it is clearly 
within their powers and their responsibility to take. | 

4. The system of war debts was called into being by the war re- 
quirements of the belligerent nations. The resources in man-power 
and production of the Allied Countries had from 1914 been wholly 

employed in the prosecution of the war; their normal trading activi- 
ties were to a large extent suspended and they had therefore less 
than their normal resources available for purchases abroad. But the 
vast requirements for war purposes in any case far exceeded any 
normal means to pay and could only be financed by means of loans 
from producing countries. The loans raised, whether they were 

market loans or government loans, were taken not in the form of 
money but in the form of goods and enormously augmented the : 

volume of the exports of the lending countries. For example, before 
1915 the United States export surplus normally varied from $200,- 
000,000 to $600,000,000. In 1917 and 1918 it exceeded $38,000,000,000 

and in 1919 it was about $4,000,000,000. The United States made 
loans to the Allies (including the United Kingdom) totalling ap- 
proximately $10,000,000,000 (£2,055,000,000 at par); the United 
Kingdom made loans to its European Allies amounting to £1,600,- 

000,000 equivalent (at par) to $7,800,000,000; the French Govern- 
ment had made similar loans equivalent (at par) to $2,237,000,000. 
In the aggregate these loans reach the colossal total of approximately 

$20,000,000,000 (equivalent at par to over £4,000,000,000). 

5. If the course of commerce were deflected to the extent required 
to repay these war-time debts, it would entail a radical alteration 
in the economy both of debtor and of creditor countries. During the 
first few years after the war this was recognized and no attempt was 
made to collect them. But it proved impossible to secure a general 
agreement for their remission and the debtor Powers were called 
upon to fund their engagements. From 1923 onward a series of 
agreements were concluded providing for their repayment on vary- 

ing terms, and in 1924 a provisional settlement was reached of Ger- 
man reparations on the basis of the Dawes Plan.** The annuities 
provided for in most of these agreements were low during the earlier | 
years, and their payment was rendered possible by the fiow of invest- 

ment capital from the United States of America to the Continent of 
Europe, which was then taking place. But the prosperous period 
from 1923 to 1929 was to a large extent illusory and the seeds of 
future trouble had already been sowed. 

” Great Britain, Cmd. 2105 (1924).
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6. In the summer of 1929 the storm that was brewing was not yet 
visible, and it was hoped that conditions were sufficiently stabilized 
for a final settlement of reparations in the form of the Young Plan ** 
under which Germany undertook to pay annuities of about $500,000,- 

000 (£100,000,000 at par) of which the major part was passed on as 
war debt payments. Unhappily almost before the ink had dried 
on the agreements embodying the Young Plan the storm had burst 
upon the world. Startled and alarmed, lenders who for five years 

so liberally poured their capital into the Continent of Europe with- 
drew such funds as were immediately recoverable. ‘The debtors 
made desperate efforts to meet their liabilities, but confidence be- 

came more and more shaken and towards the middle of 1931 some- 
thing like a panic prevailed. Since then the world has been living 
under the stress of repeated shocks which have completely under- 
mined the confidence on which the system of investment depended. 

The process of disintegration has been pursued to the point where 
it has become an attempt to liquidate not only private fortunes and 
industries, but whole countries. Currencies are threatened with 
instability if not with collapse and controls and restrictions intended 
to remedy the trouble have merely aggravated it. Everywhere tax- 
ation has been ruthlessly increased and expenditures drastically cur- 
tailed and yet budgets are in deficit or are balanced with ever in- 
creasing difficulty. In all directions there are signs of paralysis of 
trade and the threat of bankruptcy and of financial collapse. The 
international monetary mechanism without which the modern world 
cannot effectively conduct its daily life is being broken into pieces 
with all the manifold forms of privation and distress which this 
involves. The countries of the world cannot even begin to consider 
how to restore this mechanism until the causes which undermined 
confidence have been removed. One of the most important of these 
is the system of inter-governmental debts. 

7. These inter-governmental debts are radically different from 
commercial loans raised by foreign governments on the market for 
productive purposes. Such commercial loans are normally self- 
liquidating. The market loans thus raised during the last hundred 
years have converted whole territories from desolate swamps or un- 
inhabited plains to flourishing provinces teeming with human life 
and producing great additions to the wealth of the world. Such pro- 
ductive loans directly afford means whereby the borrower can repay 

them with interest and at the same time become more prosperous. 
But reparations and war loans represent expenditure on destruction. 

*® Great Britain, Cmd. 3343 (1929); see also Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. u, 
pp. 1025 ff.
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Fertile fields were rendered barren and populous cities a shattered 
ruin. Such expenditure instead of producing a slow and steady 
accumulation of wealth destroys in a few hours stored-up riches of _ 
the past. Like the shells on which they were largely spent these 
loans were blown to pieces. They have produced nothing to repay 

them and they have left behind nothing but fresh complications and 
perplexities. 

8. Repayment of these war debts necessitates unnatural transfers 
which provoke widespread economic evil. In so far as they have 

been paid in the past their payment was made possible directly or 

indirectly by further foreign lending on the part of creditor countries 
which temporarily conceal but eventually aggravate the difficulties. 
In the long run international debts can only be paid in the form of . 
goods or services. But as the Bale report of August 18th, 1931 truly 

pointed out “In recent years the world has been endeavouring to 
pursue two contradictory policies in permitting the development of 

an international financial system which involves the annual payment 
of large sums by debtor to creditor countries while at the same time 
putting obstacles in the way of the free movement of goods. So long 
as these obstacles remain such movements of capital must necessarily 

throw the world’s financial balance out of equilibrium’’.® 
9. The creditors in so far as they have refused acceptance of pay- 

ment in goods have compelled their debtors to pay in gold. This 
has led to a drain on the gold reserves of many countries, and this 
in turn has forced up the price of gold in terms of commodities or 

in other words has forced down the price of commodities in terms 
of gold currencies. This fall in prices has caused widespread ruin 
to producers in debtor and creditor countries alike and threatens 
disastrous social and political repercussions. It has seriously in- 
creased the burden of commercial debts; but it has rendered intol- 
erable the pecuniary burden of unproductive war debts. 

10. The difficulties of maintaining payments fixed under existing 
agreements first became acute in the case of Germany and despite 

the moratorium adopted as the result of Mr. Hoover’s initiative last, 
year, apprehensions created by the situation in that country caused 
large withdrawals of credits which in turn involved London as a 
leading international centre. Consequent movements of capital 
forced the United Kingdom to abandon the gold standard and while 
sterling has remained more stable in terms of goods than gold cur- 
rencies, the events of September, 1931 gave a profound shock to 

* Quoted from Bank for International Settlements, Report of the Committee 
ope tee on the Recommendation of the London Conference, Basle [1931],
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confidence in the monetary system throughout the world. Thus the 
baneful effects of these unnatural transfers in respect of reparations 
and war debts have gravely accentuated the difficulties of all five 
continents including many countries which were neither debtors nor 
creditors in “the tragic bookkeeping” which resulted from the war. 

Confidence and credit cannot revive until an end has been put to 
these attempts to force the stream of capital to flow up-hill. 

11. In this connection it is pertinent to recall the statement made 
by the Secretary of the United States Treasury in his annual re- 

port for 1924-1925 that the principle of capacity to pay does not 
require the foreign debtor to pay to the full extent of its present 

or future capacity. The debtor government must, he continued, 
“be permitted to preserve and improve its economic position, to 
bring its budget into balance and to place its finances and currency 
on a sound basis, and to maintain and if possible to improve the 

standard of living of its citizens. No settlement which is oppres- 
sive and retards the recovery and development of the foreign debtor 
is to the best interests of the United States or of Europe.”* The 
resumption of war debt payments in present circumstances appears 

altogether inconsistent with the principles here laid down. : 

Experience has in fact shown that when dealing with international 
transfers of the character and of the unprecedented magnitude of the 
post-war intergovernmental obligations, the principle of “capacity 
to pay” of the debtor—even if thus applied—can only be regarded 

| as of secondary importance compared with an even wider principle, 
viz: that of the capacity of the world to endure the economic and 
financial consequences which those transfers would involve. 

12. It is in the light of these wider economic and financial con- 
sequences that successive British governments have framed their 
well-known policy on this question which is referred to in a later 

passage of this note. His Majesty’s Government are aware that any 
remission of the war debts may be criticized as transferring liability 
from the taxpayer in the borrowing country to the taxpayer in the 
lending country, and in this respect taxpayers in the United King- 
dom and in the United States are in much the same position. Both 
are already bearing a large share of the burden of the war debts and 

would continue to bear it even if all existing war debt arrangements 
between the governments could be maintained. For example in the 
case of the United Kingdom the effect of its reparation and war 

debt arrangements was to provide the sum sufficient to cover current 
payments to the United States Government. But this does not mean 

1Treasury Department, Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury on 
the state of the finances for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1925, p. 53.
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that the British taxpayer was relieved from his burdens in respect 
of the advances made to the Allies during the war; on the contrary 
he was left to find over £80,000,000 a year ($390,000,000 at par) for 
interest on internal loans out of which those advances had been 
made. For all the reparation and war debt receipts of the United 
Kingdom are required to cover the current payments due on its own 

War Debt to the United States Government and the United Kingdom 
taxpayer has had each year to find from his own resources the 
amount required for interest on advances made by the United King- 
dom to the Allies which, as stated above, amounted to a total of 

about £1,600,000,000—$7,800,000,000 at par. In the case of the United 

States the amount due from foreign governments in respect of War 
Debt payments is now $270,000,000 a year, and if this were not re- 

ceived, it would increase by that amount the burden on the American 

taxpayer. It will be seen therefore that the policy which His 

Majesty’s Government have consistently advocated is one which, if 
it involves sacrifices on the part of American taxpayers, has involved 

similar sacrifices on the part of their own taxpayers. 
The interests of the two countries looked at from this standpoint 

are the same. But it would be taking altogether too narrow a view 

to regard those interests as being limited to securing payment of 

these War Debts from the borrowing Governments. 
13. Payments across exchange, restricted as they are by the effect 

of tariffs and trade barriers, are essentially different from payments 
made by the taxpayer in his own currency, and the burden of these 

vast intergovernmental debts must be judged by comparison, not 
with the volume of internal revenue, but with the balance of trade. 

So long as the debtor nations are compelled by every means to aug- 
ment their export surpluses in order to meet intergovernmental debt 

burdens they cannot play their part in the normal economic opera- 
tions of commerce and their diminished purchasing power will reflect 
itself in diminished receipts for producers in the creditor country 
with consequent fall in prices, depression of industry and unemploy- 

ment. Even a partial recovery of business activity in creditor 
countries as a consequence of the removal of these abnormal condi- 
tions would result in additional receipts from tax on the existing 

scale which would compensate the exchequers of creditor countries 
many times over for the loss of revenues involved in revision: of the 
war debt settlements. 

14. The loss which both the United Kingdom and the United 
States taxpayers would suffer from reconsideration of the war debts : 
cannot be measured in the same scales as the untold loss of wealth 
and human misery caused by the present economic crisis. The value
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of international trade had already six months ago decreased in three 
years by fifty per cent ot by the equivalent of $5,000,000 for every 
hour, night and day, that passes and the situation has since deterio- 
rated even further. It will not profit a creditor country to collect a 
few million pounds or dollars if it thereby perpetuates a world dis- 
order which reacting on itself involves losses of revenue many times 
greater; and a settlement, however generous it may seem, which 

relieves the economic machinery of the world by clearing up these 
inter-governmental payments, would be repaid again and again by 
the contribution which it would make to world revival. 

15. For this loss and suffering is not due to the niggardliness of 

nature. The triumphs of physical science are ever growing and the 
vast potentialties of the production of real wealth remain unim- 

paired. It is in the power of the governments of the world and 
particularly of the United States and of the United Kingdom as the 
two greatest creditor nations, if they unite in cooperating, to make 
the first and essential step towards averting disaster, financial, eco- 

nomic and political. 
16. For the reasons given in the preceding paragraphs His Maj- 

esty’s Government base their request for a re-examination of the 
whole situation on the fact that payment of the war debts has in 

their view been proved to be inconsistent with the present economic 
organisation of the world and that any resumption of these pay- 
ments is bound to accentuate the gravity of the present crisis and to 
compromise fatally all efforts to counteract it. But apart from these 
general considerations, His Majesty’s Government hold the sincere 
conviction that this request is fully justified on the grounds of the 
past record of the United Kingdom in the matter of intergovern- 

mental debts and of their present position. 
17. In the first place they would draw attention to the unprece- 

dented efforts which have been made by the United Kingdom. The 
total British war expenditure in the United States amounted to ap- 
proximately $12,000,000,000 (£2,400,000,000). Of this total only 

| about one third was financed by borrowing from the United States 
Government. Approximately $3,000,000,000 (£600,000,000) was ob- 
tained by the sale of gold and of securities representing available 
capital assets which His Majesty’s Government had at its disposal 
the transfer of which has of course reduced the permanent wealth of 
this country. In addition His Majesty’s Government raised commer- 
cial loans on the United States market before the entry of the United 
States into the war to the amount of about $1,480,000,000 (£304,- 
000,000 at par). The balance of the British war expenditure in the 
United States was financed by the export of British goods by the
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reimbursement on the part of the United States Government of ex- 
penditure incurred by His Majesty’s Government on behalf of the 

Allies and of sterling supplied by His Majesty’s Government to the 

United States troops. Of these market borrowings $1,3840,000,000 
(£275,000,000) have been repaid. In respect of the debt to the United 
States Government payments have been made amounting to $1,852,-__. 

000,000 (£278,000,000 at par), of which $202,000,000 (£42,000,000 at 
par) were in respect of the principal of the debt as funded. Further- 
more in addition to the payments under the funding agreement His 

Majesty’s Government have paid $233,000,000 (£48,000,000) in re- 
spect of war debt before funding and they have repaid in full both 

the loan for the purchase of silver amounting to $122,000,000 and the 
debt of $16,000,000 for relief supplies to Austria. The total of these 

debt payments which His Majesty’s Government have made to the 

United States since the war amount to the sum of $3,063,000,000 | 

(£629,000,000). 
18. Meanwhile the United Kingdom had claims on its Allies in re- 

spect of the war loans it had made. The advances made by this coun- 

try amounted, as stated above, to £1,600,000,000 ($7,800,000,000) and 
had increased subsequently by the addition of unpaid interest to the 
capital. Shortly after the war His Majesty’s Government offered 

to join in any equitable arrangement for the reduction or cancella- 
tion of inter-allied debts provided it was of an all-round character. 

That proposal was not accepted and His Mayjesty’s Government 
were called upon to fund their debt to the United States of America. 
They then announced that they would limit their demands on their 
own debtors to the amount that they were themselves required to 
pay to their creditor. The fact that His Majesty’s Government were 
the first to fund their debt to the United States of America, and that 
some time elapsed before their debtors completed funding agree- 
ments with them, has resulted in their receipts from their debtors 
being less than half their payments to their creditor. The relative 
position is that the United States of America made loans amounting 
to $10,000,000,000 (£2,055,000,000) and the United Kingdom made 
similar loans amounting to $7,800,000,000 (£1,600,000,000); the 

United States have received for the benefit of their tax payers 
$2,112,000,000 (£434,000,000) and the United Kingdom have re- 

ceived for the benefit of their taxpayers nothing, have passed on all 

their receipts to the United States and have paid out of the pockets 
of their taxpayers to the United States $651,000,000 (£134,000,000). 
In fact when interest has been taken into account, some £200,000,000 
($973,000,000 at par) has been found by the British taxpayer. It 

may be observed that while the British share of the total indebt- 
6442124856
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edness to the United States is only 40%, of the total debt payments 
made to the United States 80% has come from Great Britain. The 

efforts which this has involved to the British nation, coming as they 
did after the losses resulting from the war, constitute in the view 
of His Majesty’s Government a strong claim to consideration on the 

part of the United States Government. 
19. Moreover His Majesty’s Government feel justified in calling 

attention to the changes of circumstances which have increased the 

burden of their obligations. 
In the first place the British debt is expressed in terms of gold 

but the burden on the British people is measured in terms of sterling. 
The payment due on December 15th is owing to this circumstance 
increased from 1934 million pounds to approximately 30 million 
pounds. The importance of this from the national standpoint needs 
no emphasis. In fact however, as already stated, the discharge of 

all international debts must in the long run take the form of a trans- 
fer of goods or services. The average wholesale price index in the 

United States during the period when the debt was incurred was 
189 and is now under 94 (taking 1913 as a basis in each case). The 
debt therefore represents today in terms of goods not less than twice 

the amount which was borrowed. 
In this connection His Majesty’s Government would point out that 

the effect of the American tariff has been to restrict rather than to 
facilitate the import of manufactured goods which the United King- 
dom produces and the difficulties in this respect have not decreased 
in recent years. In 1923 when the British war debt was funded the 
war debt annuity amounted to £33,000,000 or approximately half the 
value of British domestic exports to the United States (£60,000,000). 

From 1933 onward the annuity which we should have to pay in 
respect of the war debt would amount at the present rate of exchange 

to approximately £60,000,000, whereas British domestic exports to 
America amounted to only £18,000,000 in 1931 and are not likely to 

exceed £16,000,000 for 1932. 
Imports into the United Kingdom from the United States show 

an equally remarkable fall from £211,000,000 in 1923 to £104,000,000 

in 1931 and £59,000,000 in the first nine months of 1932. The total 

trade between the two countries from the time of the funding agree- 
ment has fallen from about £300,000,000 a year to £100,000,000. 

20. If therefore war debt payments had to be resumed, it is appar- 

ent that the exchange position of this country would need to be 
strengthened by a reduction of the very heavy adverse balance of the 

visible trade of the United Kingdom and the United States which 
amounted to £78,000,000 in 1931. In present circumstances this
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could only be done by adopting measures which would further re- 
strict British purchases of American goods. The United Kingdom 
has up to the present generally been the best customer of the United 
States and the result of such restrictions would inevitably be to re- 
duce specially the market in the United Kingdom for American 
farm products. To the extent therefore that payments were resumed 

to the United States Treasury a definite and unfavourable reaction 
must follow to the United States producer. 

Moreover His Majesty’s Government would also have to guard 
against the effects which would follow if the facilities offered by the 
British market were used by other debtors of America to obtain ster- 
ling which they would then sell across the exchange in order to meet 
their obligations to the United States Government. After the war 
the United Kingdom attempted to maintain its traditional trading 
system of free imports with the result that debtor countries through- 

out the world sold their goods on the British market and took the 
proceeds away over the exchange or in gold to meet their obligations 
elsewhere. Under the stress of the present crisis His Majesty’s Gov- 

ernment have had to modify their system and to adopt tariffs; but 

the United Kingdom still imports from abroad goods to the value of 
several hundreds of million pounds in excess of what it exports and 
it would be necessary to consider what action could be taken to secure 
that the sterling proceeds of these imports were used more largely 
for the benefit of the British market. 

21. President Hoover in explaining his proposal for a suspension 
of intergovernmental payments for a year beginning July ist, 1931, 
stated that its object was “to relieve the pressure of the difficulties 
resulting from the fall in prices and the lack of confidence in eco- 
nomic and political stability and to assist in the re-establishment of 
confidence thus forwarding political peace and economic stability in 
the world.”? The action then taken gave a much needed respite but 
it was not sufficient to restore confidence. Depression still continues 
and a resumption of war debt payments to-day would for the rea- 
sons outlined above involve economic reactions which must intensify 
the instability of the world. If President Hoover’s hopes are to be 
realized definite remedial action requires to be taken to deal not 

merely with the British war debt to America but with the whole 
system of intergovernmental obligations with which it is related. 

92. The initiative in devising a settlement of reparations was 
taken by the creditor governments of Germany at Lausanne with 

the cognizance and approval of the United States Government. An 

7See Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, p. 34.
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arrangement was there signed under which Germany would be sub- 
stantially relieved of a burden which had become intolerable and 
the participating creditors agreed provisionally among themselves 
to a waiver of their intergovernmental debts. It was in the nature 
of things inevitable that that settlement was provisional and that its 
completion was dependent upon a satisfactory settlement in respect 

of the debts for which the creditor Powers themselves were liable to 
the United States Government. 

23. The United States Government have frequently reiterated that 
they do not admit any connection between reparations and war 

debts; but this differentiation in the matter of intergovernmenta] 
obligations arising out of the war is not accepted by other countries 
which have creditor claims on the German Government and whose 
ability to meet their own debt payments to the United States and to 

- the United Kingdom is undoubtedly affected by the extent to which 
they themselves are paid by Germany. Whichever view is academi- 
cally correct, there is a de facto connection between these two sets of 

inter-governmental obligations and this was by implication admitted 
by the United States Government when they proposed a moratorium 
on all intergovernmental obligations last year. Moreover His Maj- 

esty’s Government take it for granted that preferential treatment 
would never be claimed for war debts due to the United States as 
compared with those due to this country: and a situation in which 
this country was required to continue war debt payments while fore- 
going war debt payments due to it would be admitted at once to be 
unthinkable. .Thus if payment of the sums due in respect of the 
British war debt to the United States Government were to be re- 

sumed, His Majesty’s Government would be obliged to reopen the 

question of payments from their own debtors—France, Italy, Portu- 
gal, Yugoslavia, Roumania, Greece, and also the British Dominions. 

The debtor countries would in turn have to demand payment by 

Germany of her obligations under the Young Plan and the United 
Kingdom would have to do likewise. Without a readjustment of 
war debt obligations the Lausanne agreement could not be ratified; 
the question of reparations would remain unsettled; the improve- 

ment in confidence which followed the Lausanne agreements would 

be undone and fatal results might well be found to have accrued to 
the solution of many grave political as well as financial problems 
now under discussion. 

94. His Majesty’s Government understand that the Government of 
the United States have already appreciated the force of these con- 
siderations in the light of which they have recognised the desirabil-
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ity of a discussion of the major point stressed in a previous commu- 

nication, namely, the revision of the existing debt obligations. But 
His Majesty’s Government wish to emphasise their conviction that 
their proposal for a suspension of the December payment, a proposal 
which would in no way affect any ultimate settlement, is necessary 
in order to create conditions favourable to a successful issue of sub- 

sequent conversations. The difficulties of making transfer in present 
circumstances are so great and would involve such far-reaching reac- 
tions both financial and political, that the resulting doubts and anxie- 
ties in regard to the immediate situation would distract the attention 
of Governments and peoples when the chief need was an objective 
and systematic approach to the problem to be solved. 

25. Allusion has been made in the last paragraph to the difficulty 
of any attempt to meet the payment on December 15th by transfer 

across exchange. It has been the object of His Majesty’s Government 
to take all possible steps to mitigate fluctuations in the relative value 
of sterling and gold currencies. To this end, having in the first 
place repaid in full large temporary credits borrowed in connection 

with the financial crisis of the preceding year, they have acquired 
certain reserves in gold and in foreign exchange, but though these 

reserves are adequate for the purpose for which they were designed, 
they were not intended and would not suffice to cover as well the pay- 

ment of $95,500,000 due on December 15th. The Exchange difficulty 
would remain even if the device were adopted of payment in sterling 

to a blocked account; for the existence of a large sum awaiting trans- 
fer would affect the market almost as seriously as an actual purchase 
of exchange. The only remaining alternative would be payment in 
gold. Such a method of payment would involve the sacrifice of a 
considerable part of the gold reserves of the Bank of England which 
are widely regarded as no more than sufficient for the responsibilities 
of London as a financial centre. 

26. His Majesty’s Government trust that the full statement of 
their views which they have now made will demonstrate clearly the 
ground upon which their request was based, namely their own pro- 
found conviction that a resumption of the war debt payments as they 
existed before the Hoover moratorium would inevitably deepen the 
depression in world trade and would lead to further falls in com- 
modity prices with disastrous consequences from which no nation 
would be exempt. They believe that a discussion between the United 
States Government and themselves upon these matters might bear 
fruitful issue for revival of world prosperity. They are convinced 

that the prospects of success would be materially improved by the 
postponement of the December instalment and they are prepared to
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consider with the Government of the United States of America any 
manner in which that postponement might be most conveniently 
arranged. | 

WasuHineton, 1 December, 1932. 

800.51W89 Great Britain/366 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

| No. 531 Lonpon, December 5, 1932. 

Sir: According to the Department’s circular instruction Diplo- 
matic Serial No. 2092 of November 25, 1931, I have the honor to 
report a telephone call which I made to Washington on December 38. 

This call was in reply to a telephonic instruction from the President 
to see Mr. Baldwin relative to a tentative suggestion which had been 
made by the British Government to meet the debt settlement pay- 
ment to the United States Treasury due December 15 by one-, two- 
and three-year British Treasury notes. In this telephone conversa- 
tion I reported, under instructions, to the Secretary of the Treasury 

that I had seen Mr. Baldwin, who would consult with his colleague, 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer, who, in turn, would be able later 
in the day to give me the definite reply of the British Government. 

I further indicated in this telephone conversation the desirability of 
my being in a position to reply as to the President’s attitude and 
future action, should Mr. Baldwin raise the question of whether these 
Treasury notes, if made commercial notes, would be acceptable to the 
Administration and Congress. 

On the afternoon of December 3, I again called the Secretary of . 
the Treasury to inform him that the British Government had given 
me their reply as regards the President’s inquiry that they were un- 
willing to consider any payment in bearer notes. 

Respectfully yours, (For the Ambassador) 
Ray ATHERTON 

800.51W89 Great Britain/353 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

London, December 7, 1932—-5 p. m. 
[Received December 7—1: 30 p. m. ] 

837. I had confirmed to me today from a Foreign Office source 
that the Chancellor of the Exchequer in his visit to Paris will explain 
the British viewpoint to the French Government that should Great 
Britain pay the debt installment to the United States on December 

* Not printed.
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15 it is to be regarded as merely a transitional payment on the part 
of Great Britain and does not reopen the question of French debt 
payment to Great Britain. In other words the British Treasury con- 

sider the Lausanne agreement binding until either a general repara- 
tion and war debt settlement has been reached or the agreement 
nullified by the interested governments. 

I am led to believe that British have already expressed to the 
French their reasons for determining to make the payment due on 
December 15 and pointed out whichever course France adopts does 

not in great measure prejudice the British position. 

MELLON 

800.51W89 Great Britain/356 

The Secretary of State to the British Ambassador (Lindsay ) 

WasuHineTon, December 7, 1932. 

Eixcettency: My Government has considered with the greatest 
care the note of December 1, 1932, from the British Government in 
which it has set forth at length the reasons which it advances for a 
reconsideration of the whole question of intergovernmental war 
debts, and for the postponement of the payment due by the British 
Government to the Government of the United States on December 
15th, next. 

Whatever part debt payments may have played in the economic 
history of the post-war years, it is clear that in the present condi- 
tions of world-wide depression, accompanied by a sweeping fall of 
prices, their weight has greatly increased, and that they have a very 
definite relationship to the problem of recovery, in which both the 
British and the American people have so vital an interest. 

The President of the United States is prepared, through whatever 
agency may seem appropriate, in cooperation with the British Gov- 
ernment, to survey the entire situation and to consider what means 
may be taken to bring about the restoration of stable currencies and 
exchange, the revival of trade, and the recovery of prices. 

I welcome the suggestion contained in the note of your Government 

of a close examination between the United States and Great Britain 

of the whole subject in preparation for the International Economic 

Conference, for I believe that there are important avenues of mutual 
advantage which should be thoroughly explored. Such an examina- 
tion does not imply cancellation. In such an examination there 
would necessarily be consideration of other forms of tangible com- . 
pensation available for the expansion of markets for products of 
American agriculture and labor. And you will understand that the
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problem of foreign debts has in the American mind very definite 
relationship with the problem of disarmament and the continued 
burden which competitive armament imposes upon the entire world. 

In order that you may understand more fully the attitude of the 
American people, I feel that I should refer briefly to certain implica- 
tions in your note as to which the facts are viewed by our people 
differently from the understanding set forth by you. 

Your note seems to carry the thought that the loans made by the 

United States Government represent in their entirety expenditures on 
destruction; that the payments heretofore made to the United States 
have been largely responsible for the existing world depression and 
the concentration of a large amount of gold in the United States; 
and that complete cancellation of war debts, as indicated in the 
Balfour Note, is essential to world recovery. We cannot agree with 

these conclusions. 
Many of the loans made before the armistice and substantially all 

the loans made after the armistice were not for destruction. Of the 
amount expended in the United States by our debtors after we 
entered the war, both before and after the armistice, most of which 
was borrowed from the United States Government on war and relief 
loans, less than a third was spent for munitions and remounts. Very 
large amounts were spent for food, tobacco, etc., for cotton and 
exchange, for relief and surplus supplies sold on credit, for repay- 
ments of commercial loans, and for interest. Much of the food, 
tobacco, cotton, relief and other supplies sold on credit were resold 
by the governments for use of their own civilian population. In 
certain cases these supplies were actually resold and the funds turned 
into the treasury of the debtor governments. The amounts used to 
purchase exchange were in reality loans by the United States to the 
allied countries which were no doubt expended by them in part at 
least in countries other than the United States; they served to main- 

tain the value of allied currencies. Some of the loans made after the 
armistice were vital to the recovery, and indeed, to the very existence 
of the borrowing nations. 

It does not seem accurate, therefore, to treat all of what are termed 
in the United States “War Debts” as representing sums devoted in 
their entirety to expenditures on destruction and totally unproductive 
in so far as the borrowing governments are concerned. 

The United States Government in reaching the settlements with its 
debtors has combined loans made during the war period and loans 
made after the armistice, including commercial credits, funding all 
in the debt agreements. It is our understanding that a different 
practice has prevailed in Europe. The figures cited in the note of
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the British Government covering advances made by the United States 
of America and advances made by the United Kingdom, as well 
as receipts to date on these advances, are not therefore strictly 
comparable. 

The note of the British Government also seems to us to over- 
emphasize the influence which war debt payments may have had in 
the past on world economy. With various observations and figures 
presented by the British Government in that regard the American 

Government is not in accord, but it does not desire to enter into 
detailed discussion in the face of the larger immediate issues. In 
general it is our view that the causes of this depression lie in much 
more potent forces than these debt transactions. We notice that 

similar conclusions have been indicated in the careful study pub- 
lished by the League of Nations entitled, “The Course and Phases 
of the World Economic Depression.” 4 

Furthermore, in its inferences as to the difficulties of payment, the 
British Government treats merely some of the items of the balance 

of payments, leaving out of account service items. It may be pointed 
out that the expenditures of American tourists in foreign lands 
during the period 1924 to 1930 have totalled approximately 

$3,900,000,000, and that during that period immigrant remittances 
have aggregated net $1,495,000,000. This is in comparison to the 
total receipts of $1,673,000,000 on account of debt settlements during 
the same period. Again in measuring the transfer question, account 
must be taken not only of trade directly with the United States but 
of the whole area of international dealings. In the total of receipts 
and outgo arising from the international transactions of both our 
debtors and ourselves, debt payments have been a relatively minor 
item. | 

The argument that the payment of these debts to the United States 
has drained the gold reserves of other countries to the United States, 
does not seem to us borne out by actual experience. The gold hold- 
ings of the United States at the time these payments upon debts 
began were about $4,028,000,000, and they stand now at about $4,338,- 
000,000. It is true that our gold supply has at times exceeded this 
sum but this extra gold was demonstrably temporary deposits by 
other nations not related to debt payments. The main fault in the 
distribution of gold supplies seems to us to have occurred as between 
the different countries of Europe as the gold supplies of Europe 
increased from about $3,018,000,000, on January ist, 1924, to about 

‘(Bertil Gotthard Ohlin,] The Course and Phases of the World Economic 
Depression: Report presented to tie Assembly of the League of Nations (Ge- 
neva, Secretariat of the League of Nations, 1931).
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$6,963,000,000 at present; the distribution of which as between the 
countries of Europe cannot be attributed to forces originating in the 

United States. 
I feel I must also call attention to the misunderstanding which 

might arise from the following statement in your note: 

“The initiative in devising settlement of reparations was taken by 
the creditor governments of Germany, at Lausanne with the cogni- 
zance and approval of the United States Government.” 

The facts in this connection were more accurately set out in a 
statement issued by the British Treasury on July 14th last: 

“Misunderstanding has arisen regarding Mr. Chamberlain’s refer- 
ence in his speech to the House of Commons on Monday, referring to 
conversations with representatives of the United States. He did not 
suggest, and of course had no intention of suggesting that representa- 
tives of the United States had approved, either tacitly or explicitly, 
what was done at Lausanne. The proceedings there were throughout 
on the basis that the course was to seek European solution of repara- 
tions without involving the United States in the discussion.” 5 

In 1923 when the British Government sent a mission to settle the 

debt of Great Britain to the United States, the United States Treas- 
ury held demand obligations of Great Britain calling for interest 
at the rate of 5 per cent. Asa result of the negotiations these obliga- 
tions were refunded on an interest basis of 33ths per cent, which was 
a lower rate of interest than the credit of either country at that time 
commanded. The policy adopted by the United States in its settle- 
ment was stated by the Debt Funding Commission: 

“The Commission in its settlement with Great Britain, made on 
June 19, 19238, and in subsequent negotiations or settlements has 
adhered to the principle that the adjustments made with each govern- 
ment must be measured by the ability of the particular government 
to put aside and transfer to the United States the payments called 
for under the funding agreement. Nor does the principle of capacity 
to pay require the foreign debtor to pay to the full limit of its 
present or future capacity. It must be permitted to preserve and 
improve its economic position, to bring its budget into balance, and 
to place its finances and currency on a sound basis, and to maintain, 
and if possible, to improve the standard of living of its citizens. No 
settlement which is oppressive and retards the recovery and develop- 
ment of the foreign debtor is to the best interests of the United 
States or of Europe.” ® 

The representatives of no country have set their hands to any 
agreement which they believed at the time did not fulfill this policy. 

. 'Statement telegraphed to the Department by the Ambassador in Great 
Britain in his telegram No. 225, July 14, 5 p. m., p. 690. 

*See Combined Annual Reports of the World War Foreign Debt Commission, 
1922-1926, pp. 37-88.
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While it seems desirable to state these facts from the standpoint of | 
historical accuracy and as necessary to explain the point of view of 
the American people towards these obligations, the real question 
raised by the British note is how can the problems which arise from 
the existence of these obligations best be dealt with under the cond1- 

tions in the world today. 
As to the payment due on December 15th, I appreciate the cogency 

of the difficulties which you present as to the transfer of these monies 
in the present state of foreign exchanges. In an endeavor to meet 
this situation, it already has been suggested to you that the President 

might be willing to recommend to the Congress the acceptance of 

deposits in sterling in England, to be guaranteed as to dollar value 
and transferred at such time as would not interfere with the stability 

of exchange. This I understand your Government has declined in 
the belief that the existence of a large sum of sterling awaiting trans- 
fer would affect the exchange markets almost as seriously as the 
actual purchase of exchange. Accordingly further informal sug- 

gestions have been made to your government of methods of minimiz- 
ing these difficulties which it has not been able to find acceptable. 

Recognizing these difficulties of effecting transfer I am confident 
that the Congress will be willing to consider any reasonable sugges- 
tion made by your government which will facilitate payment of the 

sum due on December 15th. 
Accept [etc.] Henry L. Stimson 

800.51W89 Great Britain/365 : 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation With the 
British Ambassador (Lindsay), December 11, 1932 | 

[Wasuineton,] December 12, 1932. 

Yesterday afternoon, shortly after two o’clock, the British Am- 
bassador came to Woodley. As he entered the room he said he was 
bringing in his pouch 95 million dollars in gold. He then produced 
a note, which is attached hereto.” I read the note carefully, and at 
once noticed the statements in paragraphs 5 and 6 and questioned 

the Ambassador in regard to his Government’s purpose in making 
those statements, particularly the statement that they proposed to 

treat the payment as a capital payment of which account should be 
taken in any final settlement. I pointed out to the Ambassador that 

the Secretary of the Treasury, being a ministerial officer, would have 
no power to accept the payment except as a payment made under 

7 Infra.
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the debt agreement of 1923;° that he had no power to vary it either 
by expression or implication; and I told the Ambassador I foresaw 
that there were likely to be very acrimonious debate and public state- 
ments in the United States as a result of this note. The Ambassador 

said that his Government had resolved to ask for no favors. He 
pointed out they could not give us notice in very explicit terms that 
they were not going to make any further payments in June without 
adversely affecting their credit now just as if they had defaulted. 
He also told me that this note was probably now in the hands of 
the British press because he had heard that his Government intended 
to give it to the press that afternoon by London time and that time 
had now arrived. I pointed out that this provoked a rather critical 

situation in which there was no time to discuss with his Government 

the dangers which I had pointed out. He replied that there was 
some constraining pressure upon his own Government to make this 
note public on account of the French, the nature of which constraint 
he did not fully understand. In my talk with him I had gone over 

the situation in very careful and meticulous detail, in an attempt to 
show him how impossible it was for the Secretary of the Treasury 

to accept a conditional payment, or himself to make any binding 
agreement as to future payments for our Government. . 

I also took this occasion to see whether the British Ambassador 
fully understood that we were willing to waive the notice on the 
principal payment of 30 million dollars. I explained to him that 
at one time we had had a little question as to whether we could do 
that without going to Congress, and we had decided we could do it. 
He said he fully understood that and had so reported to his Govern- 
ment. 

| H{enry] L. S[tmtson] 

800.51W89 Great Britain/365 

The British E'mbassy to the Department of State 

1. His Majesty’s Government having received the note addressed 
to them by the United States Government on December 7th observe 
with satisfaction that the United States Government welcome the 
suggestion for a close examination between the two countries of the 
whole subject dealt with in the British Note of December ist. His 

Majesty’s Government feel that it will be appropriate to reserve for 
this joint examination their comments on certain of the views ex: 

"Combined Annual Reports of the World War Foreign Debt Commission, 
1922-1926, pp. 106-111.
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pressed in the United States note of December 7th, but they think 
it right to state that after further careful consideration they see no 
reason to modify their general conclusions set forth in their Note of 

December Ist. 
2. His Majesty’s Government will, therefore, in the present com- 

munication, deal only with the last portion of the United States 

Government’s note which relates to the immediate question of the 
payment on December 15th. His Majesty’s Government observe 
that the United States Government recognize the difficulties of 
effecting transfer but they remain convinced that no solution other 
than suspension would obviate these difficulties. They note therefore 
with profound regret that—notwithstanding the arguments contained 
in the British Note of December 1st—the United States Government 
have decided not to recommend this solution to Congress. 

8. In view of this decision His Majesty’s Government have de- 
_ termined to make payment of the amount due on December 15th under 

the Funding Agreement of June 18th, 1923 but they think it desirable 
to take the opportunity of stating clearly their position in regard to 
this payment and of explaining the circumstances in which they have 
arrived at that conclusion. 

4, For reasons which have already been placed on record His 

Majesty’s Government are convinced that the system of inter-Govern- 
mental payments in respect of the War Debts as it existed prior to 
Mr. Hoover’s initiative on June 20th, 1931, cannot be revived without 
disaster. Since it is agreed that the whole subject should be re- 
examined between the United States and the United Kingdom this 
fundamental point need not be further stressed here. 

5. In the view of His Majesty’s Government therefore the payment 
to be made on December 15th is not to be regarded as a resumption 
of the annual payments contemplated by the existing agreement. It 
is made because there has not been time for discussion with regard 
to that agreement to take place and because the United States 
Government have stated that in their opinion such a payment would 
greatly increase the prospects of a satisfactory approach to the whole 
question. . 

6. His Majesty’s Government propose accordingly to treat the 
payment on December 15th as a capital payment of which account 
should be taken in any final settlement and they are making arrange- 
ments to effect this payment in gold as being in the circumstances the 
least prejudicial of the methods open to them. 

7. This .procedure must obviously be exceptional and abnormal 
and His Majesty’s Government desire to urge upon the United States 
Government the importance of an early exchange of views with the
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object of concluding the proposed discussion before June 15th next 
in order to obviate a general breakdown of the existing inter- 

Governmental agreements. 

WasHineton, December 11, 1932. 

800.51W89 Great Britain/337 

The Secretary of State to the British Ambassador (Lindsay ) 

Wasuineton, December 11, 1932. 

Excettency: I learn with satisfaction of the decision of your 

Government “to make payment of the amount due on December 15 
under the Funding Agreement of June 18, 1923.” But in view of 
the statement in your note that “in the view of His Majesty’s Gov- 

ernment therefore the payment to be made on December 15th is 
not to be regarded as a resumption of the annual payments con- 

templated by the existing agreement”, I must call attention to the 
fact that the Secretary of the Treasury has no authority to accept 
payment from your Government except as provided under the terms 
of the Funding Agreement. 

As I pointed out in my note of November 23, 1982, there is reserved 
to the Congress of the United States the ultimate decision in respect 

: of the funding, refunding or amendment of those intergovernmental 
obligations under consideration. The Executive has no power to 
amend or to alter them either directly or by implied commitment. 
Accordingly, it should be understood that acceptance by the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury of funds tendered in payment of the December 
15 installment cannot constitute approval of or agreement to any con- 
dition or declaration of policy inconsistent with the terms of the 
agreement. ‘The sum so received must be credited to principal and 
interest as provided therein. 

I therefore assume that in paragraphs five and six of your note 
you are not proposing to make this payment otherwise than in 
accordance with the terms of the Funding Agreement but that you 
are stating your views as to steps which your Government may desire 
to propose subsequently after a reexamination of the entire problem. 

I have emphasized these facts with a view to avoiding any possible 
future misunderstanding. I believe that our future course as 
pointed out by our correspondence is clear. In your first note of 
November 13 [10?] you asked for an exchange of views at the earliest 
possible moment with respect to the regime of intergovernmental 
financial obligations and, in your second note, you welcomed the 
expression of our willingness to facilitate such discussions, and re-
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ferred to the desirability of a close examination between our Govern- 
ments of the whole subject in preparation for the International 
Economic Conference. In my last note of December 8 [7] I replied 
that the President of the United States was prepared through what- 
ever agency may seem appropriate, in cooperation with your Gov- | 
ernment to survey the entire situation (in which the debt of the 
British Government to the United States necessarily plays a part) 

and to consider what means may be taken to bring about the restora- 

tion of stable currencies and exchange, the revival of trade and the 
recovery of prices. 

But in the meanwhile, as I informed you in my note of November 
23, great importance is attached by our Government and people to 

the maintenance of the original debt agreement in force and that a 
satisfactory approach to the whole question would be greatly 
increased by the pursuance of such a policy. 

It would seem to me therefore to be undesirable that any steps 
be taken which, by causing misunderstanding, would increase the 

difficulties that must be overcome in finding an ultimate solution | 
satisfactory to both nations. 

Accept [etc. ] Henry L. Struson 

800.51W89 Great Britain/369 

Lhe British Embassy to the Department of State 

In replying to the note of the United States Government of De- 
cember 11th His Majesty’s Government desire to emphasize that the 
purpose of their note of even date was to state clearly their own 
position in regard to payment on December 15th, and to explain the 
circumstances in which they had decided to make payment. It 
was not of course the intention of their note to touch upon any 
matter affecting the Constitutional position of the United States 
Government. 

Their note should therefore be read solely as relating to their own 
position, which they have taken after mature consideration, viz: 
that they are prepared to make payment on December 15th in the 
light of the considerations set out in their note of December 11th, 
and they must reserve the right to recur to these considerations in 
the examination of the whole question to which the United States 
Government have agreed. They would again emphasize the impor- 
tance of entering upon that examination without loss of time. 

WASHINGTON, 12 December, 1932.
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800.51W89 Great Britain/372 

Memorandum of a Conversation Between President Hoover, Secre- 
tary Stimson, and Secretary Mills, Held at the White House, 
December 13, 1932, 11: 45 a.m. . 

[Wasuineton,] December 13, 1932. 

When I got to the White House, the President was alone. He 
asked me what I thought of the British note. I told him it was 
not very clear but that in the light of Mr. Neville Chamberlain’s 
speech the night before,® I thought its meaning was quite clear, 
and that if we accepted the payment we could not be held to any 
conditions or commitments but only to notice that subsequently, 
at the discussions which we proposed to hold with them on the 
debt question, the British intended there to present the proposal 
that this payment should be regarded as a credit on the amount 

at which the debt was ultimately settled. The President had not 
seen the Chamberlain speech, but when I showed it to him he said 
that it very much clarified the situation. When Secretary Mills 
came in we had a long discussion, Mills taking the position that 
it would be better to have a further statement made making the 
matter absolutely clear. We discussed various ways by which this 
statement could be made and finally we decided that I should make 
a verbal statement to the British Ambassador and hand him an 
aide-mémoire of it which would refer to the Chamberlain speech 
and say that in view of this I was satisfied: that the Secretary of 
the Treasury’s acceptance could not be interpreted as an acceptance 
of an amendment of the Debt Funding Agreement; also that this 
memorandum should not be published. I then came back to my 
Department; found the British Ambassador there on another mat- 
ter; wrote out such a memorandum” and, after we had talked, handed 
the memorandum to him, as shown in another aide-mémoire on the 

subject. H[enry] L. S[rrmmson] 

Hungary 

800.51W89 Hungary/89 

The Hungarian Legation to the Department of State 

Arr-MEMoreE 

The Minister of Hungary has been instructed to bring the follow- 
ing to the attention of the American Government : 

* Speech delivered before the Midland Branch of the National Union of Manu- 
facturers, Birmingham; see London Times, December 18, p. 8c. 

* Not printed.
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The so-called Hoover Moratorium having expired, there will be 
due on December 15, 1932, the amount of $40,729.85 on the funded 

indebtedness of the Hungarian Government to the United States, 
representing payment on principal and semi-annual interest. 

On account of insurmountable difficulties in procuring the neces- 
sary foreign exchange for the service on Hungary’s foreign loans, 
the Hungarian Government was forced to put certain measures into 

effect on December 23, 1931, with a view to accumulating the re- . 
quired foreign exchange for the payment of its foreign obligations. 

These measures, however, have not brought the hoped for results 

and no improvement can be noted as yet in this condition. Conse- 
quently, the Hungarian Government does not have at its disposal the 

necessary foreign exchange and it regrets exceedingly its inability to 
make the payment due on December 15, 1932. 

WasHineton, November 1, 19382. 

Italy 

800.51W89 Italy/195 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Italy (Kirk ) to the Secretary of State 

Rome, November 15, 1932—6 p. m. 

[Received November 15—4: 20 p. m.] 

108. My 105, November 12, noon. An official of the Italian 
Treasury has stated that the Italian Government decided some time 
ago that it would not pay the December debt installment but would 

make no declaration to that effect until England and France had 
done so. He added that now those countries had acted Italy 
was ready to notify the United States that it could not pay and that 
it was merely waiting to learn of the reception accorded in the 
United States to the British and French declarations in order to 
determine the form which its communication to them would take and 
the time when that communication should be delivered. 

As a result of certain statements which have been volunteered by 

other officials, however, I have reason to believe that the Foreign 

Office has not yet definitely decided what action it should take, that 
it is awaiting the receipt of the texts of the British and French notes 
which are expected to arrive today or tomorrow, and that in the 
meantime it is following with the closest attention any indications 
or pronouncements from the United States which may assist it not 

only in determining the nature of any proposals it may make to the 

United States in regard to debt payments but possibly even the 
actual question of paying or defaulting on the December payment. 

4 Not printed. 

6442124857
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In short at the present moment there appears to be a state of inde- 
cision in certain government circles as to whether Italy should fol- 
low England and France in this matter or stand alone on the fulfill- 
ment of its obligations. 

In connection with the foregoing, I wish to emphasize the fact 
that the statements outlined above have been entirely unsolicited, 
that I have never broached the subject of debt payments and that 

. any remarks which I may have been called upon to make have been 
confined to general references to the obligations under the debt agree- 
ments and the moratorium. 

Kmk 

800.51W89 Italy/201 

The Italian Chargé (Diana) to the Secretary of State . 

The Chargé d’Affaires of Italy presents his compliments to His 
Excellency the Secretary of State and has the honor, by order of his 
Government, to inform the Department of State that, in conformity 
with the deliberation of December 5, 1982, by the Grand Council of 
Fascism, the Italian Ministry of Finance has remitted to-day to the 
United States Treasury the sum of $1.245.487 (one million, two hun- 
dred forty five thousand, four hundred thirty seven dollars) being 
the amount of the quota of the Italian war debt towards the United 
States, due December 15, 19382. 

Wasuinaton, December 15, 1982. 

Latvia 

800.51W89 Latvia/100: Telegram 

The Chargé in Latvia (Cole) to the Secretary of State 

Riea, September 14, 19382—10 a. m. 
[Received 12:15 p. m.] 

66. Legation’s despatch No. 671, August 26.12 Minister for 
Foreign Affairs today formally notified Legation that Latvian 

Government desires to take advantage of provision in article 2 of 
1925 debt agreement * and postpone payment due on December 15, 

| 1932, for 2 years. In view of the unfavorable economic situation, 
hope is expressed that postponement of interest payment will also 
be agreed to. Consul General Lule has been instructed to communi- 

cate with appropriate officials in Washington. 

13 Not printed. 
% Combined Annual Reporis of the World War Foreign Debt Commission, 

1922-1926, pp. 184-189.
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If postponement of both principal and interest is agreed to I sug- 
gest that Legation be authorized to inform Minister for Foreign 
Affairs that in view of such concession Legation expects future re- 

quests to transfer foreign exchange to the United States to be much 
more liberally treated than in the past. 

CoLz 

800.51W89 Latvia/101 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Latvia (Cole ) 

WasHIneTon, September 23, 1982—1 p.m. 

34, Your 66, September 14, 10 a. m. Reply formally to the 
Latvian Government that the United States takes due notice of 
the intention of that Government to postpone the principal pay- 
ment in the amount of $37,000 represented by Bond No. 10, dated 

December 15, 1922, maturing December 15, 1932, in accordance with 
the option granted under Paragraph 2 of the funding agreement. 
There is no authority under the debt funding agreement between 

Latvia and the United States to postpone the payment of Bond No. 
2-A, dated December 15, 1930, maturing December 15, 1932, in the 
principal amount of $9,200, representing a part of the matured debt 
funded under Paragraph 5 of the debt funding agreement, nor the 
interest accruing on the entire debt. It will, therefore, be neces- 
sary for the Government of Latvia to pay to the United States on 
December 15, 1932, the principal amount of Bond No. 2—A above 
mentioned and the semi-annual interest due that day in the amount 
of $102,660. This last-mentioned sum is to be credited with the 

amount of $7.88, representing an overpayment made by Latvia in 
connection with the interest payment due on June 15, 1931. The 
total amount to be paid, therefore, on December 15, 1932, will be 
$111,852.12. 

STIMSON 

800.51 W89 Latvia/105 

The Latvian Consul General at New York (Lule) to the Secretary 

of State 

New Yors, November 23, 19382. 

[Received November 25. | 

Sir: Under instructions from my Government, I have the honor — 
to call your attention to the serious concern of the Government of 
Latvia, as to the possible effect on the country’s financial and eco- 
nomic situation, of a transfer to the United States Treasury, of the
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payment due December 15, 1932, of the semi-annual interest in the 
amount of $102,660, as well as of the payment of a Bond maturing 
December 15, 1932, in the principal amount of $9,200, which are not 
postponable under the terms of the debt funding agreement of 
September 24, 1925, between the Government of the Republic of 
Latvia and the Government of the United States. 
My Government has already been necessitated to take advantage 

of the provision contained in Article 2 of the funding agreement, 
in declaring its intention to postpone the principal payment due on 
the same date, in the amount of $37,000, but feels that the present 
precariousness of Latvia’s situation as regards foreign exchange 
reserves, and the continued depressed condition of the country’s 
export trade, dictate a necessity for further and full relief from its 
financial obligations under the aforementioned debt funding agree- 
ment, during the period of acute crisis,—which is still without 
noticeable abatement, notwithstanding the emergency measures which 
have been taken by the Latvian Government, to stem the abnormal 
outflow of foreign exchange, and to regulate and balance foreign 
trade. No doubt the United States Government is informed that 
the Government of the Republic of Latvia, since the beginning of 
the present crisis, has made drastic cuts in its budget expenditures 
also, and pursued a policy of strictest economy. It is to be feared 
lest further steps in this direction will serve only to undermine the 
vital forces of the country’s financial and economic life. 

If the earnest efforts of my Government, have not yet been ade- 
quate to overcome the crisis and to cope with the rising difficulties, 
it is because of reasons deeply rooted in the general World situa- 
tion, which have obstructed the quick recovery of any single country, 
and have made it impossible for my country to attain such degree of 
restoration to normalcy of its finances, as would permit the resump- 
tion of its intergovernmental obligations, agreed upon under con- 
siderably more favorable circumstances, when the prospect was for 
uninterrupted progress on the road of recovery. 

The Government of the Republic of Latvia has, with satisfaction, 
noted that the powers principally concerned in the matter of inter- 
governmental obligations, have taken the initiative in requesting 
the United States Government to further study the debt question 
with a view to finding additional remedies to alleviate the present 
situation. It is to be expected that some period of time would be 
required to find a satisfactory solution, and until the suggested 
remedial measures could be enacted. It is the earnest hope of the 
Government of the Republic of Latvia that, in the meantime, the 
Government of the United States of America will find it possible
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to extend the beneficial effects of President Hoover’s announcement 
of June 20, 1931, by granting a further moratorium for payments 
due under the debt funding agreement of September 24, 1925. 

As of immediate urgency, I have the honor, Sir, to renew the 
request of my Government for a postponement of the whole amount 
payable on December 15, 1932, on the principal, as well as on the 

interest. 
I trust that the United States Government will receive this re- 

quest of the Government of Latvia, in a spirit of high understand- 
ing and comprehension of the exigencies of the present situation, 

and will grant it their favorable consideration. 
With assurances [ete. | Artuur B. LuLE 

800.51W89 Latvia/107 

The Minister in Latvia (Skinner ) to the Secretary of State 

No. 947 Rica, December 2, 1932. 
[Received December 14. | 

Sir: To complete the record, I wish to report that I saw the 

Minister for Foreign Affairs yesterday, who related that his Govern- 
ment, through the Latvian Consul General in New York, had again 
asked the United States Government for a postponement of the pay- 
ment of the Latvian debt, due on December 15, and that no reply 
had been received. As Mr. Zarins expressed a good deal of interest 
in this matter I mentioned to him informally that the reply without 
doubt would be approximately identical with that addressed to the 
French Government,'* and I happened to have a newspaper copy 
of the note to France, which I left with him. He seemed to be a good 
deal concerned about the expectation of the American Government 
that a payment would be made on December 15, and said that only 
the Cabinet Council could take a decision on the matter. I gathered 
that the payment would be made on the due date. It was also made 
quite clear to me, rather by inference than by any positive statement 
which I could elicit, that the Baltic Governments had been in touch 

with each other and with the principal European Powers, and had 
certainly modelled their attitude upon the attitude assumed by the 
principal Powers. | 

Respectfully yours, Rosert P. SKINNER 

* Note of November 23, p. 782.
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$00.51W89 Latvia/112 

The Latvian Minister for Foreign Affairs (Zarins) to the American 
Minister in Latvia (Skinner) ® 

In connection with the payment of the next instalment of the 

Latvian debt to the United States falling due on December 15th, 
and with reference to the Note No. R. 763.00 of the 13th September 
last?* and the reply of the American Chargé d’Affaires of September 
24th,'¢ the Minister for Foreign Affairs has the honor to inform His 
Excellency, the American Minister, that Mr. Lule, Latvian Consul 

General in New York and in charge of the Latvian Legation in the 
United States, has been instructed to address himself once more 

to the Government of the United States with the request to postpone 
the payment of interest as well as principal. 

The reasons for asking for such a postponement are the following: 
Owing to the catastrophal fall of the prices obtained for Latvian _ 

agricultural produce, of which the exports are mainly composed, the 
influx of foreign currency into Latvia has diminished to such an 
extent that about a year ago already extraordinary measures had to 
be adopted to protect the small reserves of gold and foreign cur- 
rency at the disposal of the Latvijas Banka. So, for instance, 

Latvian exports to the United States show the following figures: 

January to September 1930 Ls. 1, 609, 000 
During the same period in 1931 they fell to 1, 033, 000 
While for that period in the current year they 

amount to barely 562, 000 

The total exports, which reached Ls. 225,000,000 during the first 
nine months of 19380, fell to Ls. 148,400,000 in 1931 and to Ls. 59,100,- 
000 during the same period of the current year. 

The reserves of foreign currency at the disposal of the Latvijas 
Banka have reached such a low level that, unless this downward 
movement can be stopped, it is to be feared that there will be no 
possibility in the near future to provide the necessary foreign cur- 
rency to pay for the goods which have to be imported. 

The above is illustrated by the fact that, according to the state- 
ment of the Latvijas Banka, the assets of foreign currency at the 

disposal of that Bank on 

November 28th, 19382, amounted to Ls. 11, 855, 232. 88 
While, on an average, in 1930 42, 500, 000 
In 1929 68, 200, 000 
And in 1928 72, 500, 000 

were still available. 

* Transmitted to the Department by the Minister in Latvia as an enclosure 
tO Not poated No. 970, December 8; received December 21.
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Although these reserves at the disposal of the Latvijas Banka are 
so inconsiderable, there are still outstanding sums to be paid for 
previously imported goods. As the American Legation is aware, 
there have been many cases where the Currency Commission has 
been unable to satisfy in full the demands presented to it for the 
transfer of dollars to the United States. 

In spite of the extraordinary measures taken by the Latvian 
Government in order to prevent the outflow of foreign currency 
during the last months and weeks, a constant decrease can be ob- 

-  gerved every week, and the only possible course of action seems to 
be the introduction of additional and severer restrictions than 
those that are in force already. 

Notwithstanding the fact that the budget of the State has been 
reduced to the utmost and that the Government has even been 

obliged to cut down the salaries of the State officials which, in 
many cases, hardly reached the indispensable minimum, it seems that 
the Government will have to cope with a heavy budgetary deficit. 
They are, so far, at a loss to devise the means by which this deficit 
could be covered. 

Contrary to comments in the American press, according to which 
the American people consider that many European nations are spend- . 
ing too much on unproductive armaments, in Latvia all expenditure 
for the requirements of the army has been reduced to the utmost. 
Her expenditure for the purposes of national defence is exceed- 
ingly moderate and even insufficient for protecting the country 
against any kind of unprovoked aggression. 

The Latvian army does not, in fact, amount to 20,000 men, mani- 
festly possessing insufficient equipment and war material. 
Among others, the American Representatives at the World Dis- 

armament Conference have recognized the point of view of the 
Latvian authorities on the subject. 

Finally, the Latvian Government hope that the Government and 
the Congress of the United States, in dealing with the question of 
the Latvian debt, will also consider the devastations wrought in the 
country by wars and revolution. The most fertile parts of the coun- 
try had to be evacuated by the Latvian population, while afterwards 
the economic life of Latvia had to be reconstructed without any 
help from abroad. The Latvian nation has not only sustained heavy 
material losses during the Great war and its fights for liberation, 
but it has also lost a proportionally very important number of human 
lives (about 40,000 killed), the country being in the direct line of 
battle the whole time the world war lasted. Even now, 18 years 
after the beginning of the war, there are regions in Latvia where,
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owing to the lack of means, it has been impossible to remove all 
traces of the trenches and to turn the waste into arable land once 
more. Although the nation has been subjected to such severe suf- 
ferings, Latvia has received no reparations at all, unlike all the other 
nations of Western Europe that had been involved in a similar way 
during the world war. - 

It is the earnest desire of the Minister for Foreign Affairs that 
Mr. Skinner should kindly undertake to inform his Government 
of the above-mentioned facts. Mr. Zarins hopes that the particular 
circumstances existing in Latvia, which constitute a decided change 

for the worse since 1925, date when the debt agreement was made, 
will be taken into consideration, and that the Congress of the United 
States will find it possible to postpone the payment which falls due 
on December 15th on account of the Latvian debt to the United 
States for a period covering the business depression and until the 
question of the Latvian debt can be settled in all its aspects. 

Rica, December 3, 1932. 

800.51W89 Latvia/115 

The Latvian Minister for Foreign Affairs (Zarins) to the American 
Minister in Latvia (Skinner )*™" 

R. 763.00—25882 Riaa, December 15, 1932. 

E:XceLLENCY: I have the honour to refer to my Note of the 13th of 
September last, to the Note which was handed over to the American 
Secretary of State on the 23rd of November and, lastly to the Azde- 
Mémoire I transmitted to you on December 3rd, concerning the pay- 
ment of the next instalment due to the United States in virtue of the 
debt funding agreement concluded on September 24th, 1925. 

I have the honour to inform Your Excellency that, taking into 
consideration the refusal of the United States Government to grant 
a postponement of the payment falling due to-day, which refusal 
was communicated to Mr. Lule, Latvian Consul-General in New 

York and in charge of the Latvian Legation in the United States, 
on the 10th of December by the Assistant Secretary of State and 
by Mr. Mills, Secretary of the Treasury, the Latvian Government 
have decided to pay the United States Treasury the sum of 

$111.852,19 | 
which sum was mentioned as not to be postponed in the Note of 
the American Chargé d’Affaires in Riga of September 24th. The 

* Transmitted to the Department by the Minister in Latvia as enclosure 
to his despatch No. 998 of December 19; received January 4, 1933.
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Minister of Finance has to-day advised the Federal Reserve Bank 
in New York by telegraph to effect the above payment. 

In the name of the Latvian Government I have to declare in this 
connection that this payment has been made out of the inalienable 
reserves of the State, and only in view of the categorical demand of 
the United States Government, 

Notwithstanding this, Latvia maintains the point of view expressed 
in the Notes of September 13th and November 28rd, and the A7de- 
Mémoire of December 3rd, and requests that the revision of the debt 
funding agreement of September 24th, 1925, be accomplished in any 
case before the next instalment falls due, i.e. before June 15th, 1933. 

The payment in question has further been made out of the con- 
viction of the Latvian Government that it will facilitate considerably 
a satisfactory approach to the settlement and the final liquidation of 

the whole question of war and intergovernmental debts. 
Finally, I have the honour to state that this payment is not re- 

garded by the Latvian Government as a resumption of the annual 
payments contemplated by the agreement of 1925. It is made, 
because there has not been sufficient time to discuss and explain to 
the United States Government and Congress the financial and eco- 
nomic situation of Latvia. 

I avail myself [etc.] Cu. ZARINS 

800.51W89 Latvia/110 

The Secretary of State to the Latvian Consul General at New York 
(Lule) 

W AsHINGTON, December 22, 19382. 

Sir: By your note of December 15, 1932,1 I have learned with 
satisfaction of the payment by your Government to the order of the 
Treasury of the United States of the sum due December 15 under 
the Debt Funding Agreement of September 24, 1925. However, in 
view of the statement in your note that “the Government of the 
Republic of Latvia do not regard this payment as a resumption of | 
payments under the Debt Funding Agreement of September 24, 

1925”, I must call attention to the fact that the Secretary of the 
Treasury has no authority to accept payment from your Government 
except as provided under the terms of the Debt Funding Agreement. 

There is reserved to the Congress of the United States the ultimate 
decision in respect of the funding, refunding or amendment of these 
intergovernmental obligations under consideration. The Executive 
has no power to amend or to alter them either directly or by implied 

8 Not printed.
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commitment. Accordingly, it should be understood that acceptance 
by the Secretary of the Treasury of funds tendered in payment of 
the December 15 installment cannot constitute approval of or agree- 
ment to any condition or declaration of policy inconsistent with the 
terms of the agreement. The sum so received must be credited to 
principal and interest as provided therein. 

I note the request of the Government of Latvia that a full survey 
of the matter of Latvia’s indebtedness to the United States be made, 

and that a revision of the Debt Funding Agreement of September 
24, 1925, take place before the next payment date. The President of 
the United States is disposed, through whatever agency may seem 
appropriate, in cooperation with the Latvian Government, to survey 

the entire situation. Such an examination does not imply cancella- 

tion but I believe that there are important avenues of mutual advan- 
tage which should be thoroughly explored. At an opportune time I 
shall communicate further with your Government in this regard. 

Accept [etc.] Henry L. Strmson 

Lithuania 

800.51W89 Lithuania/92 

The Lithuanian Legation to the Department of State 1® 

MEMORANDUM 

The Lithuanian Government, fully conscious of its duty in rela- 
tion to the fulfilment of international obligations and firm in its 
determination to discharge them to the best of its ability, heretofore 
has met faithfully its obligations under the terms of the Debt 
Funding Agreement entered into between the governments of Lithu- 
ania and the United States of America on September 22, 1924.1° 

The disintegrating forces, which originated from the World War 
activities and which seemed to be on a decline at the time of the 
above mentioned debt settlement, have reasserted themselves during 

recent years on such a wide scale and with such unexpected violence 
throughout the world that it is felt that the encouraging prospects 

of the early economic recuperation, so fondly hoped for at that time, 

now have to be all but abandoned. The general feeling seems to be 
that urgent and drastic corrective measures must be taken without 
further delay if the remnants of the economic structure are to be 
saved and the very hope for.a better future is not to be abandoned. 

It is in the light of these general circumstances and apprehensions 

that the Lithuanian Government feels itself moved, however un- 

* Transmitted to the Department by the Lithuanian Minister as enclosure to 
a note of December 10. 
“Combined Annual Reports . . . 1922-1926, pp. 144-149.
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willingly, to respectfully submit to the Government of the United 

States, for its earnest attention and consideration, the greatly 

changed state of conditions by which the Government of Lithuania 
finds itself faced in its attempts to discharge the obligations under- 
taken by the terms of the above mentioned Agreement. 

I. A brief review of the origin of the Agreement, as well as of 
some of the circumstances closely relating to it, may be helpful in 
clarifying the motives which prompt the Lithuanian Government 
in this matter. 

In 1919, while the Lithuanian territory was still under the occu- 

pation of German troops and the Lithuanian Government was as 
yet unrecognized by the Allied and Associated Powers, and, as such, 
was deprived of the ability to enter into any direct binding agree- 
ments with other governments, the Government of the United States 
was in the process of disposing of various surplus war materials 

then stored in France. 
The Lithuanian Government, through its Delegation to the Peace 

Conference in Paris, applied for some of these surplus war mate- 
rials.2° A request was made not for weapons or other strictly-termed 
war materials, but for food, clothing, medical appliances and like 
materials then urgently needed by the destitute population of Lithu- | 

ania. This application was unsuccessful for the reason that the 
Lithuanian Government, still unrecognized by the Government of 
the United States, lacked the legal capacity to enter into a binding 
international agreement. The United States Liquidation Commis- 
sion, in charge of the disposal of the above mentioned surplus war 
materials, though unable to grant the request of the unrecognized 
government, could dispose, however, of these surplus materials to 
private organizations and corporations. 

To meet the said contingency, the co-partnership named “Vilnis” 
was organized and this organization negotiated with the United 
States Liquidation Commission to purchase of certain supplies to 
the total value of $4,159,491.96. Payment for the said supplies was 
arranged in the following manner: a Special Treasury Note of the 
Lithuanian Government in the face value of five million dollars, 
due and payable on June 30, 1922, was given,—thus covering the 
principal and interest at the rate of five per cent per annum up to 
the date of maturity of the said note. (It is interesting to note here 
that the significant passage in the said Special Treasury Note read, 
in part, as follows: “This note shall be entitled to the security of, 

and shall constitute a charge upon, any payments or property which 

*See Foreign Relations, The Paris Peace Conference, 1919, vol. tv, pp. 589 
and 752-763 passim.
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the Government of Lithuania may receive from Germany or any of 
its Allies, by way of reparation or cession.”) 

In addition to the above mentioned supplies, Lithuania received 
a certain amount of supplies from the American Relief Administra- 

tion, the original cost of which was $822,136.07. 
Thus the total indebtedness of the Lithuanian Government to the 

Government of the United States, arising out of the above two 
transactions, amounted to the original value of $4,981,628.03. With 
the interest to date, accrued and unpaid, it was funded by the 
Agreement, signed on September 22, 1924, in the sum of $6,030,000. 
on terms substantially similar to those of the settlement with Great 

Britain. 
The above tends to indicate that Lithuania’s indebtedness in some 

respects differs from the so-called “war debts” proper, as for 
instance: 

a) The Lithuanian Government’s indebtedness did not arise out 
of loans made before the Armistice, nor was it for any war materials 
or for war purposes generally. On the contrary, it was incurred 
for supplies of such a nature that it might be more properly classified 
under the head of Relief Assistance. 

6) The Lithuanian Government in contracting this indebtedness 
did not recelve one cent in cash, but acquired the various supplies 
at the prices then prevailing,—and it must be remembered that 
the prices of 1919, due to the exigencies of war, were the highest on 
record. 

In this connection it may also be observed that the above men- 
tioned temporary legal incapacity placed the Lithuanian Govern- 
ment, aS a purchaser, in a disadvantageous position as compared to 
that of other purchasers whose legal status was not questioned and 
who, arriving on the scene at an earlier date, had a full opportunity 
for a free bargain and an ample selection while the Lithuanian 
purchaser, handicapped by the above circumstances, was glad to 
receive what could possibly be obtained. 

It should be stated immediately that the above elucidation of 

the transaction, resulting in an indebtedness of Lithuania to the 
United States of America, is made here not in a spirit of any griev- 
ance whatsoever, but with the sole purpose of indicating that while 
all the debts, from a legal point of view, are of equal validity, still 
there may be certain circumstances, in connection with the process 
of contracting them, which would seem to justify their considera- 
tion, if not in law then at least in equity, in a somewhat different 
light from the straight loan transactions. 

Ii. By the terms of the Funding Agreement of September 22, 
1924, Lithuania undertook to repay this original indebtedness of
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$4,981,628.03 in the total funded sum (principal and interest) of 
over fourteen million dollars, to be paid during a period of 62 years. : 

With reference to the above settlement it may be permissible to 
mention a few additional circumstances which may illuminate more 
adequately the position of Lithuania. They are: | 

1) Lithuania is well advanced on the list of debt settlements, being 
the fourth nation to sign a debt funding agreement. 

2) The interest payable, as accepted by Lithuania, is the same as 
that of Great Britain and is of the highest category. 

3) In the meantime, the extent of reduction granted to Lithuania 
by the terms of the debt settlement happens to be of the lowest cate- 
gory, only a few other debtors leading her by an insignificant frac- 
tion of percentage. 

4) Although between the beginning of the World War in 1914 and 
the date of the debt settlement with the United States in 1924, the 
Lithuanian people were twice made unwilling victims of the total 
devaluation of the currency imposed upon them (first the Russian 
rouble and then the German mark), yet Lithuania undertook to pay _ 
off her obligations as soon as she succeeded in establishing her 
national sound currency,—and she has already actually paid in cash 
on account of the said indebtedness the total sum of $1,128,580.22. 

5) Additional light may be thrown on the subject by mentioning 
the fact that Lithuania, although a victim of the very extensive 
damages done to her while her territory was a battlefield for the 
contending armies and of still more extensive damages resulting 
from a nearly five year occupation by German armies, received no 
appropriate compensation or reparations which could be applied 
toward payment of her own obligations contracted during dire neces- 
sity and thus lighten her own burden. In this respect the position 
of Lithuania greatly differs from the position of other debtors and 
her comparative capacity to pay is thereby affected. 

It is hoped that the above observations may lay the foundation 
for the claim that, if Lithuania was eager to settle her obligations 
at the earliest possible opportunity, she was in no less a degree deter- 
mined, regardless of all the difficulties and handicaps of a newly- 
born State, to carry out faithfully and to the best of her ability the 
obligations so undertaken. 

III. It is assumed from the various statements repeatedly made 
by authoritative persons, at the time of the debt settlement and since, 
that the basic principle underlying the debt settlements with the 
various debtor countries was the debtor’s capacity to pay. It must 

be recognized that it is a just and generous principle, and of undis- 
puted practical value. Yet, since this principle, was laid as a foun- 
dation of the settlement, it may also be logically assumed that what 
was just and equitable at the time of settlement and of the initial 

payment must also be just and equitable at the time of any subse- 
quent payment—in other words, that the same principle of the
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capacity to pay, born at the inception of the transaction, was meant _ 
: to live during the subsequent stages of the fulfilment of the same 

transaction. An eloquent confirmation of the above assumption was 

given by the Debt Funding Commission itself when the policy of 
the United States was defined in the following terms: 

“The commission (Debt Funding Commission) in its settlement 
with Great Britain ... and in subsequent negotiations or settle- 
ments has adhered to the principle that the adjustments made with 
each government must be measured by the ability of the particular 
government to put aside and transfer to the United States the pay- 
ments called for under the funding agreement. 
~ “Nor does the principle of capacity to pay require the foreign 
debtor to pay to the full limit of its present or future capacity. 

“It must be permitted to preserve and improve its economic posi- 
tion, to bring its budget into balance, and to place its finances and 
currency on a sound basis, and to maintain and, if possible, to im- 
prove the standard of living of its citizens. 

“No settlement which is oppressive and retards the recovery and 
development of the foreign debtor is to the best interests of the 
United States or of Europe.” #1 

Prompted by the above stated considerations, the Lithuanian Gov- 

ernment, while greatly regretting the necessity, nevertheless feels its 
duty to make a frank exposition of Lithuania’s present economic and 

financial conditions which naturally control its “capacity to pay” 
and determine the ability to continue the fulfilment of its obliga- 
tions. 

IV. In order to show the difference between the economic condi- 
tions which prevailed in Lithuania at the time of the debt settlement 
and those existing at the present time, a statistical comparison of a 

| few chief indicators of the national welfare will be necessary,— 
such as of the annual budgets, the trade balances and the currency 
circulation. 
Annual Budgets. The annual budget of Lithuania for 1925, the 

first year of the debt payments to the United States, totaled in the 
sum of nearly $26,000,000. During subsequent years the annual 
budgets gradually increased until in 19380 the sum of nearly 

$35,000,000. was reached. Practically all of the budgets were bal- 
anced with a small favorable margin. 

Then adverse economic and financial conditions proceeded to set 
it back. The current year’s budget was balanced at a level of 
$28,000,000, thus making a drastic reduction, in comparison with last 
year, of $6,000,000. The figures available for the first nine months 

of the current year indicate a further alarming fall in revenue re- 

21Combined Annual Reports of the World War Foreign Debt Commission, 
1922-1926, pp. 37-38.
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ceipts and a considerable further reduction of the budgetary figures 
will be unavoidable. Thus the budget of the current year has 
dropped nearly to the level of that of 1925, and the modest degree 
of progress made during the intervening years was lost. Of greater 
significance is the apprehension that, regardless of drastic cuts in 
expenditures, a balance between revenue receipts and expenditures 
may not be maintained. For a small and new country with limited 
and very modest resources, the prospect of being thrown on the 
negative side of the ledger, is a matter not merely of apprehension 
but of real danger. 

The above budgetary figures also demonstrate the extremely low 
level of incomes and expenditures per capita: about $10.00 in 1924, 
$14.00 in 1930, and again about $10.00 in 1932. It is not difficult to 
see that the margin between the present level of the country’s devel- 
opment and that of a minimum indispensable for its cultural and 
economic progress is so narrow that a further retrenchment would 
not only arrest the continuation of the very modest progress, but 
would simultaneously set into action those disintegrating forces 
which, if permitted to continue, would lead to an actual collapse of 
the economic structure. : 

Trade Balance. As already mentioned above, Lithuania undertook 
to repay her obligations to the United States of America shortly 
aiter the establishment of her own stable currency. 

Having practically no gold reserve at the time and having to dis- 
charge her obligations to the United States in terms of gold currency, 
Lithuania could meet these obligations only from her foreign trade 
surpluses. The development of the foreign trade of Lithuania was . 
as follows. 

For the year of 1924, the value of exports was $26,660,000; the 
value of imports—$20,650,000, leaving a surplus of $6,000,000. 

For the year of 1930, the exports amounted to $33,378,000, the 
imports to $32,984,000, leaving a surplus of only $394,000. 

The catastrophic drop in the prices of agricultural products, which 
constitute practically the sole items of export, as well as various 
trade restrictions of recent origin, account for the following figures 
of exports for the last two years: 

19381 ................ $27, 811, 910 
1982 .........4...... 14, 246, 140 (for the first 9 months) 

The sharp drop in exports compelled a corresponding curtail- 
_ ment of imports, as is shown by the following figures: 

1981 ................. $27, 795, 910 
19382 ................ 12,484, 090
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Of particular interest is the trade balance between Lithuania and 
the United States. It has always been very adverse to Lithuania, 
as the following figures show: 

Ezports to the United States: Imports from the United States: 

1924 Loe cece eee $811, 560 1924 .... cece eee eeee § 988, 460 
L925 cece cece cece aee 359, 380 1925 .. 0... ee eeeeeeese §«=©1, 831, 080 
1926 .oc cece cece eeeee 208, 330 1926 ...... eee weeceeee 1,065, 240 
a 6°) Gn 437, 870 L927 2... cece eeeeeevee 1,450, 330 
1928 .... ccc ce eee eens 241, 140 1928 ..... cece weeeees 2,047, 860 
1929 Loc cece cece ee enee 442, 140 1929 ....c cc eeececevee 1,672, 430 
L9BO .... cece eee eee 264, 340 1930 wc... cee eeeeveeee 1,470,370 
LOB oo... eee eee eee 201, 360 L931... cece eeeeeee §=©61, 077, 390 
1932 (for the first 9. 1932 (for the first 9 
months) ........+-. 23, 670 months) ....crecees 393, 170 

Total ............ $2, 989, 790 Total ........... $11, 996, 330 

The above review of the development of the foreign trade of Lith- 
uania clearly demonstrates two propositions: | 

First—that the catastrophic drop in prices of agricultural com- 
modities, the numerous new and drastic trade restrictions intro- 
duced throughout Europe, and, finally, the abandonment of the gold 
standard by some countries which happen to be among the best trade 
customers of Lithuania, brought about the situation where it comes 
not only increasingly difficult, but almost impossible to build up the 
balances out of which her foreign obligations may be met; 

Second—that the trade balance with the United States for the 
period from the time of the debt settlement up to the present date 
shows that Lithuania has actually paid to the United States of 
America in trade a net sum of $9,006,540. 

Money circulation. The Lithuanian national currency, the litas, 
was established at the end of 1922. In the beginning it was covered, 

‘ almost exclusively, by stable foreign currencies—mostly the dollar 
and the pound sterling. Then a modest gold reserve was gradually 
built. The Lithuanian Government has this to its credit, that while 
the various European currencies, new ones as well as old ones, 

crashed or widely fluctuated, the newly-established Lithuanian na- 
tional currency never went off its full par value, which was of a gold 
standard. 

This was achieved at the cost of considerable hardships and sacri- 

fices. The fixed determination of the Lithuanian Government is to 
continue to maintain her currency on the gold standard as it is 
considered to be the only reliable anchor for her economic and 
financial safety. Yet this is possible of achievement only when the 
annual budgets are adequately balanced and the trade and paying 
balances maintain a proper equilibrium. If it is deemed advisable 
to apply such a policy to any country,—in the case of a small and 
new country with limited resources and possibilities, a similar policy 
is imperative.
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V. It is hoped that the above review, incomplete as it is, will 
sufficiently indicate the changed status of economic and financial 
conditions in Lithuania and demonstrate how gravely the events of 
recent years have affected her capacity to pay. In some respects this 
capacity is actually even below the level of the capacity existing at 
the time of the debt settlement. 

In view of the above considerations, the Lithuanian Goveinment 
has the honor to request, and ventures to hope that the Government 
of the United States will consent, to reexamine and to reconsider 

the question of the indebtedness of Lithuania to the United States, 

with a view of its more proper adjustment to the new and changed 
economic and financial conditions. 

At the same time the Lithuanian Government desires to bring to 
the attention of the United States Government that the rapidly 
diminishing revenue receipts of the current year, the greatly reduced 
value of the foreign trade and the existing exchange difficulties, 
have created a situation whereby it becomes increasingly difficult for 
the Lithuanian Government to meet the payment due on the 15th 
day of December of the current year in the manner provided by the 
terms of the Funding Agreement of 1924. The Lithuanian Govern- 
ment, therefore, would greatly appreciate it if a postponement of 
this payment could be granted or an adequate relief from the strict 
comphance with the terms of the said Agreement could be arranged. 
WasHineton, December 9, 1932. 

800.51W89 Lithuania/93 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Lithuania (Stafford) to the Secretary of State 

Kaunas, December 13, 1932—4 p. m. 
[Received December 183—11:55 a. m.] 

22. Minister for Foreign Affairs informs me despite request for 
revision or postponement preparations for payment of interest due 
on the 15 being made. Whether payment will be unconditional will 
depend upon action of other debtors particularly France. 

| STAFFORD 

800.51W89 Lithuania/92 

The Secretary of State to the Lithuanian Minister (Balutis ) 

Wasuineton, December 15, 1932. 

Sir: My Government has considered with the greatest care the 

note of December 10th, 1932, from the Lithuanian Government, in 
which it has set forth at length the reasons it advances for a re- 

6442124858
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consideration of the whole question of intergovernmental war debts, 
and for the postponement of the payment due by the Lithuanian 
Government to the Government of the United States on December 
15th, next. 

Whatever part debt payments may have played in the economic 
history of the post-war years, it is clear that in the present condi- 
tions of world-wide depression, accompanied by a sweeping fall of 
prices, their weight has greatly increased, and that they have a very 

definite relationship to the problem of recovery in which both the 
Lithuanian and the American people have so vital an interest. 

The President of the United States is prepared, through what- 
ever agency may seem appropriate, to cooperate with the Lithuanian 
Government in surveying the entire situation and in considering 
what means may be taken to bring about the restoration of stable 
currencies and exchange, the revival of trade, and the recovery of 
prices. : 

. I believe that there are important avenues of mutual advantage 
which should be thoroughly explored. Such an examination does 
not imply cancellation. 
My Government, however, has not been able to reach the conclu- 

sion that a postponement of the December 15th payment from the 
Lithuanian Government to the United States is necessary because of 

its effect on the problem of recovery. Although we recognize the 
serious economic and financial difficulties which the Lithuanian Gov- 
ernment, in common with all other governments, is now facing, the 
maintenance of these agreements in their operation pending due op- 
portunity for analysis of all matters bearing upon your request for 
revision and its consideration by the American Congress and people 
still appears to us to outweigh any reasons presented for a delay. 

Accept [etc. ] Henry L. Stoason 

800.51W89 Lithuania/D4 
The Lithuanian Minister (Balutis) to the Secretary of State 

| _ Wasurneton, December 15, 19382. 

Sm: Referring to my note and Memorandum delivered to you 
on December 10, and the exchange of views on that occasion, I have 
the honor to inform you that the Lithuanian Government has de- 
cided to pay the next instalment due to the Treasury of the United 
States on December 15, as provided by the terms of the Debt Fund- 
ing Agreement of September 22, 1924, and that the said payment 
will be made to the Secretary of the Treasury of the United States. 

At the same time my Government desires to express a hope that 
“y making this payment it is not placing itself in a less favorable
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position than that which may result to any of the other countries 

from the eventual reconsideration of the general question of inter- 
governmental debts. 

Please accept [etc.] Bronrus K. Baturis 

Poland 

800.51W89 Poland/81 

The Polish Chargé (Sokolowski) to the Secretary of State 

No. 5387/32 WASHINGTON, September 14, 1932. 

Sir: Acting upon instructions received from my Government, I 
have the honor to inform you that the Government of the Republic 
of Poland, in conformity with the provisions of paragraph 2 of the 
Agreement for the funding of the debt of Poland to the United 
States of November 14, 1924,?* postpones the payment of principal 
falling due on December 15, 1932, for two years, that is to December 
15, 1984. | 

Accept [etc. ] WLADYSLAW SOKOLOWSEI 

800.51W89 Poland/82 

The Secretary of State to the Polish Chargé (Sokolowski ) 

WasHInerTon, September 26, 1932. 

sir: Acknowledgment is made of the receipt of your note dated 
September 14, 1932, in which, acting upon instructions received from 

your Government, you informed me that the Government of the 
Republic of Poland, in conformity with the provisions of Paragraph 
2 of the Agreement for the funding of the debt of Poland to the 
United States of November 14, 1924, would postpone the payment 
of principal falling due on December 15, 1932, for two years from 
that date. 

The Government of the United States takes due notice of the 
action of the Polish Government in this regard. 

The amount postponed is represented by Bond No. 10, dated 
December 15, 1922, due December 15, 1932, in the principal amount 7 
of $1,125,000. This leaves to be paid on December 15, 1932, the 
principal of Bond No. 3-A, dated December 15, 1929, due December 
15, 1982, in the face amount of $232,000, representing a part of the 
matured debt funded under Paragraph four of the funding agree- 
ment and not subject to the postponement provisions of the debt 
agreement, together with semi-annual interest in the amount of 
$3,070,980 due on the entire indebtedness of Poland to the United 

*Combined Annual Reports of the World War Foreign Debt Commission, 
1922-1926, pp. 156-160. : ‘
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States, making a total to be paid on December 15, 1932, of 

$3,302,980. 
Accept [etc. ] For the Secretary of State: 

Harvey H. Bunpy 

800.51W89 Poland/85 

The Polish Embassy to the Department of State * 

Pro Memoria 

“On the occasion of the conference held today in Washington the 
Polish Government consider it their duty to notify the United 
States Government that owing to the general financial and economic 

| situation of the world, the Polish Government foresee the necessity 
of asking for the postponement of the payment due from Poland 
to the Government of the United States on December 15, 1982. 

At the same time the Polish Government declare they would wel- 
come the opportunity of a conference with the Government of the 

United States in order to discuss conditions of the above postpone- 
ment of the December payment and the reconsideration of the 

Agreement of November 14, 1924.” 

Wasuineron,-November 22, 1982. 

800.51W89 Poland/85 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Polish Ambassador ( Filipowicz ) 

Excettency: I fully appreciate the importance of the proposal 
that you made to me on November 22nd and the seriousness of the 
situation upon which it is predicated. The mere fact that your | 
Government suggests the necessity of a review of the intergovern- 
mental financial obligations now existing between our two nations 
presents a circumstance which must be given most serious considera- 
tion. In a matter of such importance there must be allowed no 
opportunity for misunderstanding or failure to reach conclusions 
satisfactory to both Governments and peoples. 

With this end in view, you will permit me to recall very briefly 
some of the essential conditions and limitations which would control 
on the part of this Government such a review and might affect its 
result. Not only is there reserved to the Congress of the United 

States the ultimate decision in respect to the funding, refunding 
or amendment of these intergovernmental obligations under con- 
sideration, but the Congress in the past has itself provided the 

= Transmitted to the Department by the Polish Ambassador as enclosure to 
his note No. 780/tjn.32 of November 22; the memorandum confirms an oral 
declaration of the same date to the Secretary of State by the Ambassador.
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machinery in the shape of the World War Foreign Debt Commission 
for the investigation of the facts and for making recommendations 
upon which such action might be taken. The Executive might 
recommend, but the facts and evidence were submitted to and the 
decision made by the Congress, acting through this machinery. 

I am not oblivious to the fact that the world-wide depression and 
the concurrent fall of prices has increased the weight of debts in 
many parts of the world; nor to the fact that the decrease in inter- 

national trade has increased the difficulties of obtaining foreign 
exchange. I also recognize the relation which these facts may bear 
to the process of recovery. On the other hand, it must be remem- 
bered that these incidents of the depression have also fallen with 
great weight upon the American people and the effects upon them 
directly as taxpayers or otherwise of any modification of an agree- 
ment with respect to debts due to this country can not be disregarded. 
I assume that it was for the purpose of deliberately and carefully 
giving due weight to such conflicting elements in the world situation, 

differing as.they would in various countries, that this Government 
adopted the system which I have described. 

The attitude of the President, therefore, is that for any suggested 
study of intergovernmental financial obligations as now existing, 
some such agency as I have referred to, should be created to consider 
this question individually with each government as heretofore. The 
President is prepared to recommend to Congress that it constitute 
an agency to examine the whole subject. 

As to the suspension of the installment of the Polish debt due on 
December 15th, no authority lies within the Executive to grant such 
an extension, and no facts have been placed in our possession which 
could be presented to the Congress for favorable consideration. 

Such importance is attached by our Government and people to the 
maintenance of the original agreements in force by the payment on 
December 15th as to far outweigh any reasons now apparent for its 
suspension, and by such payments the prospects of a satisfactory 
approach to the whole question, in my opinion, would be greatly 
Increased. 

Accept [etc. ] W. R. Castia, Jr. 
WasHinetTon, November 26, 1932. 

800.51W89 Poland/87 

The Polish Embassy to the Department of State ** 

1, The Polish Government acknowledge the receipt of the note 
of the Department of State dated November 26, and highly appre- 

* Original Polish text and English translation transmitted to the Department 
by the Polish Ambassador, December 9, as enclosure to the Ambassador’s note 
No. 754/tjn. 82 of December 8.
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ciate the desire of the American Government expressed therein of 
arriving at solutions which would be satisfactory to both Govern- 

ments and Nations. 
2. Poland, on her part, is mindful of the friendly action of the 

American people, who, by advancing on credit food articles, cloth- 
ing and medical supplies, had assisted the Polish Nation in over- 

coming the difficult period following the conclusion of the Great 
War. To satisfy this obligation has been Poland’s constant and 
earnest ambition. 

8. The Polish Government has spared no effort in order to provide 
the country with a sound and permanent financial basis. The 
achievement of this object was fraught with great difficulties owing 
to the devastation of Polish territory by war, and by the presence of 
armies of occupation also to the fact that the country was entirely 
deprived of capital. The country’s finances were, nevertheless, 
gradually put in order with the notable aid of private American 

capital, the currency was stabilized, and, thanks to the prudent pol- 
icy of the Polish Government, which knew how to adapt itself 

to the exigencies of the world crisis, it was possible to avoid restric- 
tions on the freedom of remittances payable abroad, although in most 
countries neighboring with Poland such restrictions have been 

imposed. 
4. Poland is ready to do her utmost in order to fulfill her obliga- 

tion. Yet, being aware of the practical sense guiding the United 
States and convinced that the permanent liabilities accepted in the 
agreement of November 14th, 1924, have been too burdensome,—as 
witness the fact that the rate of interest on Poland’s debt is three per 
cent and three and one half per cent, while debts of several other 
countries whose capacity to pay exceeds that of Poland, bear con- 
siderably lower rates, amounting in some instances to one-eighth per 

cent,—requests that, until such time as the entire matter of Poland’s 
indebtedness to the United States is reconsidered, the payment of 
interest due on December 15, next, be postponed. 

5. In view of the tenor of the sixth paragraph of the State Depart- 
ment’s note dated November 26, the Polish Government affirm that 

they are prompted to such action because of the grave effects which 
the remittance of such payment might produce on Poland’s economic 

structure and balance. The danger of such consequences will be 
clearly apparent if the economic and financial situation in which 

Poland has found itself in consequence of the universal economic 

difficulties, are taken into consideration. 
6. As a country of predominantly agricultural character Poland 

has been particularly severely affected by the present crisis. The 
decline in prices of farm products has made unprofitable a branch



WAR DEBTS 803 

of production, which forms a means of livelihood for over seventy 
per cent of Poland’s population. The catastrophic condition of 
agriculture has reacted unfavorably on all other branches of national 
production, already affected by difficulties of disposal in foreign 
markets. The incomes of the vast majority of citizens are today 
considerably below those which should be regarded as a reasonable 
minimum for existence. The expenditures of the State and of local 
government bodies have been reduced to the very low limits. 

7. The Polish Government are conducting a policy of strict econo- 
mies. A monthly budgeting system which had been suggested by 

American experts is being applied. Far reaching economies have 
been effected in all branches of the budget. The number of officials 
has been reduced, several government departments, including two 
Ministries, have been suppressed. Salaries of government officials 
have been reduced by twenty to thirty per cent. As a result of these 
efforts the actual expenditure of the State—which in the budget 
period of 1929/30 amounted to 335 million dollars (2,991 million 
zlotys), and in the period of 1930/81 still reached the sum of 315 
million dollars (2,810 million zlotys)—-was reduced, in the budget 
year of 1931/32, to only 277 million dollars (2,466 million zlotys) 
and, in the first six months of 1932/33,—to 126 million dollars 
(1,128 million zlotys). Important economies have also been effected 
in the expenditures of local government bodies. But the decline in 

the revenue of the State and of local government bodies was even 
greater, notwithstanding the several new taxes which were intro- 

duced during that period. The actual revenue of the State for the 
budget period of 1929/30 was 339 million dollars (3,030 million 
zlotys), in the period of 1930/31—2808 million dollars (2,748 million 
zlotys), while in the 1931/32 period it was 254 million dollars (2,262 
million zlotys), and during the first six months of 1932/33—118 
million dollars (1,007 million zlotys). It is apparent from the above 
figures that the deficit for the budget period of 1930/31 amounted 
to 7 million dollars (62 million zlotys), for the 1931/32 period—to 
23 million dollars (204 million zlotys) and for the first half of the 
current budget year—to 13 million dollars (121 million zlotys) 
which necessitates the adoption of still further economies. 

8. It is imperative for Poland to maintain a budget balance not 
only within the yearly but also within the monthly budget limits, 
firstly because of a shortage of cash reserves and, secondly, because of 
the condition of the Polish money market, disallowing, as it does, the 
coverage of expenditures by means of even short term credit opera- 
tions—a remedy which is at the disposal of governments elsewhere. 
To a large extent this difficulty is caused by the withdrawal of short-
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term foreign investments, which have hitherto been engaged in the 
country. As stated above, Poland did not impose currency restric- 
tions; the imposition, however, of such restrictions in neighboring 
countries caused a comparatively considerable egress of foreign short 
term credits, amounting to over 30 per cent as compared with the 
year 1930. Under such conditions of the Polish money market any 
larger expenditure, resulting in an increase of the monthly budget 
deficit, would necessarily cause a disorganisation in the machinery 
of the State. 

9. The continued stability of the currency necessitated and still 
necessitates a recourse to far reaching deflation. In accordance with 
this principle the Bank of Poland maintains the statutory ratio of 
cover to currency in circulation, thereby insuring the maintenance of 

the par value of the zloty and the capacity of meeting foreign com- 
mitments in the future. However, the balance in this field has been 
achieved on a very low level of both coverage and circulation; the 
value of Bank of Poland notes in circulation at the end of 1930 
amounted to 183 million dollars (1,628 million zlotys), on November 
20, 1982—to 108 million dollars (966 million zlotys) ; the coverage in 
gold and foreign exchange at the end of 1930 was 107 million dollars 
(957 million zlotys) and on November 20, 1932—60 million dollars 
(587 million zlotys); the ratio of cover to currency in circulation 
and obligations payable at sight was 63 per cent at the end of 1930 
and 45 per cent on November 20, 1982. The maintenance of this 
ratio, on its present level at least, must be regarded as indispensable 
to the continued stability of the currency and to the capacity of 
making foreign payments. In this respect, the transfer of the sums 
due on December 15th might have very unfavorable effects. 

10. In view of the complete stoppage of the international circula- 
tion of capital, Poland is able to cover its foreign payment only 
through the exportation of its produce. Polish exports meet with 
ever-increasing difficulties. The value of the Polish export trade 
which consists predominantly of agricultural products and raw ma- 
terials is, because of the decline in prices, particularly depreciated. 
The figures of the Polish export and import trade illustrate this 
condition. Thus, the value of exports in 1928 amounted to 288 
million dollars (2,508 million zlotys), in 1931—211 million dollars 
(1,879 million zlotys), for the first ten months of 1982—100 million 
dollars (890 million zlotys) ; the value of imports to Poland in 1928 
was 877 million dollars (3,362 million zlotys), in 1981—165 mil- 
lion dollars (1,468 million zlotys) and for the first ten months of 

1932—80 million dollars (713 million zlotys). In recent years fav- 
orable trade balances were attained by Poland only through a maxi-
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mum limitation of consumption of imported merchandise. Thirty 
nine per cent of Polish exports are destined to markets where cur- 
rency regulations are in force; twenty six per cent to markets, 
where, since 1931, currency has depreciated. It is important to note 
that the markets thus affected are those which form the natural out- 
lets for Polish exports, the first as regards exports by land arid the 

second as regards exports by sea. Import quotas and embargoes 
as well as high tariff barriers are encountered by Polish exports in 
practically all their markets. 

11. The commercial relations between Poland and the United 
States are such that Poland buys ten times as much from, as she sells 
in, the United States. In the years 1927 and 1928 the resulting bal- 
ance in favor of the United States was offset by the influx into 
Poland of long-term American investments. At the same time an 
important item in Poland’s balance of payments was formed by 

remittances of Polish emigrants settling in the United States. Since 
1929 the influx of American capital into Poland has ceased. The 
restrictions on immigration to the United States, which have existed 
since 1922, have been, apart from other important consequences for 
Poland, causing a decline in emigrant remittances. The service of 
market loans floated in the United States by the Polish Government 
and by local government bodies necessitates regular annual payments, 
amounting approximately to 14 million dollars (130 million zlotys) 
per year. Poland’s balance of payments in respect of the United 
States shows a very considerable surplus in favor of the latter. Dur- 
ing the three years from 1929 to 1931, inclusive, the surplus in favor 
of the United States amounted to 103 million dollars (919 million 
zlotys). This sum is composed as follows: balance of trade—84 
million dollars (744 million zlotys); service of market loans—43 " 
million dollars (888 million zlotys) and payments on account of 
Poland’s indebtedness to the Government of the United States—14 
million dollars (121 million zlotys), less the sum of Polish emigrant 
remittances during the same period which amounted to 388 million 
dollars (334 million zlotys). In the current year the balance of 

payments will remain in favor of the United States and will amount 
to 18 million dollars (162 million zlotys), of which the balance of 
trade is 11 million dollars (100 million zlotys), service of market 
loans—15 million dollars (183 million zlotys), emigrant remit- 
tances—8 million dollars (71 million zlotys). It is clearly apparent 
from these figures that, in order to cover its payments to the United | 
States, which even without the installments on account of the indebt- 

edness to the Government of the United States are already very 
considerable, Poland must obtain an equivalent in favorable balance
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of trade with other countries. As has been pointed out above, this 
is at present becoming ever more difficult. The general tendency 
displayed by nations, which up to now have had a surplus of imports 
to equalize their trade balances, must also be taken into consideration. 

12. The concern over the continued maintenance of the country’s 
capacity to pay, and in particular over the safeguard for the future 
of the possibilities of further payments in full of all foreign obliga- 
tions resulting from commercial relations and market loans—in the 
first place those contracted in the American market—forms the rea- 
son which prompts the present approach of the Polish Government to 
the Government of the United States on the subject of the postpone- 
ment of the installment payment. In the light of the figures cited 

above, it becomes obvious that the benefits which will accrue there- 
from to the citizens of the United States will exceed many times such 
burdens as might result for them from postponement. The Polish 
Government are deeply convinced that its attitude will meet with 
complete understanding in the United States and that the Govern- 
ment and Congress of the United States will be willing to consider 
favorably the postponement of the installment of interest due Decem- 
ber 15th. The Polish Government express their readiness to com- 
municate any further data and information, which might be found 
necessary, and will willingly consider with the Government of the 
United States, the form in which such postponement could be vested. 

WasHINGTON, December 8, 1932. 

800.51W89 Poland/88 

The Secretary of State to the Polish Ambassador (Filipowicz ) 

. Wasuineton, December 15, 1932. 

Excettency: My Government has considered with the greatest 
care the note of December 8, 1932, from the Polish Government, in 
which it has set forth at length the reasons it advances for a recon- 
sideration of the whole question of intergovernmental war debts, and 
for the postponement of the payment due by the Polish Government 
to the Government of the United States on December 15th, next. 

Whatever part debt payments may have played in the economic 
history of the post-war years, it is clear that in the present conditions 

of world-wide depression, accompanied by a sweeping fall of prices, 
their weight has greatly increased, and that they have a very definite 
relationship to the problem of recovery in which both the Polish and 
the American people have so vital an interest. 

The President of the United States is prepared, through whatever 
agency may seem appropriate, to cooperate with the Polish Govern-
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ment in surveying the entire situation and in considering what means 

may be taken to bring about the restoration of stable currencies and 

exchange, the revival of trade, and the recovery of prices. 

I believe that there are important avenues of mutual advantage 

which should be thoroughly explored. Such an examination does 

not imply cancellation. 

My Government, however, has not been able to reach the conclusion 

that a postponement of the December 15th payment from the Polish 

Government to the United States is necessary because of its effect 

on the problem of recovery. Although we recognize the serious 

economic and financial difficulties which the Polish Government, in 

common with all other governments, is now facing, the maintenance 

of these agreements in their operation pending due opportunity for 

analysis of all matters bearing upen your request for revision and 

its consideration by the American Congress and people still appears 

to us to outweigh any reasons presented for a delay. 

Accept [etc.] Henry L. Stimson 

800.51W89 Poland/96 

The Polish Embassy to the Depariment of State 

The Polish Government has the honour to acknowledge receipt of 
the note of the United States Government of December 15th, 1932. 

The Polish Government holds itself fully at the disposal of the 
United States Government for the survey of the problem of Poland’s 
war debt to the United States with a view to safeguarding the gen- 
eral interests of our two countries. 

WasuHinetTon, December 21, 1932. 

800.51W89 Poland/97 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State © 

[Wasuineton,] December 22, 1932. 

The Polish Ambassador brought me the annexed note.?®> I told 
him that the United States Government was not contemplating any 
immediate initiative in that matter so far as I knew. I explained 
that if we took any initiative in the immediate future in regard to 
discussions on the subject of the settlement of any nation’s war debt, 
it would probably be with those nations which, like Great Britain, 
had made a distinct sacrifice in meeting the December 15 payment. 

H[zenry] L. S[tmson] 

* Supra.



PRELIMINARIES TO THE INTERNATIONAL MONETARY 
AND ECONOMIC CONFERENCE TO BE HELD AT 
LONDON IN 1933 

550.51/10: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain ( Mellon ) 

WasHIneotTon, May 26, 1932—4 p. m. 

154. On May 18th the British Ambassador; presumably under in- 
structions from his Government, asked the Department to consider 
whether the time had not come for the convocation of an international 

monetary and economic conference and asked for an expression of 

| our ideas on the subject and an indication of our attitude towards 
participation in such a conference. The subject has received the 
serious consideration of the Department and the President in an 
attempt to see what aims could be pursued and what benefits hoped 
for in the light of existing circumstances of every character. 

Yesterday I, after discussion with the President, had a telephone 

conversation with Prime Minister MacDonald which was based on 
some mention of the topic by both of us in Geneva. I presented the 
following views: 

(1) That it seems to the President and myself that despite the 
difficulty of circumstance and the limitations that would be imposed 
on various governments, it is our judgment that the early convocation 
of an international monetary and economic conference might achieve 
some useful purposes. 

(2) That the two useful purposes in the forefront of our mind 
were (a) The consideration of joint action which might assist a 
recovery in commodity prices, and an elaboration of the measures 
necessary therefor. In that connection, and illustrating the type of 
monetary idea I had in mind, I made reference incidentally to the 

leading article in the May 7 issue of the Z’conomist entitled “Factors 
in Recovery”, subtitle “Monetary Policy”, which article I thought 
MacDonald might have seen. (6) The encouragement of all economic 
groups throughout the world by indication of the fact that govern- 
ments were again striving to find common means of meeting what 
are largely joint difficulties. The President’s judgment is that serious 
as are the economic and financial factors governing our present situa- 

1Sir Ronald Lindsay. 
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tion, still much of it is due to the exaggerated fears and doubts that 
continue to deepen and to stand in the way of the private economic 
undertakings which might ease the situation. He believes that a 
fresh effort on the part of the governments might have a substantial 
improving effect on the situation. 

(3) The somewhat incomplete analysis of possible lines of action 
that the Department has made tend to the conclusion that a hope for 
real success lies in action taken in the monetary sphere. But the 
conference would be in a position to give consideration to various 
matters in the economic sphere in which also something might be 
worked out. Such, I mention by way of suggestion, might be plans 
for forestalling further tariff and trade retaliations and discrimina- 

tions, plans for the development of series of comparatively free trade 
areas such as the Danubian region, plans for dealing with the ex- 
change difficulties that at the present time are causing various coun- 
tries further to strangle international trade. 

(4) I said to MacDonald that of course he understood the United 
States could enter such a conference only within limitations and I 
recited as the two outstanding limitations that we would not be able 
to consider the question of debts and reparations, and questions of 
tariff rates which last Britain and the United States both consider 
purely domestic issues. MacDonald observed that Great Britain too, | 
of course, would have to enter under strict limitations. | 

(5) Furthermore, I informed MacDonald that we would like to 
see the silver question find a place in the field of discussion of the 
conference. I stated that I had rio conclusive ideas as to how that 
might be handled but that my general idea was that in relatively 
minor ways the position of silver in the world’s monetary systems 
might be enhanced. I added of course that I made the statement 
without any wish to entrench on the position that Great Britain 
might assume as regards the silver position in British India. There 
is support for a silver conference? in responsible quarters in both 
Great Britain and America. 

(6) I informed MacDonald that it was the President’s opinion 
that the conference could most advantageously be summoned by 
the British Government and held in Great Britain. On the one 
hand, its meeting in Great Britain would assure a recognition of 
its importance. Furthermore, Great Britain having departed from 
the gold standard, would run no new risks and raise no new un- 
desired and premature fears in summoning the conference. On the 
other hand, were the United States to call it, a wholly new set of 
speculations regarding American monetary policy might be born, 

*For previous correspondence, see Foreign Relations, 1981, vol. 1, pp. 607 ff.
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further disturbing our gold and monetary position. The Prime 
Minister appeared to understand this point. 

(7) I stated further that in my judgment the conference should 
be one of important figures, such as responsible ministers. He 
agreed, remarking that the matters mentioned were matters for 
political leaders. Of course, there would have to be suitable pre- 
liminary discussions and expert preparation the method of which 
could be worked out if and as the conference is determined upon. 

(8) I informed him that I wanted to communicate my ideas and 
interest personally to him and therefore I had telephoned, and that 
I was immediately cabling to you the whole situation and asking 
you to talk it over with him or whatever other members of the 
British Cabinet might be designated. Will you therefore immedi- 
ately take up the matter with Mr. MacDonald and inform us fully as 
to the attitude of the British Government and also report any sug- 
gestion or ideas you may develop on the matter. Prompt and de- 
termined decision may immediately offset the gathering difficulties. 

(9) The discussion should be kept strictly confidential. We have 
no desire to proceed without French cooperation at each and every 
stage. However, it is obvious that until Great Britain and our- 
selves have reached a decision as to whether there is advantage in 
summoning a conference, it would be a mistake to widen the dis- 
cussion unnecessarily. Since our idea is that the British Govern- 
ment should convoke the conference, it is possible that the decision 
as to when and how to inform the French should be left to the 
British Government, all on the supposition that there is something 
positive to communicate. Of course nothing is to be communicated 
to them without prior agreement with us. We suggest that, if and 
when the consent to such a conference by France has been obtained, 
the British Government in calling the conference should state that 
it issues the call after previous conference and collaboration with 
both America and France. 

(10) We can see possibilities of dangerous misrepresentation in 
the mere name of the conference and suggest that that should be 

. handled very carefully. We see danger in the word “monetary” 
or “credits”. Merely by way of suggestion, we do not see any such 

danger in a conference described in some way as a conference to 
deal with commodity prices, international exchange, trade impedi- 
ments and kindred subjects. 

STIMSON
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550.81/12 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, May 31, 1982—10 a.m. 
[Received May 31—8: 25 a.m.*] 

188. I discussed your 154, May 26, 4 p.m., with Foreign Secre- 
tary who stated the inference in your 155, May 26, 5 p.m.,®5 was 
correct in that the instructions to Ambassador Lindsay had been 
sent at a moment when the details of your telephone conversation 
with the Prime Minister were unknown to the Foreign Office. The 
Foreign Secretary then outlined briefly steps leading to representa- 
tions by British Ambassador on May 13 in that press cables to 
London have quoted a high Washington .authoritative source as 
stating that United States would view favorably international con- 
sideration of world economic conditions. This was followed by the 
Foreign Secretary’s reply to Winston Churchill’s question in the 
House of Commons, as reported in my despatch No. 81, May 11th* 
and the subsequent instructions to Ambassador Lindsay forwarded 
to Washington during Prime Minister’s convalescence in Lossiemouth. | 

Foreign Secretary then read me terms of reference for the Lausanne 
Conference,® and pointed out that the sentence in the latter half 
suggesting agreement “on the measures necessary to solve other 
economic and financial difficulties which are responsible for and 
may prolong the present world crisis”,” having been insisted upon 
by the British Government, would be an embarrassment to him if 
it were disregarded and an entirely unrelated conference called to 
meet in London to consider this very question. He added that the 
first part of the Lausanne Conference would deal with reparations, 
and hd could understand the United States might be unwilling to 
join the second part; nevertheless Sir John felt that any monetary 
conference, or Lausanne dealing with world commodity prices, must 
presuppose expert’s preparation. (See last sentence, paragraph 7 
your telegram 154.) 

Sir John then pointed out that with the Disarmament. Confer- . 
ence already meeting,® the Lausanne Conference called for June 16th 
and Ottawa Conference called for the middle of July the responsible 
British Ministers capable of taking decisions in an International 

‘Telegram in two sections, 
5 Not printed. 

* For correspondence concerning the Conference, see pp. 636 ff. 
"See telegram No. 97, February 13, 10 a. m., from the Chargé in France, 

p. 670; for text of communiqué as issued by the British Foreign Office, see 
London Times, February 15, 1982, p. 12. 

*For correspondence concerning the Conference for the Reduction and Lim!- 
tation of Armaments, see pp. 1 ff.
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Conference on commodity prices were not free before August ar 
the earliest. Consequently, in thinking aloud Sir John wondered 
whether the experts assembled at Lausanne might not be instructed 
to prepare data under the terms of reference which could be used 
at a later conference to be invited to meet at London with the 
United States taking part when the responsible British Ministers 
concerned might attend. This Sir John felt might permit immedi- 
ate study and in coordination with the Lausanne terms of reference 
open the way for a conference to be called in London at a convenient 
date on international commodity prices et cetera in which the United 
States would be included. Sir John then continued that he would 
welcome any suggestions including in particular: (1) any proposed 
date of this London Conference; (2) proposed agenda and, (3) in 
view of paragraph 9 of your telegram 154 and likewise of press 
publicity that has been given to the Lossiemouth-Washington tele- 

phone conversation and recent newspaper correspondent’s reports 
from Lossiemouth that Prime Minister intends “turning Lausanne 
into conference on world trade”, whether it might not be well to 
consider an early statement to French and Italian Governments that 
the advisability of international discussions on commodity prices 
had been broached between the British and American Governments. 

MELLON 

550.81/15 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon ) 

WasuHineton, May 31, 1932—6 p.m. 

159. In view of press reports from London that we broached to 
London the idea of a conference to stabilize world commodity prices, 
I think you should suggest that Sir John Simon immediately get 
in touch with the French and Italians so that they may understand 
that the British were merely asking us whether, if it is decided to 
hold such a conference, we might participate. You will realize how 
important it is that the French particularly should not feel that we 
are planning anything behind their backs. 

In view of these reports from London, I have given the follow- 
ing statement to the press: 

“The suggestion that there should be called an international con- 
ference for the purpose of considering methods to stabilize world 
commodity prices first came to the attention of this Government 
by an inquiry of the British Ambassador in Washington as to 
whether we should be interested and would participate in such con-
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ference. The suggestion was that it should be called by the British 
Government in London. After due consideration, this Government 
has replied, through Mr. Mellon, that it felt that the early convoca- 
tion of such a conference might be of real value in the present 
depression. As was stated in the press messages from London, the | 
proposed conference would have nothing to do with war debts, 
reparations, disarmament, or any other than purely economic sub- 
jects. It is our understanding that the British Government is also 
approaching on the same subject France, Italy and the other 
powers.” 

STIMSON 

550.81/18 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) 

WasHINGTON, June 1, 1982—8 p.m. 

164. Your 188, May 31, 10 am. This Government is willing to 
agree to the general ideas for the international economic conference 
that Sir John Simon suggests although there seems to be compel- 
ling reasons which make it impossible for us to send representatives 
to Lausanne. You will realize that the Lausanne Conference in 
this country means reparations in the public mind. If it is con- 
sidered advisable to hold such a preparatory conference—and we 
are inclined to feel it would be—might it not be held elsewhere. 

This Government is unable at the present moment to suggest a 
definite date for the subsequent conference, especially because the 
views and wishes of the French, Italian and other Governments have 
not yet been sounded, and the other conferences to which various 
European Governments, especially the British, are pledged to at- 
tend. Our preliminary idea is that the conference should meet in 
August or as early thereafter as existing arrangements of the inter- 
ested Governments and the necessary preparations for the conference 
permit. 

On the matter of the agenda, this Government will defer sug- 
_ gestions until we have had time for conference between interested 

Departments of this Government. In the meantime, we will, of 

course, be interested in receiving such suggestions as may be worked 
out by the British and other interested Governments. 

Repeat to Paris, Rome and Berlin for their confidential in- 
formation. 

STIMSON 
6442124859
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550.81/89 : Telegram 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert ) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, July 18, 19832—3 p. m. 
. [Received July 18—12:35 p. m.] 

217. Have learned informally from the Secretariat the present 
status of the plan for an economic conference, this plan being subject 

to modification. 

1. Project for the Conference is based on previous direct conversa- 
tions between certain governments and on annex V of the Final] Act 
of the Lausanne Conference® (text of which it is assumed is avail- 
able to the Department). 

2. The British Government, on behalf of the Lausanne Confer- 
ence, will invite six other governments, including the United States, 
to send two representatives each to serve respectively on the two 
subcommittees envisaged in annex V. The “organizing” committee 
of the Council (see paragraph 4) will designate three members in 
their individual capacities for each subcommittee and the Bank for 

International Settlements, two members to serve on the financial 

subcommittee only. The financial subcommittee will thus have 12 
members i.e. 6 from states mentioned in annex V, 1 from the United 

States, 2 from the Bank for International Settlements, and 3 ap- 
pointed by the Council Committee, presumably nationals. of states 
not mentioned in annex V. The economic subcommittee will consist 
of 10 members i.e. 6 from states mentioned in annex V,1 from the | 
United States, and 3 appointed by the Council Committee, presum- 
ably nationals of states not mentioned in annex V. 

3. It is contemplated that the subcommittees will meet in Geneva 
about the beginning of September. The expenses of the government 
representatives will be borne by their respective governments while 
the League will assume the expenses of its appointees. Experts repre- 

senting governments may or may not be government officials. The 
subcommittees will be assisted by the directors of the economic and 
financial sections of the Secretariat. 

4. The Council will appoint a committee of the Council as an 
“organizing” committee, composed of representatives of those gov- 
ernments members of the Council which issued invitations to the 
Lausanne Conference and Council members who are rapporteurs for 
economic and financial questions 1.e. Great Britain, Germany, France, 

Italy, Japan and Norway. This committee will be empowered to 
obtain the participation of other states and will invite only the 

°Great Britain, Cmd. 4126, Miscellaneous No. 7 (1982): Final Act of the 
Lausanne Conference, Lausanne, July 9, 1932, p. 15.
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United States and Belgium to send representatives. The invitation 
to the United States will thus be issued by the chairman of the com- 
mittee and not by the Council. The functions of the Organizing 

Committee will be to supervise the work of two subcommittees and 
formulate plans for the Conference including its composition, place 
and time of meeting and agenda. It will probably be composed of 
Cabinet ministers with MacDonald as chairman and will obviously 

have a more political slant in contrast to the more technical character 

of the subcommittees. Either the Council will delegate authority 
enabling the Organizing Committee to make final decisions regard- 
ing the Conference or the Committee will render a report with 
recommendations for action. In practice the Committee’s decisions 
will be adopted and subsequent Council action pro forma. 

The expenses of members as government representatives on the 
Organizing Committee will be paid by their respective governments. 
It is planned that the Committee meet as soon as possible after es- 
tablishment by the Council. 

5. It will be observed from the foregoing that the subcommittees, 
although set up by the Lausanne Conference, do not report to the 

Lausanne Conference but to a Council committee thus tying the 
Conference to the League. Furthermore, it is contemplated that 
many standing League projects will be incorporated in the Confer- 

ence. 
6. The Council will probably meet Friday, July 15. 

7. Opinion is divided as to whether the Conference will meet in 
Geneva or London. Geneva is favorable position as more economical. 
London is favored as a better atmosphere for economic and financial 

discussion, for the psychological reason that representatives are in 

general “weary” of Geneva, and also for certain political reasons 
particularly as it might serve to commit the British Government to 
the success of the meeting. 

It is thought at the Secretariat that the Conference will not meet 
before the middle of November or the beginning of December. 

8. The Secretariat appears to have been advised by an undiscover- 
able British source that Washington “insists” that the Conference 
be held in London. 

9. The Conference will not be termed World or General Economic 
Conference due I believe to preoccupations respecting Russia. It 
will presumably be termed simply Economic and Financial Confer- 
ence, 

GILBERT
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500.81/91 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson ) to the Secretary of State 

Genegva, July 14, 1932—5 p.m. 
[Received July 14—12:40 p.m.]| 

100. Please refer Gilbert’s No. 217, July 18, 3 p.m., paragraph 4. 
Drummond summoned me today and pointed out that the Organiz- 
ing Committee which will have full powers as to place, agenda, date, 
et cetera, of the Conference will also have full powers to invite 
other states to become members of the Committee. It is contem- . 

plated to invite the United States and Belgium. 

Drummond has asked me to state that he would be happy to obtain 
from you a word of advice for his own information as to the more 
convenient course to pursue in issuing an invitation to the United 
States. He can either summon the Organizing Committee within 
the next few days and cause the Committee to issue such an invita- 
tion immediately or he can postpone the summoning of the Organiz- 
ing Committee for this purpose for 2 or 3 weeks and issue the 
invitation at that date. 

I should appreciate an expression of opinion from you as soon as 
convenient which I may pass on to Drummond. 

WILson 

550.81/95 : Telegram | 

The Consul at Geneva ( Gilbert ) to the Secretary of State 

. GeneEvA, July 15, 1982—7 p.m. 
[ Received 8 p.m. ] 

218. Sir John Simon presented to the Council this afternoon a 
draft resolution for the convoking of a conference which was couched 
as indicated in the pertinent portions of paragraph 4 of Consulate’s 
217, July 13, 3 p.m. 

Other representatives on the Council, particularly those of the 
smaller European powers, stressed the maintenance of the sovereignty 

of the Council in this matter and a broader representation on the 
subcommittees of experts to present the views of the smaller powers 
and of certain international organizations. This resulted in the 
following modifications of the draft resolution. 

1. The two subcommittees are now termed jointly the Commission 
of Experts. This Commission will “keep in touch” with the Com- 
mittee of the Council (the Organizing Committee) and the latter 
will in turn report to the Council as it may be necessary to do so. 

2. The Committee of the Council will have the power, in consul- 
tation with the Commission of Experts, to add to the number of 
experts.
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8. The Council invites the International Labor Office and the 
International Institute of Agriculture to place at the disposal of 
the Commission of Experts, insofar as the latter deems it necessary, 
the services of their technical organizations. 

The resolution thus amended was adopted.*® The British repre- 
sentative was designated as President of the Committee of the 
Council. No day was set for the meeting of this Committee. 

The United States is not mentioned by name in the resolution 
but its membership in the Committee of the Council is envisaged 
by the following provision: 

“The Committee of the Council shall have the power, if and when 
it considers it desirable, to invite other countries to appoint repre- 
sentatives to the Committee”. 

The title of the proposed conference now appears to be “Con- 
ference on Monetary and Economic Questions”. 

GILBERT 

550.81/99 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland ( Wilson ) 

WASHINGTON, July 16, 1982—1 p.m. 
99. Your 100, July 14, 5 p.m. 

(1) We feel that before we could accept participation in the 
organizing committee to which Drummond refers, it would be neces- 
sary to assure ourselves and make it a matter of record, that the 
General Monetary and Economic Conference will not consider the 
questions of debts and reparations, nor questions of tariff rates, (as 
distinguished from general policy) which we consider purely 
domestic issues. 

(2) These conditions I set forth last May to MacDonald when 
the question of an international conference first came up, and sub- 
sequently repeated to the French and Italian Ambassadors at Wash- 
ington. I likewise included them in a press announcement which I 
‘ssued on May 381. 

(3) We wish to do nothing that would embarrass the organizing 
committee or the League and accordingly feel that it would be wise 
for you to inform Drummond orally and in strictest confidence 
that it will be necessary for us to limit our acceptance of an invita- 
tion to participate in the organizing committee by asking assurances 
on these points. Drummond will undoubtedly be in a position to 
discuss this element of the situation with the chairman of the or- 

* For text, see League of Nations, Oficial Journal, July, 1982, p. 1278.
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ganizing committee who can govern his actions accordingly and 
thus prevent any embarrassment or misunderstanding. 

(4) It would further be important for us in view of the resolu- 
tions of Congress and of the terms of the appropriation bill for 
our participation to have it specifically stated in any invitation that 
the Conference will deal with “monetary matters, including silver”. 

STIMSON 

550.81/115 : Telegram 

The Acting Chairman of the American Delegation to the General 
Disarmament Conference (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, July 25, 1932—10 p. m. 
[ Received July 25—6:10 p. m.]| 

372. In pursuance of telephone conversation with you today Davis 
telephoned Simon telling him he had reported to you his conversa- 
tion of Saturday with him and that you had authorized him to tell 
Simon that you would be prepared to accept an invitation to partici- 

, pate in the Organizing Committee and Monetary and Economic 

Conference upon assurance that the Conference will not consider 
the question of debts and reparations nor questions of tariff rates 
as distinguished from general policy and furthermore that it be 
understood that the Conference will deal with “monetary matters 
including silver”. Simon said that he was in a thorough accord with 
the exclusions and inclusions indicated, that he would call in Hankey 
and others tomorrow to prepare invitations but that he would give 

| you the assurance you desire before despatching the invitation so 
that you could accept without any hesitation or qualification which 
he deemed advisable. 

GIBSON 

550.91/117 

The British Chargé (Osborne) to the Secretary of State 

No. 238 WASHINGTON, July 28, 1932. 

sir: I have the honour under instructions from His Majesty’s 
Principal Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs to transmit to you 
herewith two notes on the subject of the World Economic Confer- 

ence.4 ‘These notes invite the United States Government to be rep- 
resented on the Committee of the Council of the League of Nations 

which is charged with the task of convoking the Conference and to 

1 Hor texts of notes, see Department of State, Press Releases, July 30, 1982, 
pp. 82-83.
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appoint two experts to sit on the Committee charged with the pre- 
liminary examination of the financial and economic questions re- 
ferred to in Resolution V.* attached to the Final Act of the 
Lausanne Conference. 

I have further the honour to inform you that these invitations are 
extended on the understanding that the questions of Reparations, 
of Debts and of specific tariff rates (as distinguished from tariff 
policy) will be excluded from the scope of the Conference and that 
among the monetary matters within its scope will be the question 
of silver. . 

I have [etc.] D. G. Ossorne | 

550.91/119 

The Acting Secretary of State to the British Chargé (Osborne ) 

| Wasuineron, August 2, 1932. 

Sir: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your note 
No. 238 and, as enclosures thereto, your note No. 239 and the note of 
the Honorable Ramsay MacDonald, dated July 18, 1932, inviting 
the Government of the United States to be represented on the Com- 
mittee charged with the task of convoking the Conference on 
Monetary and Economic Questions, and to appoint two experts to 
sit on the Committee charged with the preliminary examination of 
these questions. 

IT have noted your statement of the understanding as to topics 
on which the invitation is extended. 

In reply I have the honor to accept the invitations thus extended. 
When information as to the time and place of meeting of the organiz- 
ing committee for the Corference has been received, the Government 
of the United States will be glad to designate a representative on this 
committee. This Government will also proceed, as soon as occasion 
arises, with the appointment of experts to the preparatory committee. | 

Accept [etc. ] W. R. Castres, Jr. 

550.81/137 

The British Embassy to the Department of State 

Amwr-MEmoIRE 

His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom are anxious to 
push on as quickly as possible with the preliminary preparations for 

“2 For text, see Great Britain, Cmd. No. 4126, Mise. No. 7 (1982); see also 
Department of State, Press Releases, July 30, 1982, pp. 83-84.
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the International Economic and Financial Conference and to ensure 
coordination in these preparations between the work of the organ- 

izing committee of the Council of the League of Nations, of which 
His Majesty’s Principal Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs is 
chairman, and of the preparatory committee of experts, with its 
financial and economic sub-committees, to be set up in accordance 
with Resolution 5 of the Conference of Lausanne. They are there- 
fore proposing to suggest to the Inviting Powers to the Lausanne 
Conference (namely, France, Italy, Germany, Japan and Belgium), 
that the Council of the League should be requested (1) to allow the 
preparatory committee of experts to mect at Geneva, (2) to permit 
the Secretariat General of the League of Nations to undertake the 
secretariat of this expert committee and (3) to fix a date for the 
meeting of the committee to suit the convenience of the League and 
of the Powers interested. 

His Majesty’s Government are anxious to learn at the earliest 
possible date whether the United States Government, who have 
agreed to nominate representatives on both organizing and expert 

committees, are in agreement with the course of action proposed. 
They will await the reply of the United States Government before 
proceeding. 

Sir John Simon, who greatly hopes that the United States Gov- 
ernment will be in entire agreement with His Majesty’s Government, 
would be particularly grateful for an early reply. 

Wasuineton, August 13, 1932. 

550.81/131 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Great Britain 
(Atherton) 

Wasuineron, August 15, 1932—6 p. m. 

220. This Government has, as you know, accepted membership on 

the Organizing Committee of the Monetary and Economic Confer- 
ence and is now considering the nomination of its representatives. 
The President is considering the nomination of Ambassador Sackett. 
We understand, however, that Sir John Simon expressed a strong 
wish that Norman Davis be appointed on this committee. His ex- 
perience and wide acquaintance would seem to us to be very valu- 
able. On the other hand, the appointment of an individual not a 
part of the Administration as the sole representative of this Gov- 
ernment on the Organizing Committee might give rise to criticism 
and political difficulty. The suggestion has been made that Davis 
might be appointed to serve as an associate or alternate to Sackett
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and if this could be done both the President and the Department 
would be inclined to appoint him. 

I wish you would call on Sir John Simon and talk the matter over 
with him informally and confidentially to find out from him whether 
there would be any objection to such a double nomination on the 
part of the American Government. You will, of course, warn Sir 

John to keep this matter entirely confidential since we should wish 
to announce the appointment of Sackett or, if it proves feasible, the 
appointment of both Sackett and Davis in Washington. 

CASTLE 

550.91/138 

The Acting Secretary of State to the British Chargé (Osborne) 

Wasuineton, August 15, 1932. 

Sir: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your Azde- 
Mémoire of August 18, 19382, in which His Majesty’s Government 
proposes to suggest to the Inviting Powers to the Lausanne Confer- 

ence that the Council of the League of Nations should be requested 
(1) to allow the preparatory committee of experts of the Monetary 
and Economic Conference to meet at Geneva, (2) to permit the 
Secretariat General of the League of Nations to undertake the secre- 
tariat of this expert committee and (3) to fix a date for the meeting 

‘of this committee to suit the convenience of all interested elements. 
In response to your inquiry, I wish to state that the Government 

of the United States is in agreement with the course of action pro- 
posed. In regard to the date of the first meeting of the preparatory 
committee, it appears to this Government that sometime during the 
second half of September would be a suitable date. This Govern- 
ment would find it difficult to be represented before September 15, 
and subject to this reservation, would be glad to agree upon a date 
acceptable to other Powers concerned. 

Accept [etc.] W. R. Castres, JR. 

§50.81/141: Telegram 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, August 20, 1932—8 p.m. 
[Received August 20—11 a.m.] 

245. I discussed your 220, August 15, 6 p.m., with Simon today | 
who said there would be no difficulty. He explained “Organizing 
Committee is really a committee of states rather than a committee 
of nominated individuals, and consequently in view of the fact that
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United States Government has agreed to join the Organizing Com- 
mittee an announcement from Washington that United States Gov- 
ernment nominates as its representative Ambassador Sackett with 
Mr. Norman Davis as alternate or associate would be quite in order”. 

Simon spoke of third week in September either Geneva or London 
as possible date for first meeting of Organizing Committee. 

Sir John is en route to Lossiemouth and then to Balmoral before 
returning to London. A 

THERTON 

§50.81/157 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Mellon) 

WasHINGTON, September 2, 1982—7 p.m. 

932. For Atherton. Your No. 236, August 4, 3 p.m. As to the 
place and date of the Monetary and Economic Conference, the 
American Government feels that, if agreeable to the British Govern- 
ment, the Conference ought to be held in London. This has in 
general been the understanding since the beginning of the discussions. 

As to the date, the American Government would, of course, prefer 
not to have the conference meet before the 15th of November at 

| the earliest. It would seem difficult to make full preparations neces- 
sary even by that date. If the conference were held in December, 
there would be the Christmas holidays ahead and if the British 
Government would prefer to have it postponed until January, as 
has been rumored, we should have no objection. 

You may use the above if you see fit informally in your conversa- 
tions with Sir John Simon. 

There have been various press rumors that this Government 
wanted the conference held in Washington. This is not true. For 

various reasons we should be greatly opposed to any such suggestion. 

. CastTLp 

550.81/172 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, September 10, 1932—2 p.m. 
[Received September 10—12:35 p.m.] 

260. For Norman Davis. Simon leaves for Geneva September 19 
and expects to be there through early October. In compliance with 
your telegram No. 237 September 9, 6 p.m.,!¢ Simon will “work for” 

¥ Not printed. 
4 Ante, p. 528.
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Organization Committee to assemble Monday October 3d in Geneva 

where many of the members will already be gathered. Simon would 
welcome a preliminary talk with you in Geneva upon the work of 

the Organization Committee any time in the week previous to 
October 3d; at the same time Simon would be very happy for a 
discussion of those naval matters referred to in paragraph 2 of your 

237 September 9th, 6 p.m. MetLon 

550.81/174: Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

| Berne, September 12, 1982—noon. | 
[Received September 12—8: 35 a.m. | 

77. Letter dated August 30 from MacDonald! as President of 
Lausanne Conference to Secretary General of League requests, on 

behalf of inviting powers of that Conference, that League Council - 
should agree to certain steps connected with preparation of World 
Economic and Financial Conference and transmits list of members 

of present Committee of Experts. 
The final paragraph of Deputy Secretary’s transmitting letter 

reads as follows: 

“As I understand your Government have already appointed two 
experts on the present Committee for the Conference I should be 
glad if you would be so good as to inform me as soon as possible 
of the views of your Government as to the time suggested for the 
meeting of the Committee.” 

The time suggested in MacDonald’s letter is the latter half of 
September. 

The Deputy Secretary General has requested me to ascertain from 
you as urgently as possible your views as to whether this time is 
satisfactory. 

MacDonald’s letter document C-622-M-306 sent with Geneva list 
284, September 7. Wuson 

550.81/182 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland ( Wilson ) 

WasHINGTON, September 14, 1982—2 p.m. 

61. You are authorized to inform Secretary-General of the League 
in response to his letter that this Government has appointed Ambas- 
sador Sackett and Norman Davis as representatives on the Commit- 

* League of Nations, Oficial Journal, November 1932, p. 1861.
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tee of Arrangements for the Economic and Financial Conference. 
The Department assumes that it 1s this Committee to which the 

Secretary’s letter refers. 
The United States Government prefers that the first meeting of 

the Organizing Committee be held not before the first week of 
October. 

Repeat to Berlin, London and Paris. Gr 
IMSON 

§50.81/235 : Telegram ; 

The Secretary of State to the American Representatives on the 

Organizing Committee for the International Monetary and 
Economic Conference (Sackett and Davis ) 

WASHINGTON, October 3, 1932—6 p.m. 

16. Despatch 349 Political from American Consul, Geneva, Sep- 
tember 20,/° informs Department that Secretary General of League 
has taken up question of terminology for projected conference and 
that in the future the title of the conference will be “The Economic 
and Financial Conference”. 

The Department observes the substitution of “financial” for 
“monetary” with some concern. The appropriation for expenses 
voted by the American Congress was specifically voted for a 
“monetary” conference and there is a possibility the omission of 
this word from the title might involve embarrassment as expendi- 
tures of money are controlled by the Comptroller General whose 
interpretations of appropriation acts are not subject to Executive 
reversal. 

Is not the Organizing Committee of the Council the competent 
body to settle this matter of terminology? If so, you are requested 
to present this situation to it and explain that in the light of the 
foregoing circumstance it appears advisable to the Department that 
the word monetary be restored to the title. 

STIMSON 

550.81/232 : Telegram 

Lhe Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

GeEneEvA, October 3, 1932—9 p.m. 
[Received October 3—7: 03 p.m. ] 

18. From Sackett and Davis. Organizing Committee this after- 
noon reached following decisions: 

1. That Preparatory Committee of Experts should meet in Geneva 
October 31st. 

* Not printed. Cod
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2. That Conference should be held in London as soon as work of 
Preparatory Committee permitted (question of fixing definite date 
to be further considered by Organizing Committee at its next meet- 
ing fixed for November 14. Proposal to fix meeting of Conference 
for early part of January debated and rejected on ground unwise to 
prejudge extent of preparatory work necessary). 

3. That Secretary General of the League should issue invitations 
to the Conference to all nations of the world including both mem- 
bers and non-member states. 

The list of all experts designated by governments, except our own 
experts, was circulated as follows: 3 

Germany, Warmbold, Minister of Economy, and Vocke, member 
of the Reichsbank Board. 

Belgium, Emile Francqui and Van Langenhove, Secretary Gen- 
eral of the Foreign Office. 

France, Charles Rist and Jean Parmentier. 
Italy, Alberto Beneduce and Giuseppe Tassinari, President Na- 

tional Agriculture Association. 
Japan, Kawai, Minister at Warsaw, and Tsushima, Financial 

Attaché at London. 
Great Britain, Leith-Ross and Layton. 

We stated that we expected to communicate names of our experts 
within 10 days. 

The six experts at large!” whose names were cabled to you some 
time ago were definitely approved by the Organizing Committee 
today. With two experts from Bank for International Settlements 18 
this completes list with the exception of Norwegian expert added 
because Norwegian member of League Council is rapporteur for 
financial and economic questions. | 

Organizing Committee also decided that Experts Committee should 
consult with designated experts of International Labor Bureau and 
International Institute of Agriculture on subjects where those in- 
stitutions particularly competent. 

German representative, seconded by Italian, urged that Soviet 
Government nominate two additional experts but this proposal de- 
feated on the ground that any addition to existing numbers would 

* Léon Baranski (Poland), Director of the Bank of Poland; Jan Dvoracek 
(Czechoslovakia), former Minister of Commerce, and Director of the Ziv- 
nestenska Banka at Prague; Jean Musy (Switzerland), Chief of the Federal 
Department of Finance and Customs; Alfred de Nickl (Hungary), Director 
of Commercial Agreements in the Ministry for Foreign Affairs; Risto Ryti 
(Finland), Governor of the Bank of Finland; Raul Prebitsch (Argentina), 
former Under Secretary of State to the Minister of Finance, National Bank 
of Argentina. 

% Leonardus J. A. Trip (Netherlands), President of the Bank of the Nether- 
lands; Leon Fraser (United States), Vice-President of the Bank for Inter- 
national Settlements.
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open door to increasing Experts Committee to point where useful 
work impossible. 
We find that it is the idea here to leave to the Experts Committee 

the entire work of preparing the agenda. Last night we told Simon 
that our idea had not been to leave this entirely to experts as ques- 
tions of policy are involved. Sackett will talk this over with you 
to determine just how we should proceed. The type of men being 
designated by other governments for the Experts Committee is rather 

striking. 
Sackett sails H'uropa tomorrow, arriving New York October 9 and 

will give you personally our views regarding work of Experts 

Committee. [Sackett, Davis. ] 
WILson 

§50.S1/241 ; Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, October 5, 19832—5 p. m. 
: [ Received 6: 49 p. m. | 

20. From Davis. Your 16, October 3, 6 p. m., was received after 
adjournment of Organizing Committee but matter was immediately 
taken up with League Secretariat. They advised me that as a matter 
of convenience and to harmonize divergent terminology used in Lau- 
sanne resolution and correspondence of British Government regard- 
ing Conference the League Secretariat had employed term “economic 
and financial conference”, this title being used in the resolution of 
Organizing Committee described my 18, October 3, 9 p. m., which 
is circulated to all states invited to Conference. They state, however, 
that as Organizing Committee has taken no formal action they see 
no insurmountable obstacle to reconsideration by that Committee at 
next meeting in November. 

League officials point out that term “monetary” is hardly broad 

enough to cover all questions which will be considered by Conference 
and they obviously prefer maintenance of present title unless we 
insist upon a change. 

If question of title involves solely question of appropriation I 

trust that matter can be worked out in Washington without insisting 
upon change in name. If you anticipate serious congressional dif- 
ficulties I believe that we could effect the change you desire. In this 
connection it should be pointed out that correspondence with British 

Government of July 13 and 28 and Lausanne Conference resolution 
employs both titles and that we can hardly take question up on the 
basis that League or British authorities have changed Conference
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title. All they have done is to select one of the names set forth in 
the original invitation to us. From consultation with League offi- 
clals, I find that League has never formally received British note to 
us advising that invitation to Conference is extended on the under- 
standing that certain questions, viz, reparations, debts, tariff rates, 
will be excluded from its scope and silver included. Hence League 
has never communicated this correspondence to other participating 
states. If you feel that communication of this correspondence is 
necessary or desirable I suggest you take the matter up with the 
British Foreign Office. You may consider that our position is suf- 
ficiently a matter of public record as a result of press statements to 
make such communication unnecessary. Further, our representa- 
tives on the Agenda Committee can safeguard our position. I felt 
that you should know above situation. I am leaving with Gilbert at 
Consulate a copy of your cable [No.] 16, October 3, 6 p. m., and 
this reply. [Davis.] Wuson 

550.81/289 

Memorandum by the Consul at Basel (Cochran) 

[Wxtract]* 

| WasuineTon, October 6, 1932. 

EUROPEAN VIEWS ON THE CONFERENCE 

A. Identity of Eaperts 

Several of the European Experts on the Preparatory Committee 
will be either B. I. 8. Directors or financial and economic authorities 
who have cooperated closely with the B. I. S., on international com- 
mittees meeting at Basel, and otherwise. All of the European coun- 
tries except Spain and Portugal are now shareholders in the B. I. S., 
and these two States were prevented from joining the B. I. S. only 
by their exchange difficulties. At the Annual Meetings of the B. I. S. 
in May 1931 and 1932 the Central Bank Governors of more than 
twenty European countries assembled at Basel where they. listened to 
and discussed technical papers upon many of the financial subjects 
that are likely. to come before the Preparatory Conference. The 
B. I. S. Platform, which has been outlined, separately, was presented | 

*The extracted portion of this memorandum refers to problems of the 
Conference as anticipated in the published reports of the Bank for International 
Settlements (1932); the Foreign Creditors Standstill Committee (2d. meeting, 
January 23, 1982); Final Act of the Third Regular Session of the Permanent 
Committee for Economic Studies of the Agricultural Countries of Central and 
Eastern Europe, Warsaw, August 24-27, 1982; Conference for the Economic 
Restoration of Central and Eastern Europe, Stresa, September 5-22, 1932.
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to the Directors at the regular Meeting on September 19, 1932, 
These Directors represented the Central Banks of: Great Britain, 

France, Germany, Italy, Belgium, The Netherlands, Switzerland, 
Sweden, and private banking groups in the United States and Japan. 
While each of the European countries will have its individual politi- 

- cal viewpoint on the discussions at London, and while there are 

known to be differences of opinion among the various Experts who 
will be at Geneva, including those who have served together previ- 
ously, it is likely to be found that the B. I. S. Platform, together with 
the pronouncements of the B. I. S. and of the International Commit- 
tees hereinafter cited, will have the general support of the countries 
of Western Europe at the coming Conferences. The two B. I. S. dele- 
gates to the Financial Subcommittee, Messrs. Fraser (American) 
and Trip (Dutch), represent the best informed and most conserva- 
tive element of the B. I. 8S. 

Of the three League Experts to the Financial Subcommittee, two, 
Ryti (Finland) and Baranski (Poland) are Central Bank officials 

well known to the B.I. S., and the third, Musy, Swiss Finance Min- 

ister, has had dealings with the Basel institution. Francqui, one 
of the most widely known B. I. S. directors, will be one of the Bel- 
gian experts. There is likely to be associated with him, at London 
if not at Geneva, Paul van Zeeland of the National Bank of Belgium, 

who was prominent at Stresa, and whose brother is a resident 
B. 1.5. official. Paul van Zeeland is also an alternate B. I. 8. Direc- 
tor. Sir Walter Layton, who served at Basel on two international 
committees in 1931, will be one of the two British Experts. His col- 
league, Sir Frederick Leith-Ross of the British Treasury, has long 
been associated with reparation and war debt problems and is con- 
stantly in contact with the B. I. S. For the French there will be 
Parmentier and Professor Rist. The latter served on the Special 
Advisory Committee, and has rendered extensive service in. studying 
the financial problems of many European countries. Vocke of the 

Reichsbank, who substitutes for Governor Luther on the B. I. S. 
Board, will be one of the German Experts, along with Dr. Warm- 
bold, the German Minister of Economics. Beneduce, the B. I. S. 

Vice Chairman, who is usually the Italian Expert at such gatherings, 
will serve along with Tassinari. It is likely that the Italian policy 
will be consistent with that heretofore displayed, since the Italian 
Conference delegation is always accompanied by a young man from 

the Foreign Office who is constantly in touch with Rome and keeps 
the delegates properly in line. 

The American Experts dealing with this group of professional 

European Experts will be under certain handicaps. Many of those
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above mentioned have worked together at most of the important 

Conferences held since the War. They not only possess thorough 

understanding of their own national problems, and policies, but 

have background information on the problems, policies, and history 

of their neighbors. Irrespective of their high individual qualifica- 

tions, the Americans will not be sufficiently “expert” to assist in de- 

veloping an American position that will command respect at London 

unless they may be definitely instructed as to our Government’s 

policy. | 
Europe’s best experts are on the Preparatory Committee. It will 

be the plan of these men to go as far at Geneva as possible toward 

writing a complete program for acceptance at London. The quali- 

fications of the European experts and the extent to which they are 

associated with Government policy should make clear the importance 

attributed by the European Powers to the Preparatory Conference. 

If the United States hopes to have appear in the final Conference 
Report or Resolutions any positive American doctrines, every pre- 

caution should be taken to see that the Experts at Geneva work 

toward this end. To begin only at London, or to be obliged there 

to disavow acts of our Experts at Geneva, would be disastrous. We 

shall come in for enough criticism at best, and we certainly should 
not expose ourselves to an undue amount through assuming 1ll- 
advised positions at Geneva. 

H. Attitudes of Various Powers , 
I. Germany. The European country which at present appears to 

be most active in preparing its program for the World Conference 
is Germany. Various plans have been advocated there for improv- 

ing the financial situation of the country, now that Lausanne has 
gone so far in adjusting the reparation issue. It is likely to be the 
German position that real progress towards world recovery can not 
be achieved until goods move again. Goods can not move as long 
as existing exchange regulations are in effect. Germany can not lift 

its exchange regulations as long as the present standstill agreement 

must be observed with respect to Germany’s private creditors. The 
first move, therefore, is to solve the standstill problem, perhaps 

through some scheme to be submitted to the Conference for a long- 
time funding of the obligations involved. These obligations are, in 
their present form, usually discountable by the Central Banks, since 
they do not exceed the legal limit of ninety days prescribed by most 

of the Central Banks. Should these obligations be made long-term, 
there would arise, however, the question of a suitable means for 

6442124860
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realizing thereon. For this purpose it is possible that recommenda- 
tion may be made for expanding one of the existing institutions, 
such as the B. I. S., or creating an institution along the plans of 
Kindersley or Francqui, to provide facilities for discounting the 
German obligations in question, as well as similar obligations in other 
countries. Such an institution might have some of the features 
of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation or of the Swiss Federal 
Loans Office, the latter just now being created to handle frozen 
paper which the Swiss National Bank can not accept. The above 
remarks concern Germany’s short term indebtedness. Another move 
will probably be to secure a reduction in rates on Germany’s long- 
term bonds. 

Both Von Papen and Luther have affirmed the German determina- 

tion to meet foreign obligations to the extreme limit of Germany’s 
ability. The Germans are, however, now pleading transfer difficul- 
ties. With their export balance continually declining, with un- 
employment large, with the Reichsbank cover low, with the official 
discount rate down to four per cent, with the present steps toward 
reducing other internal interest rates, and with a political situa- 
tion which forces the Government to favor drastic steps for im- 
proving Germany economy, it is to be expected that Germany will 
present as strong case as possible for relief from foreign debts, 

other than reparations. Germany feels that her position, in assum- 
ing that a country can only meet its foreign obligations by exports 
of goods and services, has been strengthened by Warsaw and Stresa. 
Germany will strive to avoid another experience of inflation. Ger- 
many is willing to consummate bi-lateral treaties to meet the Stress 
pool plan, such treaties to be given a monetary valuation, but not 
to contribute cash. Germany favors the return to the gold standard, 
particularly on the part of its customers and its industrial competi- 
tors. Germany will oppose any Danubian plan which denies her 
any benefits of access to the Danubian markets. Germany favors 
the creation of any and all institutions destined to convert short term 

obligations into long term obligations, or offering new middle and 
long term credits. Germany has taken up the quota system as a 
last economic resort, and in opposition to much German opinion. 

II. France. France took the lead at Stresa. She is becoming re- 
luctant to grant any further financial assistance to her friends in 
Eastern Europe until some plan is achieved for their economic and 
financial reconstruction. France is willing to contribute to pools, 

both for revalorization of cereals and for normalization of cur- 
rencies in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe, and was the 
strongest proponent of the Geneva Agricultural Bank. :
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France’s objections to the Francqui and Kindersley Plans have 
been indicated. If she is called upon to make a big investment, she 
desires to be free to make her own terms as she has done heretofore. 

She looks upon loans as political, as well as trade means, and de- 
sires her independence of action. She is not willing to help the 
British or Americans retrieve bad loans, unless her own funds also 

are involved. 
France adheres firmly to the gold standard and condemns the 

risks of any other standard. (See Report of Bank of France for 
Year 1931). 

Rist, the French delegate, opposes lowering cover rates of Central | 
Banks. His ideas on the futility of intervention toward achieving 
a return of prices to the 1929 level have been mentioned. 

Irrance favors bargaining tariffs and opposes the most-favored- 
nation idea. She utilizes preferences, quotas, et cetera, although 
terming quotas temporary expedients. France would like multi- 
lateral treaties that would give her united allies in Eastern and 
Central Europe. The French viewpoint will always be nationalistic. 
The French idea of security, economic and otherwise, may be ex- 
treme to us, but it is religion to them. Coercion will not be effective. 

Til. Great Britain. Just as France took the initiative at Stresa, 

Great Britain may be expected to endeavor to set the program for 
London. Of the three great problems, unemployment, loss of trade 
and cost of debt service, the British have only made headway on 
the last—through the recent conversion operation. Unemployment 
figures are still at their peak and foreign trade at its lowest. With 
such conditions obtaining, there would appear to be no possibility 
of an early return to the gold standard. 

The British tariff position is uncertain, following the unfortunate 
experiences at Ottawa, the dissension in the present Government 
over this subject, and the failure of import duties to yield the ex- 
pected results. There is a tendency to bargain, not only with the 
Dominions, but with important outside traders, such as Argentina , 
and Denmark. 

The British still complain against the maldistribution of gold 
and some attribute low price levels to the scarcity of the metal. They 
will favor the creation of new institutions for setting capital move- 
ments in operation, particularly from the gold-rich countries. . 

They will be disposed to make terms with their debtors, as in the 
recent arrangement with Greece. 

They will favor every means of protecting League Loans. 

They are flatly opposed to all plans for revalorization of cereals 
or otherwise artificially maintaining commodity prices, and will
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not contribute to pools for that purpose. They do not want British 
funds utilized in plans which France will dominate for aiding her 

Eastern allies. Only a few British authorities, such as Sir Robert 
Horne, favor bimetallism. Most of them think any attempts to 

stabilize the price of silver would be futile. What monetary plans 
they may have for the sterling club are not known. 

IV. Italy. To overcome the world crisis Jung, the Minister of 

Finance, holds that it is necessary: to solve the reparations and 
interallied debt problems by wiping out reparations and cancelling 
debts; to suppress restrictions upon international trade exchanges 

before such restrictions strangle the trade of all countries. | 
This is the Mussolini policy, who also holds that high taxes with 

trade are preferable to low taxes and no trade. Italy favors bi- 
lateral treaties, as opposed to the multilateral ideas of France, which 

Italy says would tend to divide Europe into blocs. 
Italy has about the same idea as Germany toward the Danube, 

opposing any plan that would shut Italy out from advantages of 
trading with her natural customers in that area. 

Italy has consistently endeavored to avoid inflation of her cur- 

rency, and will support B. I. S. ideas on finance. The Italians are 
not optimistic as to the results of the Conference if the United States 
adheres to its ban upon the discussion of war debts, tariff rates, et 
cetera. 

V. Belgium. With a budget deficit, unemployment difficulties and 
strikes, low prices of colonial products, keen competition from Ger- 
many and Great Britain in manufacturing and in the coal trade, 
and threatened depreciation of its currency, Belgium will favor early 
stabilization of currencies and return of conditions which will per- 
mit her foreign trade to recover. Important national borrowing has 
been resorted to, and economic conditions are not good. 

The progressive and sometimes daring ideas of Francqui have al- 
ready been mentioned. He is one of the severest critics of the Ameri- 

can attitude on war debts, and is against all long drawn out debt 
settlements, preferring prompt liquidation, even at a capital sacrifice. 

VI. The Netherlands. Conservative; supports gold standard; 

desires access to foreign markets; favors facilities for capital move- 
ments. Trip’s B. I. S. paper represents the Dutch viewpoint. 

VII. Switzerland. Favors gold standard; likes bargaining 
treaties, with preferences and quotas, but would prefer to give up 

quota system if better outlets for Swiss goods can be obtained. In- 
terested in institutions for thawing international eredits, Switzer. 
land having considerable amounts frozen in Central Europe. Swiss 
trade suffering through depreciation of foreign currencies, especially
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sterling. Few tourists; poor export markets for luxury goods; high 
domestic costs; unfavorable trade balance; now experiencing consid- 
erable withdrawals from large gold supply, and unduly nervous 
about it. 

VILL. Hastern Hurope. The problems and attitudes of the Euro- 
pean countries east of Germany, Switzerland and Italy were demon- 
strated at Warsaw and Stresa. They are insistent in their demands 
for assistance and threaten complete default in the absence thereof. 

The situation is so serious with many of them that starvation and 
strife might even enter the picture. They have all over-borrowed; 
most of them are chiefly dependent upon crops for which there is 
no remunerative market; their trade is strangled by restrictions; 

and their currencies held back from devalorization or collapse only 
by measures that can not be continued indefinitely. These countries 
want their economic and financial conditions improved. Means to 
this end were discussed at Warsaw and Stresa. From American 
creditors they will seek radical reductions on their debts. 

IX. Scandinavia. The northern countries figure in the “sterling 
group” and may follow the British lead. 

550.81/245 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert ) 

WasHIneTon, October 7, 1982—7 p. m. 

152. Wilson’s 20, October 5, 5 p. m. The appropriation for par- 
ticipation in an “international monetary conference” was adopted 
in amendment of the Executive’s recommendation for one for “an 
international economic conference” after a considerable debate in 
which several leading Senators favored the substitution as a limita- 
tion on the President’s possible action.2° “Monetary and Financial 

Conference” appeared to be definitely adopted at Lausanne, in the 
Council resolution, and other League and international documents. 
In all the circumstances the apparent change omitting “monetary” 
may excite embarrassing congressional criticism. 

Quiet reestablishment of “monetary” at suitable opportunity : 
would appear desirable. In the meantime Department will consider 
title unsettled. 

Discuss informally with Secretariat. 
Srmmsow 

* See Congressional Record, vol. 75, pt. 13, pp. 14241-14251.
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550.51/247 : Telegram 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

GENEvA, October 10, 1982—6 p. m. 
[Received October 10—2:10 p. m.] 

294, Department’s 152, October 7, 7 p.m. After explaining sit- 
uation to Avenol today he assured me that name “Monetary and 
Economic Conference” would immediately be resumed. 

GILBERT 

550.81/254 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert ) 

WasHINGTON, October 12, 1932—5 p. m. 

158. Department is announcing appointment of Mr. Edmond E. 
Day, Director of Social Science, Rockefeller Foundation, and Pro- 
fessor John H. Williams, Harvard University, as American repre- 

sentatives on preparatory committee of experts for the Monetary and 
Economic Conference. They will sail on Steamship H'veter October 
18th and should reach Geneva October 29. 

Please inform Secretary General. 
STIMSON 

550.91/283 

The Acting Secretary of State to the American Representatives on 
the Committee of Experts for the International Monetary and 
Economic Conference (Day and Williams ) 

| WasHinatTon, October 18, 1932. 

GENTLEMEN: The President has appointed you to represent the 

| Government of the United States on the Committee of Experts es- 
tablished pursuant to Resolution No. V of the Lausanne Conference 
and entrusted thereby with the preliminary examination of the ques- 
tions to be considered by a Conference on Monetary and Economic 
Questions and further invited by resolution of the Council of the 
League of Nations, adopted July 15, 1932,24 to prepare a draft anno- 
tated agenda for the Conference. 

T enclose copy of the above-mentioned Resolution of the Lausanne 

Conference as transmitted to the Government of the United States 
by the British Embassy at Washington July 28, 1932, and of the 
above-mentioned Resolution of the Council of the League of Nations. 

* For text, see League of Nations, Oficial Journal, July, 1982, p. 1273.
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The British Embassy in its note of July 28, 1932, inviting the 
Government of the United States to be represented on the Organiz- 
ing Committee for the Monetary and Economic Conference and on 
the preparatory Committee of Experts stated that these invitations 
were extended on the understanding that the questions of repara- 
tions, of debts and specific tariff rates (as distinguished from tariff 
policy) will be excluded from the scope of the Conference and that 
among the monetary matters within its scope will be the question 
of silver. The Acting Secretary of State, in his note of August 2, 
1932, accepting the invitations thus extended took note of the British 
Embassy’s statement of the understanding as to topics on which 
the invitation was extended. The American experts should bring 
this understanding to the attention of the Committee of Experts in 
some appropriate manner and should be guided thereby. 

The Department does not desire at this time to give you specific 
instructions as to the position you should take on any question before 
the Committee of Experts. In the absence of such specific instruc- 
tions you are not authorized in any way to bind the Government 
of the United States and will not be qualified to act as spokesmen 
of definite official policy. You are qualified, however, to participate 
in an expert capacity in the discussion of questions before the Com- 
mittee and to state your understanding of the American point of 
view, taking care to avoid any action that might be regarded as 

committing the Government of the United States. Should you de- 
sire to ascertain the position of the Government of the United States 

toward any question before the Committee you should address tele- 
graphic inquiry on the matter to the Department of State. 

The resolution adopted by the Council of the League of Nations 
provides that the preparatory Committee of Experts will keep in 
touch with the Organizing Committee for the Monetary and Eco- 
nomic Conference. The American members of the Organizing 
Committee are the Honorable Frederic M. Sackett, American Am- 
bassador at Berlin, and the Honorable Norman H. Davis, who will 
be available for consultation with you. The officials of govern- 
mental departments who will accompany you will be able to supple- 

ment your information as to matters before the Committee and to 
give you such other assistance as their special knowledge of the 
subject matter makes possible. | 

Very truly yours, | W. R. Castiez, Jr.
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550.81/327 

The Chargé in Switzerland (Riggs) to the Secretary of State 

No. 2750 Berne, October 29, 1932. 

[Received November 8. ] 

Sm: I have the honor to enclose herewith Circular Letter No. 
170 (a) dated October 28, 1932,2? signed by Sir Eric Drummond, 
Secretary General of the League of Nations, and referred to in the 
Legation’s telegram No. 85 of October 29, 11 a.m., 1932.2? This 

communication invites the United States to be represented at the 

proposed Monetary and Economic Conference to be held in London, 
the date of which will be decided by the Organizing Committee at 
its session in November. : 

Respectfully yours, B. Rearsy Riacs 

550.$1/340 : Telegram - 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 15, 1982-3 p.m. 
[ Received November 15—11: 15 a.m. ] 

40. From Davis. Feis and our representatives on the Prepara- 

tory Committee for Economic Conference will be reporting to you 
personally, but as they may not reach Washington before the next 
meeting of the Organizing Committee which will probably be held 
shortly, I would appreciate your instructions as to attitude I should 
take regarding date for holding Economic Conference. It is my 
personal view and the same opinion is shared by our representatives 
on the Preparatory Commission, that Conference should not be held 
until next April or May, exact date to be fixed later. The prepara- 
tory work has barely begun and we all feel that the Conference 
should not meet until ground work has been so thoroughly pre- 
pared that some concrete results are assured. [Davis.] 

Witson 

550.81/343 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert ) 

Wasuineton, November 16, 1932—4 p.m. 
33. For Davis. Your 40, November 15th 3 P. M. The President 

is to confer with Mr. Roosevelt within near future as to Economic 
Conference. Suggest, if possible, postponing decision as to time 
of Conference until that meeting. 

* Not printed. |
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While appreciating certain advantages of delaying until April 
or May do not wish to decide yet definitely against early meeting 
which might be of benefit to the world and which apparently is much 
favored by British. Will wire further as soon as possible. 

STIMSON 

550.S81/354 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson ) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 22, 1982—6 p.m. 
[Received November 22—5: 43 p.m.] 

46. From Davis. Organizing Committee for Monetary and Eco- 
nomic Conference met this morning and approved communication 
to the chairman of the Preparatory Commission of Experts stating 
that Organizing Committee was anxious that Conference should be 
convoked at a date as early as compatible with successful execu- 
tion of task of Preparatory Commission and with the necessary inter- 
val to be allowed between despatch of the draft agenda to partici- 
pating states and actual meeting of Conference; that Organizing 
Committee hoped Preparatory Commission could prepare annotated 
draft agenda in time to enable its transmission to interested govern- 

- ments at next meeting of Organizing Committee, probably to be 
held latter part of January, on the understanding that. despatch 
of such agenda would not necessarily terminate work of Prepara- 
tory Commission if not then concluded as later additions to agenda 
could be made if results of experts subsequent work made this 
necessary. 

Actual date for meeting of Preparatory Commission will be fixed 
by the president of that Commission and will presumably be some 
time prior to middle of January. 

Organizing Committee, at my suggestion and without opposition, 
decided that as question of silver was among those to be considered 
by the Conference suggestion be made to Preparatory Commission 
that it add to its membership a representative of China, the largest 
silver using country. 

Before their departure Day, Williams and Feis had emphasized 
to me that work of Preparatory Commission had been blocked at 
almost every turn by the fact that the Commission was composed 
largely of government functionaries who were hesitant to permit 
discussion of a wide range of economic policies adopted by their par- 
ticular governments, such as quotas, exchange restrictions and the 
like, which were the basic obstacles to taking constructive steps to 
improve present economic conditions. I gathered that they felt that
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unless this situation were changed next meeting of experts might be 
equally unproductive of results. In view of this situation and after 
consultation here I suggested that the minutes of meeting of Organ- 
izing Committee contain a statement along the lines quoted below 

and that this expression of views be brought to the attention of the 
Preparatory Commission. 

“We desire in no way to encroach upon the province of the 
Preparatory Commission which has been allotted the task of drawing 
up the agenda for the Conference but we think it right to record 
our opinion that questions which are within the scope of the Con- 
ference should not be omitted from that agenda on the ground that 
they are likely to prove politically difficult of solution. The serious- 
ness of the depression must be attributed in length to unsound 
economic theories and commercial policies in the past, and real 
alleviation can only be expected if bold measures are taken to 
modify or reverse such policies. It is for the statesmen at the 
Conference to take the necessary decisions.” 

Repeated to Berlin for Ambassador Sackett. [Davis.] 
| WiLson 

550.81/355 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 22, 1932—8 p.m. 
| [Received 8:03 p.m. | 

47. From Davis. Referring to my telegram No. 46, November 22, 
6 p.m., it is proposed to call a meeting of the Preparatory Commis- 
sion about January 5th. It occurs to us that this might be a few 
days early for American experts and we would appreciate your ascer- 

taining and cabling us what date prior to January 15th would be 
satisfactory for experts meeting; also please confirm for communi- 
cation to president of Preparatory Commission that American mem- 
bers of Preparatory Commission agree to inclusion of Chinese 

expert. [ Davis. ] | 
WILsoNn 

550.81/361 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Edge) 

Wasuineton, November 26, 1982—2 p.m. 

418. For Mr. Norman H. Davis. Your 46 and 47, November 22, 
have been discussed with Day and Feis. | 

(1) The American experts agree to the inclusion of a Chinese 
member upon the Preparatory Committee.
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(2) The statement included in the minutes of the Organizing 
Committee at your suggestion should serve a most useful purpose. 

(3) As for the next meeting of the Preparatory Committee in 

January, you are fully aware that before the Committee assembles 
again it is highly desirable that its members have clearer indications 
of the measures their governments will be prepared to undertake. 
The position of the American representatives at any January con- 
ference is, as you know, apt to be difficult because of the change of 
Administration. Day and Williams are coming to Washington on 
December 2 and the Department intends to suggest to the President 
that he authorize Day to present your letter to President-elect Roose- 
velt and to see what headway may be made in securing the definition 
of future policy. 

On the assumption that the next meeting of the Preparatory Com- 
mittee has been definitely set for January, it would be more conve- 
nient for the American members if the day were fixed later. 

It is now apparent that the Conference itself cannot be held until 
after March 4th. 

Please repeat to Sackett. 
CastTLE 

550.81/3724 

The American Representatives on the Preparatory Committee of 
Experts for the International Monetary and Economic Conference 

_ (Day and Williams) to the Secretary of State 

[WasHineton ?] December 1, 1932. 

Sir: We have the honor to submit herewith our report*! as 
American representatives on the Preparatory Committee of Experts 
for the World Monetary and Economic Conference. 

As we present it to you, one thought is to the forefront of our 
minds as a result of the experiences and conclusions related in the 
report. That thought is that every power must be exerted to con- 
vince our people that their own vital welfare is at stake in the 
current world depression, and that recovery from that depression 
requires adjustments in the relations between this country and the 
rest of the world. It must be brought home to all sections of the 

United States that the movement of prices and income which govern 
prosperity or depression for them is connected with the world situa- 

tion. Therefore they must be brought to understand that in that 

* Not printed. For the report of the Chairman of the Preparatory Committee 
of Experts upon the work of the Committee, October 31—-November 9, see League 
of Nations Document C.764.M.361.1932.1T.
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world situation the United States must play, an open-minded and 
vigorous role, and that if it does not take the necessary actions 
promptly even worse conditions than those now existing are in 

prospect. 
As indicated in our report, certain fairly definite conclusions can 

be stated. In the existing world situation there are three central 
features: (1) the instability of certain primary monetary systems; 
(2) the burden of public and private foreign indebtedness; (3) the 

strangulation of the international movement of goods. These three 
forms of obstruction are inextricably interwoven and constitute a 
vicious circle of infringements upon a normally constituted world 
order. The most promising means of breaking this circle, in the 
opinion of the experts, lies in a direct attack upon the problem of 
monetary instability. This means in particular the restoration of 

the gold standard in the key countries, England and Germany. The 
problem thus becomes initially one of determining the conditions 

under which this objective can be attained. In our report we deal 
with these conditions in considerable detail. In brief, they relate 
to: (1) the necessity of an early settlement of the war debt question: 
(2) a thorough exploration of the means of stabilizing and, if pos- 
sible, raising world prices; and (3) the possibilities of improving 
trade relations. As stated in our report, our experiences at Geneva 
have led us to the conclusion that an Anglo-American understand- 
ing on these questions would be the most constructive next step 
toward assuring the success of the World Monetary and Economic 
Conference. 

Depreciation of currencies depresses world prices which in turn 
steadily increases the burden of debts and leads to defensive measures 
which block the channels of trade. It seems clear that decisive 
cooperative action is necessary to break this cumulative deadlock and 
that the various governments must be prepared to take the strong- 
est. possible coordinated steps. 

Very truly yours, Epmonp EK. Day 

| Joun H. WituramMs 

550.81/374 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, December 8, 1932—9 p.m. 
[Received December 3—5: 22 p.m.] 

54. From Davis. Your 418 November 26, 2 p.m. to Paris. League 
Secretariat has been advised of views of American experts regarding 
inclusion China member on Preparatory Commission and regarding
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their desire for some delay in fixing actual date in January for next 
meeting. In view of necessity of prompt notification of other mem- 
bers of Preparatory Commission would appreciate early cabled 
advice regarding date. [Davis.] 

Wison 

550.81/381 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Representatives on the 
Organizing Committee for the International Monetary and 
Economic Conference (Davis and Sackett ) 

Wasuineton, December 7, 1932—11 a.m. 

46. For Davis. Your 54, December 3, 9 p.m. As regards next 

meeting Experts Committee, although we have held many interesting 
discussions on the report submitted and on the problems before the 
Experts Committee, no actual decisions regarding prospective 
American policy have been formulated. You appreciate the difficulty 
of doing this quickly, in view of the change of Administration. It 
is likely therefore that if the experts meet again in January the 
American representatives will not be in any better position to pre- 

sent official decisions than they were at the first meeting. The De- 
partment feels that other governments should understand this sit- 
uation. 

However, if the decision of the Organizing Committee for a Jan- 
uary meeting be maintained it would be helpful to have the meeting 

as late in January as may be acceptable to the other members of the 
Preparatory Commission. 

STm1son 

550.51/386 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, December 8, 1982—10 p.m. 
[Received December 8—8:10 p.m.] 

60. From Norman Davis. Referring to your 46, December 7, 11 
a.m., I fully realize your difficulties regarding Preparatory Commis- 

sion for Economic Conference. At the same time I feel it is im- 
portant to avoid creating the impression among the other govern- 
ments represented on the Commission and in the League circles that 
we are delaying the preparatory work for the Conference. On the 
basis of your 46, I stated that we would like to have the meeting as 
late in January as may be acceptable to the Preparatory Commission. 

League officials now tell me that after consultation with Trip they
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are sending out notices calling the meeting for January 9th which 
is 4 days later than originally planned. They state that this is the 
latest date for meeting which would permit Experts Committee to 
carry out its mandate to prepare a tentative agenda for next meeting 

of the Organizing Committee. Latter meets at the same time as the 
meeting of the League Council in the third week January as person- 
nel of Organizing Committee is the same as that of League Council 
with the exception of ourselves and one or two other members. 
We could hardly get a change in the decision of the Organizing 

Committee (no meeting of that Committee prior to January is now 
scheduled) without assuming responsibility for delaying the Confer- 
ence. This I feel should be avoided as some of the states are luke- 
warm about the Conference and might seize upon any suggestion of 

delay on our part. 
It should be borne in mind that while certain of the experts are 

government representatives this task at the January conference is 
not formally to commit the various governments on questions of 

policy but rather to prepare an agenda. This should be possible 
without final commitment as to the position to be taken when the 

agenda comes before the Conference for consideration. I agree that 
it is desirable to provide either through expert committees or by 
conversations between governments that the answers to the agenda 
should be formulated as definitely as possible before the Conference 
finally meets but this can hardly be achieved to any great extent at 
the January experts meeting. [Davis.] 

WILson 

§50.81/392 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the American Representatives on the 
Orgamzing Committee for the International Monetary and 
Economic Conference (Davis and Sackett) | 

Wasuineton, December 9, 1982—5 p.m. 

47. For Davis. Your 60, December 8, 10 p.m. The American 

representatives will be present at the next meeting of the Prepara- 
tory Commission on January 9. The Department accepts your judg- 

ment that it would be unwise to try to postpone this date now. The 
experts will have to carry through as best they can, guarding at a 
later time against the convocation of the Conference itself until the 
chances of success are clear. 

STIMSON
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§50.81/441 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Edge) 

WasuHineton, December 29, 1982—6 p.m. 

456. Your 751, December 29,7° Davis informs Department that he 
believes Fraser to be mistaken and that the Chinese expert was ap- 
pointed in a full and regular capacity. He states that the first 

record of the meeting of the Organizing Committee was erroneous 
and that after a talk with Sir John Simon the matter was arranged 
as stated and the record corrected. Please have Cochran, if feasible, 
check this up with Fraser. 

For your information only Davis and Sackett have been consulted 
regarding Indian representative. They will consent to addition pro- 

vided Chinese member with regular powers has been added. We 
have instructed Consul at Geneva to so inform Avenol if after in- 
quiry the addition of a Chinese member is confirmed. In the event 
that uncertainty as to the full participation of the Chinese expert 
still remains the Consul has been instructed to withhold consent to 
the appointment of the Indian representative. 

CASTLE 

§50.51/444 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert ) 

Wasuineron, December 29, 1932—6 p.m. 

190. In response to inquiry which Avenol forwarded to. Norman 
Davis regarding addition of Indian representative to the Prepara- 
tory Committee, both Davis and Sackett are prepared to consent 
to the addition. But in cable just received from Cochran in Paris 
it would appear that Fraser still believes there is some uncertainty 
as to whether the Organizing Committee finally decided to add a 
Chinese representative to full membership on the Committee. 

It has been Davis’s understanding and ours that full agreement 
had been reached on this point. Davis states that the first record 
of the proceedings of the Organizing Committee was erroneous in 
that it stated that the Chinese expert was to attend only on the 
silver question but Davis talked with Sir John Simon and this was 
corrected. 

Please see Avenol and ascertain whether the appointment of a 
Chinese expert in full capacity is settled as we understand. If so 
you may please inform him that the American representatives have 
no objection to the appointment of an Indian representative. If 

* Not printed.
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there is still any question regarding the appointment of the Chinese 
in full capacity withhold any statement as regards the Indian repre- 
sentative. 

CASTLE 

550.81/445 : Telegram 

The Consul at Geneva ( Gilbert ) to the Secretary of State 

. Grneva, December 380, 1932—5 p.m. 
[Received December 380—8:45 p.m.] 

372. Department’s 190, December 29, 6 p.m. Avenol informs me 
as follows: decisions of this character are customarily taken jointly 
in common agreement by the Organizing Committee and the Prepar- 
atory Committee. After the Organizing Committee had sug- 
gested that China be invited to participate in the Preparatory 
Committee the Secretariat consulted the members of the latter Com- 
mittee by telegraph. All replied favorably and without reservations 

except the British and Japanese members who accepted with the 
reservation that the Chinese representative should take part only 
with respect to silver. As there were obvious objections to such a 
procedure, Simon and the Japanese delegate, after their conversa- 
tions with Davis and after communicating by telephone with their 
respective experts on the Preparatory Committee, informed the 
Secretariat verbally that at their request the British and Japanese 
experts respectively had withdrawn their reservation. No written 
communication was received on this point but a notation to that 
effect was made in the Secretariat’s dossier on the subject. With this 
understanding the Secretariat addressed an invitation to the Chinese 
Government under date of December 19. Although reference is 
made in the opening paragraph to the special interest of China in 
silver, the invitation places no limitation on the participation of 
the Chinese representative. Consequently it is the understanding of 
the Secretariat that the Chinese expert is entitled to full member- 
ship and the invitation was communicated by the Secretariat to the 
Chinese Government on that basis. 

Nevertheless not knowing the basis of the Department’s informa- 
tion from Paris I shall refrain from making any statement as re- 
gards the Indian representative until further instructed. 
Communicated to Paris Embassy. 

GILBERT
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550.81/451 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert ) 

“WasHINGTON, January 4, 1983—11 a.m. 

2. Your 372, December 30, 5 p.m. You are authorized to inform 
Avenol that the Americans on the Organizing and Preparatory Com- 
mittees are agreeable to invitation to representative of Indian Gov- 

ernment on the same terms as that extended to Chinese representa- 
tive. 

You may also tell Avenol that Davis states that he was informed 
that written notice was being forwarded to the Secretariat of the 

change in the minutes confirming the fact that Chinese representa- 
tive be invited to full membership. , 

Repeat to Paris. 
STmison 

644212 —48—61



PROPOSAL FOR AN ECONOMIC CONFEDERATION OF 
| DANUBIAN STATES | 

660F.6331/53 

The Minister in Austria (Stockton) to the Secretary of State 

No. 397 Vienna, October 21, 1931. 
[Received November 11.] 

Sm: With reference to the prevailing rumors concerning a pos- 
sible customs union of Austria, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia, I have 
the honor to inform the Department that yesterday I discussed this 
probability with Mr. Vavrecka, the Czechoslovak Minister to Aus- 

tria, Dr. Schober, and Dr. Schiiller, Chief of the Economic Division 

. of the Foreign Office. 
Mr. Vavrecka expressed the opinion that it would be difficult to 

| find a satisfactory basis upon which Czechoslovakia and Hungary 
might develop a closer economic relationship because of the great 

political animosities between them. When I suggested the advan- 
tages which might accrue to Czechoslovakia through the opening 
up of the Hungarian market on advantageous terms to manufac- 
tured products from Czechoslovakia, he shook his head and said 
there were still more important things in the world than commerce. 
He added that the nations of Central Europe would have to go 
through much more purgatory before they would be willing to drop 
their political differences and concentrate their attention on eco- 
nomic objectives. He went on to say that Czechoslovakia was in 
fair shape economically, and that a nation which entered into a part- 

nership with two other nations on the verge of bankruptcy might 
soon be bankrupt itself. 
When I questioned Dr. Schiiller about these rumors of a customs 

union he told me that there had been no practical progress made. 
He went on to say that when he was in Geneva for the meeting of 

the League of Nations Assembly, the representatives of both 
Czechoslovakia and Hungary had expressed the pious hope that an 
economic rapprochement might be brought about between the three 
nations. Dr. Schiller added, however, that he did not think the 
Hungarian representatives really desired the inclusion of Czecho- 
slovakia in any kind of a customs union to which Hungary might 
become a party. He continued that he had regarded the expressions 

made at Geneva in this connection as so much verbiage, and that 

846
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chere were so many practical problems requiring his attention he did 
not intend to give the matter any consideration until he was pre- 
sented with a concrete proposal. 

Dr. Schober informed me that Benes, the Czechoslovak Minister 
for Foreign Affairs, had recently approached Dr. Marek, the Aus- 
trian Minister at Prague, with regard to the possibility of establish- 
ing some kind of a customs union, and that the latter had come to 

Vienna to discuss the matter. Dr. Marek stated Benes had suggested 
that Schober take the initiative in the matter. Dr. Schober instructed 

_ Dr. Marek to reply that in its proposal for a customs union with 
Germany,! Austria had expressed its readiness to enter into such a 
relationship with any other nation. He had also reiterated Austria’s 
position in the speech at Geneva in which he had renounced for 
Austria the proposed Austro-German customs union. Dr. Schober 
added, whimsically, he had also instructed Dr. Marek to say to 
Benes that the Austrian Minister for Foreign Affairs had been suffi- 
ciently punished for one year for exercising his initiative in such 
matters and that similar proposals should in the future come from 
other quarters. 

| I had discussed this possibility some time ago with Count Am- 
brozy, the Hungarian Minister in Vienna, who told me that Hungary 

was open-minded towards all schemes for the alleviation of the 
desperate economic situation of Central Europe, but that the an- 
tagonistic feeling between Czechoslovakia and Hungary would make 
it difficult for them to arrive at any satisfactory conclusion. 

Hungary, he added, also felt Austria would be a weak partner in 
any combination confined to the two countries. 

These somewhat conflicting statements are difficult to reconcile. 
However, I feel that they may be of interest to the Department in 
connection with Benes’ speech yesterday before the Foreign Affairs 
Committee of the Czechoslovak Parliament, in which he referred 
cordially to the possibility of economic cooperation between Austria, 
Hungary, and Czechoslovakia, provided a thorough understanding 
could be reached by France, Germany, and Italy. He also explained 
that Czechoslovakia was sympathetically interested in the welfare 
of Austria and Hungary and that his country would be seriously 
affected if disaster should befall her neighbors to the south. 

Respectfully yours, G. B. StockTon 

1See Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, pp. 565 ff.
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640.0031 Danube/2 : Telegram 

The Minister in Austria (Stockton) to the Secretary of State? 

Vienna, January 27, 1982—3 p.m. 
[Received January 27—11:35 a.m.] 

10. Schober informed me yesterday German Government had ad- 
vised him that British Ambassador at Berlin had asked German 
Minister for Foreign Affairs what Germany’s attitude would be to- 
ward an economic federation of six Danube states not named but 
presumably Czechoslovakia, Austria, Hungary, Jugoslavia, Rumania 
and Bulgaria. Bruening replied that he would consider the matter - 
and immediately asked Schober for his opinion. Schober said he 
had not yet replied and was non-committal to me as to relations. See 
my despatch No. 397, October 21, 1931. However, he has told me 
frequently he regarded the inhabitants of Austria and Germany as 
one people, although two nations, and that Austria could not enter 
into any combination of states from which Germany was excluded. 
He also advised me that the Italian Minister to Hungary who had 
called with the Italian Minister here to present Mussolini’s compli- 
ments, had informed him that the British Ambassador at Rome had 
asked the same question of the Italian Minister of Foreign Affairs 
but that the Italian Minister to Hungary had not stated how the 
Italian Foreign Office had replied. Schober feels that Great Britain 
is acting in this matter as a stalking horse for France. 

STocKTON 

640.0031 Danube/28 

The Minister in Yugoslavia (Prince) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1264 Brrterave, February 11, 1932. 
[Received March 16. ] 

Sir: Referring to telegram No. 10, of January 27, 1932, from 
Vienna, stating that the British Ambassador to Germany had sug- 
gested the feasibility of some sort of Danubian Federation between 
Austria, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and Bulgaria, I have 
the honor to report as follows: 
When I questioned Mr. Kramer, the Acting Foreign Minister 

here, as to the possibility of such an agreement, he said seriously, 

that his Government hopes “some time in the future” to effect an 
“economic agreement” between the countries mentioned, which, how- 
ever, should not be in any way connected with politics. 

2'The Minister in Austria was instructed by Department’s telegram No. 2, 
January 28, to send a paraphrase of this telegram to the European Information 
Center for distribution to the interested missions (640.0081 Danube/9).
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He added that the object of the recent visits here of two Hungarian 
statesmen, Messrs. Gratz and Friedrich, had been to try to pave the 
way for a closer entente with Hungary, but that the Hungarians 
had sought to infuse a political tone into the matter, especially re- 
ferring to the frontier question which Yugoslavia must regard as 

settled for all time. , 
Mr. Kramer concluded by saying, that an economic arrange- 

ment, especially bearing upon crops, between the six nations alluded 

to would be probably highly desirable, provided political entangle- 

- ments could be avoided, which he seemed at present to doubt. 
I did not mention to the Minister the source of my information on 

this subject. 

Respectfully yours, JouN Dyne.ey Prince 

640.0031 Danube/8 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Rogers) of a 
Conversation With the Italian Ambassador (De Martino) 

[Wasuineton,| March 9, 1982. 

The Italian Ambassador, after talking about Sino-Japanese events, 
asked whether we would take any part in connection with the plan 
for a confederation of the five Danube states and read me a statement 
issued by Grandi as to the Italian attitude. The statement, part of ) 
which was published this morning in the papers, said the Italians 
reserved judgment and had doubts particularly as respects whether 
or not a customs union of the Danube states would not affect com- 
mercial relations with other states. The Ambassador said that this 
was an obvious warning that Italy was on her guard, but the real 
preoccupation was a political one. The move was an effort of France 
to strengthen the Little Entente by adding the other three states to 
the Czechoslovakian and Rumanian combination. England had 
joined with France from economic and financial motives. Germany 
was not a party to the plan, but would be expected to resist the draw- 
ing away of Austria from her. Hungary and Czechoslovakia were 

too bitter enemies to successfully combine. I gathered that Italy was 
keenly concerned by the prospect of a political union under French 
auspices and would resist. 

The Ambassador asked whether we would take any active steps to 
preserve our commercial and trade rights. I said we would watch 

them carefully, but we would not take any part in any European 
political problem. He said that he felt we had some sympathy with 
the necessity of breaking down the trade barriers in eastern Europe.



850 FORBIGN RELATIONS, 19382, VOLUME I : 

I said we had, but it would not develop into any policy which would 

affect the situation. 
He said Italy also had sympathy with the economic difficulties of 

the new small countries and was willing to make concessions in that 

direction. | 

I gathered that Italy was alarmed at the growth of the project, 
expected to fight it, and was wondering whether we would take any 
part. Indeed, the Ambassador suggested that our substantial in- 

terests would be affected. 
J. G. R[ocerrs | 

640.0031 Danube/7 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State 

| Paris, March 14, 1982—6 p.m. 
[Received March 14—3: 15 p. m.] 

168. After a conference in Paris on Saturday between Monsieur 
Tardieu and Sir John Simon a communiqué was issued, the relevant 
portion of which reads as follows: 

“They examined in particular the question of the economic posi- 
tion of Central Europe and the Danube region. ‘They agreed that 
in this matter as in all others the cooperation between France and 
Great Britain should cover a wide field with a double object of 
calming political rivalries in Europe and hastening economic 
reconstruction.” , 

I learn from the British Embassy that the two Ministers decided 
that it was advisable for the four most important European coun- 

| tries, Great Britain, France, Italy, Germany, to invite the five prin- 
cipal Danubian countries to participate in a conference in the near 
future for the purpose of considering what measures could be taken 
to improve the general economic and financial situation of the 

Danubian states. In this connection it is understood that the action 
of the great powers will be confined to offering such assistance and 
advice as they can consistently furnish. . 

It appears that several conversations on this same subject have 

taken place in Geneva between representatives of the French and 
British Governments. 

EpcE
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640.0031 Danube/30 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Castle) of a Conwer- 
sation With the Czechoslovak Minister (Veverka) 

. [Wasuineton,] March 24, 1932. 

Mr. Veverka came in to talk about the proposed Danubian Con- 
federation. He said that he could not believe that this country 
would oppose some such confederation if it were brought about in 
a way that would obviously increase the prosperity and stability of 
that part of Europe. 

I told him that I could only repeat what I had always said, that 
the greater the prosperity of Europe, the better off we should be. I 
also told him that I thought our attitude toward a customs agree- 
ment between two comparatively small countries would strike us as a 
very different matter from a similar agreement between one of the 
great countries and a smaller country, which might as a result 
merely become a “hanger on” of the big country. I told him that 
ten or twelve years ago when Mr. Benes in Prague had told me about 
the Little Entente, I immediately answered that it was only a step 
toward an eventual Danubian Confederation and that it could never 

do much good until Hungary and Austria were included. I said 
that Mr. BeneS at the time answered that I must not say such things 
aloud, because anything that looked to the reconstitution of the 
Austro-Hungarian Empire was treason in Czechoslovakia, but that 
he himself felt that some final arrangement under a very different 
name was inevitable for the prosperity of Central Europe. Mr. 
Veverka said that Benes had said much the same sort of thing to 
him. He said that the only thing that troubled him about the pres- 
ent plan was that it was constituted under the aegis of France; that 
it would be better for all if it had been a voluntary coming together 
of the States concerned. He admitted, however, that perhaps some 
compulsion was necessary at the beginning and said that although he 
was not very optimistic of an immediate successful conclusion of the 
negotiations, he felt it very important that the matter was being 
seriously considered and in a friendly way by the governments of the 
different States. 

640.0031 Danube/132 

The Minister in Rumania (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

No. 864 Bucuarest, April 4, 1932. 
[Received April 25.] 

Sir: As reported in the Legation’s despatch No. 858, of March 
27, 1932,3 the Government has been attacked both in Parliament and 

*Not printed.
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by the press for its silence concerning the Tardieu Plan for a Dan- 
ubian Union and the silence on the part of Prince Ghika has been 
unfavorably compared with the statements made on this subject by 
the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Yugoslavia and Czechoslovakia. 

A few days ago, Mr. Mihalache, the leader of the Peasant Party in 
Parliament, called upon the Government to make its attitude clear. 
The reply to Mr. Mihalache was made, not by the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs, but by Mr. Argetoianu, Minister of Finance, and a 
translation thereof is enclosed.* It cannot be said that Mr. 
Argetoianu’s remarks cast much light on Rumania’s attitude beyond 
indicating in general terms that she views the Tardieu Plan with 
favor but is doubtful as to what degree it can be carried out. 

In conversation with me a few evenings ago, Mr. Argetolanu prac- 
tically repeated his remarks in Parliament. He said that a union of 
the grain-producing countries (Rumania, Hungary and Yugoslavia) 

could not increase the grain-consuming powers of the two remaining 
industrial countries (Austria and Czechoslovakia) of the proposed 
union, or provide a greater market for grain than exists at present. 

What Rumania and the other agricultural countries need are not 
restricted markets but broader ones and he referred especially to 

Germany, which is capable of consuming a great part of the surplus 
grain of Eastern Europe. He was, therefore, strongly of the opinion 

that before negotiations can usefully begin between the countries of 
the proposed Danubian Union, an agreement must first be reached 
by the four Great Western Powers, which are grain-importing and 
erain-consuming countries. 

Respectfully yours, Cuares 8. WILSON 

640.0081 Danube/67 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Castle) of a 
Conversation With the Italian Ambassador (De Martino ) 

[Wasuineton,] April 5, 1982. 

The Italian Ambassador said that one of the matters which the 

Secretary would probably discuss in Europe was the Danubian Con- 
federation. I said this was not a matter in which this Government 

could take any strong stand, that we looked, of course, very benevo- 
lently on the plan because an attempt by five small nations to im- 
prove their own condition, when it did not mean special concessions 
to any one powerful nation, would be to the advantage of that part 
of Europe and, therefore, through increased prosperity, to the rest 
of the world. The Ambassador said that Italy had certain fears in 

“Not printed. “
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connection with such a confederation, but that it was open to talk | 
on the subject, that what Italy was really afraid of was that it would 
mean a French financial domination of the entire region, a financial 
domination which would inevitably lead to economic concessions to 
the disadvantage of all the rest. I told him that, so far as we knew, 
there was no danger of anything of this sort and that I felt it would 
be very unfortunate if Italy refrained from taking a helpful part as_ 
a result of such a rumor. 

| W. R. Caste, JR. 

640.0031 Danube/78 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Castle) of a 
Conversation With the Polish Ambassador (Filipowicz ) 

[Wasuinaton,| April 5, 1982. 

The Polish Ambassador asked what we thought of the scheme for 
a Danubian Confederation and I told him that we were very sympa- 
thetic in that we felt agreements and understandings between these 
five countries might well lead toward the improvement of economic 
conditions in that part of the world, that we should be entirely sym- 
pathetic unless special concessions were given to specific larger coun- 
tries. The Ambassador said that his country was in a rather difficult 
position, that before the War Polish trade had been east and west, 

that now there were barriers against trade with Russia and against 

trade with Germany, that Polish trade now tended to go north 
toward Finland and the Scandinavian countries and south to the 
Danubian countries, that it would be most unfortunate for Poland 

if the southern exits were closed. I told him that I saw no reason 
why this should happen and that it was obvious that increased pros- 
perity in the Danubian countries would result in stimulating trade 
with all outside nations, Poland included. 

W. R. Castiez, JR. 

640.0031 Danube/97 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Castle) of a 
Conversation With the Rumanian Minister (Davita) 

[Wasuineton,] April 5, 1932. 

The Rumanian Minister asked me what the Department thought 
of the proposed Danubian Confederation. I told him that we felt 

a good understanding economically between these five smaller na- 
tions would lead to a revival of prosperity in that part of Europe 
and that the economic understanding would lead to better political
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understanding. He asked me whether, if these nations had special 
agreements with each other as to tariff matters, we would refuse to 
accept the agreement. I said that I could not, of course, answer such 
a question directly since I did not know upon what bases the ar- 
rangements would be made, but that I believed it would be the wish 

: of this Government to help on such an agreement in every way 

possible, on condition, of course, that treatment by the Confederation 
of all the great powers should be the same. The Minister asked me 
whether the American Government would join in the program of 

financial relief. I told him that, as he must know already, the 
American Government did not advance money itself, but that if the 
scheme proceeded in the way we hoped it would, the American Gov- 
ernment would not oppose the participation in this program of 
American banking houses. 

W. R. Castie, JR. 

701.60F 11/193 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 
Affairs (Boal) of a Conversation With the Czechoslovak Minister 
(Veverka) 

[Wasuineron,] April 5, 1982. 

The Czechslovak Minister called this morning to present the new 
Secretary of Legation, Mr. Otakar Kabelac. In the course of the 
conversation he mentioned the Danubian Federation idea. I asked 
him what he understood the plan to be and he said that he thought 
it would consist of a series of preferential rates between the different 
countries. I asked him whether he thought this would lead to an 
eventual disappearance of the general run of customs barriers be- 
tween the countries and he said that he thought it might but that in 
his country the agrarian interests which dominated the Parliament 

would be very much opposed to the abolition of protective rates on 

cereals since other countries produced cereals and other agricultural 
products at lower costs and the net result of such a lowering of tariffs 

would be to lower the Czech farmers’ standard of living. 
He asked whether this Government would be disposed to give up 

unconditional most-favored-nation treatment with states taking part 
in such a confederation. I told him that we really could not say in 
advance. That, of course, we realize that a group of nations joining 
together into something resembling a customs union might present 
a different problem when it came to preferences between them, from 

that of a country which alone extended special preferences on certain 
commodities; that of course a good deal might depend on whether
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all nations were treated equally and on the same basis, by nations 
forming such a federation. That all of this for the moment, how- 

ever, seemed to be in the future and I could not say what the attitude 

of this Government on the matter might be. 
The Czechoslovak Minister seemed to be very favorable to the idea 

of a Federation and expressed the sincere hope that it would succeed 
and the belief that it was practicable. 

| Pierre dE L. Boau 

640.0031 Danube/109 . 

The Chargé in Poland (Flack) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1433 Warsaw, April 6, 1982. 
[Received April 19.] | 

Sir: With reference to despatch No. 1867 of March 9, 19382° 
reporting Poland’s early attitude toward the French proposal of a 
Danube Federation, I have the honor to add that the Polish press. 
and the Polish official world have as yet scarcely recovered from the 
shock to Poland’s prestige at not having been summoned to consult 
with the Great Powers of Europe concerning the evolution of this 

idea. 
It was announced in the press this week that following the forth- 

. coming Four Power Conference in London, Poland and other coun- 
tries which might be interested would be called to a wider confer- 
ence. In this connection I called on M. Roman, Economic Adviser 
of the Foreign Office and asked if this announcement was correct. In 
reply he informed me of Poland’s general position as follows: 

“Poland approves of and would assist an arrangement which 
would increase the purchasing power of the Central European 
States. It could not approve of the formation of a self-sufficient 
group. Poland sends 25% of its exports to the Danubian Group 
mentioned and imports therefrom 15% of its incoming goods. 
Poland has a favorable trade balance with this group which it would 
have the greatest difficulty in replacing in the event of the constitu- 
tion of an economically self-sufficient Federation. Poland’s action 
will depend on the outcome of the Four Power Conference at London 
and the examination of the financial affairs of the Danube States 
by the League of Nations on April 12. It is felt that Poland must 
protect its economic interests in Central Europe.” 

It is evident that should the Tardieu plan evolve in such a way as 
to ignore Poland’s economic interests, that Poland would endeavor 
to secure some compensation for a loss in trade with the Danubian 

* Not printed. So,
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countries, and should such compensation be guaranteed would be 
more heartily in favor of the plan than at present seems to be the 
case. 

There is enclosed a copy of a translation of an interview granted 
by Dr. Roman to the official P.A.T. Agency ® indicating the reserve 
with which Poland views the Tardieu plan. 

Respectfully yours, JOSEPH FLACK 

640.0031 Danube/72 | 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation With the 
Austrian Minister (Prochmk ) 

[Wasuineron,] April 7, 1982. 

The Austrian Minister came to ask about our attitude regarding 
the Danubian Union. He asked me pointedly whether we would 
raise our most-favored-nation treaties. I told the Minister no, pro- 
vided that the five Danubian countries treated all outside countries 
alike. He asked me whether our Government took more than a 
platonic interest in it and I said that, if that meant we would assist 
them financially, I was afraid we would not as it was contrary to 

our policy. As to our bankers’ position, I could not say except that 
it was very hard to make a loan anywhere now. In reply to the 
Minister’s inquiries, I told him, in general, that we regarded the 
move sympathetically as one which was sound, economical and de- 
signed to help out those countries. The Minister told me that their 
proposal for a reciprocal concession of only ten per cent was probably 
not large enough to offset the competition of the powerful industries 
in the larger nations outside, and I told him I thought that was true; 
that they would have to make larger concessions than that in order to 
be of real value it seemed to me. 

H[ewnry] L. S[1imson] 

640.0031 Danube/71 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation With the 

Italian Ambassador (De Martino ) 

[Wasuineton,] April 7, 1982. 

The Italian Ambassador came in to say good-bye and to ask about 
my journey. I told him I would reach Geneva April fifteenth, going 

straight through, and that I hoped Signor Grandi would be there 
then or soon after as I was only going to be there a short time. 

| *Not printed.
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The Italian Ambassador brought up the question of the Danubian 

Union and said that if there were no political engagements in it, but : 
it was purely economical, Italy would be inclined to look on it favor- 

ably, but if it was to be a mere strengthening of the Little Entente, 
no. I told the Ambassador our position, namely, that if it was an 
arrangement between the five small powers, without any preferences 
to any of the large powers outside as against one another, I thought 
it would be a very useful thing for the recovery of Europe, but that 
if there were preferences we would stand on our most-favored-nation 

_ treaties. The Ambassador said that he himself was inclined to be 
guided by the attitude of Great Britain. Of course, Great Britain 
did not like to see a single large power built up on the Continent, 
but rather a balance of powers. 

H[znry] L. S[rmson] 

640.0031 Danube/98 

The Chief of the Division of Near Eastern Affairs (Murray) to the 

Under Secretary of State (Castle) 

[Wasuineton,] April 8, 1932. 

Mr. Castix: During the course of a call which the Bulgarian 
Minister made on me this morning he remarked that his Government 
had been much disappointed at the apparent determination of M. 7 
Tardieu to exclude Bulgaria from participation in the proposed 
Danubian Union and that the Bulgarian Minister in Paris had been 
instructed to communicate formally to the French Government the 
hopes of the Bulgarian Government that favorable action would 
even yet be taken with regard to Bulgaria’s desire to participate. 

Mr. Radeff went on to say that the present situation of Bulgaria 
is very unenviable since she is apparently being forced into a position 
of opposition to the British and French governments and of being 
sponsored by the Germans and the Italians. He said the Bulgarian 
Government desired, above all, to keep out of disputes of this kind 
and to avoid being tied up too closely with any rival European group 
of powers. 

When I remarked on the press reports that consideration might be 
given to a customs union between Bulgaria, Greece and Turkey, he 
said that such a combination would be useless since the three coun- 
tries do not complement each other sufficiently to warrant such a 
plan. While it was true, he said, that Bulgaria could supply Greece 
with cereals, it was to be remembered that all three countries produce 
tobacco and have to seek foreign markets for that commodity. 

Watiace Murray
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640.0031 Danube/68 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, April 8, 1982—11 p.m. 

| [Received April 8—8:20 p.m.] 

187. The Danube Conference ended this afternoon. Sir John 
Simon informed me that he felt the free exchange of views of the 
four powers around the conference table had been useful although no 
agreement had been reached. Biilow strongly emphasized the Ger- 
man viewpoint that if Czechoslovakia was included in a Danube 
Customs Union or preferential tariff agreement it would mean the 
exclusion of Germany from a market to which now she exported 
about one tenth of her manufactured products. Italy agreed on 
much the same lines pointing out the loss of her market in Yugo- 
slavia for the probable benefit of Austria. 

: In conclusion each country agreed to address to the other three 
as soon as possible a considered statement of their views on the 
points reserved and mode of further advance. Sir John felt that 

_ these three official statements would each demonstrate a need for 
urgent action and further discussion between the four powers would 
result. Simon said the English might have put forward similar 
selfish views to those expected by Italy and Germany but instead 
was willing to accept any feasible solution for the benefit of the 
Danube countries and increased stabilization in Central Europe. His 
remarks appeared to further confirm British policy as reported in 
Embassy’s 119 March 24, 1 p. m.’ 

Sir John stated the date for the Lausanne Conference® has been 
fixed for June 16th owing to French insistence that they could not 

accept an earlier date. 
It is reported here Paris considers failure of conference as a re- 

buff, however, not unexpected due to London’s convening the meeting 
just before German elections. 

MELLON 

640.0031 Danube/120 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Castle) of a 
Conversation With the Swedish Minister (Bostrém ) 

[Wasuineton,] April 13, 1932. 

The Swedish Minister brought up the question of the proposed 
Danubian Confederation. He said that he could not see how this 

7Not printed. 
®For correspondence pertaining to the Lausanne Conference, see pp. 636 ff.
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could be brought about unless in some way Germany could be in- 
cluded as it would be disastrous for Germany. I told him that I 
did not agree with this because anything that would increase the 
prosperity of Europe would, in the end, be useful to Germany. He 
asked whether we would approve some kind of arrangement between 
these Danubian states. I said we would, on condition that the great 
powers did not receive special consideration, that the question of a 

Customs Union between Germany and Austria was different, since 
that would mean the practical absorption of Austria into Germany, 

but an agreement between the smaller powers would obviously be 
for the purpose of developing the economic resources of all of them. 
The Minister seemed to understand this and said that, in other 
words, I agreed with the old saying that the Austro-Hungarian Em- 
pire, if it did not exist, would have to be constituted. I said that I | 

most emphatically did agree, not politically, of course, but that all 

the region was an economic entity which could not, for the good 
of the world, be broken up. 

W. R. Castries, JR. 

640.0031 Danube/131 

The Minister in Czechoslovakia ( Ratshesky ) to the Secretary of State 

No. 721 Praaosr, April 13, 19382. 

[Received April 25. ] 

Str: I have the honor to report that the collapse of the Four 
Power Conference called in London to discuss the proposed Danu- 
bian Federation has caused no surprise in Prague. While willing 
to cooperate in any feasible plan Czechoslovakia has regarded as 
improbable the successful presentation of any new scheme at present. 
All parties seem united in the theory that Czechoslovakia must not 
depend on outside help and that up to the present she can stand 
alone. It is felt, however, that some such economic federation is in- 
evitable sooner or later and that Czechoslovakia, while she can afford 
to wait, would much prefer to see some action taken before the bank- 
ruptcy of Austria or Hungary which would cause an unfortunate 

_ Yrepercussion here. Later conferences on this subject will be regarded 
with calm scepticism until there appears to be some change in the 
German ‘attitude which Czechoslovakia accepts at present without 
rancor. 

Respectfully yours, A. C. RaTsHesky
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640.0031 Danube/153 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State‘of a Conversation With the 
Rumanian Minister (Davila) 

[Wasuineton,] May 19, 1932. 

During the call of the Rumanian Minister today he asked me about 
the Danubian matter. I told him I had talked it over with Tardieu 
and Benes and several others. The Minister said he thought it was 
important to get Germany in; that Germany needed the help of the 

rest and they needed Germany; that originally it had been proposed 
as a Danubian affair, but he had begun to think that the interest 
of Germany would be important. 

H[enry] L. S[rmson] 

640.0031 Danube/175 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Rogers) of a 

Conversation With the Bulgarian Minister (Radeff ) 

[Wasuinaton,] August 29, 1932. 

In a conversation with the Bulgarian Minister in connection with 
the Economic Conference,® he said he hoped the Conference would 
work out a solution of the Danubian situation; that things were 
progressively bad in Bulgaria and the other Danubian states; that if 
no solution of the economic problems was reached the Danubian 
states would be driven to turn to Germany for an economic arrange- 
ment and he thought this unfortunate. It would make the great 

: weight of Germany felt not merely in economic but in political 
phases in Eastern Europe, build up her strength, lead to her domina- 
tion, and increase the instability of the political balance in Europe. 
The turn to Germany for relief was natural because Great Britain 
was preoccupied at home and endeavoring more and more to keep 
out of European entanglements, and France was in such economic 

> distress that she was forced to cease support of Rumania and her 
other Eastern European associates. He felt the United States was 
not disposed to waive her treaty provisions to strengthen the eco- 
nomic position of Germany, but she could and should waive them 

for a readjustment of Eastern Europe if detached from any large 
power. 

: . J. G. Rf{oaers] 

*For correspondence relative to the preliminary negotiations for the Economic 
and Monetary Conference, see pp. 808 ff.



TENSION ARISING FROM GERMAN-POLISH RELATIONS 
WITH RESPECT TO THE POLISH CORRIDOR AND 
DANZIG } | 

860K.00S/3 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation With the 
Polish Ambassador (Filipowicz) 

[Wasuineton,] May 26, 1982. 

During the call of the Polish Ambassador today he told me about 
the situation at Danzig. He assured me that Poland had the matter 
in control with a strong hand but that there were great elements of 
tension and excitement; that for example, at the time of the disband- 
ment of the Hitler troops, the German Minister of War, Groener, 

had felt obliged to read publicly an order which had been issued by 
the Hitler party to its troops in reference to Danzig; that this was 

read by Gen. Groener as a justification of the disbandment of those 
troops, but it nevertheless created excitement in Poland, particularly 

as the portion of the Hitler troops in Danzig were not disbanded 
and are still there making trouble. I urged upon the Ambassador 
the very great importance of keeping cool this summer when there 
is so much tension, and he assured me that the Polish authorities had 
the matter in hand. 

H{enry] L. S[ronson] 

760C.60K/191 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation With the 
Polish Ambassador ( Filipowica ) 

[Wasuineton,| June 9, 19382. 

The Polish Ambassador told me that the agitation in Germany of 
propaganda accusing Poland of having aggressive intentions against 
Danzig had continued to such an extent that his Government had 
felt compelled to send a message to several countries on the subject, 

in order to caution them with respect to these biased rumors against 
Poland and that, consequently, they were sending these aide- 
mémowres to London, Paris, Rome, Washington, and possibly some 

others, though I don’t remember the names, and he handed me the 

4 Continued from Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, pp. 595-604. 
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aide-mémoire which is annexed to this paper.? I told the Ambassa- 
dor that I was glad to say that, so far as our American press was 
concerned, I had seen none of these rumors for the past two or three 
weeks and that the matter seems to have subsided, but that I would 
read this aide-mémoire with care. The Ambassador said that Mr. 
Breuning had agreed that steps should be taken to check this propa- 
ganda in Germany but that since his going out of office, this assur- 
ance had failed; that otherwise affairs in Poland were going on as 
well as could be expected, and that the deposits in some seven banks 

in Warsaw, I think he said, have actually increased. 
H[enry] L. S[tmtson ] 

The Polish Ambassador (Filipowicz) to the Secretary of State 

- A1wr-MémoIRE 

For several months the public opinion of Germany and especially 
that of its eastern provinces has been continuously agitated by 
rumors of alleged aggressive intentions on the part of Poland. These 
rumors have found their expression in news items launched in the 
German press, in sensational publications as well as in speeches of 
public men. The campaign has been considerably intensified during 
the last elections to the Presidency and to the Prussian Diet, since 
certain political parties have played up the menace of an alleged 
external danger as an argument in favor of their program. 

This has manifested itself particularly among the nationalist 
groups. 

At the same time, it became evident that moderate German ele- 
ments, fearful of being outdistanced in their electoral campaign by 

such demagogical arguments, have become involved in their turn in 
such propaganda. This resulted only in increasing among the masses 

the atmosphere of unrest and hostility. Since these activities, in 
spite of the corrections made from Polish sources, have not ceased 
to grow in proportions, and became reflected even in parliamentary 
debates and in pronouncements of leading German statesmen, the 
Polish Government found itself obliged to draw the attention of 
the government of the Reich to the detrimental consequences to 
mutual relations between the two countries which might result. A 

statement to that effect was delivered in Berlin on March 80, last. 
During his conversation with Mr. Bruening which took place in 

Geneva on April 26, Mr. Zaleski, having again mentioned the subject, 

2 Infra.
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was able to note the Chancellor’s disapproval of such methods. 

Nevertheless, it should be stated that in spite of these efforts the 
campaign imputing to Poland aggressive tendencies has not yet 

ceased to make itself felt in Germany and this [has?] resulted even 
in misleading the opinion of certain circles abroad. 

Under such circumstances the Polish Ambassador believes it his 

duty to draw the attention of the Government of the United States 
to the above in order to caution it against biased rumors which are 
or may be launched in regard to Poland. 

A résumé of facts in support of the above statement is attached. 

JUNE 7, 1982. - | 

760C.62/181 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Castle) of a 
Conversation With the Polish Ambassador (Filipowicz ) 

[WasHIneron,| June 23, 1932. 

In the course of his conversation the Polish Ambassador said to 
me that he was becoming more and more worried over the situation 

vis-a-vis Germany; he said that several years ago the German fleet 
made a visit to Danzig, that this was done with the usual notification 

to the Polish Government and that the visit of the fleet was a great 
success; this time no notification whatever has been made to the 
Polish Government, but the fleet is proceeding to Danzig unan- 
nounced; he said this was just one more of the many irritating 
instances; he said just a day or two ago some Polish Marines, pro- 
ceeding from Danzig to Warsaw, were attacked by men wearing the 
Hitler insignia, that when the men started to go out a great many 
shots were fired, many of them penetrating the compartment where 
the Marines were sitting; he said his Government was keeping calm 
and trying to prevent any excitement in Poland, but there was no 
doubt that the Hitlerites were becoming more and more provocative. 
I told the Ambassador that I hoped the Polish Government would 

continue to keep calm because there would be no advantage to any- 
body if they got into a row with the Germans. 

W. R. Castxe, JR. 

* Not printed.
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760C.60K/228 | 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation With the 
Polish Chargé (Sokolowskt) 

[Wasuineron,] September 22, 1932. 

The Polish Chargé said he was glad to report that the situation of 
Danzig, where they had anticipated disturbances was better, and the 
agreements between the Free City of Danzig and Poland in regard 
to their commercial matters and the visits of their warships had been 

signed without any disturbances. 
The Chargé spoke also of the statement of General von Schleicher 

expressing the fear that Poland would attack East Prussia, and said 
that while it had subsided apprehension in Poland had not passed. 

H[enry] L. S[torson)}



PARTICIPATION OF THE UNITED STATES IN THE > 

INTERNATIONAL RADIOTELEGRAPH CONFERENCE, 

MADRID, SEPTEMBER 38—DECEMBER 9, 1932? 

574.G1/T795 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Sykes ) 

Wasuineton, August 13, 1932. 

Sir: Your credentials as Chairman of the American delegation ? to 
the International Radio Conference and as Chairman of the Ameri- 

can representatives to participate in the International Telegraph 
Conference, both of which conferences are to convene at Madrid, 
Spain, on September 3, 1932, have already been delivered to you. 

In all matters not covered specifically by these instructions, the 
delegation should be guided by the proposals submitted by the 

Government of the United States for consideration by the conference.® 
One of the major problems which will confront the two conferences 

is that of a possible amalgamation of the radio and telegraph con- 
ventions. ‘The International Telegraph Conference at Paris in 1925 
adopted a resolution looking towards such an amalgamation.* The 

* The Conference at Madrid was the fourth of the International Radiotelegraph 
Conferences. The first met at Berlin in 1906; see Foreign Relations, 1912, pp. 
444 ff. and Documents de la Conférence Radiotélégraphique Internationale de 
Berlin, 1906 (Berlin, Publiés par le Département des Postes de ]’Empire 
d’Allemagne, 1906). The second met at London in 1912; see Foreign Relations, 
1913, pp. 1875 ff. and Documents de la Conférence Radiotélégraphique Inter- 
nationale de Londres (Berne, Bureau International de l’Union Télégraphique, 
1918). The third met at Washington in 1927; see Foreign Relations, 1925, 
vol. 1, pp. 297 ff.; ibid., 1927, vol. 1, pp. 288 ff., and Senate Executive Document 
B, 70th Cong., Ist sess. For the annexes and proceedings of the Madrid Con- 
ference, see Department of State Treaty Series No. 867 and Documents de la 
Conférence Radiotélégraphique Internationale de Madrid (1932), Tome 1, 
(Berne, Bureau International de l’Union Télégraphique, 1933). For Report 
of the American Delegation, see Department of State Conference Series No. 15, 
International Radiotelegraph Conference, Madrid, 1982: Report to the Secre- 
tary of State by the Chairman of the American Delegation, With Appended 
Documents (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1934). 

The members of the American delegation were: Eugene O. Sykes, Chairman, 

Acting Chairman of the Federal Radio Commission; Charles B. J oliffe, Chief 

Engineer of the Federal Radio Commission; Walter Lichtenstein, Executive 

Secretary of the First National Bank of Chicago; Irvin Stewart of the Depart- 

ment of State. . 
*See Propositions pour la Conférence Télégraphique Internationale de Madrid, 

1982 (Berne, Bureau International de l'Union Télégraphique, 19381), pp. 19-20, 

See “Summary of Various Resolutions Passed by the Paris Conference, 1925 

in International Telegraph Convention of Saint-Petersburg (London, His 

Majesty’s Stationery Office, 1926), p. 136. 
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International Radio Conference at Washington in 1927 adopted a 

somewhat similar resolution which envisaged a possible eventual 

| amalgametion of the two conventions.> The position of the United 

States with respect to the proposed amalgamation is somewhat 

peculiar in that this Government is a party to the International Radio 

Convention but is not a party to the International Telegraph Con- 

vention. . 
An unofficial draft of a text of a proposed combined convention 

was published in the Journal Télégraphique for June, 1930.8 That 
draft was made the basis for the submission of proposals on the sub- 
ject of a combined convention for the Madrid Conference. The 
committees appointed by the Department of State to do the pre- 
liminary work in preparation for the Conference studied whether 
this Government could sign or adhere to a combined communication 

convention, and if so, upon what conditions. As a result of the de- 
liberations of those committees, the United States submitted pro- 
posals for such a convention accompanied by a general statement 
setting forth clearly the conditions upon which American participa- 

tion in it would be possible. 
The general statement referred to was based upon experience at 

other radio conferences. At the International Radio Conference of 

Washington there developed a distinct divergence of views as to the 
proper scope of the convention and regulations as between Govern- 
ments owning and operating communication facilities on the one hand 
and Governments within whose territories such facilities were pri- 
vately owned and operated on the other. Acceptance of the conven- 
tion by both groups of Governments was made possible through 
the device of setting up a Convention stating only matters of 
general principle, General Regulations containing matters of less 
fundamental importance but of a public character properly per- 
mitting of Government regulation, and Supplementary Regulations 

containing matters pertaining to operation and management. Gov- 
ernments operating communication facilities accepted all three docu- 
ments while those, as the United States, in whose territories 

communication facilities were privately owned and operated, accepted 
only the first two. 

It is believed that the device adopted at Washington affords the 
most satisfactory basis for a combined convention. If the Madrid 
conferences decide to draft a combined convention, the delegation 
should make every possible effort to have the convention and regula- 
tions follow the Washington plan. The United States can accept 

*See S. Ex. Doc. B, 70th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 271-272. 
‘Journal, Télégraphique (Berne, Bureau International de Union Télé- 

graphique), vol. Ltv, juin 1980, pp. 117 ff.
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combined convention only if it is drafted in such a manner as to make 

it possible for the Government to assume obligations with respect to 

matters of a public and Governmental character without intruding 

into the fields of operation and management which have been left to 

private operating companies. 

One of the questions which will confront the conference at the 

outset will be that of voting. While the matter of voting at inter- 

national radio conferences has had no great significance in practice, 
it has been the occasion of long drawn out discussions in previous 
conferences. After lengthy debate at the International Radio Con- 
ference of London in 1912 a plan of plural voting for certain countries 
was adopted. That plan was incorporated in Article 12 of the Inter- 
national Radio Convention of 1912,’ copies of which have been fur- 
nished you. The Washington Conference in 1927 was unable to agree 
to a continuation of this plan but could find no acceptable substitute 

for it. The radio convention as drafted by that conference contains 
no mention of voting. The United States was charged with the task 
of attempting to obtain an agreement on the question before the 

Madrid Conference should convene. This Government circulated to 
other interested Governments for their approval a plan providing for 
a single vote for each independent Government party to the conven- 
tion and including within that term the British Dominions and India. 
There is attached as Annex 18 a copy of an instruction setting out 
the exact terms of the proposal made by this Government. While a 
large majority of the Governments replying to the suggestion were 
in favor of it, unfortunately unanimity was not obtained. There are 
attached as Annex 28 copies of the replies of the various Governments 
as well as a table showing the replies which have been made to the 
proposal. Annex 38 contains a list of countries which have ratified 
or adhered to the Washington Convention. 

While it is believed that the proposal outlined is fair to all Govern- 
ments concerned and offers the best opportunity for an agreement on 
the subject of voting, this Government does not desire to insist upon 
it if it becomes apparent that the plan will not be accepted by the 
Conference and that another plan might be adopted. Any plan which 
will give to the United States as many votes as any other country 
will probably be acceptable to this Government.® 

Another question which will confront the Conference at the outset 
is that of an official language. No radio convention, and it is believed 

"Foreign Relations, 19138, p. 1375. 
§ Not printed. 

*For Conference action upon this subject and comment by Chairman of the 
American Delegation, see Report to the Secretary of State by the Chairman of 
the American Delegation, With Appended Documents, pp. 9, 15-17.
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no telegraph convention, has contained any provision on the subject. 
French was used as the language of the earlier radio and telegraph 
conferences; but with the growth of the use of English as an ofiicial 
language of international conferences, a demand has steadily arisen 
for the use of English as an official language at radio conferences. 

While the Washington conference of 1927 did not adopt English as 
an Official language, it did adopt a provision which permitted the free 

use of English during the conference. That provision is contained 
in Article 5 of the internal regulations of the conference and will be 
found at page 113 of the document entitled Executive B, 70th Con- 

gress, Ist Session, a copy of which has already been given you. At 
the two meetings of the International Technical Consulting Com- 

mittee on Radio Communication held at The Hague in 1929 and at 

Copenhagen in 1931, provisions likewise were adopted which per- 
mitted the use of English during the meetings." 

Article 42 of the draft #? used as the basis for proposals for a com- 
bined convention provides that the documents of the conference shall 
be drawn up in French. This Government is strongly opposed to 
the adoption of any such convention provision. It is believed that 
English should be adopted as an official language. Even should 
English not be adopted as an official language by the Madrid Con- 
ference, the door should not be closed against its possible future adop- 
tion as an official language. The delegation should endeavor to 
procure the insertion in the internal regulations of the conference of 
a provision making English an official language on the same footing 
with French for all purposes. If that cannot be done the minimum 
should be provision for a free use of English upon condition of its 
being translated into French together with provision for translation 
from French into English. The delegation should most earnestly 
oppose the insertion in the convention itself of any provision which 
would foreclose the use of English in connection with future inter- 

| national conferences or in connection with the work of the Inter- 
national Bureau of the Telegraph Union. 

Probably the most important technical problem which will con- 
front the radio conference is that of the table allocating frequencies 
to services. The Department desires the delegation to have the free- 
dom necessary for participation in such compromises as may be 

“For the 1929 understanding, see footnote on p. 67 of the Report of the 
Delegation of the United States of America and Appended Documents to the 
International Technical Consulting Committee on Radio Communications 
(Washington, Government Printing Office, 1980). For the 1931 provision, see 
Article 3 of “Réglement Intérieur de la deuxiéme réunion du C. C. I. R.” in 
Documents du Comité Consultatif International Technique des Communications 
Radioélectriques, Deuxiéme Réunion Copenhague, mai—juin 1931 (Berne, Bureau 
International de l’Union Télégraphique, 1931), p. 41. 

* See Journal Télégraphique, vol. tiv, juin 1930, p. 124.
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necessary to enable the deliberations with respect to the allocation 
of frequencies to be brought to a successful conclusion. In general, 
where there are conflicting interests of major importance in the : 
United States, the delegation should endeavor to have left open for 
regional agreement in North America at least those parts of the 
spectrum where inter-continental interference should not result from 
the use of the same frequencies by different services in different parts 
of the world. 

In view of the important contributions which radio amateurs have 
made in the advancement of radio, and of the present. congestion in | 
the amateur bands, the delegation should vigorously oppose all 
attempts further to restrict the bands allocated for use by amateurs. 
The delegation should exert every effort to leave the amateur bands 
unchanged. Should it prove to be impossible to reach an agreement 
on the allocation table without making changes in the amateur assign- 
ments, the delegation should telegraph the Department for its 
approval before agreeing to any such changes. 

The International Radio Convention of 1927 authorized the crea- 
tion of an International Technical Consulting Committee on Radio 
Communication. The delegation of the United States at the 1927 
Conference opposed the creation of the Committee; and this Gov- : 
ernment has consistently opposed all efforts to expand its functions. 
The Madrid Conference will be confronted with proposals to extend 
the activities of the Committee and to make it a continuing body. 
Such proposals should be vigorously opposed by the delegation. This 
Government would prefer to have the Committee abolished, although 
it will have no serious objection to the continuation of the Committee 
with approximately the same composition and functions as at present. 

A conference of experts on aeronautical radio was held in Paris, 
July 5-8, 1932, under the auspices of the International Commission 
for Air Navigation. There is appended as Annex 4,8 for the in- 
formation of the delegation, a copy of the report made by Mr. John 
J. Ide, the American observer at the meeting. 

It is possible that an effort may be made to insert in the convention 
or regulations drafted by the Conference, provisions looking toward 
the establishment of a censorship of messages, particularly of press 
messages. This Government is strongly opposed to any such pro- 
visions. The delegation should vigorously combat every proposal 
which is designed to give the sanction of the convention or regula- 
tions to the establishment of a censorship of messages. 

The International Telegraph Conference will concern itself largely 
with matters considered by this Government to be matters of opera- 

* Not printed.
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tion and management. The provisions drafted by that Conference 
should almost in their entirety be inserted in service regulations to 
which this Government will not be a party. Proposals have been 
made on two points, however, which directly affect the users of com- 
munication facilities in the United States. The first of these pertains 
to the question of code language. You have been furnished with a 

copy of the documents * containing the material assembled by the 
Department on this point in preparation for the International Tele- 
graph Conference of Brussels in 1928, and also with a copy of the 
report of the American delegation to that conference.” The Depart- 
ment has received a large number of letters from American users of 
communication facilities protesting against any changes in the code 
language provisions which might result in an increase in rates. ‘Those 
letters indicate that a very substantial body of users of communication 
facilities in the United States favor the retention of the status quo 
with respect to code language. 

Several of the larger American communication companies jointly 
prepared proposals based on the telegraph service regulations, which 
were submitted through the Department of State. Those proposals 
contain no provision for significant changes in the rules governing — 
the composition of code language. As the companies proposed 
changes where they believed changes to be desirable, it is apparent 
that they did not contemplate any important changes in the composi- 
tion of code words or in the rules governing code language messages. 
In view of the expressed attitude of the companies and of a group 
of the users of communication facilities, the delegation should support 
the retention of the present code language provisions without any 
changes which might operate to increase cable charges. | 

The second proposal before the International Telegraph Confer- 
ence referred to above is one to fix a minimum number of words 
for messages of various categories. You will be given an analysis 
of the number of words in a typical group of telegrams sent by 
various users in the United States. Fixing a minimum number of 
words higher than that in the present practice would operate to 
increase cable charges for messages which otherwise would contain a 
smaller number of words. The Department has received no evidence 
to indicate that the regulations governing international messages 
should be changed to provide for a minimum number of words in 
telegrams in the international service. In the absence of a showing 

4 Documents not printed. 
%* Report of the American Delegation to the International Telegraph Confer- 

ence of Brussels, September 10-22, 1928, accompanied by a translation of docu- 
ments of the Conference as published by the International Office of the Tele- 
grap) typo. and other related documents (Washington, Government Printing
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of a real need for the establishment of a minimum higher than 
that now established by practice, the delegation should support the 
present situation. Should such a need be shown, the delegation 
should telegraph the Department for further instructions. The re- 
quest for instructions should indicate the recommendation of the 
delegation upon the basis of the showing made. 

In the event the radio and telegraph conferences merge their ac- 
tivities at Madrid, it may be appropriate for the representatives of 
this Government officially to participate in the discussion of the | 
questions of code language and minimum word count for telegrams. 
If the sessions of the two conferences are held separately, the fact 
that this Government is not a party to the telegraph convention will 
result in the inability of the representatives officially to participate 
in the proceedings of the committees considering these subjects.1® It 
is believed, however, that the representatives unofficially will be able 
to exert influence which may affect the conclusions adopted by the , 
committees. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
W. R. Castie, JR. 
Under Secretary 

574.G1/873 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Sykes) to the 
| Secretary of State 

Maprip, October 4, 1982—5 p.m. 
[Received October 4—2: 28 p.m.] 

21. (1) Delegation confidentially informed that Soviet delegates 
are planning to invite next combined conference to meet in Russia. 
Please instruct whether delegation should endeavor to prevent such 
invitation from being extended or accepted and what position it 
should take if invitation is extended. 

(2) At the time of signature of convention should delegation make 
statement relative to unrecognized regimes similar to that made at 
London Safety of Life at Sea Conference??? _ 

SYKES 

% Some sessions were joint meetings; others were separate. American dele- 
gates participated in the plenary sessions, as well as the committee meetings, 
of both the Radio and the Telegraph Conferences. 

7 See instruction of March 28, 1929, to the American delegation, Foreign 
Relations, 1929, vol. 1, p. 375.
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574.G1/883 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Sykes ) 

WasHineton, October 13, 1932—6 p.m. 

29. Your 21, October 4, 5.00 p.m. 
1. The delegation should not endeavor in any formal way to pre- 

vent such an invitation from being extended or accepted. However, 
if the delegation should consider it practicable, with due informality 
and discretion, to encourage the delegation of some other participat- 
ing government to deal with the matter in such a manner as to 
prevent the extension of such an invitation, the delegation might well 
take such measures. In case the invitation should nevertheless be 
extended the delegation should communicate immediately with the 
Department for further instructions. 

2. The delegation should make no statement regarding unrecog- 
nized regimes. For its information and discreet use, the delegation 
is informed that this Government considers that the signature or 
adherence by an unrecognized regime to a multilateral treaty of 
which the United States is a signatory or to which it is a party 
entails no recognition by the United States of such regime. It should 
be evident that a contrary view would place it within the power of 
a non-recognized nation or regime to compel recognition by other 
powers parties to a multilateral treaty, whether by signature or by 
adherence, against their will. This is not legally possible, in view 
of the United States Government. Recognition is primarily a matter 
of intention. Intention on the part of the United States to recognize 
another government cannot be imputed to the United States by ao 
unilateral act of such other government. Signature or accession by 
such other government to a multilateral treaty is considered to be 
its unilateral act. For the above reasons it is deemed unnecessary 
that any statement should be made on the subject at the time of sign- 
ing the convention. 

STIMSOW 

574.G1/1114 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Sykes) to the 
| Secretary of State 

Maprip, December 10, 1982—10 a.m 
| [ Received 11:35 a.m. } 

147. Convention, general radio regulations, and final radio protocol 
signed 7 p.m. December 9 by delegation. Those documents were 
signed by 64 delegations. Supplementary radio regulations and
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European proctocol also signed by interested delegations December 9, 
Telegraph regulations, telephone regulations, and final telegraph 
protocol will be signed December 10. 

Delegates and most of staff leave Madrid night of December 10. 

SYKEs 

Treaty Series No. 867 

Convention Between the United States of America and Other Powers, 
Signed at Madrid, December 9, 1932 1® 

[Translation ] 

INTERNATIONAL TELECOMMUNICATION CONVENTION 

Concluded Among 

the Governments of the Countries Listed Hereinafter : 

Union of South Africa; Germany; Republic of Argentina; Com- 
monwealth of Australia; Austria; Belgium; Bolivia; Brazil; Canada; 
Chile; China; Vatican City State; Republic of Colombia; French 
Colonies, protectorates and territories under French mandate; Por- 
tuguese Colonies; Swiss Confederation; Belgian Congo; Costa Rica; 
Cuba; Curacao and Surinam; Cirenaica; Denmark; Free City of 
Danzig; Dominican Republic; Egypt; Republic of El Salvador; 
Kieuador; Eritrea; Spain; United States of America; Empire of 
Ethiopia; Finland; France; United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland; Greece; Guatemala; Republic of Honduras; 
Hungary; Italian Islands of the Aegean Sea; British India; Dutch 
East Indies; Irish Free State; Iceland; Italy; Japan, Chosen, 
Taiwan, Karafuto, Kwantung Leased Territory and the South Sea 
Islands under Japanese mandate; Latvia; Liberia; Lithuania; Lux- 
emburg; Morocco; Mexico; Nicaragua; Norway; New Zealand; 
Republic of Panama; Netherlands; Peru; Persia; Poland; Portugal; 
Rumania; Italian Somaliland; Sweden;. Syria and Lebanon; 
Czechoslovakia; Tripolitania; Tunisia; Turkey; Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics; Uruguay; Venezuela; Yugoslavia. 

The undersigned, plenipotentiaries of the governments listed above, 
having met in conference at Madrid, have, in common agreement and 
subject to ratification, concluded the following Convention: 

#% In French; English translation reprinted from the 1941 issue of Department 
of State Treaty Series No. 867. Ratification advised by the Senate, May 1 
(legislative day of April 26), 1934; ratified by the President, May 19, 1934; 
ratification of the United States deposited at Madrid, June 12, 19384; proclaimed 
by the President, June 27, 1934.
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CHAPTER I 

ORGANIZATION AND FUNCTIONING OF THE UNION 

ARTICLE 1 

Constitution of the Union | 

§ 1. The countries, parties to the present Convention, form the 
International Telecommunication Union which shall replace the 
Telegraph Union and which shall be governed by the following 
provisions. 

§ 2. The terms used in this Convention are defined in the annex to 
the present document. 

ARTICLE 2 

Regulations 

§ 1. The provisions of the present Convention shall be completed 
by the following Regulations: 

the Telegraph Regulations, 
the Telephone Regulations, 
the Radio Regulations (General Regulations and Additional 

Regulations) , 

which shall bind only the contracting governments which have under- 
taken to apply them, and solely as regards governments which have 
taken the same obligation. 

§ 2. Only the signatories to the Convention or the adherents to 
this document shall be permitted to sign the Regulations or to adhere 
thereto. The signing of at least one of the sets of Regulations shall 
be obligatory upon the signatories of the Convention. Similarly, 
adherence to at least one of the sets of Regulations shall be obligatory 
upon the adherents to the Convention. However, the Additional 
Radio Regulations may not be the subject of signature or adherence 
except when the General Radio Regulations have been signed or 
adhered to. | 

§ 3. The provisions of the present Convention shall bind the con- 
tracting governments only with respect to the services governed by 
the Regulations to which these governments are parties. 

ARTICLE 3 

Adherence of Governments to the Convention 

§ 1. The government of a country, in the name of which the present 
Convention has not been signed, may adhere to it at any time. Such 
adherence must cover at least one of the sets of annexed Regulations, 
subject to the application of § 2 of article 2 above.
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§2. The act of adherence of a government shall be deposited in 
the archives of the government which received the conference of 
plenipotentiaries that has drawn up the present Convention. The 
government with which the act of adherence has been deposited shall 
communicate it to all the other contracting governments through 
diplomatic channels. : 

§ 3. Adherence shall carry with it as a matter of right, all the 
obligations and all the advantages stipulated by the present Con- 
vention; it shall, in addition, entail the obligations and advantages 
stipulated by the particular Regulations which the adhering govern- 
ments undertake to apply. 

ARTICLE 4 

Adherence of Governments to the Regulations 

The government of a country signatory or adherent to the present 
Convention may at any time adhere to one or more of the sets of 
Regulations which it has not undertaken to observe, taking into ac- 
count the provisions of article 2, § 2. Such adherence shall be notified 
to the Bureau of the Union which shall inform the other governments 
concerned thereof. | 

ARTICLE 5 

Adherence to the Convention and to the Regulations by Colonies, 
Protectorates, Overseas Territories, or Territories under Sover- 
eignty, Authority, or Mandate of the Contracting Governments 

81. Any contracting government may, at the time of its signature, 
its ratification, its adherence, or later, declare that its acceptance of 
the present Convention is valid for the whole or a group or a single 
one of its colonies, protectorates, overseas territories, or territories 
under sovereignty, authority, or mandate. 

§ 2. The whole or a group or a single one of these colonies, protec- 
torates, overseas territories, or territories under sovereignty, author- 
ity, or mandate may, respectively, at any time, be the subject of a 

separate adherence. 
§ 3. The present Convention shall not apply to colonies, protector- 

ates, overseas territories, or territories under sovereignty, authority, 
or mandate of a contracting government, unless statement to this 
effect is made by virtue of §1 of the present article, or a separate 
adherence is made by virtue of § 2 above. 

§ 4. The declarations of adherence, made by virtue of §1 and § 2 
of this article, shall be communicated through diplomatic channels to 
the government of the country on the territory of which was held the 
conference of plenipotentiaries, at which the present Convention was
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drawn up, and a copy thereof shall be transmitted by this government 
to each of the other contracting governments. 

§ 5. The provisions of §§ 1 and 3 of this article shall also apply 
either to the acceptance of one or more of the sets of Regulations, or 
to the adherence to one or more of the sets of Regulations, within the 

terms of the provisions contained in article 2, § 2. Such acceptance 

or adherence shall be notified in conformity with the provisions of 

article 4. 

§ 6. The provisions of the preceding paragraphs shall not apply to 
the colonies, protectorates, overseas territories, or territories under 

sovereignty, authority, or mandate which appear in the preamble of 

the present Convention. 

ARTICLE 6 

fatification of the Convention 

§1. The present Convention must be ratified by the signatory 

governments and the ratifications thereof must be deposited, as soon 

as possible, through diplomatic channels, in the archives of the govern- 

ment of the country which received the conference of plenipotentiaries 

that has drawn up the present Convention; this same government 

shall, through diplomatic channels, notify the other signatory and 

adhering governments of the ratifications, as soon as they are received. 

§ 2. In case one or more of the signatory governments would not 

ratify the Convention, the latter shall none the less be valid for the 

governments which shall have ratified it. 

ARTICLE 7% 

Approval of the Regulations 

§ 1. The governments must, as soon as possible, submit their de- 
| cision concerning the approval of the Regulations drawn up by the 

Conference. This approval shall be reported to the Bureau of the 
Union which shall inform the members of the Union accordingly. 

§ 2. In case one or several of the governments concerned would not 
report such an approval, the new regulatory provisions shall none the 
less be valid for the governments which shall have approved them. 

ARTICLE 8 

Abrogation of Conventions and of Regulations Prior to the Present 
Convention 

The present Convention and the Regulations annexed thereto 1° 
shall abrogate and replace, in the relations between the contracting 

* Regulations superseded by General Radio Regulations (Cairo Revision, 
1938), which are printed in Treaty Series No. 948.



RADIOTELEGRAVH CONFERENCE 877 

governments, the International Telegraph Conventions of Paris 
(1865), Vienna (1868), Rome (1872), and St. Petersburg (1875), and 
the Regulations annexed thereto, as well as the International Radio- 
telegraph Conventions of Berlin (1906), London (1912), and Wash- 
ington (1927), and the Regulations annexed thereto. 

ARTICLE 9 

Execution of the Convention and of the Regulations 

§ 1. The contracting governments undertake to apply the provi- 
sions of the present Convention and of the Regulations accepted by 
them, in all the offices and in all the telecommunication stations 

established or operated by them, and which are open to the inter- 
national service of public correspondence, to the broadcasting service, 
or to the special services governed by the Regulations. 

§ 2. Moreover, they agree to take the steps necessary to enforce the 
provisions of the present Convention and of the Regulations which 
they accept, upon the private operating agencies recognized by them 
and upon the other operating agencies duly authorized to establish 
and operate telecommunications of the international service whether 
or not open to public correspondence. 

ARTICLE 10 

Denuneiation of the Convention by the Governments 

§ 1. Each contracting government shall have the right to denounce 
the present Convention by a notification, addressed, through diplo- 
matic channels, to the government of the country in which was held 
the conference of plenipotentiaries that has drawn up the present 
Convention, and announced by these governments to all the other 
contracting governments, likewise through diplomatic channels. 

§ 2. This denunciation shall take effect at the expiration of the 
period of one year, beginning with the day on which the notification 
was received by the government of the country in which the last 
conference of plenipotentiaries was held. This effect shall apply only 
to the author of the denunciation; the Convention shall remain in 
force for the other contracting governments. 

ArticLe 11 

Denunciation of the Regulations by the Governments 

§ 1. Each government shall have the right to terminate the obliga- 
tion which it has undertaken to apply one of the sets of Regulations, 
by notifying its decision to the Bureau of the Union which shall in- 

form thereof the other governments concerned. Such notification shall 

6442124863
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take effect at the expiration of the period of one year, beginning with 
the day on which it was received by the Bureau of the Union. This 
effect shall apply only to the author of the denunciation; the Regula- 
tions in question shall remain in force for the other governments. 

§ 2. The provision of § 1 above shall not annul the obligation for 
the contracting governments to enforce at least one of the sets of 
Regulations, covered by article 2 of this Convention, taking into 
account the reservation contained in § 2 of the said article. | 

ARTICLE 12 | 

Denunciation of the Convention and of the Regulations by Colonies, 
Protectorates, Overseas Territories, or Territories under Sover- 

eignty, Authority, or Mandate of the Contracting Governments 

§ 1. The application of the present Convention to a territory, by 
virtue of the provisions of § 1 or of § 2 of article 5, may terminate at 
any time. | 

§ 2. The declarations of denunciation provided for in §1 above 
shall be notified and announced according to the conditions stated in 

§1 of article 10; they shall take effect according to the provisions of 
§ 2 of the latter article. 

§ 3. The application of one or more of the sets of Regulations to a 
territory, by virtue of the provisions of § 5 of article 5, may terminate 
at any time. 

§ 4. The declarations of denunciation provided for in $3 above 
shall be notified and announced in accordance with the provisions of 
§ 1 of article 11 and shall take effect under the conditions set forth in 
the said paragraph. 

ARTICLE 13 : 

| Special Arrangements 

The contracting governments reserve the right, for themselves, 
for the private operating agencies recognized by them, and for other 
operating agencies duly authorized to that effect, to conclude special 
arrangements on service matters which do not concern the govern- 
ments in general. However, such arrangements must remain within 

the terms of the Convention and of the Regulations annexed thereto, 
as regards interference which their application might be likely to 
cause with the services of other countries. 

ARTICLE 14 

Relations with Noncontracting Governments 

§ 1. Each of the contracting governments reserves the right, for 
itself and for the private operating agencies which it recognizes, to
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determine the conditions under which it will admit telecommunica- : 
tions exchanged with a country which has not adhered to the present 

_ Convention or to the Regulations which contain the provisions rela- 

tive to the telecommunications involved. 
§ 2. If a telecommunication originating in a nonadhering country 

is accepted by an adhering country, it must be transmitted and, so | 

far as it uses the channels of a country adhering to the Convention 

and to the respective Regulations, the mandatory provisions of the 
Convention and of the Regulations in question, as well as the normal 

rates, shall be applicable to it. 

ARTICLE 15 

Arbitration 

§1. In case of disagreement between two or more contracting 

governments concerning the execution of either the present Conven- 
tion or the Regulations contemplated in article 2, the dispute, if it is 

not settled through diplomatic channels, shall be submitted to arbitra- 
tion at the request of any one of the governments in disagreement. 

§ 2. Unless the parties in disagreement agree to adopt a procedure 
already established by treaties concluded between them for the settle- 
ment of international disputes, or the procedure provided for in § 7 of 

this article, arbitrators shall be appointed in the following manner: 
§ 3. (1) The parties shall decide, after mutual agreement, whether 

the arbitration is to be entrusted to individuals or to governments or 
administrations; failing an agreement on this matter, governments 
shall be resorted to. 

(2) In case the arbitration is to be entrusted to individuals, the 
arbitrators must not be of the same nationality as any one of the 
parties concerned in the dispute. 

(3) In case the arbitration is to be entrusted to governments or 
administrations, the latter must be chosen from among the parties 
adhering to the agreement, the application of which caused the 
dispute. 

§ 4. The party appealing to arbitration shall be considered as the 
plaintiff. This party shall designate an arbitrator and notify the 

opposing party thereof. The defendant must then appoint a second 
arbitrator, within two months after the receipt of plaintiff’s notifica- 
tion. 

§ 5. If more than two parties are involved, each group of plaintiffs 
or of defendants shall appoint an arbitrator, observing the same 
procedure as in § 4. 

§ 6. The two arbitrators thus appointed shall agree in designating 
an umpire who, if the arbitrators are individuals and not govern-
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ments or administrations, must not be of the same nationality as 

either of them or either of the parties involved. Failing an agree- 

ment of the arbitrators as to the choice of the umpire, each arbitrator 

shall propose an umpire in no way concerned in the dispute. Lots 
shall then be drawn between the umpires proposed. The drawing of 

lots shall be done by the Bureau of the Union. 
§ 7. Finally, the parties in dispute shall have the right to have 

their disagreement settled by a single arbitrator. In this case, either 
they shall agree on the choice of the arbitrator, or the latter shall be 

: designated in conformity with the method indicated in § 6. 
§ 8. The arbitrators shall be free to decide on the procedure to be 

followed. 
§ 9. Each party shall bear the expenses it shall have incurred in 

the investigation of the dispute. The cost of the arbitration shall 

be apportioned equally among the parties involved. 

ARTICLE 16 

International Consulting Committees 

§ 1. Consulting committees may be formed for the purpose of 

studying questions relating to the telecommunication services. 
$2. The number, composition, duties, and functioning of these 

committees are defined in the Regulations annexed to the present 
Convention. 

ARTICLE 17 

Bureau of the Union 

81. A central office, called the Bureau of the International Tele- 
‘communication Union, shall function under the conditions stated 

hereinafter : 
§ 2. (1) In addition to the work and operations provided for by 

the various other articles of the Convention and of the Regulations, 
. the Bureau of the Union shall be charged with: 

(a2) work preparatory to and following conferences, in which it 
shall be represented in an advisory capacity ; 

(6) providing, in cooperation with the organizing administration 
involved, the secretariat of conferences of the Union, as well as, when 
so requested or when so provided for by the Regulations annexed to 
the present Convention, the secretariat of meetings of committees 
appointed by the Union or placed under the auspices of the latter; 

(ce) issuing such publications as will be found generally useful 
between two conferences. 

(2) On the basis of the documents put at its disposal and of the 
information which it may gather, it shall publish periodically a
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journal of information and documentation concerning telecommuni- 
cations. 

(3) It must also, at all times, hold itself at the disposal of the 
contracting governments to furnish them with such opinions and 
information as they may need on questions concerning international 
telecommunications, and which it is in a better position to have or to 
obtain than these governmenis. 

(4) It shall prepare an annual report on its activities, which shall 
be communicated to all members of the Union. The operating account 
shall be submitted, for examination and approval, to the plenipoten- 

tiary or administrative conferences provided for in article 18 of the 
present Convention. 

§ 3. (1) The general expenses of the Bureau of the Union must 
not exceed, per year, the amounts specified in the Regulations annexed | 
to the present Convention. These general expenses shall not include: 

(a) the expenses pertaining to the work of plenipotentiary or 
administrative conferences, : 

(6) the expenses pertaining to the work of duly created com- 
mittees. 

(2) The expenses pertaining to the plenipotentiary and adminis- 
trative conferences shall be borne by all the governments participat- 
ing therein, in proportion to the contribution which they pay for the 
operation of the Bureau of the Union, in accordance with the pro- 
visions of the following subparagraph (8). 

The expenses pertaining to the meetings of the committees regu- 
larly created shall be borne in accordance with the provisions of the 
Regulations annexed to the present Convention. 

(3) The receipts and expenses of the Bureau of the Union must be 
carried in two separate accounts, one for the telegraph and telephone 
services, the other for the radio service. The expenses pertaining to 
each of these two divisions shall be borne by the governments adher- 
ing to the corresponding Regulations. For the apportioning of these 
expenses, the adhering governments shall be divided into six classes, 
each contributing at the rate of a certain number of units, namely : 

Ist class: 25 units 
2d class: 20 units 
3d class: 15 units 
4th class: 10 units 
5th class: 5 units 
6th class: 8 units 

(4) Each government shall inform the Bureau of the Union, 
directly or through its administration, of the class in which its coun-
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try is to be placed. This classification shall be communicated to the 
members of the Union. 

(5) The amounts advanced by the government supervising the 
Bureau of the Union must be refunded by the debtor governments 
with the briefest possible delay, and, at the latest, at the end of the 
fourth month following the month during which the account was 
rendered. After this period, the amounts due shall bear interest, 
accruing to the creditor government, at the rate of six percent (6%) 
per annum, counting from the date of expiration of the above-men- 
tioned period. 

§ 4. The Bureau of the Union shall be placed under the high super- 
vision of the Government of the Swiss Confederation which shall 
regulate its organization, supervise its finances, make the necessary 
advances, and audit the annual accounts. 

CHAPTER II 

. CONFERENCES 

ARTICLE 18 

Conferences of Plenipotentiaries and Administrative Conferences 

§ 1. The provisions of the present Convention shall be subject to 
revision by conferences of plenipotentiaries of the contracting gov- 
ernments. 

§ 2. Revision of the Convention shall be undertaken when it has 
been so decided by a preceding conference of plenipotentiaries, or 
when at least twenty contracting governments have so stated their 
desire to the government of the country in which the Bureau of the 
Union is located. 

§ 3. The provisions of the Regulations annexed to this Convention 
shall be subject to revision by administrative conferences of dele- 
gates from the contracting governments which have approved the 
Regulations to be revised, each conference itself determining the place 
and time for the following meeting. 

§ 4. Each administrative conference may permit the participation, 
in an advisory capacity, of private operating agencies recognized by 
the respective contracting governments. 

ARTICLE 19 

Change of Date of a Conference 

§ 1. The time set for the meeting of a conference of plenipoten- 
tiaries or of an administrative conference may be advanced or post- 
poned if request to this effect is made by at least ten of the contracting
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governments to the government of the country in which the Bureau 
of the Union is located, and if such proposal is agreed to by the ma- 
jority of the contracting governments which shall have forwarded 
their opinion within the time indicated. 

§ 2. The conference shall then be held in the country originally 
designated, if the government of that country consents. Otherwise, 
the contracting governments shall be consulted through the govern- 
ment of the country in which the Bureau of the Union is located. 

| ARTICLE 20 

Internal Regulations of the Conferences 

§ 1. Before any other deliberation, each conference shall establish 
Internal Regulations containing the rules according to which the de- 
bates and the work shall be organized and conducted. 

§ 2. For this purpose, the conference shall take as a basis the Inter- 
nal Regulations of the preceding conference, which it may modify if 
deemed advisable. 

ARTIOLE 21 

Language 

§ 1. The language used in drafting the acts of the conferences and 
for all the documents of the Union, shall be French. 

§ 2. (1) In the discussions of conferences, the French and English 
languages shall be permitted. 

(2) Speeches made in French shall immediately be translated into 
Kinglish, and vice versa, by official interpreters of the Bureau of the 
Union. : 

(3) Other languages may also be used in the discussions of the 
conferences, on condition that the delegates using them provide for 
the translation of their own speeches into French or into English. 

(4) Likewise these delegates may, if they so desire, have speeches 
in French or in English translated into their own language. 

CHAPTER III 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

ARTICLE 22 

_ Telecommunication as a Public Service 

_The contracting governments recognize the right of the public to 
correspond by means of the international service of public corre- 
spondence. The service, the charges, the guarantees shall be the same 
for all senders, without any priority or preference whatsoever not 
provided for by the Convention or the Regulations annexed thereto.
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ARTICLE 23 

Responsibility | 

The contracting governments declare that they accept no responsi- 
bility in regard to the users of the international telecommunication 

service. 

ARTICLE 24 

Secrecy of Telecommunications 

§ 1. The contracting governments agree to take all the measures 
possible, compatible with the system of telecommunication used, with 
a view to insuring the secrecy of international correspondence. 

§ 2. However, they reserve the right to communicate international 
correspondence to the proper-authorities, in order to insure either the 
application of their internal legislation, or the execution of inter- 
national conventions, to which the governments concerned are parties. 

ARTICLE 25 

Constitution, Operation, and Protection of the Telecommunication 
Installations and Channels 

§1. The contracting governments, in agreement with the other 
contracting governments concerned, shall establish, under the best 
technical conditions, the channels and installations necessary to carry 
on the rapid and uninterrupted exchange of telecommunications in 
the international service. 

§ 2. So far as possible, these channels and installations must be 
operated by the best methods and procedures which the practice of 
the service shall have made known; they must be maintained con- 
stantly in operating condition and kept abreast of scientific and 
technical progress. 

§3. The contracting governments shall insure the protection of 

these channels and installations within the limits of their respective 
action. 

§ 4. Unless other conditions are laid down by special arrangements, 
each contracting government shall, at its own expense, establish and 
maintain the sections of international conductors included within 

the limits of the territory of its country. | 

§ 5. In the countries where certain telecommunication services are 
operated by private operating agencies recognized by the govern- 
ments, the above-mentioned obligations shall be undertaken by the 
private operating agencies.
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ARTICLE 26 

Stoppage of Telecommunications 

§ 1. The contracting governments reserve the right to stop the 
transmission of any private telegram or radiotelegram which might 
appear dangerous to the safety of the state or contrary to the laws of 
the country, to public order, or to decency, provided that they im- 
mediately notify the office of origin of the stoppage of the said com- 
munication or of any part thereof, except when it might appear 

dangerous to the safety of the state to issue such notice. 
§ 2. The contracting governments likewise reserve the right to in- 

terrupt any private telephone communication which might appear 
dangerous to the safety of the state or contrary to the laws of the 
country, to public order, or to decency. 

ARTICLE 27 

Suspension of Service 

Kach contracting government reserves the right to suspend the 
service of international telecommunication for.an indefinite time if it 
deems necessary, either generally or only as regards certain connec- 
tions and/or certain classes of communications, provided that it 
immediately so advise each of the other contracting governments, 
through the intermediary of the Bureau of the Union. 

| ARTICLE 28 

| Investigation of Violations 

The contracting governments undertake to inform each other con- 
cerning violations of the provisions of the present Convention and of 
the Regulations which they accept, in order to facilitate the action to 
be taken. 

ARTICLE 29 

Charges and Franking Privileges 

The provisions relating to the charges for telecommunications and 
the various cases in which the latter enjoy franking privileges are 
laid down in the Regulations annexed to the present Convention. 

ARTICLE 30 

Priority of Transmission for Government Telegrams and 
Radiotelegrams 

In transmission, government telegrams and radiotelegrams shall 
enjoy priority over other telegrams and radiotelegrams, except.in the 
case when the sender expressly waives such right or priority.
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ARTICLE 31 

- Secret Language 

| § 1. Government telegrams and radiotelegrams as well as service 
telegrams and radiotelegrams, in all relations, may be written in 
secret language. 

§ 2. Private telegrams and radiotelegrams may be sent in secret 
language between all the countries, except those which previously, 

through the intermediary of the Bureau of the Union, have an- 
nounced that they do not permit such language for these categories of 
messages. : 

§ 3. Contracting governments which do not permit private tele- 
grams and radiotelegrams in secret language from or to their own 
territory must permit them to pass in transit, except in the case of 
suspension of service provided for in article 27. 

ARTICLE 82 

Monetary Unit 

The monetary unit used in the composition of international tele- 
communication rates and in setting up the international accounts 
shall be the gold franc of 100 centimes, weighing 10/31 of a gram, 
and of a fineness of 0.900. 

ARTICLE 83 

Rendering of Accounts 

The contracting governments must account to one another for the 
charges collected by their respective services. 

CHAPTER IV 

| SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR RADIO 

ARTICLE 34 

Intercommunication 

§ 1. Stations carrying on radio communications in the mobile serv- 
ice shall be bound, within the scope of their normal operation, to ex- 
change radio communications with one another irrespective of the 
radio system they have adopted. 

| § 2. In order not to hinder scientific progress, however, the provi- 
sions of the preceding paragraph shall not prevent the use of a radio 
system incapable of communicating with other systems provided that 
this inability is due to the specific nature of the system and that it is 
not the result of devices adopted solely for the purpose of preventing 
intercommunication.
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aRTICLE 85 

Interference 

§ 1. All stations, regardless of their purpose, must, so far as pos- 
sible, be established and operated in such a manner as not to interfere 
with the radio services or communications of either the other contract- 
ing governments, or the private operating agencies recognized by 
these contracting governments and of other duly authorized operating 
agencies which carry on radio-communication service. 

§ 2. Each contracting government which does not operate the radio 
facilities itself undertakes to require the private operating agencies 
recognized by it and the other operating agencies duly authorized for 
this purpose, to observe the provisions of § 1 above. 

ARTICLE 36 | 

Distress Calls and Messages . 

Stations participating in the mobile service shall be obliged to 
accept, with absolute priority, distress calls and messages regardless | 
of their origin, to reply in the same manner to such messages, and im- 
mediately to take such action in regard thereto as they may require. 

ARTICLE 37 

False or Deceptwe Distress Signals—Irregular Use of Call Signals 

The contracting governments agree to take the steps required to 
prevent the transmission or the putting into circulation of false or 
deceptive distress signals or distress calls, and the use, by a station, 
of call signals which have not been regularly assigned to it. 

| ARTICLE 88 

Limited Service 

Notwithstanding the provisions of § 1 of article 34, a station may be 
assigned to a limited international telecommunication service, deter- 
mined by the purpose of such telecommunication or by other circum- 
stances independent of the system. 

ARTICLE 39 

Installations of National Defense Services 

§ 1. The contracting governments retain their full freedom in re- 
gard to radio installations not covered by article 9 and, particularly, ~ 
the military stations of land, maritime, or air forces. 

§ 2. (1) However, these installations and stations must, so far as 
possible, comply with the regulatory provisions concerning aid to be
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rendered in case of distress and measures to be taken to avoid inter- 
ference. They must also, to the extent possible, comply with the 
regulatory provisions concerning the types of waves and the fre- 
quencies to be used, according to the nature of the service performed 

by the said services. 
(2) Moreover, when these installations and stations exchange pub- 

lic correspondence or engage in the special services governed by the 
Regulations annexed to the present Convention, they must, in general, 
comply with the regulatory provisions for the conduct of such 

Services. 

CHAPTER V 

FINAL PROVISIONS 

| Articie 40 

Effective Date of the Convention 

The present Convention shall become effective on the first day of 
January, nineteen hundred and thirty-four. 

In witness whereof the respective plenipotentiaries have signed the: 
Convention in a single copy which shall remain deposited in the 
archives of the Government of Spain and one copy of which shall be 
forwarded to each government. 

Done at Madrid, December 9, 1932. 

For the Union of South Africa: 
H. J. Lenton 
A. R. McLacuuan 

For Germany: 
Hermann Giess_ 
Dr. Inc. Hans Carn STEIDLE 
Dr. Paun JAGER 
Dr. Hans Harsicu 
Pauu Mtncu 

Martin FrvrerHAHN | 
Srecrrrep Mry | : 
Dr. Frmeprich Heratu 
Rupotr SALzMANN 
Eruarp MAERTENS 
Curt WAGNER
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For the Argentine Republic: 

D. Garcta MANSILLA 

R. Correa LUNA | 

Luis S. CASTINEIRAS 

M. SArenz Briones 

For the Commonwealth of Australia: 

J. M. Crawrorp | 

For Austria: 

RvupoLPeH OEFSTREICHER | 

Inq. H. Preurrer 

For Belgium: : 

B. Maus 

R. Corre 

Jos. LAMBERT 

H. Fosston 

For Bolivia: 

GEORGES SAENZ 

For Brazil: 

Luis GUIMARAES 

For Canada: 

Aurrep DURANLEAU 

W. ARTHUR STEEL 

JEAN Drsy 

For Chile: 

E. BERMUDEZ 

For China: 

Lincou WANG 

For the Vatican City State: 

(FUISEPPE GIANFRANCESCHI 

For the Republic of Colombia: Oo 

Jose JOAQUIN CASAS 

Apprerto SANCHEZ DE [RIARTE 

W. MacLetian 

For the French Colonies, Protectorates and Territories under 

French Mandate: 

G. CAROUR :
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For the Portuguese Colonies: 
ERNESTO JULIO NAVARO 

ARNALDO DE Patva CARVALHO 
Jost MENDES DE VASCONCELLOS GUIMARAES 

Mario Correa Barata DA Cruz 

For the Swiss Confederation : 

G. Ke_ier 

E. MEtzuer | 

For the Belgian Congo: 
G. TonvEUR | 

For Costa Rica: | 

A. Martin Lanuza 

For Cuba: | 

MANUEL S. Picwarpo 

For Curacao and Surinam: 

G. SCHOTEL 

HoocGEWooNING 

For Cyrenaica: 
G. GNEME ° 

Gian FRANCO DELLA PorRTA 

For Denmark: 

Kay CHRISTIANSEN 

C. Lercur 

GREDSTED 

For Danzig Free City: 

Ing. HenryKx Kowatsx1 

ZANDER | 

For the Dominican Republic: | | 

EK. Bracue (JUNrIoR) 
JUAN DE OLO6ZAGA 

For Egypt: 

R. Murray 

MoHAMED Sap 

For the Republic of El Salvador: 
Raovut ConTRERAS :
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For Ecuador: 
Hiréxuito pe Mozonciiio 
Axgret Romeo CASTILLO 

For Eritrea: : | 

G. GNEME 
Gian FRANCO DELLA Porta 

For Spain: 
MicGuEL SASTRE 
Ramon Micuet Nieto 
GABRIEL HomBRE 
Francisco VIDAL 
J. DE ENNCIO | 

TomAs FrernANDEZ QUINTANA | 
LEorouipo Cau 
Trinmap Matres | 

Car_os DE Borpons 

| For the United States of America: 
EvucENE O. SYKES 
C. B. JoLuirre 

Water LICHTENSTEIN 
Irvin STeEwart 

For the Empire of Ethiopia: 

TAGAGNE | 

For Finland: 

Nuto ORAsMAA 
VitsJo YLOSTALO 

For France: 

JULES GAUTIER 

For the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern 

Ireland: 

F. W. Purxires 
J. LOUDEN 
F. W. Home 
C. H. Boyp 

J.P. G. WorLLEpcE | 

For Greece: 

Tu. PENTHEROUDAKIS 

| Sram Nicoxis
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| For Guatemala: 
Virartio Roprigurz BEerara 

ENRIQUE TRAUMANN 

Ricarpo CASTANEDA PAGANINI 

For the Republic of Honduras: 
ANT GRAINO 

For Hungary: 
Dr. Francois Havas 

| Inc. JULES Erp6ss . 

For the Italian Islands of the Aegean: 
G. Gneme E. MARIANI 

For British India: 

M. L. Pasricwa 

P. J. EpmuNDsS 

For the Dutch East Indies: 

A. J. H. van Leeuwen 

Van DoorREN 

G. ScHoTEL 

HoocgEWooNING 

For the Irish Free State: 

P.S. Oun-EImGEARTAIGH 

. Curstn 

For Iceland: 

G. Huippar 

Yor Italy: 
G. GNEME | 
G. MontTErin ALK 

For Japan, For Chosen, Taiwan, Karafuto, the Leased 
Territory of Kwantung and the South Seas Islands under 

Japanese Mandate: 
Saicuiro KosHiwa 

ZENSHICHIL IsHir 

Savrosui FourreatTa 

Y. YonEZAWA 

TT. NAKAGAMI 

Taxeo Lino | 

For Latvia: 

B, Finprre
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For Liberia: 

Luis Ma. SoLer 

For Lithuania: 

Ing. IX. GaAicgAais 

For Luxemburg: 

J AAQUES 

for Morocco: 

DUBEAUCLARD 

For Mexico: 

G. Estrapa 

Eminio Torres " 

Avcustin FLorns, JR. 

S. TayaBas 

for Nicaragua: 
José GARCIA PLAZA 

[or Norway: 
T. Eneser 

Hermop Prreksen 

Anpr. HapLAnp 

For New Zealand: 

M. B. Esson 

For the Republic of Panama: 
M. Lasso pr LA VEGA 

For the Netherlands: 

H. J. Borryr 

H. C. FE.ser 

C. H. pr Vos 

J. A. BLAND vv Brre 

W. Dowrerom 

For Peru: 

JUAN DE Osma 

for Persia: | 

Mousen Kuan Rais 

For Poland: 

Inc. Henryk Kowa.tsKkt 

Sr, ZUCHMANTOWICZ 

KAZIMIERZ GOEBEL 

KX. Kruwisz 

IX AZIMIERZ SZYMANSKI 

644212—48—64
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For Portugal: 

Micuret Vaz Duarte Bacetar 

JOSE DE LIZ FERREIRA, JUNIOR 
Davi vr Sousa Pires 

JoAQquim Ropricgues GONCALVES 

For Roumania: 

Ina. T. Tanasesco 

For Italian Somaliland: 

G. GNEME | 

For Sweden: 

G. WoLp 

For Syria and Lebanon: 
M. Morin.ton 

For Czechoslovakia: 

Inc. STRNAD 

Dr. Orro KucEera 

VAcuav Kucera 

Ing. JAROMIR SVOBODA 

For Tripolitania: 

G. GNEME 

D. Crery 

lor Tunis: 

CROUZET 

For Turkey: 

FAuWRI 

I. Cemau 

MazHAR 

For the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics: 

EuGENE HirscHFreLp 

ALEXANDRE KOKADEEV 

For Uruguay: 
ad referendum du Gouvernement de l’Uruguay 

DANIEL CASTELLANOS 

For Venezuela: 

César MArmont CUERVO 

AntToNIO REYES 

For Yugoslavia: 
D. A. ZLATANOVITCH
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ANNEX 

| (See article 1, § 2) 

| DEFINITION OF TERMS USED IN THE INTERNATIONAL 

TELECOMMUNICATION CONVENTION | 

Telecommunication: Any telegraph or telephone communication 
of signs, signals, writings, images, and sounds of any nature, by wire, 
radio, or other systems or processes of electric or visual (semaphore) 
signaling. 

fadio commumeation: Any telecommunication by means of Hert- 
zian waves. - 

Ladiotelegram: ‘Telegram originating in or intended for a mobile 
station, transmitted on all or part of its route over the radio-com- 
munication channels of the mobile service. 
Government telegrams and radiotelegrams: Those emanating from: 

(a) the head of a government; 
(6) a minister; member of a government; 
(c) the head of a colony, protectorate, overseas territory, or terri- 

tory under sovereignty, authority, or mandate of the contracting 
governments 5 

(@) commanders in chief of land, naval, or air military forces; 
(€) diplomatic or consular officers of the contracting governments; 
({) the secretary general of the League of Nations, 

as well as the replies to such messages. 

Service telegrams and radiotelegrams: Those emanating from the 
telecommunication administrations of the contracting governments, 

or from any private operating agency recognized by one of these 
governments, and which refer to international telecommunications, or : 
to matters of public interest determined by agreement among the 
said administrations. | 

Private telegrams and radiotelegrams: Those other than a service 
or government telegram and radiotelegram. 

Public correspondence: Any telecommunication which the offices 
and stations, by reason of their being at the disposal of the public, 
must accept for transmission. 

Private operating agency: Any individual, company, or corpora- 
tion, other than a governmental institution or agency, which is recog- 
nized by the government concerned and operates telecommunication 
installations for the purpose of exchanging public correspondence. 
Administration: A government administration. 
Public service: A service for the use of the public in general. 
International service: A telecommunication service between offices 

or stations subject to different countries, or between stations of the 
mobile service except when the latter are of the same nationality and
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are within the limits of the country to which they belong. An inter- 
nal or national telecommunication service which is likely to cause 
interference with other services beyond the limits of the country in 

| which it operates, shall be considered as an international service from 

the standpoint of interference. 
Limited service: A service which can be used only by specified 

persons or for special purposes. 
Mobile service: A radio-communication service carried on between 

mobile and land stations and by mobile stations communicating 
among themselves, special services being excluded. 

General Radio Regulations 
annexed to the 

International Telecommunication Convention” 

® 

Final Protocol 

to the General Radio Regulations 

annexed to the 

International Telecommunication Convention 

Additional Radio Regulations 

annexed to the 

International Telecommunication Convention” 

Madrid 19382 

*The General Radio Regulations (Madrid, 1932), with Appendices and 
English translation, printed in the 1934 issue of Treaty Series No. 867 (49 
Stat., pt. 2, 2444-2651) were superseded by the General Radio Regulations and 
Appendices (Cairo Revision, 1938), which are printed in Treaty Series No. 948. 

2 The Final Protocol (Madrid, 1932), with English translation, printed in the 
1984 issue of Treaty Series No. 867 (49 Stat., pt. 2, 2652-2657) was superseded 
by the Final Protocol to the General Radio Regulations (Cairo Revision, 1938), 
which is printed in Treaty Series No. 948. 

2 The Additional Radio Regulations (Madrid, 1932) were not signed on the 
part of the United States. The French text, which was the only official text, 
and an English translation were printed in the 1984 issue of Treaty Series No. 
867 in order that the texts of all the instruments of the Madrid Conference 
applicable to radio generally might be available in a single document. The 
Additional Radio Regulations (Madrid, 1932) were superseded by the Additional 

Radio Regulations (Cairo Revision, 19388), which were not signed on the part of 
the United States. The official French text and an English translation are 

printed in Treaty Series No. 948 in order that the texts of all the instruments of 

the Cairo Conference applicable to radio generally may be available in a single 

document.



DESIRE OF THE UNITED STATES FOR EARLY IMPLE- 
MENTATION OF THE CONVENTION FOR LIMITING 
THE MANUFACTURE AND REGULATING THE DIS- 
TRIBUTION OF NARCOTIC DRUGS, CONCLUDED AT 
GENEVA, JULY 138, 1931? 

511.4a6/592 

The Acting Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic Officers * 

WasHinetTon, August 4, 1932. 

Sirs: In 1931, the United States participated with other nations 
in a conference held at Geneva for the purpose of considering limi- 
tation of the manufacture of narcotic drugs. As a result of the 
deliberations of that conference, a Convention for Limiting the 
Manufacture and Regulating the Distribution of Narcotic Drugs was 
drawn up and signed by the plenipotentiaries of forty-four nations. 
This Convention was ratified by the United States on April 28, 
19382. 

It is desired that you bring formally and officially to the attention 
of the Government to which you are accredited the following obser- 
vations in regard to this Convention. 7 

Under the terms of its Article 30, the Convention is to come into 
force ninety days after the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations has received the ratifications or accessions of twenty-five na- 
tions, including any four of the following: France, Germany, United 
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Japan, Nether- 
lands, Switzerland, Turkey and the United States of America. 

The protocol of signature provides that “if, on July 13, 1933, the 
said Convention is not in force in accordance with the provisions of 
Article 30, the Secretary-General of the League of Nations shall 
bring the situation to the attention of the Council of the League 
of Nations, which may either convene a new conference of all the 
Members of the League and non-Member States on whose behalf the 
Convention has been signed or ratifications or accessions deposited, 
to consider the situation, or take such measures as it considers 

necessary.” 

2Continued from Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, pp. 646-699; for text of 
convention, see ibid., p. 675. 

2This circular instruction was sent to all American missions except those 
in Chile, El Salvador, Morocco, Nicaragua, and Peru, the latter two countries 
having already acceded to the convention. A special instruction was sent to 

the mission in Chile. 

| 897
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The necessary ratifications and accessions to bring the Convention 
into force by July 13, 1983, must, under the terms of Article 30, be 
received by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations by April 

13, 1933. 
The Government of the United States regards this Convention as 

an important forward step in the cooperation between nations to 
combat the abuse of narcotic drugs and hopes to see it come into 

| force by July, 1933. 

This Government is constantly made aware of the fact that its 
efforts to prevent the abuse of narcotic drugs within territories sub- 
ject to its jurisdiction are continually being hampered by the activ- 
ities of smugglers who still appear to find little difficulty in acquiring 

abroad large quantities of these drugs for the purpose of introducing 
them into the illicit traffic. 

Having no doubt but that other Governments have similar ex- 
perience, this Government, in the belief that the measures contem- 
plated by the Convention are calculated to strengthen the hands of 
all nations in dealing with that traffic, desires to urge upon the Gov- 
ernments signatory to the Convention and upon all others the im- 
portance of proceeding to ratify the Convention as soon as possible, 

at any rate by a date which will admit of the deposit of ratification © 
before April 18, 1933. | 

| There are enclosed herewith two copies of the Message of the 
President transmitting the Convention to the Senate,* in which will 
be found the complete texts of the Convention, of the Protocol of 
Signature and of the Report of the American Delegation to the Con- 
ference. This document is now public and you may, in your discre- 
tion, use it in explaining to the Government to which you are ac- 
credited the importance which the United States attaches to this 
Convention and the advantages expected to accrue to all nations 
party to the Convention as a result of its coming into force. 

You are requested to report, in due course, the attitude of the 
Government to which you are accredited in regard (a) to ratifica- 
tion of the Convention or accession thereto by it and (0) to the pos- 

sibility of its urging upon other Governments the desirability of 
ratification or accession by them. Replies to this instruction should 
be transmitted in triplicate. 

Very truly yours, W. R. Castiz, Jr. 

* For text of the message, dated March 4, 1932, see S. Doc. Exec. G, 72d Cong., 
Ist sess.
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511.406/712 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

No. 396 Political Geneva, October 31, 1932. 
[Received November 9. | 

Sim: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s telegram No. 161 
dated October 13, 7 p. m. and to the Consulate’s reply thereto, No. 301, 
October 15, 11 a. m.,‘ with particular reference to paragraph “2” of 
the telegram last cited, and to state that due to Sir Eric Drummond’s 
recent absence from Geneva I was unable until today to take up this 

matter with him. 
In pursuance of the Department’s directions I have now, however, 

informally made known to the Secretary-General the position of the 
American Government as follows: (1) That the American Govern- 
ment desires very much that the Convention for the Limitation of 

Manufacture and Regulating the Distribution of Narcotic Drugs be 
made operative in 1983 and that it is thus hoped that the League will 

use every effort to bring about the Convention’s early implementa- 
tion; (2) That in case financial considerations enter into the question 
of the League’s action in the premises, the American Government as 
a party to the Convention will be prepared to defray its propor- 
tionate share of the expenses incident to implementing and ad- 
ministering the Convention. 

Sir Eric declared that he was fully acquainted with the action 
taken by the Supervisory Commission of the League respecting the 
non-inclusion in the League budget of expenses connected with the 
Limitation Convention and the statement which was made in the 
Commission in explanation of this action. This matter was discussed 
in this Consulate’s telegrams No. 256, September 21, 6 p. m., No. 286, 

October 6, 10 p. m., and 295, October 11, 9 a. m. [p. m.],5 to which 
reference is hereby made. Sir Eric then stated that it was he who 
had inspired the position taken in the Supervisory Commission, 
inasmuch as he thought that there had been too much indifference on 
the part of the powers respecting their ratification of the Convention 
in question, and that a statement in the Commission indicating the 

Secretariat’s knowledge of this attitude would bring the matter into 
the open and would serve a useful purpose. He expressed himself as 
gratified by the discussions which this had evoked and he said that 

he felt that the subsequent expression of an intention to ratify the 
Convention on the part of a number of governments was a direct re- 
sult of the incidents described. 

Respectfully yours, Prentiss B. Gipert 

‘Neither printed. 
* None printed.
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511.496/742 | 

The Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert ) 

Wasuineton, December 10, 19382. 

Sir: The Department has given careful consideration to the sug- 
gestion of certain League officials, reported in your despatch No. 404 

(Political), of November 8, 1932,° that your conversation with Sir 
: Eric Drummond regarding this Government’s position on the Nar- 

cotics Limitation Convention be made the subject of a League com- 
muniqué. 

To authorize the League to make public the attitude of the United 

States on a particular question on the basis, not of a formal note, but 
of a conversation with the Secretary General or of a call at the Sec- 

retariat, would constitute a new departure in this Government’s rela- 
tions with the League which would be likely to be seized upon as a 
significant precedent and magnified out of all proportion to the 

immediate issue. It might, moreover, become difficult for us to re- 
fuse to sanction similar releases on other subjects in the future, once 
the method has been adopted. 

In any case, the desire of the United States to see the Narcotics 
Limitation Convention ratified within the prescribed time has been 
made known to all other Governments through diplomatic channels. 

Mr. Fuller’s statements in the Model Code Sub-Committee on the 
subject of financing the implementation of this Convention have 
undoubtedly been made known to most of the Governments con- 
cerned and are understood to have been given considerable publicity. 

The Department therefore does not favor the issuance of any com- 
muniqué as suggested. 

Very truly yours, H. L. Srmason 

*Not printed. |



CONDITIONAL PROMISE BY THE UNITED STATES NOT 
TO OBJECT TO THE ADHESION OF THE SOVIET UNION 
TO THE SPITZBERGEN TREATY OF FEBRUARY 9, 1920? 

857H.01/95 

The French Ambassador (Claudel) to the Secretary of State 

{Translation ] | 

Wasuineton, November 17, 1931. 

Mr. Secrerary or Stare: In a note dated February 2, 1926,? the 

Honorable Frank B. Kellogg, then Secretary of State, made known 

to my predecessor Mr. Henry Bérenger that the Federal Government 

did not see the necessity of modifying the Spitzbergen Treaty, signed 

at Paris February 9, 1920,? in a manner permitting the Russian Gov- 

ernment to adhere thereto. 
Since that time the international situation has undergone impor- 

tant changes: The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics has been 
permitted to adhere to the Pact of Paris,* to which the United States 

is a signatory, together with several other countries which have not 

recognized the Government of the Soviets. 
Under these circumstances, my Government wonders whether the 

Federal Government still adheres to its former views concerning the 
possible adherence of the U.S.S.R. to the Spitzbergen Treaty. I 
would be grateful if Your Excellency would be good enough to make 

known to me your sentiment on this subject. 
Please accept [etc. | CLAUDEL 

857H.01/95 

The Secretary of State to the French Ambassador (Claudel) 

Wasuineton, December 21, 1931. 

Exceutency: Reference is made to your note of November 17, . 

1931, regarding the adherence by the present regime in Russia to the 
Spitsbergen Treaty, signed at Paris February 9, 1920. As your 
Government is aware, the Government of the United States has not | 

1For previous correspondence concerning the adherence of the Soviet Union 
to the treaty, see Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, pp. 201 ff. 

* Tbid., p. 208. 
*Tdbid., 1920, vol. 1, p. 78. 
*Tbid., 1928, vol. 1, p. 158. 
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recognized the regime now functioning in Russia and the adhesion 
of that regime to the Pact of Paris has not altered this situation in 
any respect. 

Should other parties to the Spitsbergen Treaty desire to permit the 
present regime in Russia to adhere to this Treaty, the Government 
of the United States would not raise any objection, provided it is 
clearly understood that the absence of such an objection should not 
be construed by any party to the Treaty or by the present regime 
in Russia as constituting the recognition of that regime by the Gov- 
ernment of the United States. 

Accept [etc.] Henry L. Stimson 

857H.01/98 

The French Ambassador (Claudel) to the Secretary of State* 

[ Translation ] 

WasHINGTON, February 20, 1932. 

Mr. SEcRETARY or Stare: By your note of the 21st of December 
last, relative to the possible adherence of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics to the Spitzbergen Treaty, you were good enough to in- 

form me that the Federal Government would perceive no objection 
to the adherence of Soviet Russia to the Treaty in question provided 
that it were well understood that such attitude should not be con- 
sidered as implying recognition by the Government of the United 
States of the regime which now prevails in Russia. 
My Government, which I did not fail to advise of Your Excel- 

_  lency’s reply, requests me to inquire immediately of Your Excellency 
whether the Federal Government would be prepared to subscribe to 
an arrangement drawn up by all the signatory powers, which ar- 
rangement would permit the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics to 
accede to the Treaty of February 9, 1920. The text of the future 

arrangement might be either that which was communicated to the 

Department of State in 1925, or a text amended in the sense indicated 
at the time by the Department of State, that is to say, with the sub- 
stitution, in the sixth line of the preamble, of the words “political 

organization designated by the name of the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics” for the expression “federation designated by the name 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics”.® 

Accept [etc. ] P. CLAUDEL 

* No record of a reply to this note has been found in the files. 
*See Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, pp. 207~208.



SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO THE REGULATIONS 
PROPOSED BY THE INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE 

ON SAFETY OF LIFE AT SEA, 1929! 

580.743/622 

The British Ambassador (Lindsay) to the Secretary of State 

No. 455 WASHINGTON, 31 December, 1931. 

Sm: I have the honour to refer to my note No. 428 of December 
ard? regarding the Revised Collision Regulations proposed by the 
International Conference on the Safety of Life at Sea, 1929, and 
under instructions from His Majesty’s Principal Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs to transmit to you herewith a copy of a memo- 
randum embodying certain suggestions put forward by the Govern- 
ments of Belgium and Japan and the Netherlands, and by His Maj- 
esty’s Government in the United Kingdom for the amendment of the 
revised text of the regulations proposed at the Conference. 

I am to inform you that as the suggested amendments are only 
such as would appear to be desirable in order to make the intention 

of the regulations clear or to give formal sanction to existing prac- 
tices in the interests of safe navigation, and as they would only affect 

comparatively few vessels of special types, His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment in the United Kingdom would propose that they should be 
embodied in the Revised Regulations. It is hoped that the United 
States Government will feel able to concur in the amendments pro- 
posed. 

The majority of the Governments concerned have already, either 
directly or indirectly, signified their acceptance of the Revised Reg- 
ulations and certain Governments have, moreover, intimated their 
desire to be informed of the date of operation proposed by His Maj- 
esty’s Government in sufficient time to enable the adoption of the 

1For previous correspondence relating to the International Conference on — 
Safety of Life at Sea, see Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. 1, pp. 368 ff. For text 
of the International Convention and Regulations for Promoting Safety of Life 
at Sea, signed at London, May 31, 1929, see Department of State Treaty Series 
No. 910, or 50 Stat. 1121. Ratification of the convention was advised by the 
Senate, subject to understandings, June 19 (legislative day of June 15), 1936; 
it was ratified by the President, subject to said understandings, July 7, 1986; 
ratification of the United States was deposited at London, August 7, 19386; and 
the convention was proclaimed by the President, September 30, 1936. For 
amendment of the convention, proclaimed by the President, September 3, 1937, 
see Department of State Treaty Series No. 921, or 51 Stat. 18. 

*Not printed. 
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Revised Regulations to be announced at least six months before they 
are to become operative. I am to inform you that in the opinion of 

His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom the ist January 
1933 might well be fixed as the date for the simultaneous adoption 
of the Revised Regulations, including the additional amendments 
suggested in the enclosed memorandum. 

His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom hope that the 
proposed date for bringing the Revised Regulations into force will 
be agreeable to the United States Government and they would be 
glad to receive the views of the United States Government on this 
matter at latest by the Ist March 1932. 

I have [etc. ] R. C. Linpsay 

{Enclosure} 

International Regulations for Preventing Collisions at Sea 

SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS TO THE Revisep Text PRoposep By THE IN- 
TERNATIONAL CONFERENCE ON SAFETY OF Lire at Sea, 1929 

Naval Vessels. 

Article 2.—Proposed by the Government of the United Kingdom 

of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, that the following addition 

should be made to the note at the end of this article:— _ 

“and naval vessels in which it is not practicable to carry the 
second white light referred to in sub-division (6) of this article shall 
not be required to carry it.” 

There was considerable discussion on the Navigation Committee 
of the International Conference on Safety of Life at Sea, 1929, as to 
whether certain classes of naval vessels could comply with the new 
requirement in article 2 (6) of the revised Regulations that vessels of 

150 feet or more in length should carry a second steaming light. One 
delegation was definitely of opinion that the practical difficulties in 

the way of compliance were such that naval vessels should be ex- 
| empted entirely from the requirement but this opinion was not 

pressed, and, with a view to meeting these and other difficulties affect- 
ing naval vessels, it was agreed to add the note at the end of article 2, 
which permits, in the case of naval vessels of special construction, a 

departure from the requirements of the article as to the position of 

lights or their range of visibility. The entire omission of the second 
steaming light would, however, not be in accordance with the note. 

iixhaustive trials, which have since been made by His Majesty’s 
Government in the United Kingdom, have shown that in certain 

classes of naval vessels, particularly submarines and the older
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destroyers, the carrying of the second steaming light would endanger 
the safe navigation of the vessels or would involve very extensive and 
unduly costly alterations to them. It is believed that the naval au- 
thorities of certain other countries also take the view that such ves- 
sels could not reasonably be expected to comply with article 2 (6) | 
of the revised Regulations. The amendment now proposed will ob- 
viate any difficulty in this respect. 

Article 10.—Proposed by the Netherlands Government that to this 
article should be added a note similar to that proposed by the Inter- 
national Conference on Safety of Life at Sea, 1929, for inclusion at 

the end of article 2 of the revised Regulations, namely :-— | 

“In naval vessels of special construction in which it is not possible 
to comply with the provisions of this article as to the position of 
lights or their range of visibility, those provisions shall be followed 
as closely as circumstances will permit.” 

The Netherlands Government point out that, as the revised article 
now stands, submarines have to comply with the general requirement 
that a vessel when under way shall carry a white light at her stern. 

While it is possible for a submarine to carry the prescribed light, 
under certain circumstances a light affixed to the very low after-part 
would be submerged, and for this reason the light is often carried on 
the turret. 

When the matter was under consideration at the International 
Conference on Safety of Life at Sea, 1929, the original intention was 
that all the regulations relating to navigation lights should be in- 
cluded in one article (article 2), and in that case the special exception 
now embodied in article 2 as regards steaming and side lights of naval 
vessels would have applied also to stern lights. Finally however, in 
order to avoid renumbering all the articles following the existing 
article 10, it was decided to retain the original arrangement of the 
articles, but the Conference omitted to include in article 10 the in- 
tended exception in favor of naval vessels. The amendment now 
proposed will rectify this omission. 

Fishing Vessels. 

Article 9 (6) and (¢c).—Proposed by the Government of Japan, 

that the words “and Korea” should be omitted from the phrase “in 
the seas bordering the coasts of Japan and Korea,” which appears in 
paragraph (0) and again in paragraph (c) of article 9. 

In explanation of this proposal the Japanese Government state 
that the phrase is intended to cover the seas washing all the shores 
of Japan, and they think that the retention of the words “ani 
Korea” may give rise to some doubt as to whether its application is
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not confined to the seas bordering the coasts of Japan proper and 

Korea to the exclusion of other parts of the Japanese Empire, such 

as Formosa and Saghalien. 
It will be noted that the proviso of which the phrase in question 

. forms part, only applies to sailing fishing vessels of less than 20 tons 
gross tonnage. 

Pilot Vessels. 

Article 15.—Proposed by the Belgian Government that the foot- 
note to this article should be amended so as to commence :— 

“Dutch and Belgian steam pilot vessels... .” 

The Belgian Government explain that they consider it would be 

useful to introduce for use by Belgian steam pilot boats the same 
special fog signal as that used by Dutch steam pilot boats which are 

engaged in the same waters. 
The footnote appears to be intended merely to give information as 

to the distinctive manner in which the steam pilot vessels in question 
comply with the requirements of article 15 regarding sound signals 
for steam vessels under way in fog, &c., and no departure from or 

alteration in the Collision Regulations themselves is involved. 

Position of Forward Anchor Light. 

Article 11.—Proposed by the Netherlands Government that the 
words “and not exceeding 40” should be omitted from the second 

paragraph of this article, which requires the forward anchor light 
of a vessel of 150 feet or upwards in length to be carried at a height 

not less than 20, and not exceeding 40, feet above the hull. In 
support of the amendment, it is stated that, on occasions, a height of 
40 feet above the hull is insufficient, presumably because, on vessels 
with extensive superstructures, the latter would obstruct an anchor 

light placed 40 feet above the hull and would prevent it from show- 
~ ing all round the horizon. 

It is understood that, in practice, the anchor light on vessels having 

: high superstructures is placed at a height of more than 40 feet above 

the hull, if this is necessary to secure its visibility all round the 

horizon. The amendment now proposed thus harmonises with ex- 
isting practice. 

Boarp or Traps, November 1931. |
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580.7A3/653 

The British Ambassador (Lindsay) to the Acting Secretary of State 

No. 188 Wasuineton, April 19, 1932. 

Sm: In my note No. 113 of March 30th last * I enquired whether the 
United States Government would agree to the proposal that out- 
standing ratifications of the International Convention for the Safety 
of Life at Sea signed at London in 1929 should be deposited simul- 
taneously on October Ist, 1932. Under instructions from His 
Majesty’s Principal Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs I now 
have the honour to transmit to you the further observations of His 
Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom on this proposal. 

2. The date for the simultaneous deposit of ratifications has been 
proposed so that the Convention may be brought into operation simul- 
taneously over as wide an area as possible on the Ist January, 1933. 
As stated in my note under reference the dates suggested are two 
months later than those proposed for the bringing into operation of 

the International Load Line Convention 4 since the Safety of Life at 
Sea Convention covers a much more diverse field and it may there- 
fore be more convenient to many of the Governments concerned to 
have a longer period available for the preparatory work required. It 
is also hoped that the postponement of the date of operation until 
the 1st January, 1933 will enable a large number of Governments to 
come into the present scheme for the simultaneous deposit of ratifica- 
tions. 

3. In this connection I am to refer to the various dates which are 
specified in the Convention for the coming into force of particular 
provisions. Thus, in Articles 4 and 11, definitions are given of 
“new” ships, to which the provisions of Chapters 2 and 3 of the 
Convention apply in full, such new ships being defined as those the 
keels of which are laid on or after the 1st July, 1931. This definition 
was inserted in the Convention in the expectation that it would come 
into operation on the ist July, 1931, but it is clearly not affected by 
the postponement of the date of operation, and His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment take the view that as the provisions of the Convention have 
been published for some time, and are well-known in all the maritime 
countries, no serious difficulty or inconvenience is likely to be caused 
by adhering to the 1st July, 1931, for the purpose of the definition 
of “new” ships. | , 

4. Article 87 specifies various dates in relation to the North 
Atlantic Ice Patrol, but these only concern the particular Govern- 

* Not printed. 

‘Foreign Relations, 1930, vol. 1, p. 261.
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ments mentioned in the Article with whom separate negotiations are 

already in progress. | 

5. It has not been possible to adhere to the date laid down in 

Article 40 for the entry into force of the Revised International Regu- 

lations for Preventing Collisions at Sea, namely the 1st July, 1931, 

but separate negotiations are at present proceeding not only with the 

Governments which are parties to the Convention but also with the 

numerous other Governments which have adopted the International 

Regulations now in force; as you are aware from my note No. 455 

of December 31st last, it has been proposed that the amended Regu- 
lations should come into force on the Ist January, 1933. 

6. Further, it has not been possible to adhere to the date fixed for 
the taking effect of Article 41, and this will now be governed by the 
date on which the Convention as a whole comes into operation. 

7. Under Article 51, the contracting Governments undertake to 
communicate one to another a sufficient number of specimens of the 
certificates which they propose to issue under the Convention, and 
this exchange was to have been made, if possible, before the Ist 

January, 1982. As matters now stand, the contracting Govern- 
ments will no doubt complete the circulation of their specimen cer- 
tificates as early as possible after the date on which the Convention 
comes into operation. The matter is, however, only one of admin- 
istrative convenience, and there appears to be no necessity to fix 
definitely a new date in place of that laid down in Article 51. 

I have [etc. | R. C. Linpsay 

580.7A3/654 

The British Ambassador (Lindsay ) to the Acting Secretary of State 

No. 189 Wasuineton, April 19, 1932. 

Sm: With further reference to my note No. 455 of December 
31st last regarding the Revised Collision Regulations proposed by 
the International Conference on the Safety of Life at Sea in 1929, 
I have the honour, under instructions from His Majesty’s Principal 
Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, to emphasize the inter- 
national importance of an early notification of the views of the 

United States Government on the proposal that the revised regu- 
lations should be brought into force on the 1st January, 1933. __- 

In this connection I am to state that although the text of the 
Revised Collision Regulations is annexed to the International Con- 
vention for the Safety of Life at Sea, acceptance of the Revised 
Regulations in no way implies acceptance of the Convention itself
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and that the date of operation of the Revised Regulations need not 

be the same as that on which the Convention is brought into force 

by the country concerned. 
I am to enquire whether an expression of the views of the United 

States Government can be conveyed to His Majesty’s Government 
in the United Kingdom before May 30th next. 

I have [ete. ] R. C. Linpsay 

580.7A3/662 

The Acting Secretary of State to the British Ambassador ( Lindsay ) 

Wasuineton, April 29, 1982. 

Excetitency: I have the honor to refer to your note No. 455 of 
December 31, 1931, regarding the Revised Collision Regulations, 
Annex II of the Convention for Promoting Safety of Life at Sea, 
and enclosing a copy of a memorandum containing certain suggested 

amendments to the Revised Text of the regulations. 
With reference to the suggested amendments the views of this 

Government are as follows: 

Article 2 | : 

The United States Government has conducted a number of tests 
with regard to the location on submarines of the two steaming lights 
required by Article 2 (a), (0),and (¢). While it has not been found 
practicable to comply with the requirements of Article 2 (c) as to 
the vertical height of the forward of these two lights, it has been 
found practicable to install a forward range light on all submarines 
of the United States Navy, now in active service, and it is the 
opinion of the Navy Department that the fitting of such forward 
range lights is especially desirable for the safe navigation of vessels 
of this type. 

In the case of some of the cruisers, it has not been possible to 
install the after range light so as to prevent its being obscured for 
a small angle on each bow by the structure of the foremast. In no 
type of naval vessel, however, has it been found impracticable to : 
fit the two steaming lights in question. 

This Government is of the opinion that it is in the interests of 
safe navigation that the two steaming lights required by Article 2 
(a), (6), and (¢c) should be fitted on naval vessels as well as on 
merchant vessels and that every effort should be made to meet the 
provisions of this article “as closely as circumstances will permit.” 

Article 10 

The proposal of the Netherland Government is satisfactory and 
thoroughly desirable. In our Navy we are providing a standby stern 
light on the conning tower fairwater (“turret”) which is used in the 
event of failure at sea of the low stern light, which is placed “at 
the stern”. 

6442124865
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Article 9 (6) and (c) 

The change proposed by the Japanese Government is acceptable. 

Article 16 

The change in this article proposed by the Belgian Government 
is acceptable. 

Article 11 . 

The change in this article proposed by the Netherlands Govern- 
ment is satisfactory. There are some advantages in not having the 
anchor light too high since the areas in which the vessel may be 
anchored are frequented by small craft. It is, however, preferable 
that the lights shouid be visible around the horizon than that they 
should be especially conspicuous to small boats. 

Accept [ete. ] W. R. Casttez, JR. 

580.7A3/680 

The British Ambassador (Lindsay) to the Secretary of State 

No. 200 WasuHineron, June 14, 1932. 

Sir: J have the honour to refer to your Note No. 580.7A3/649 
[6627] of April 29th last regarding the Revised Collision Regula- 
tions which form Annex II of the Convention for Promoting Safety 
of Life at Sea, and to inform you, under instructions from His 
Majesty’s Principal Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, that 
as regards the suggested amendment to Article 2 of the Regulations 
(a copy of which was transmitted to you under cover of my Note 
No. 455 of December 31st, 1931) the competent authorities of His 
Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom find two difficulties 
in applying this article as it stands. These difficulties are (1) that 
a steaming light fitted forward of the bridge would dazzle the 
officer navigating and nullify its benefits, and (2) that such a light 
would be, except in calm weather, frequently awash. These objec- 
tions apply in respect of British submarines and to a less extent 
in respect to the older destroyers. 

I am to add that all the other principal maritime powers have 
accepted the suggested amendment and that some have indicated 
that they also anticipate difficulties if a second steaming light had 
to be carried on some of their naval vessels. I am to express the 
earnest hope that in these circumstances the United States Govern- 
ment will also accept the amendment which only applies to naval 
ships in which it is not practicable to carry a second steaming light. 

I am further to inform you that all the other principal maritime 
powers have notified their willingness to put the amended regula-
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tions into operation on January Ist, 1933, and I am to enquire 
whether the United States Government agree to this date. In this 
connection I am to remind you that these regulations are quite 
separate and distinct from the International Convention for Pro- 
moting Safety of Life at Sea. His Majesty’s Government in the 
United Kingdom do not consider it necessary to open a formal 
protocol to bring the revised regulations into operation since they 
feel that it will be sufficient if governments communicate their as- 
sent to them. They will notify all the governments concerned. 

Several governments wish to give six months notice to mariners 
of the revision of the regulations and it is therefore necessary for 

His Majesty’s Government to inform all the governments concerned 
within the next few days whether January Ist, 1933, is generally 

acceptable. I am therefore to request that I may receive the views 
of the United States Government at the earliest possible date. 

I have [etc. ] (For the Ambassador) 
C. J. W. Tow 

580.743/683 

The Secretary of State to the British Ambassador (Lindsay ) 

WASHINGTON, June 25, 1932. 

Excettency: I have the honor to refer to the Embassy’s note 
No. 200 of June 14, 1982, informing this Government that all of 
the other principal maritime powers have notified His Majesty’s 

Government of their willingness to put into force on January 1, 
1933, the collision regulations, as shown in Annex ITI of the Con- 
vention on Safety of Life at Sea. | 

In reply I regret to inform your Excellency that the United States 
Government is not prepared at this time to set a date as to when 
it will be ready to adopt the revised collision regulations. 

This Government is in entire accord with the views of your Gov- 
ernment that the regulations may be adopted independently of the 
ratification of the convention for the safety of life at sea. The regu- 
lations, however, as now in force, were adopted in the United States 
by act of Congress and under the constitutional system of this 
country changes may be made therein only by treaty or by act of 

Congress. Inasmuch as the present session of Congress is nearing 
adjournment and the next regular session will not convene until 
December next, I regret that it may not be expected that the re- 
vised regulations could be brought into force in the United States 
before January 1, 1933.
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With reference to the proposed amendment to be added to Article 
2 of the Revised Text of the International Regulations for Pre- 
venting Collisions at Sea (Annex II of the Convention), also dis- 
cussed in the Embassy’s note of June 14, 1932, I am glad to inform 
you that it 1s acceptable to this Government, as follows: 

“and naval vessels in which it is not practicable to carry the second 
white light referred to in subdivision (0) of this article shall not be 
required to carry it.” 

Accept [etc. ] For the Secretary of State: 

W. R. Castie, JR. 

580.7A3/693 

The British Chargé (Osborne) to the Secretary of State 

No. 247 Wasuineton, August 8, 1982. 

Sir: I have the honour to refer to your Note No. 580.7A3/681[ 683] 
of June 25th last regarding the Revised Collision Regulations form- 
ing Annex II of the Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea signed 
at London in 1929 and, under instructions from His Majesty’s Prin- 
cipal Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, to state that His 
Majesty’s representatives in the countries concerned have been in- 
structed to address to the Governments to which they are accredited 
a communication in the following sense. 

2. The great majority of the maritime countries have accepted the 
proposals of His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom 
concerning the International Regulations for Preventing Collisions 
at Sea, though a few countries have not signified their assent, and 
the United States,-while accepting the suggested additional amend- 
ments to the revised Regulations, are unable at present to state when 
they will be ready to bring the amended Regulations into operation. 

| 3. In the opinion of His Majesty’s Government in the United 
Kingdom it would be unwise, having regard to considerations of 
safety of navigation for the countries which have already agreed 
to the above-mentioned proposals, to bring the amended Regulations 
into operation until such time as it is possible to arrange for them 
to be adopted almost universally. 

4. His Majesty’s Government therefore suggest that the revised 
Regulations should not be brought into operation by any country 
until a date later than the 1st January, 1933, which will be recom- 
mended by His Majesty’s Government as soon as they feel confident 
that their recommendation is likely to be generally acceptable. 

foe
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5. The revised text of the Regulations (embodying the various 
additional amendments already agreed to) will be circulated to all 
the countries concerned at an early date. | 

I have [etce. ] D. G. Oszorne 

580.7A3/715 

Lhe British Ambassador (Lindsay ) to the Secretary of State 

No. 350 

His Majesty’s Ambassador presents his compliments to the Sec- 
retary of State and, with reference to Mr. Osborne’s Note No. 300 

of September 28th last, regarding the ratification of the Inter- 
national Convention for the Safety of Life at Sea, signed at London 
in 1929, has the honour to inform him that instruments of rati- 

fication, in respect of the countries mentioned below, of that Con- 
vention, were duly deposited in the archives of the Foreign Office 
at London on October Ist last :— | 

Canada. 
Finland. 
France. 
Germany. _— 
United Kingdom of Great Britain 

and Northern Ireland. 
Italy 
Norway 
Sweden. 

9. The Convention, having previously been ratified by the Govern- 
ments of Denmark, the Netherlands, and Spain, will come into force 
in accordance with the provisions of Article 65 thereof on January 
Ist, 1933. 

Wasuineton, November 5, 1932. 

5 Not printed.



REPRESENTATIONS BY FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS RE- 
GARDING CERTAIN CONGRESSIONAL SHIPPING BILLS 
DEALING WITH “TOURIST CRUISES” AND “FIGHTING 
SHIPS” 

811.801/470 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, February 11, 1932—10 a.m. 
[Received February 11—9:10 a.m. ] 

60. The Undersecretary of State for Foreign Affairs sent for me 
last evening for “very serious” presentation of certain views of the 
British Government in connection with proposed legislation by 

Congress under Congressional Bills H. R. 8874 and H. R. 8875.3 
Vansittart reminded me that in the Spring of 1931 when not un- 
similar legislation was pending he had discussed the matter with 

General Dawes. Since then, in his opinion, Congressional delibera- 
tions on this subject had been followed by interested concerns in 
this country and he gave as his personal opinion that recent ques- 

tions as to British trade with the United States had been asked 
in Parliament as a possible preface to a motion before Parliament 
for some sort of retaliation if the Congressional Bills first above 
referred to did in fact become law. Vansittart continued in sub- 
stance as follows. 

The effect of the two Bills, and particularly of the cruises Bill 
H. R. 8875, is virtually to extend to the British and other territories 
adjoining the United States seaboard the principal effects of the 
United States coastwise shipping legislation. 

Vansittart wished to represent the unwisdom, even. in the inter- 
ests of the United States themselves, of introducing measures still 
further restricting the freedom of navigation. Such measures might 
appear attractive if regarded as isolated provisions, but it should 
not be overlooked that, if other countries should adopt the same 
principle, international shipping would be threatened with a com- 
plete standstill. The definition of a fighting ship in Bill H. R. 
8874 is such that almost any United States vessel could be so de- 
scribed. He mentioned that, while the greater part of American 

* Congressional Record, vol. 75, pts. 3, 4, and 5, pp. 3389, 3629, and 5395. 
Identic bills 8.3501 and 8.3502 were introduced in the Senate the same session ; 
see ibid., pt. 3, p. 3354. 
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shipping services are run between United States ports and foreign 
ports, there are a steadily increasing number of services conveying 
traffic between two or more foreign ports, e. g. the Dollar Line, 
which carries an appreciable trade between Hong Kong and other 
British ports, and certain subsidiaries of the Matson Line, which 
have recently engaged in trade between Fiji, New Zealand and 
Australia; the general consequences must be considered in setting 

such a precedent of general application merely in order to deal with 
local conditions. In his opinion it was only natural so long as the 

policy of subsidizing (uneconomic) shipping services is maintained 

by the American Government foreign shipping lines affected should 
seek to compensate themselves for the detriment in which they are in- 
volved by looking for new openings. | 

These Bills, no less than the recently reintroduced King Bill,? he 
felt were bound to cause very considerable feeling in shipping and 
commercial circles in England, who will ask that steps be taken to 
protect their interests, and accordingly there is envisaged the risk 
of adding to the existing obstacles in the commercial relations be- 
tween the United States and British Empire, a result which Van- 

sittart felt could not be desired by either Government. Vansittart 
pointed out that in discussing the LaFollette Bill in 19381 he had 
indicated to General Dawes that a demand for retaliation would 
almost inevitably arise, and he felt his observations then were more 
to the point today in view of present Parliamentary sentiment; 
it must be remembered that while Washington has to consider 

Congress and the special interests represented there, so the present 
government has to consider the greatly increased powers of Parlia- 
ment and the interests in question here. 

In closing Vansittart expressed the hope, in view of the economic 
policy of the British Government and in the views generally held 
here today on questions of this general nature, that I would convey 
this matter to my Government for its careful consideration “at this 
time”. 

I may add that, evidently to avoid confusing issues, Vansittart 
did not wish to discuss the King Bill but nevertheless he could not 

conceal his general view that this measure involved an “interference 
in the domestic legislation in this country”. 

ATHERTON 

78.7 “To provide for the Deportation of Certain Alien Seamen, and for other . 
Purposes”; see Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, pp. 815 ff., and post, pp. 944 ff. 
see also Congressional Record, vol. 75, pt. 1, p. 768,
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811.801/514 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Castle) of a 
Conversation With the German Ambassador (Von Prittwitz) 

) [Wasuineton,] February 11, 1932. 

The German Ambassador told me that he was very much wor- 
ried about the bills which had been introduced in Congress which 
would apparently put a stop to the winter cruises made by foreign 

boats to the Caribbean. He said this seemed a very unfair inter- 
ference and pointed out that, in these days when all trans-Atlantic 
Lines were hard pressed, it would be a great blow to German 
shipping interests. He said that, of course, he had no sympathy 
with the 24 hour cruises now being made, but that he hoped most 

earnestly that no legislation would be adopted which would put a 
stop to the regular cruises. 

1 told the Ambassador that I did not know much about the situa- 
tion, but that I fully sympathized with what he had said and that 

I knew the matter was being discussed in the Department. I said 
I would bring what he had said to the attention of the proper 
officials. 

W([miram | R. C[astriy, Jr. | 

811.801/477 : 

The British Embassy to the Department of State 

MEMORANDUM 

On February 4th two bills were introduced into the House of 
: Representatives dealing with “Tourist Cruises” and with “Fighting 

Ships”. They were referred to the Committee on Merchant Marine, 
Radio and Fisheries, have been reported out, the former with an 

amendment, and now await further action. Identic bills were 
simultaneously introduced in the Senate. His Majesty’s Embassy 

desire to draw the earnest attention of the State Department to these 
proposed measures. 

H. R. 8876. 
Cruises for tourists in ocean liners were first organized some 

thirty years ago in Europe. At that time there were some English, 
and later some German companies who in the summer months con- 
ducted tours to the fiords of Scandinavia and to the Arctic Seas 
north of Sweden. It was found that a latent demand existed for 

| these pleasure tours on the ocean and developments soon followed. 

Cruises were organised in the winter months from England to the
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Mediterranean and to the West Indies, and before the Great War 

a certain number of tours were arranged from New York to the 

Mediterranean. It was indeed natural that in winter travellers 

should seek the sunshine and the diminution of traffic in the North 
Atlantic made the services of large ships available to meet the 

demand. 
Until after the war there was no development of this pleasure- 

cruise traffic from the ports of the Atlantic seaboard to the tropical 
seas of America. There had of course for many years been a regu- 
lar traffic to the Bermudas, conducted by British lines sailing on 

regular schedules, and there were also regular lines, both British 

and American, serving the traffic between American ports and the 
Bahamas and West Indian Islands, but these lines mainly served 
ordinary business and commercial purposes, and, though travellers 

might take the voyage for pleasure only, no effort was made till 
recent years to cater to the desire of those travellers who could not 
afford the time for a Mediterranean voyage, who yet desired a 
cruise in a warm climate, or who, when visting a foreign winter 

resort, might prefer to travel on a large and luxurious ship. The 
efforts of British and other ships in these directions have to a large 
extent created a demand by furnishing the means of satisfying it. 
The business so created is honourable and unexceptionable, and has 
assumed large proportions both here and in other parts of the world. 

So far as British ships are concerned the share of this traffic that 
has fallen to them has been won in open competition, free and fair, 

with the ships of many other nations, and without the help of any 
form of subsidy. 

According to the House Committee’s Report the bill H. R. 8875 
is designed to stop the so called “cruises to nowhere” (which are 
not interesting’); to prevent these foreign ships, in the course of a 
tour, from landing their passengers for a few hours on American 
soil (a practice which has been incidental and infrequent only) ; 
and, apparently, to diminish competition with American ships. In 
effect the Bill makes the cruises now conducted to foreign ports 

completely impossible. Except under a prohibitive penalty a British 
ship is debarred under the bill from embarking passengers at an 
American port, carrying them to foreign ports, and returning them 
to American territory. <A traveller might embark on one of the 
regular British vessels plying to Bermuda, but if he returned on 

the same vessel and on the same trip he would involve her owners 
in a fine of $200. 

The bill involves legislative principles of a new and striking 

character. Laws relative to Coastwise Shipping are usually re- 

6442124866
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garded as of a domestic nature, indeed their provisions are un- 
affected by the stipulations of Treaties prescribing free navigation. 
The proposed law in substance simply extends the limitative effects 
of the Coastwise Shipping Law, a domestic law, so as to make it 
einbrace British territories. Such a measure could hardly fail to 
arouse deep resentment even if it did not also inflict serious material 
injury, both to those territories and to a legitimate shipping 
interest. 

H. R. 8874. 

This bill extends the definition of a “fighting ship” by including 
foreign ships used so as to produce excessive and unwarranted com- 
petition with American ships in any particular trade. The United 
States Shipping Board shall determine, finally and without appeal, 
whether a foreign vessel is a fighting ship, and the foreign vessel 
so certified by the Board shall be refused clearance in that trade. 
His Majesty’s Embassy must question whether in a matter touching 
so closely to the rights of property, an Administrative Board, such 
as the United States Shipping Board, is a proper body to discharge 
such judicial functions as those of pronouncing final decisions in 
so important a case. Apart from this it appears doubtful whether 
any body or any Court could justly construe “unwarranted and ex- 
cessive competition”, or the effect of putting additional ships into 
certain trades. 

To strengthen the legislation relative to fighting ships must, among 
other effects, have that of establishing a practical monopoly for 
present shipping companies on certain routes. This must not only 
restrict the freedom of shipping to find the trades where its services 
at any moment are desired, but it must operate also to the serious 
disadvantage of shippers, who cannot wish to find themselves at 
the mercy of particular lines or conferences. It would seem that 
under the proposed legislation, in any given trade from an Ameri- 

| can port, either the clients of that trade must for ever be content 
with existing facilities, or the privilege of improving those facilities 
i3 liable to be restricted to American ships only. Yet surely it is 
to the interest of all trade in general, and of shippers and travellers 
in particular that the latter should be able to enjoy improvements 
of their facilities with the least possible limitation. 

His Majesty’s Embassy must point out that, in the spirit of com- 
mercial nationalism which at present so unfortunately prevails 
among the nations of the world, the introduction of new restrictive 
principles in international commerce, or the strengthening of old 
ones, has an unfortunate tendency to provoke the enactment of
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_ similar measures by other Governments and so to increase further 

the disastrous commercial paralysis from which the world is now 
suffering. There is nothing in logic or in law to prevent the ad- 
jective “fighting” as used in the Bill from being applied to other 
things than ships—to manufactures, to raw materials, or to any 
commodity which is a subject of international trade. It cannot 
surely be desired to open the door to this kind of legislation. 

Again, the present unparalleled freight depression is largely due 
to the great excess tonnage over the world’s needs. The world’s 
shipping amounts to some 70 million gross tons as compared with 
some 49 million gross tons before the war. The greatest increase has 
taken place in the American Mercantile Marine which now amounts 
to some 1314 million gross tons (including idle tonnage and ex- 
cluding shipping on the lakes) as against 2 million tons in 19138. 
In view of these facts, and supposing for a moment that a few 

years ago other nations had passed laws similar to H. R. 8874, there 
would hardly be a trade in which it might not have been said that 
the American ships engaged were fighting ships. 

The object however of the present representation is to urge a 
different spirit. All nations are suffering acutely under the present 
depression and it is not by fighting ships or by any other sort of 
fighting that relief can be found. The trade between the United 
States and the United Kingdom is still vast. Even in 1931 America’s 
exports to the United Kingdom amounted to $455,000,000 while her 

imports from the United Kingdom totalled $135,000,000. It is the 

desire of His Majesty’s Government and surely of the United States 
Government also to develop and increase this valuable exchange, 
but no commerce can flourish except in a spirit of mutual forbear- 
ance. His Majesty’s Embassy submits that the legislation proposed 
in H. R. 8874 and H. R. 8875 contravenes this spirit and earnestly 
begs the State Department to take what measures are possible to 
prevent the enactment of these measures, 

[Wasnineton,] February 15, 1982. 

811.801/476 | 

Lhe Netherlands Minster (Van Royen) to the Secretary of State 

No. 536 ) 

The Netherland Minister presents his compliments to the Secre- 
tary of State and, acting upon instructions from the Netherland 

Government, has the honour to respectfully draw Mr. Stimson’s 
attention to a bill, H. R. 8875, which by its intended extension of
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the scope of the term Coastwise Trade would, if enacted, forcibly 
terminate a branch of trade in which a Netherland shipping Com- 

pany has been engaged for years, widelicet the carrying of pas- 
sengers on round trip cruises from New York to various non- 
American ports in the West Indies (the Netherland ports of Curacao 
and Paramaribo included) and from there back to the point of de- 
parture in the United States. 

The Netherland Government does not think of trying to deny 

that a Government is fully entitled to reserve the coastwise trade 
to its own national ships but the universally accepted meaning of 

Coastwise Trade is transportation from one port to another in the 
same country. 

Now the Netherland ships in question do not convey passengers 
from one United States port to another, the cruises only having 
non-American ports of call, and it would therefore seem contrary to 
the well established rules of international law to consider the trips 
in question as constituting coastal trade which should be reserved 
for American ships only. 

The proposal of law under consideration even goes so far as to 
make it unlawful for a Netherland vessel to take passengers on a 
trip from New York to the Netherland West Indies and back and 
my Government fails to see how voyages of this kind could pos- 
sibly be termed Coastwise Trade. 

Mr. van Roijen begs leave to point out further that pleasure 
voyages like those aimed at by bill H. R. 8875 were started long 
before any American vessels engaged in this particular branch of 
shipping and it cannot be contended therefore that Netherland ships 
invaded a field which theretofore had been the exclusive domain of 
United States vessels. 

The Netherland Minister trusts that the United States Govern- 
ment will give earnest consideration to the above made representa- 
tions and that enactment of the measure in question with its dis- 
astrous effect on Netherland shipping and international shipping in 
general will be averted.? 

WasuHinecton, February 16, 1932. : 

811.801/477 

The Netherlands Minister (Van Royen) to the Secretary of State 

The Minister for the Netherlands presents his compliments to 
the Secretary of State and, acting on instructions from the Nether- 

*In a supplementary note of March 2, the Netherlands Minister stated that 
his objections to H.R.8875 applied “in equal measure” to 8.3502 (811.801/485).
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land Government, begs leave to respectfully draw Mr. Stimson’s 
attention to the bill H. R. 8874, at present before the House of Rep- 
resentatives which intends to give the United States Shipping Board _ 
the power to declare any foreign vessel, which in the opinion of 
the Board produces unwarranted and excessive competition with 

United States vessels, a fighting ship within the meaning of the 
“Shipping Act 1916”4 as amended by section 20 of the “Merchant 
Marine Act 1920”;5 the result of such declaration being that the 
foreign ship in question will be refused clearance by the United 
States Authorities and thus forced to cease the voyages objected to 
by the Shipping Board. 
Enactment of the bill in question would, in the opinion of the 

Netherland Government, constitute a serious menace to the freedom 

of international shipping, threatening, as it does, the existence of 

every possible shipping line or vessel which transports goods and 
passengers between this country and foreign ports in competition 
with American ships. | 

The absolute power which the bill is designed to confer on the 
Shipping Board would entitle this body to even prevent a foreign 
vessel from carrying cargo and passengers to the ports of the country 

to which the ship belongs without the possibility of an appeal to a 
higher Authority. 

If the principle underlying the bill in question were adopted by 
all other nations, the freedom of international shipping would cease 
to exist and the Netherland Government therefore trusts, that the 

United States Government will not enact a measure which may so 
seriously affect the peaceful development of free international 
shipping, without which fruitful economic relations between the 
nations of the world would be impossible.® 

WasHInGton, February 16, 1932. 

811.801/482 

The Swedish Minister (Bostrém) to the Secretary of State 

WasHinoton, February 24, 19382. 
Sir: In the House of Representatives a bill (H. R. 8875) was 

introduced on February 4, 1932, to amend Section 8 of the Act of 

June 19, 1886,” as amended by Section 2 of the Act of February 17, 
1898,° entitled “An Act to amend the laws relating to navigation”. 

*39 Stat. 728. 
741 Stat. 996. 
*In a supplementary note of March 2, the Netherlands Minister stated that 

his objections to H.R. 8874 applied “in equal measure” to 8.8501 (811.801/486). 
724 Stat. 79. 
*30 Stat. 248.
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The proposed amendment reads as follows: 

“Sec. 2. No foreign vessel shall transport passengers between ports 
or places in the United States or its possessions, now or hereafter em- 
braced within the coastwise laws, either directly or by way of a for- 
eign port, or for any part of such transportation, nor on a continuous 
voyage terminating at the port of departure or at any other port in 
the United States or its aforesaid possessions, notwithstanding that 
said vessel enters or touches any foreign port on such voyage, under 
a penalty of $200 for each passenger so transported and landed”. 

The competent committee of the House has proposed the inser- 
tion of the word “near-by” before the words “foreign port” on page 
2, line 1, and before the word “foreign” on page 2, line 5. 

It is understood that the proposed legislation is intended to pre- 
vent any attempt to evade the exclusive right to coastwise trade, 
which in accordance with international law and practice is re- 
served for American shipping. But the text of the bill seems to 
give room for the interpretation that it would prevent a foreign 

| ' ship from starting on a cruise from one American port to the West 
Indies and back to the port of departure, even if it does not touch 
at another American port and thus does not carry passengers be- 
tween two or more American ports or places. 

If this interpretation of the bill is correct, it will, if enacted, in 

the opinion of my Government extend the coastwise trade beyond 
the international definition of this term. 

Upon instructions of my Government I, therefore, have the honour 
to express the hope that the bill, if enacted, may be so worded that 
it does not extend the coastwise trade beyond the meaning of this 
term according to international law.® 

With renewed assurances [etc.] W. Bostrom 

811.801/484 

The French Ambassador (Claudel) to the Secretary of State 

[Translation] 

The Ambassador of France has the honor to invite the kind at- 
tention of His Excellency the Secretary of State to two bills which 
have been introduced in the Senate under the numbers 3501 and 3502 
and of the House of Representatives under the numbers 8874 and 
8875, the adoption of which would be susceptible of causing a seri- 

*On March 18 the Swedish Minister advised Mr. Bundy, Assistant Secretary 
of State, that his Government considered H.R. 8874 “also objectionable in so far 
as the Shipping Board might have control under the Bill of shipping other 
than coastwise shipping.” (811.801/508)
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ous prejudice to French merchant marine interests and would mark 
a profound modification in maritime international law. 

The bill numbered S3501-HR8874 has for its purpose the amend- 
ing of the “Shipping Act” of 1916 by establishing a difference of 
treatment between American and foreign ships. It, in effect, gives 
to the term “fighting ship” of the 1916 law the following supple- 
mentary definition: . . . “a foreign vessel used or proposed to be 
used in a particular trade so as to produce unwarranted and ex- 
cessive competition in such trade with vessels documented under the 

laws of the United States which engage in such commerce.” 

It does not seem that it would be giving these provisions of the 
bill an exaggerated interpretation in thinking of them as making the 

act of competition by foreign ships a criminal offence, taking into 
consideration the difficulty of giving the terms “unjustifiable and 

excessive” a judicial definition. The operation of this amendment 
would therefore exclude the foreign vessels from the ports of the 

United States each time that competition with the American ves- 
sels seemed undesirable to the Shipping Board, since by the provi- 
sions of the bill, the decision of the Board would be final and with- 
out an opportunity for an appeal. Only the American agency, inter- 
ested as it is in maritime commerce, would have the absolute power 

of defining a “fighting ship”. Its decision would have the force 
of law and from such a decision the foreign shipping companies 
would have no appeal open to them. 

It appears that the bill in question does not take into considera- 

tion the principle of international law under which foreign vessels 
have free access to the ports of all countries for the carrying on 

of commerce on the same basis as the national vessels, a principle 

incorporated into many treaties actually in force between the United 

States and a certain number of foreign countries. 
It is not unreasonable to assume, for instance, that the General 

Trans-Atlantic Company might see the new ship that it is at this 

moment building denied access to the harbor of New York, if it 

is called a “fighting ship” by the Shipping Board. Although the 

intentions of the American Government certainly must not be to 

create a situation of this sort, the bill nevertheless would give the 
agency this power. 

The bill numbered $3502-HR8875 has as its object the amending 
of the law of June 19, 1886 by including in the definition of coast- 
wise shipping the practice of continuous voyage terminating at the 
point of departure or at any other port of the United States with 
or without stopping at a foreign port.
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It is the introduction of the words “point of departure” in the 

bill that makes it an innovation, without these words the amend- 

ment would be considered a tautology. These words clearly indi- 

cate that the practice that the bill seeks to prohibit is not the 

ordinary transportation of passengers from one American port to 

another, already reserved for American craft by the provisions of 

the original act of 1886 regulating coastwise navigation, but the 

transportation of tourists, because it is not conceivable of consider- 

ing as transportation the bringing back of passengers to the point 

of their departure. Now the carrying of passengers on the high 

seas, with stops in foreign ports, is essentially an act of international 

commerce. 

| Thus the General Trans-Atlantic Company, which has for some 

time been carrying tourists to the Bermudas, the Bahamas, the West 

Indies, Martinique and Guadeloupe, etc., having New York as a 

point of departure and of arrival, would in the event of the adop- _ 
tion of this proposed law find it impossible to continue this practice. 

Consequently, all the reservations which might be made in the 

event of the adoption of bill 53501-HR8874 would also apply to bill 

53502-HR8875. 

In calling these divers points to the attention of His Excellency 

the Secretary of State, the Ambassador of France would be happy 

if the Secretary would have the kindness to call to the attention of 
the competent committees of the two Chambers the point of view 

of the French Government. 
Mr. Paul Claudel is glad to take this opportunity to again ex- 

press to the Honorable Henry L. Stimson the assurances of his high 

esteem. 

Wasuineron, February 25, 1932. 

811.801/4845 

The German Embassy to the Department of State 

{Translation ] 

MrEMorRANDUM 

On February 4th of this year, two bills regarding navigation were 
introduced in the Congress of the United States which present grave 
dangers for German shipping. 

S. 3501 and H. R. 8874 call for an extension by law of the con- 

cept of “fighting ship” and S. 3502 and H. R. 8875 for an extension 

of the concept “coastwise navigation”, which would mean a serious 

prejudice to the principle of freedom of navigation.
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The bill concerning “fighting ships” would, on the one hand, seri- 
ously hinder any further development of international navigation, 
as every new installation of a ship in a service, every change in 
passenger or freight rates, in fact, even every change in the time 
of sailing could be declared by the United States Shipping Board, 
as a unilateral act, and without granting a hearing to the parties, 
as unjustified competition, and punished by refusal of outward 
clearance. According to the tenor of the bill, there is even a pos- 
sibility that the defensive measures taken by a foreign navigation 

line, with regard to freight and passenger rates, against an Ameri- 
can ship newly entered into competition, might be considered by 
the Shipping Board as “unjustified competition”, within the mean- 
ing of the law, and prosecuted. 

The provision of law, as at present proposed, presents the danger 
of eliminating from navigation between other countries and the 
United States, all competition, without regard as to whether it is 
healthy or unhealthy, to the greatest disadvantages of American 
and foreign firms and individuals interested in commerce and re- 
lations with the United States. 

The bill, which is intended to subject transportation of passengers 
from an American port via a nearby foreign port, back to an Ameri- 
can port, to the existing restrictions on coastwise navigation, would, 
on the other hand, materially prejudice or make quite impossible 
the cruises developed by foreign navigation companies during long 
years of practice, which form a legitimate branch of international 
navigation. 

Furthermore, it has always been a recognized principle of inter- 
national law, that the transportation of passengers and freight on 
the high seas should be free and open to the ships of all nations on 
equal terms. By the contemplated extension of the coastwise navi- 
gation concept a considerable portion of the transportation of pas- 
sengers and freight, which has hitherto been unrestricted, would be 
claimed as the special privilege of a specific national flag. 

Aside from these general considerations of international law, 
weighty objections may be raised based on treaty rights against the 
proposed extension of the concepts of “fighting ships” and “coast- 
wise navigation”. 

_ The contemplated provision of law with regard to a new inter- 
pretation of the concept, “fighting ship”, is in conflict with Article 
VII of the German-American Treaty of Friendship, Commerce, and 
Consular Rights,’ according to which the liberty is granted to the 
nationals of one contracting party, to visit without hindrance, with 

“ Treaty of December 8, 1823, Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. u, p. 20.
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their ships and cargoes, all places, ports, and waters of all kinds, 

within the territorial limits of the other party, which are now or 

may be in the future open to foreign flags, commerce, and shipping. 

It would be inconsistent with this provision, if outward clearance 

were refused to a German ship, on the ground of an alleged in- 

fraction, concerning which the Shipping Board, alone, and as a unt- 

lateral act, would pass judgment. 
The extension of the concept of coastwise navigation, on the other 

hand, is inconsistent with Article XI of the German-American 

Treaty of Friendship, Commerce and Consular Rights, the basis of 

which was the concept of coastwise navigation as accepted at the 

time of the conclusion of the treaty. A unilateral extension of 

this concept cannot be approved. The value of these provisions 

concerning navigation contained in the said Treaty would be con- 

siderably diminished for Germany by such an extension. The fine 
of $200 per passenger, which would be required in the case of round 

trips, which hitherto under the treaty were not considered as coast- 

wise navigation, must be regarded as a violation of this treaty. 

In conclusion, it may be pointed out, in the regard to the bills 

discussed above, that German shipping has contributed in a high 

degree to bring about the surplus in German balance of trade, the 
transoceanic service maintained by it being not the smallest factor 

in this respect. It cannot be the intention of the United States to 
limit this possibility on the part of Germany by restricting to un- 
reasonable limits the freedom of movement of her ships on the 

high seas in a long established legitimate trade, in violation of the 
Treaty existing between the two countries. 

The German Embassy would appreciate it if the Department of 

State of the United States would see to it that the above-mentioned 

points are taken into consideration by the competent American of- 

ficials in the discussion of the bills. 

| WasHineton, February 27, 1982. 

811.801/4984 

The Canadian Legation to the Department of State 

MrEmorANDUM 

Bills were introduced in both Houses of Congress on February 

4th to amend the shipping laws of the United States with respect 

to tourist cruises and the definition of the phrase “fighting ship”. 
The bills introduced in the House of Representatives (H. R. 8874 
and 8875) were favorably reported on February 9th by the Com-
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mittee on Merchant Marine, Radio, and Fisheries, with the addition 

of an amendment to H. R. 8875. The identical bills introduced in 
the Senate (S. 3501 and 3502) have been referred to the Committee 
on Commerce. 

The Canadian Legation has been instructed to commend to the 
earnest consideration of the Department of State the effect of these 
measures, the enactment of which, at any rate in their present form, 
would be seriously detrimental to Canadian shipping interests. The 

Canadian Legation desires to urge that legislation so widely ex- 
tending the principle of coastwise shipping laws is not only con- | 
trary to long established and widely accepted practice, but must 
also tend to intensify and extend the restrictions imposed on shipping 
generally, to the serious detriment of travel facilities between 
nations. Furthermore, the measures would increase so widely the 
scope of the coastwise shipping laws of the United States as to 
make them extend in certain important respects to Canadian ports 

as well. Moreover, the bills as they are now drafted would embrace 
regular services long maintained by Canadian lines with which they 
are undoubtedly not intended to interfere; and these services, con- 

venient and necessary as they are to the regular commerce of both 
countries, would be hampered and restricted, if not actually elimi- 
nated, should the bills be passed without amendments exempting 
them from their scope. 

H. R. 8875 and S. 3502 are designed to restrict to vessels of United 
States registry tourist cruises from ports of the United States. Ac- 
cording to the Report of the House Committee, the particular objects 
are: : 

(1) to eliminate the so-called “cruises to nowhere” by foreign 
liners, an unimportant aspect of the cruising traffic which is not 
participated in by Canadian vessels; 

(2) to prevent foreign vessels in the course of a cruise from touch- 
ing at a port in Florida, an infrequent practice which is also not 
carried on by Canadian vessels; and 

(3) to diminish competition during winter months with United 
States shipping engaged in regular services. The passage of the 
measure, however, would bring results far beyond the attainment of 
these limited purposes. : 

Tourist cruises have been developed out of United States ports 
since the Great War in response to a widespread and increasing 
public demand for an opportunity to visit foreign ports, especially 
during the winter season, while enjoying the comfort of ocean travel 
on large liners. The demand has been created and in large part 
served by foreign shipping companies, and Canadian companies have 
shared in meeting it. The traffic, which has grown up not only in
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the United States, but also in many other parts of the world, is 

generally recognized as an entirely legitimate mercantile enterprise. 

This appears to be admitted by the House Committee on Merchant 

Marine, Radio, and Fisheries, which amended the terms of H. R. 8875 

so as to narrow its application to cruises between a port of the United 
States and “a nearby foreign port”, with the object of avoiding any 
interference with cruises to European and other distant waters. It 
is not clear whether the language of this amendment would exclude 
from the operation of the bill long cruises to Caribbean waters such 
as have been maintained for some years by a Canadian shipping com- 
pany from New York to ports in Venezuela, Panama, the British, 

French, and Dutch West Indies, Cuba, and Porto Rico. These cruises 
are of three or four weeks’ duration, and are conducted on a regular 

schedule during the winter season. A similar cruising service 1s 
operated by another Canadian company from Boston to Panama and 
West Indian ports. It is not believed that cruises of this type are in 
any way competitive with regular all-year services maintained by 

United States lines. 
The measure, as at present drawn, would not only affect regular 

cruising services of this sort, but would bear most heavily on a large 
number of regular shipping lines engaged in ordinary passenger 
traffic between ports of Canada, the United States, and neighbouring 

British colonies. None of these lines was established with a view to 
the cruising traffic in the usual sense; frequently, however, passengers 
desire to take a round-trip voyage, for example from New York to 
Montreal, or across Lake Ontario from Lewiston to Toronto, or from 
Seattle to Victoria and Vancouver. Any Canadian ship carrying a 
passenger from a port of the United States on such a round-trip 
would appear to be engaged “on a continuous voyage terminating at 
the port of departure”, and would therefore be liable under the pro- 
posed legislation to a penalty of $200 in respect of each passenger 
so transported. 

On the Atlantic Coast the Canadian National Steamships maintain 
an all-year service, starting at Montreal in summer and at Halifax in 

winter, between Canada, Bermuda, and the British West Indies, and 
these vessels regularly call at Boston. A proportion of the passengers 
joining the vessels southbound at Boston return on the same ship 
aiter visiting the regular ports of call in southern waters. The same 
company maintains a weekly service in winter between Boston and 
Bermuda. Another Canadian company has a regular winter service 
between New York and Bermuda and a regular summer service be- 
tween New York and Montreal. These are all international services 
of exactly the same nature as services to European ports. ,
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Long-established services on the Great Lakes would be placed in 
the same difficulty. For many years a popular and frequent pas- 
senger service has run from Toronto across Lake Ontario to ports 
two or three hours distant at the mouth of the Niagara River, in- 
cluding Lewiston, New York. Another short international route is 
from Cobourg to Rochester, New York. If a passenger embarked 
on one of these vessels at Lewiston or Rochester and chose to return 
on the same trip of the same vessel (a common practice, especially in 
hot weather), the vessel would become liable for the prescribed 
penalty of $200. Several other Canadian lines on the Great Lakes 
would be similarly affected, and it is believed that such a consequence 
is entirely foreign to the purpose of the proposal. It may be men- 
tioned that it would not be feasible on brief voyages such as these and 
those on the Seattle-Victoria-Vancouver run for shipping companies 
so to examine the passengers as to eliminate all round-trip travellers. 

On the Pacific Coast a service, inaugurated in 1904, has been main- 
tained for many years by a Canadian company between Victoria, 

Vancouver, and Seattle; two trips are made daily on an all-year 
schedule, and by mutual arrangement, tickets of this line are 
honoured on vessels of a United States line which participates in the 
traffic. Though this is a stable passenger service, it is also used for 
excursion purposes and for round-trip traffic on business or pleasure; 
the passage of this measure would gravely interfere with its operation. 
Two Canadian lines maintain services between Vancouver and 

Skagway, Alaska. One, an all-year service, was inaugurated in 1898; 
the other, started in 1912, is an extension in summer months of a 
service between Vancouver and Prince Rupert. (United States vessels 
participate in the traffic between Canada and Alaska by calling at 
Vancouver and Victoria.) ‘This measure would forbid foreign vessels 
from transporting passengers between ports in the United States or. 
its possessions “either directly or by way of a foreign port, or for 
any part of such transportation”. This might be construed as pro- 
hibiting, for example, a Canadian ship from carrying a passenger 
going from Alaska to the United States for a part of his journey 
from Skagway to Vancouver, under penalty of being fined $200 on 
its return to Skagway, since this voyage would be part of a trip be- 
tween two United States ports. Bookings on these lines in the United 

States might also be prevented, in spite of the fact that transshipment 
invariably takes place at Vancouver or Victoria. 

H. R. 8874 and 8. 8501 would amend the definition of a “fighting 
_ ship”: (a) by providing that a vessel entering a particular trade in 

order to increase competition (as well as to exclude, prevent, or reduce 
competition, as at present provided) is a fighting ship; and (b) by
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adding a new definition aimed only at foreign vessels “used, or pro- 
posed to be used, in a particular trade so as to produce unwarranted 
and excessive competition in such trade with vessels documented under 

the laws of the United States”. The Shipping Board would be given 
final and complete authority to decide whether a foreign vessel was 
a fighting ship; and clearance would be refused to vessels so certified 
by the Board. 

The enactment of this measure would place in the hands of the 

Shipping Board, without the possibility of an appeal or of any 
judicial determination of the issue, the right to prevent any foreign 

shipping line from maintaining an existing service, or from estab- 
lishing a new service, between a United States port and a foreign 

port, if the existing or proposed service was competitive with one 
maintained by a United States line. It could be employed, for ex- 
ample, to cut off the Canadian services of many years’ standing on 
the Pacific Coast between Vancouver and Skagway, and between 
Vancouver, Victoria, and Seattle. The bill would tend towards the 
establishment of a monopoly on certain routes, and could be used 
so as to operate to the serious disadvantage of shippers and of the 
travelling public. The measure does not appear to give due recog- 
nition to the undoubted right of a foreign country to secure for its 
shipping a reasonable share of the traffic between its own ports and 
those of the United States; and in this respect it is not only discrim- 
inatory but is also in principle an extension to foreign territory of 
the coastwise laws of the United States. It is avowedly aimed at a 
particular situation on the Atlantic Coast, but its sweeping language 
would permit its provisions to be applied to all services between 
Canadian and United States ports now existing or to be established 
in the future, as well as to trans-Atlantic and trans-Pacific ocean 
services. 

The Canadian Legation finally submits that the passage of these 
bills at a time when trade is acutely depressed would tend to prolong 

the period of recovery, and could not fail to arouse resentment 
abroad by reason of the material losses inflicted on legitimate ship- 

ping interests and by the extension to foreign territories of principles 
of legislation which are regarded as of domestic application only. 

Wasuineron, March 2, 1932.
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811.801/498 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Bundy) of a 
Conversation With the British Ambassador (Lindsay ) 

[Wasuineron,] March 2, 1932. 

I had a long talk with the Ambassador about the Shipping Bills, 

during which I told him that there was a lot of energy behind 
the Bills and that most of the fire seemed to be caused by the Cun- 
ard’s action on.the Cuba Line. I said that it seemed to me the 
Shipping Lines interested had better settle the matter between them- 
selves. I suggested that he consult with the British interests to see 
whether this could be done. I told him I thought there would be 
no immediate passing of the Bills and that there would be time to 
work out some amicable adjustment. 

I told the Ambassador that it was our plan not to send his memo- 
randum to the Senate Committee unless he specially requested it, 
but that we hoped that our letter to the Committee would cover the 
points he had mentioned sufficiently. He stated that he would leave 
this decision to us. 

H[arvey] H. Bl unpy] 

811.801/487 : a 

The Italian Embassy to the Department of State 

MrmoraANDUM 

The attention of this Embassy has been called upon the two Bills 
H. R. 8874 and H. R. 8875, having reference to matters pertaining 

‘to proposed maritime legislation: a careful examination of said Bills 
has given source to some considerations which I have the honor to 
submit to your Department, merely from the standpoint of the Com- 
mercial relations between the United States and Italy. 

While I understand that the proposed Bills are still the object of 
study on the part of American legislative Committees, however it 
seems proper on my part to call your attention at this time upon the 
consequences which would arise from said proposed legislation, in 
the instant case. 

It would seem that Bill H. R. 8874, known as the “Fighting Ship 
Bill”,—intended to offset an unwarranted and excessive competition 
which has occurred and which could occur in World Tours Traffic 
with the West Indies, and intended to benefit the American Merchant 

Marine engaged regularly in the traffic with said West Indies—, 
could in reality, according to the literary interpretation of the mean- 

ing of the “fighting ship” as worded in the Bill, be construed as a
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possible obstacle to all traffic between the United States and Italy 
as it would not only injure the principles of International Law but 
also the rights reciprocally guaranteed in the existing treaties of 

Commerce and Navigation. 
To define competition the way it is expressed in the above men- 

tioned Bill, it is to grant the theoretical possibility to exclude en- 
tirely foreign vessels from American ports whenever their competi- 
tion with American vessels is deemed undesirable, and to cause 
similar measures to be adopted by foreign States in the same matter. 

In connection with the foregoing, I take this opportunity to ex- 
plain what was mentioned on February 8th, at the hearing of the 

Committee of the House of Representatives, by one of those present 
who was seeking the provisions included in Bill H. R. 8875, that 
“similar action has been taken in Italy”. The provision to which he 
alluded does not constitute a discrimination of Flag: such measure, 
which demands that embarkation in foreign ports must first have 
been authorized and places a very slight tax, is meant only in the 

interest of emigrants, in order to assure to them the embarkation on 
board ships which have regular licenses (ships which are authorized 

to transport emigrants) without restrictions whatever as to the ships 
flags. 

As a matter of fact, the licenses may be granted or denied to na- 
tional or foreign Navigation Companies. 

But, the point which I wish chiefly to explain is this: In our 
Commerce and Navigation Treaty" (strengthened by the provisions 
of the most favored Nation treatment, article XXIV), American 
vessels are expressly given the same rights within our borders as are 
enjoyed by Italian vessels, in return for a like treatment granted to 
Italian vessels in the ports of the United States. 

This provision of reciprocal treatment has had bearing and has 

now bearing in the specific case of World Tours. In fact, foreign 

vessels, having the necessary requisites for the transportation of pas- 

sengers, are allowed in Italy to operate a regular service between 

Italian ports and foreign ports that are not of the Country to which 

the ships belong. 

Naturally, the coastwise traffic and the transportation of emi- 
grants, as above pointed out, if said vessels have not the necessary 
licenses, are not permitted. 

Furthermore, there are no provisions which prohibit any Ameri- 

"Treaty of February 26, 1871, William M. Malloy, Treaties, Conventions, 
etc., Between the United States of America and Other Powers, 1776-1909 (Wash- 
ington, Government Printing Office, 1910), vol. 1, p. 969,
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can Flag vessels to carry class passengers or tourists on a cruise from 
an Italian port to a non-American foreign port coming back to the 

same Italian port. _ 

Wasuineton, March 8, 1932. 

811.801/510 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Bundy) of a 

Conversation With the British Ambassador (Lindsay ) 

[Wasuineton,| March 30, 1932. 

The British Ambassador called with respect to the Shipping Bills. 

He stated that as a result of the conversation with me on March 2nd, 
in which I suggested that the shipping lines interested might work 

the matter out between themselves and that possibly he would wish 
to consult with the British interests, he had conferred with the 

Cunard Line and apparently urged them to reach some amicable 
agreement. He stated that he wrote several stiff messages to London 
to bring the home office of the Cunard into line. Negotiations have 
been carried on and the Cunard was apparently willing to drop the 

passenger traffic to Cuba. 
The Ambassador is now very much exercised over the fact that 

Mooney and the American interests are insisting that the Cunard 
also drop all other cruises lasting less than seven days. The Ambas- 
sador seemed to think that negotiations would probably break down 
and Mooney was threatening that legislation would be carried 
through, at least with respect to the “Fighting Ship” Bill. The 
Ambassador stated that he was very irate over having injected him- _ 
self into a situation to attempt to reach an amicable arrangement | 
only to find that the American interests were completely unreason- 
able in their terms. 

I stated to the Ambassador that I had not followed the negotia- 
tions and had taken no part in them and that I had not intended to 
do more than suggest the advisability of an amicable adjustment if 
possible. I stated that I would confer with the Secretary of Com- 
merce to see whether there is anything constructive that we could 
do to help in the situation. I told the Ambassador that the Bills had 

apparently been slowed up in their legislative career and that some 

people felt that the Bills would not pass the House. However, I 
said I could make no predictions in this matter. 

H[arvey] H. B[unpy] 

64421248 67
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811.801/511 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Bundy) of a 
Conversation With the British Ambassador (Lindsay ) 

[Wasuineton,] April 7, 1932. 

_ The British Ambassador called to state that the negotiations be- 
tween the various shipping interests had broken down two days ago 

because the Cunard Line, while willing to give up the Cunard pas- - 
senger service to Cuba, was not willing to restrict their cruises to 
voyages not less than seven days. I told the Ambassador that I had 
received this information through the Department of Commerce and 
that I greatly regretted the breakdown of the negotiations and 
understood that the American interests were proposing to push the 

| hostile legislation now pending before Congress. I stated to the 
Ambassador that this might result in a very difficult situation; that 
legislation also attacking the right of foreign ships to carry liquor 
might be the result. I stated that I did not feel that the State De- 
partment could urge the Ambassador to make any further conces- 
sions because I did not feel inclined to support the pending legisla- 
tion as the proper weapon under the conditions. I made it entirely 

clear that I was not prepared to commit the Administration as a 
whole to any future action for or against the legislation which might 
develop and that it would be for the British to determine whether 
under the circumstances it was wise to attempt a further settlement 
of the matter. The Ambassador stated that he did not see how the 
British Lines could not conduct round trip voyages to Bermuda, a 
British possession. H[arver] H. Blunpy] 

811.801/5134 

The British Ambassador (Lindsay) to the Assistant Secretary of 
State (Bundy ) 

Wasuineton, April 11, 1932. 

Dear Bunpy: The Fighting Ship Bill having now been redrafted 
by its promoters and renumbered H. R. 10674,!2 I am sending you 
the enclosed Memorandum to put on record that the objections which 

I had previously urged against H. R. 8874 apply with equal force to 
the Bill in its new form.1? It was favourably reported to the House 
I understand on April 6th. 

2 Introduced on March 19, by Mr. Ewin L. Davis, Chairman of the Committee 
on Merchant Marine, Radio, and Fisheries. See Congressional Record, vol. 75, 

Pe pont tor Italy, all the countries that lodged formal representations against 
H. R. 8874 and H. R. 8875 and S. 3501 and S. 3502 (i.e, Great Britain, the 
Netherlands, Sweden, France, Germany, Canada, and Italy) likewise expressed 
objections to H. R. 10674.
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I also enclose, in case it should be of interest to you, a copy of a 
letter addressed by the Agent for the Trans-Atlantic Passenger Con- 
ference to Mr. Mooney, summing up what transpired at the abortive 

Conference between the Lines, which sought to reach a compromise. 
Yours sincerely, R. C. Linpsay 

ees 

[Enclosure 1] 

The British Embassy to the Department of State 

On February 15th His Majesty’s Embassy addressed to the State 
Department a memorandum on the subject of two bills—H. R. 8874 

and H. R. 8875, dealing with tourist cruises and fighting ships. H. 
R. 8874 sought to extend the definition of a fighting ship, the use of 

_ which is declared illegal by the United States Merchant Marine Act 
so as to make it cover ships used so as to produce excessive and un- 
warranted competition with American ships in any particular trade. 

A new bill has now been introduced by Mr. Davis—the orginator 

of the Fighting Ship Bill—No. H. R. 10674. His Majesty’s Embassy 
understand that this bill is intended as a substitute for the original 
Fighting Ship Bill. Though its wording is different from the latter 
its legislative effect would appear to be identical and the objections 
to the original bill set forth in the Embassy’s above-mentioned memo- 
randum of February 15th apply with equal force to the new Bill 
H. R. 10674. His Majesty’s Embassy understand that this Bill was 
favourably reported by the House Committee on April 6th. 

Wasurneton, April 11, 1932. 

[Enclosure 2]" 

Mr. Joseph Mayper of the Trans-Atlantic Passenger Conference to 
Mr. Franklin D. Mooney, Chairman of the Committee of American 
Steamship Lines | 

New Yorks, April 5, 1982. 

Dear Sir: The foreign flag Lines interested in cruises and services 
from United States Atlantic ports to the West Indies and other 
nearby ports, regret exceedingly to learn that the meetings which 
their committee has been holding with your committee of the Ameri- 
can flag Lines interested in similar services, and which have been 
continuing since March 15, have been terminated without having 

reached a cooperative working agreement—due, primarily, to the 

insistence of the American flag Lines that no cruise of less than a 
certain number of days’ duration shall be operated by any foreign 

4% Filed separately under 811.801/517.



936 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1932, VOLUMH I 

flag Line, even though the cruise vessel calls at a foreign port, and 

even though such port, as is frequently the case, is a port of the 

country whose flag the cruise vessel flies. So that there should be no 

misunderstanding regarding the position taken by these foreign flag 

Lines, they have requested me to confirm the statement already in- 

formally presented to your committee at our last joint meeting. 

| Reports of the hearings held before Committees of the Senate and 

House of Representatives on certain pending bills as well as state- 

ments appearing in the public press, had indicated that certain of 

the American flag Lines felt that they had a grievance against the 

foreign flag Lines in that, while none of the activities of the foreign 

flag Lines were claimed to be illegal, it was alleged that they were 

in some respects unfair. 

Particular reference had been made to so-called “cruises to no- 

where,” calls by cruise ships at Port Everglades, Florida, and winter 

services to Havana by trans-Atlantic ships in competition with the 

regular services of the Ward Line. 

The purpose of the joint meetings was to determine exactly what 

were the points at issue and whether or not some understanding or 

agreement could be arrived at between all the Lines concerned which 

would be mutually acceptable. 

As a result of the numerous meetings held, it was developed that 

there were, as a matter of fact, six main items which the American 

Lines felt must be dealt with:—First, cruises to nowhere; Second, 

calls at Florida or other United States Atlantic Coast ports by cruise 

ships; Third, Havana winter direct services; Fourth, short cruises; 

Fifth, calls at Porto Rico by foreign flag cruise ships, and Sixth, 

that in the case of port to port passengers between the United States 

Atlantic and West Indies port or between two West Indies ports 

carried by cruise ships, where there was an established American flag 

service, the foreign flag Lines to agree in principle to charge a dif- 

ferential rate over the rate charged by such American flag services. 

All of these points called for a concession by the foreign flag 

Lines and no consideration was offered in exchange by the American 
flag Lines. 

While the discussions were necessarily tentative and subject to ap- 
proval and ratification by the Principals of the representatives of 

the foreign flag Lines in New York, it was agreed by those repre- 

sentatives to recommend to their Principals the acceptance forth- 

with of five of the six demands made by the American Lines. These 
were :—
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1. Discontinuance of cruises to nowhere. 
2. Discontinuance of calls by cruise ships at Florida or other 

United States Atlantic Coast ports. 
3. Elimination of calls by cruise ships at Porto Rico. 
4, Discontinuance of direct one-way business between New York 

and Havana. 
5. Agreement in principle to charge a higher rate, the exact 

amount to be mutually agreed upon, in the case of port to port pas- 
sengers on cruise ships. 

The only question remaining was the demand for a restriction on 
cruises by foreign flag Lines, even though they touch at a foreign 
port. The American flag Lines proposed that no cruises shall be 
permitted, even though a foreign port is touched, of less than a cer- 
tain number of days’ duration. It was also proposed by the Amer- 
ican flag Lines that no foreign flag ships shall make a cruise on 
which the first port of call is Havana, irrespective of what other 

ports may be touched subsequently and notwithstanding the latter’s 
agreement not to carry passengers one way, that is, that all passen- 
gers will make the full cruise and be returned to New York in the 
same ship. It was further demanded that when Havana is the last 

port of call for a West Indies cruise ship, a number of other ports 
must be touched first, and the cruise is to be of two weeks’ or more 

duration. 

As noted above, the foreign flag Lines were and are still prepared 
to recommend acquiescing in the demands of the American flag 
Lines in five of the six points at issue but, after full consideration, 
they feel it is unreasonable and impracticable to attempt to arbi- 
trarily place restrictions on legitimate cruises touching at foreign 
ports irrespective of their length or the number of ports of call. 

With regard to week-end cruises (to foreign ports) it is the very 
definite opinion of the foreign flag Lines that these do not compete 
with or draw business from any regular American service. An en- 
tirely new class of passenger is attracted—the two important factors 
being the short time involved and the cheap rate. The majority of 
these cruises are from four to five days’ duration including a week- 
end, so that people are away from business one and a half or pos- 
sibly two. business days only, and investigation has developed that 
this time factor is a governing one in the great majority of cases. 
These people would not take a trip to Halifax, Bermuda or Nassau, 
for example, by a regular service with a stay between ships. It is 

further felt that these short cruises encourage many people who 
never before have taken a sea trip, to do so, and will awaken a desire 
in them for sea voyages and that subsequently they will take longer 
trips by regular services. 

As regards calls at Havana by cruise ships, it must be borne in
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mind that while other West Indies ports have attraction, the main 
attraction in the West Indies is undoubtedly Havana. Very few, if 
any, West Indies cruises could be successful if a call at Havana were 
not included. 

The complaint was that the putting on of a direct service for one- 
way passengers between New York and Havana during the winter 

months only, by trans-Atlantic steamers, when the season was at its 

height, was unfair to the Ward Line, as the volume and the quality 
of the business throughout the year, including the summer months, 
was not such as to justify the maintenance of ships of a similar type, 
regularly in that service. Without touching on the right of any 
ship to trade between two ports of different nations, which right has 
not, we believe, been questioned, this complaint has been met, so far 
as these discussions are concerned, by the undertaking of the for- 

eign flag Lines to recommend that any foreign flag New York- 
Havana service during the winter, and even one-way business by 

cruise ships between New York and Havana, be discontinued. 
In a spirit of friendly business cooperation the foreign flag Lines 

were and still are quite willing to enter into an agreement with the 
American flag Lines on cruises and services to the West Indies as 
to fares and their maintenance, differentials, agency commissions, 

rules and practices to govern the trade, responsibilities of charterers, 
arbitration of disputes, etc., so that vessels in these trades can be 
operated on an equitable business basis for all Lines concerned. 

The foreign flag Lines have endeavoured to deal with the situation 
with the utmost fairness and consideration but beyond the foregoing 
they do not feel that they can go, or that they could fairly be asked 
to go. 

As suggested by us just before our joint conference terminated 
this afternoon, we are writing to the principals abroad setting forth 
the present situation in detail, and if they have any further sugges- 
tions we shall be glad to communicate with you again. 

Very truly yours, JOSEPH MAYPER 

811.801/521 

Mr. Franklin D. Mooney, Chairman of the Committee of American 
Steamship Lines, to Mr. Joseph Mayper of the Trans-Atlantic 
Passenger Conference 1 

New Yors, April 15, 1982. 

Drar Mr. Mayprr: I have received your letter of April 5th 

with reference to the meetings which the Committee representing 

® Copy transmitted to the Department by Mr. Mayper under covering letter 
Ot upre received April 23. |
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the Foreign flag Lines interested in cruises and services from United 

States Atlantic ports to the West Indies and other nearby ports have 
held with the Committee of the American flag Lines interested in 
similar services, and which meetings have been terminated due to 
inability to agree upon the minimum number of days’ duration that 
a cruise vessel shall be operated by any Foreign flag Line. 

These meetings, which have been held at the suggestion of the 
Foreign flag Lines, were to determine what the points at issue were 

and whether or not a satisfactory understanding could be reached 
between all Lines concerned. 

There are six (6) principal points involved as follows: 

1—Discontinuance of cruises to “nowhere” ; 
2—Discontinuance of calls by “cruise” ships at Florida or other 

United States Atlantic Coast ports south of Cape Hatteras; 
8—The elimination of calls by “cruise” ships at Puerto Rico; 
4—Discontinuance of direct one-way business between New York 

and Havana and/or Mexican Gulf ports; 
5—Agreement in principle that for the port to port one-way trans- 

portation of a passenger on a vessel making a “cruise” from an 
Atlantic port of the United States to the West Indies (other than 
Havana and/or Mexican Gulf ports) and/or Bermudas and Bahamas 
or between ports in the West Indies and/or the Bermudas, Ba- 
hamas and/or Mexican Gulf ports, to establish a differential mini- 
mum fare to be agreed upon in favor of any party to the agreement 
regularly engaged throughout the year in the operation of vessels 
in such port to port trade. 
6—Minimum duration of “cruises” or “cruising voyages”. 

It is the understanding of the American flag Lines that as a re- 
sult of the meetings above referred to and for the reasons discussed 
at the various conferences, the Foreign flag Lines tentatively agréed 
to recommend to their principals the acceptance forthwith of five of 
the six items. 

. At the last meeting the American flag Lines, while unwilling to 
agree that Havana should be the first port of call by a Foreign flag 
cruise ship, stated that they were entirely willing that that port 
might be the last one before sailing for a U. S. Atlantic port if the 
foreign flag ship cared to make it so. 

The American flag Lines do not share the view of the Foreign 
flag Lines that the short cruises by the large trans-Atlantic Foreign 
flag ships from U. 8S. Atlantic ports to nearby Foreign ports do not 
compete with or draw business from any of the regular American 
Services. . 

The American flag Lines regard the placing of trans-Atlantic 
liners, which were never intended for such services. on these short
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voyages as most prejudicial and unfair to the regularly established 
Lines engaged in the West Indies and nearby Foreign trades and 
in the Atlantic coast wise services of the United States. It is not a 
question of the right to trade between two ports of different nations, 

but of unfair competition. It is the latter which the American Lines 
are seeking to eliminate. 

While the American flag Lines appreciate the friendly spirit 
shown by the Foreign flag Lines at the various meetings held, they 
believe that cruising voyages of less than seven days’ duration by 

the large ships are a distinct menace to them, and for that reason 

must continue their efforts to protect American flag Lines from such 
unfair competition. 

It is believed that if an agreement is reached as to fares and their 
maintenance, differentials, agency commissions, rules and practices to 

govern the trade, responsibilities of charterers, arbitration of dis- 
putes, etc., it will prove decidedly beneficial to all. 

The American flag Lines, while in no way relaxing their efforts to 
accomplish a result which it is believed by them will be mutually 
advantageous, will always be glad to hear from the Foreign flag 

| Lines. 
Very truly yours, Franguin D. Moonry 

811.801/522G 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador m 
Great Britain (Mellon) * 

No. 14 WasHineton, April 25, 1932. 

Sm: Having reference to your telegram No. 60, dated February 
11, 1932, concerning Congressional Bills H. R. 8874 and H. R. 8875, 
I wish to inform you that these bills have caused a number of pro- 
tests from European Governments, among these the British Govern- 
ment. The British Ambassador at Washington called on February 

15, 19382, and presented a note containing the views of his Govern- 
ment. I enclose a copy of the note left at the Department by Sir 
Ronald Lindsay.*8 

The substance of this note, together with the substance of notes 
received from other foreign representatives in Washington, was duly 
transmitted to the Senate Committee on Commerce, the Chairman of 
which committee, the Honorable Hiram Johnson, had requested com- 

7The substance of this instruction was sent, on April 25, to the American 
representative at the capital of each of the countries that lodged representa- 

: tons i aatr R. 8874 and H. R. 8875 and identic 8. 3501 and S. 3502.
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ment from the Department. A copy of the Secretary’s letter of 
March 3, 1932, to Senator Johnson is enclosed.’® 

I enclose also copies of H. R. 8874 and H. R. 8875.?° Identic bills 
were introduced in the Senate containing the numbers 3501 and 3502. 

The bills in question have been dropped, but a substitute bill for 

H. R. 8874 has been introduced, on March 19, 1932, in the House of 
Representatives under the number H. R. 10674. A copy of this bill 
is enclosed.2!_ I understand that this bill is still pending in the 

House of Representatives. 
I am informed that pressure by United States shipping interests 

for the passage of this or similar legislation will again be increased 
since the negotiations designed to reach a compromise with foreign 
shipping interests seem to have become deadlocked. It 1s, however, 
possible that an agreement may still ultimately be reached. In this 
connection I enclose a copy of the memorandum of conversation be- 
tween Mr. Bundy and the British Ambassador held on March 30, 

1932.2 

I propose to keep you informed of developments in this matter 

and should be glad if you will let me have any information which 

may reach you on the attitude of the Cunard and other interests in 

Great Britain. 
Very truly yours, W. R. Castin, JR. 

811.801/524 

The Danish Legation to the Department of State 

MrmoraNDUM 

On February 4th 1932 identical bills S. 3501 and H. R. 8874 with 

respect to the so-called “fighting ships” and S. 3502 and H. R. 8875 
regarding the so-called “cruises” were presented respectively in the 

Senate and the House of Representatives. 

Further, on March 19th a bill H. R. 10674 proposing an amend- 

ment to section 20 of the Merchant Shipping Act 1920, and exclu- 

sively referring to foreign vessels, was introduced in the House. 
The Danish Legation has been instructed to inform the Depart- 

ment of State that the Danish Government would greatly regret if 

provisions such as the ones contained in the said bills should be car- 

ried into law, inasmuch as these provisions would seem to entail con- 

siderable risk for discretionary treatment of Danish shipping and 

1 Not printed. 
” Qongressional Record, vol. 75, pts. 3, 4, 5, pp. 3389, 3629, and 5395. 
% Tbid., pt. 6, p. 6514, 
2 Ante, p. 983.
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hardly to be in accordance with international principles generally 
recognized. The Legation is further instructed to state that the 
Danish Government is of the opinion that the provisions of the said 

bills are not in conformity with the principles laid down in the Con- 
vention of friendship, commerce and navigation between Denmark 
and the United States of April 26, 1826,2% see its Article 2. 

WasuineTon, May 7, 1932. 

811.801/528 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

No. 78 Lonpon, May 11, 1982. 
[Received May 21.| 

Sm: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of the Depart- 
ment’s instruction No. 14, dated April 25, 1932, transmitting a copy 
of a note received by the Department from the British Ambassador 

at Washington relating to certain Congressional bills (H. R. 8874 
and H. R. 8875) to amend the Merchant Marine Act, and directing 
the Embassy to forward any information which may be obtained 
regarding the attitude of the Cunard and other British shipping 
interests. 

The Embassy has discussed the questions raised by the two bills 
under reference with representatives of American shipping in Great 
Britain. A great deal of what they said in description of the views 
of British ship-owners and operators with regard to the effect of 

the two bills was merely a repetition of the opinion already brought 
to the Depariment’s attention through the Embassy’s telegram No. 
60, February 11, 10 a. m., and the note above-mentioned of the Brit- 
ish Ambassador at Washington. 

The point on which they placed the greatest emphasis was that 
British shipping interests have long resented the mercantile shipping 

policy of the United States. They are represented as feeling that 
while the practice of granting subsidies by government to private 
ship-owners is one of long standing, the amounts so paid have never 
been so great that the owners were relieved of the duty of operating 

their vessels as economically and efficiently as possible. Captain 
Laighton, of the British firm of Laighton and Stelp, said that the 

subsidies paid by the United States, as well as the rules under which 
they may be paid, are so generous that American owners and opera- 
tors are not constrained to exercise efficiency and economy, and are 
thus enabled to maintain ships in circumstances which would prevent 

* Malloy, Treaties, 1776-1909, vol. 1, p. 378. |
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operation by British vessels, even when subsidized. In this sense, 
it might be contended, in their view, that all American vessels re- 
ceiving subsidies on the present scale might be termed “fighting 
ships” as defined by H. R. 8874, for they have the effect of driving 
foreign vessels out of competition. The Embassy’s informants agree 

that British shipping interests are, therefore, inclined to revise their 

traditional attitude of opposition to the placing of restrictions on 

foreign vessels engaging in British coastwise trade—an attitude aris- 
ing from the conviction that the efficiency of British operation need 
fear no competition in home waters—and are now in a particularly 

receptive mood to suggestions for reprisals against “Governments in 

the shipping business”. 
In this relation, the Embassy was informed that unusual interest 

is being shown in the movements of the Shipping Board vessel 
Yomachichi, operated by the Roosevelt Steamship Company, which 

is asserted by one American shipping representative as having been 
set up by the British Kerr interests as an agency for the operation 
of American vessels. The Yomachichi is reported to have been 

chartered at 18 pence below the prevailing charter rate to carry a 

cargo of wheat from Australia to United Kingdom ports. It is con- 
sidered quite possible in American circles heré that the Shipping 
Board authorized the diversion of this vessel from its usual routes 
and the acceptance of the charter to “cut” costs, but the possibility 
is not being overlooked that the voyage is being undertaken—per- 

haps quite innocently so far as the Roosevelt Steamship Company 
is concerned—to create an instance of the use by Americans of a 
“fighting ship”, and thus open the way to legislation analogous to 
bill H. R. 8874. 

The Embassy is keeping in touch with representatives of American 

shipping interests, and I shall not fail to transmit as it is obtained 
further information regarding the attitude of British shipping in- 
terests. 

Respectfully yours, (For the Ambassador) 

Ray ATHERTON 
Counselor of E'mbassy



REPRESENTATIONS BY FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS RE- 
GARDING CONGRESSIONAL BILLS FOR THE DEPOR- 
TATION OF CERTAIN ALIEN SEAMEN 1? 

150.071 Control/113 

Lhe Netherlands Minister (Van Royen) to the Chief of the Division 

of Western European Affairs (Boat) 

No. 43885 Wasuineron, 22 December, 1981. 

My Drar Cotieacuse :—With reference to our conversation of last 
night concerning the King Bill (“S 7, a bill to provide for the de- 
portation of certain alien seamen and for other purposes”),? which 
the author reported to the Senate on December the 18th, I enclose a 

. copy of the Memorandum I left at the Department of State in Feb- 
ruary of this year,? when it looked as if the same bill, which was 
then numbered S 202, was about to come up for final action in the 
Senate. 

You will realize from the contents of the Memorandum how seri- 
ously the Netherland shipping interests would be affected if the bill 
in question were to become law and I would appreciate it very much 
if the Authorities concerned would give full consideration to this 
matter. 

If you can suggest any other steps which I could take or if you 
consider that I should send a new memorandum to the Department 
of State on the subject, will you be good enough to let me know? 

I may add that Representative Schneider introduced a bill, No. 
H. R. 4648, identical to that of Mr. King, in the House of Represen- 
tatives,* which bill had been referred to the Committee of Immigra- 
tion and Naturalization. 

Yours sincerely, J. H. van Royven 

*Continued from Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, pp 815-821. These repre- 
sentations were transmitted by the Department to the Chairmen of the Senate 
Committee on Immigration and the House Committee on Immigration and 
Naturalization. 

* See Congressional Record, vol. 75, pt. 1, p. 768. 
* Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, p. 816. 
* Congressional Record, vol. 75, pt. 1, p. 162. 
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150.071 Control/109 

The Swedish Legation to the Department of State 

MrmMorANDUM 

Swedish shipowners operating vessels on the United States have 
voiced their deep concern on account of Senate Bill 7, introduced by 
Senator King during the present session, regarding the deportation 
of certain alien seamen (“Alien seamen Act”). The provisions of 
the bill seem to give room for such a strict interpretation as to ex- 
clude seamen of a kind that masters of ships very often have to em- 

ploy in traffic between North and South America on account of a 

shortage of such seamen as would ordinarily come within the cate- 

gory “bona fide seamen”. 
The passage of the bill would undoubtedly create great difficulties 

in securing the necessary crews and cause many hardships and con- 

siderable losses to Swedish shipowners. 
The provisions in the bill which prescribe that all vessels entering 

ports of the United States manned with crews the majority of which, 
exclusive of licensed officers, have been engaged and taken on at 
foreign ports shall, when departing from the United States ports, 
carry a crew of at least equal number, may also create great difficul- 

ties for the Swedish shipowners. 
From an international point of view objection can also be raised 

against the provision of the bill, according to which a seaman, even 
if he never went ashore, could be taken off a foreign ship—by force 
if necessary—and sent home on another ship. It would cause par- 

ticular hardship to this individual if he, as the bill authorizes, should 
be deported as an immigrant, although he never intended to enter 
the country as an immigrant, thereby being prevented from legally 
entering the United States at any future time. 

Furthermore, in case a seaman deserted the ship immediately be- : 
fore its departure, the ship would be forced, according to the provi- 
sions in the bill, to postpone its departure until another seaman was 
signed on to fill his place, which might take a long time and cause 
considerable loss. 
Wasuineton, December 23, 1931. 

150.071 Control/114 : 
The German Embassy to the Department of State 

| [Translation] 
St. D. A. 48 

The German Embassy has the honor to lay the following before 
the State Department.
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Senate Bill No. 7, introduced by Senator King on the 9th instant 
and entitled “A bill to provide for the deportation of certain alien 
seamen, and for other purposes”, will be up for deliberation before 

the United States Senate on January 4 next, having already been 
discussed and approved in the proper Senatorial Committee. 

A bill of similar purport, also introduced by Senator King oc- 
cupied the attention of Congress before. At that time the German 
Government had introduced [instructed| the Embassy to call the 
attention of the United States Government to the fact that the enact- 
ment of the bill into law would have the effect of entailing an extra- 

| ordinary burden upon German shipping interests.’ It has now 
repeated these instructions. The grave objections in this regard and — 
which are known to the State Department should have all the more 
weight because the economic situation has meantime become much 
worse, so that all measures to this effect deserve especially earnest 
consideration. 

The German Embassy therefore has the honor to urgently request 
the State Department to use its influence to the end that the bill may 

be given a thorough reexamination, especially since, so far as known, 
it recently left the Senate Committee without any hearings having 
been held on it. 

While emphasizing the economic objections as above, the Embassy 
does not wish to omit pointing out how greatly material features of 
the bill in its opinion, deviate also from the rules that have hitherto 
obtained in international practice. 

Wasuinaton, December 24, 1981. 

150.071 Control/115 

The Norwegian Minister (Bachke) to the Secretary of State 

The Minister of Norway presents his compliments to the Secretary 
of State and has the honor to refer to the memorandum of the Nor- 
wegian Legation, dated January 28, 1928,° dealing with the bill (S. 
717), introduced in the United States Senate by Senator King and 
in the House of Representatives by Representative Schneider (H. R. 
7763) and providing for the deportation of alien seamen and cited 

as “the Alien Seamen Act of 1926”. 
In the said memorandum, the Norwegian Legation, acting under 

instructions of the Norwegian Government, had the honor to point 
out some of the difficulties and hardships to which the enactment of 

*See Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, p. 818. 
* Ibid., 1928, vol. 1, p. 844.
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the bill would give rise and which would be detrimental to Nor- 
wegian ships in American ports. 

The bill, after having been reintroduced during the last Congress, 

failed to pass the House of Representatives, but has now been sub- 

mitted anew to the Senate (S. 7) and the House (H. R. 4648). 

Norwegian shipowners looking with the same great concern at the 

possibility of the bills being enacted into law as before, the Nor- 
wegian Government has instructed the Minister to approach the Sec- 

retary of State and to again call his kind attention to the provisions 

of the bill which his Government considers to be of a very drastic 

character and which in its opinion undoubtedly will create difficulties 

for Norwegian vessels in American ports. 

In this connection the Minister takes the liberty to mention: 

1) the provision of the bill providing for examination of the 
crew of every alien seaman on board of a vessel in order to determine 
whether or not he is a bona fide seaman. If he is determined to be a 
non bona fide seaman, he is to be regarded as an immigrant and be 
subjected to the immigration laws with removal from the ship and 
deportation as a consequence. A measure of this character would 
consequently mean that seamen of the said class arriving in Nor- 
wegian vessels will be taken off the vessels and sent home on another 
vessel. In the opinion of the Norwegian Government the measure 
mentioned appears to be contrary to the universally recognized rule 
which leaves it to the home country to decide what provisions are to 
apply with reference to the composition of the crews of its national 
vessels. | 

2) the provision according to which no vessel, unless in distress, 
shall bring as a member of its crew any so-called barred-zone alien 
inadmissible as an immigrant, provided that vessels of any of the 
barred-zone countries shall be permitted to bring in its own nationals 
as members of the crew. Norwegian vessels, operating for instance 
in far oriental waters, would, under this provision, when chartered 
for American ports, be prevented from having among its crew orien- 
tal seamen from the barred-zone countries which for them in many © 
instances amounts to a necessity, considering existing conditions in 
these countries. On the other hand, vessels with their home ports in 
the barred-zone countries, may freely bring in the same kind of sea- 
men among their crews. It does not seem doubtful that such a dif- | 
ference in the treatment of the vessels will signify discrimination 
against vessels sailing under the Norwegian flag. 

8) the provision stating that seamen, removed from the crew of 
a foreign vessel, shall be deported on a vessel other than that on 
which he was brought, at the expense of the vessel by which brought. 
This provision will result in many cases in considerable expenses to 
the owners. As the deportation of these seamen in many cases could 
as well take place on board the vessels which brought them, it seems



| 948 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1982, VOLUME I 

difficult to understand for which reason such unnecessary expenses 
should be imposed upon the shipowners. 

WasuineTon, December 28, 1931. 

150.071 Control/118 

The Italian Embassy to the Department of State 

MEMORANDUM 

The attention of the Italian Embassy has been called upon the two 

Bills 8. 7 and H. R. 4648 introduced recently in the Senate and 
Congress, respectively, by Messrs. King and Schneider, in the matter 
of alien seamen who desert their ships. 

The Italian Embassy wishes to point out that the clause relative 
to the “full crew” in these Bills would seem to create a hardship in 
the event that it be put into effect in the future. 

In accordance with said clause, all steamers docking at United 

States Ports, with a crew which enlisted in non-American ports, are 
not allowed to depart unless carrying, on their return trip, a number 
of seamen equivalent to that with which they docked at American 
Ports. 

It is hereby stated that Italian ships, even merchant ships, are 
usually manned with crews the number of which is somewhat larger 
than that established by the regulations which are generally observed 
to insure the safety of human life at sea; moreover, particularly for 
passenger ships, the servant-personnel is very large in order to in- 
sure to passengers every possible comfort. 

The provision made by the “full crew” clause therefore would 
cause considerable hardship to Italian shipping business for the 

reason that, in the case there would occur eventual desertions at the 

last moment, it would not always be possible to substitute the miss- 

ing seamen without causing serious loss of time. It could as a mat- 

ter of fact happen that, in the absence of proper elements for the 
substitution, the Captain of the ship would be forced to stop in the 

port for a much longer time than allowed, which fact would upset 
the regularity of the schedules and he might moreover be forced to 

embark individuals who are ignorant of duties required of seamen 
and engage them with perhaps contracts more onerous than normal 

ones. 
Such a legislative measure, aside from the inconveniences—as 

above shown—which it would cause to maritime traffic with the 
United States, would also upset the control which at present is as-
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signed by the Italian Laws, especially in reference to the crew, to 
Italian Consular Authorities. 

As regards the other feature of the King Bull to bring additional 
strictness to the practice now in use, with reference to the inspection 
of seamen on the part of Immigration and Medical Authorities at 
the time of arrival of a steamer in the United States and to the fact 
that if a seaman is found to be not bona fide he will be detained and 
treated as an immigrant, it is hereby pointed out that: Italian regu- 
lations prescribe in the strictest and surest manner that the identity 

of each single member of the crew of national ships be firmly estab- 
lished. As a matter of fact, no one is allowed to embark for service 
on Italian national ships unless he has been entered in the register 
of one of the branches of the maritime service and unless he has been 
furnished with a regular Seaman-Service-Book (Libretto di Navi- 
gazione) upon which, apart from all necessary data relative to the 

personal identity of the holder and of the duties performed in the 

Merchant and Military Marine, his photograph is attached after 

a thorough examination has been conducted by the Maritime Au- 
thorities. Furthermore, the Authorities proceed to grant the per- 

mission which is necessary for embarkation on ships going abroad 
only when there are no reasons of a political, penal or even of a 

simple moral character against the seamen. This permission stamped 
on said “libretto di navigazione” to the effect that everything is in 

order, gives to this document the character of a passport, which has 
always been accepted in the case of seamen. 

This final permission of the Authorities is granted only after very 
strict investigations have been conducted regarding the seamen. 
From the foregoing, it may readily be observed that the crew of 

an Italian ship arriving from a port of the Kingdom, has been 
formed, in its entirety and in an absolute manner, of bona fide sea- 
men. There may occur, naturally, an exceptional case of a clan- 
destine who succeeds in substituting himself to a seaman, but such a 
possibility becomes more or less a theoretical hypothesis, when the 
actual mechanism employed for the issuance of the Seaman Service 
Book is considered. 

Wasxineton, December 28, 1931. 

150,071 Control/116 

The Netherlands Legation to the Department of State 

No. 8 MrmorANDUM 

In view of the fact that, the “Bill to provide for the deportation 
of certain alien seamen, and for other purposes (S 202)”, referred 

6442124868
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to in this Legation’s memorandum No. 634, of February 25 last,’ 
upon which project of law no final action was taken by the Senate 
in the previous session of Congress, has now been revived under 

number S 7 and will probably come up for consideration in the 
Senate shortly, the Royal Netherland Legation begs leave to point 

out once again to the Department of State, that the proposed legis- 
lation if enacted, would have a most detrimental effect on the Nether- 
land mercantile marine in general and in the case of certain com- 
panies would even seriously jeopardize the position of their services 
to United States ports. 

The first provision which, if passed by Congress, would affect 
Netherland shipping interests is that of section 7 of the bill in ques- 
tion which prohibits any vessel from bringing into a United States 
port among her crew certain aliens who are racially excluded from 

coming to this country as immigrants. 
Now a considerable number of Netherland steamships, especially 

those which ply between the Netherland East Indies and Western 

ports, are to a great extent manned by Javanese, Malays etc. all 
subjects of the Netherlands and by Chinese and other Asiatics, who 
are in many cases also Netherland subjects. 

These vessels would, if the provision in question should come into 
force, be compelled to either cease calling at United States ports 

or discharge all the Asiatic members of their crews even those who 
are Netherland subjects and replace them by non-Asiatics, which 
would in many cases be impossible as there is not always a sufficient 

| number of white seamen obtainable in the Netherland East Indian 
homeports of the ships in question. 

Apart from the hardships and injustice the application of this 
provision would cause it would hardly seem reasonable that a vessel 
flying the Netherland flag and being governed by the Netherland 

laws should not be allowed to have certain of the subjects of her own 

country among her crew when entering a port of the United States. 

The second clause which will affect, if enacted, Netherland ship- 

ping is that, contained in section 6, prescribing that clearance will 

be refused to any ship manned with a crew the majority of whose 

members have been engaged and taken on at foreign ports, which, on 

leaving the United States, carries a smaller crew than at the time the 
vessel arrived in this country. 

It is obvious that this provision will in many cases cause delay 

and considerable pecuniary loss to Netherland vessels and it would 

seem hardly fair to force the latter to engage a number of, in certain 

' Foreign Relations, 1981, vol. 1, p. 816.
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cases, undesirables merely in order to bring the crew up to its full 
complement, the more so as it is impossible for the masters of the 

ships to guard against the desertions which cause these vacancies, the 
United States law not allowing them to take legal action against 

the culprits. 
In view of the above stated reasons the Royal Netherland Gov- 

ernment would highly appreciate it if full consideration could be 
given by the United States Government and Congress to the very 
important Netherland interests, which would be endangered by the 

enactment of the bill in question. 
The Royal Netherland Legation begs leave to add that all the 

above considerations apply in equal measure to the bill H. R. 4648, 
which was introduced by Mr. Schneider in the House of Represen- 
tatives. 

WasHINGTON, 2 January, 1932. 

150.071 Control/117 

The British Embassy to the Department of State 

MEMORANDUM 

A bill introduced by Senator King, numbered S~7 and entitled 
“a bill to provide for the deportation of certain alien seamen and 
for other purposes” has been favourably reported by the Immigra- 

tion Committee of the Senate. It is identical with previous bills of 
the same title which in past years have passed the Senate but failed 
to pass the House. Last spring, however, under the number S—202 

it both passed the Senate and was approved by the Immigration 
Committee of the House of Representatives,® though the House itself 
did not find time to vote on it; and now under the number H. R. 
4648, an identic bill introduced by Mr. Schneider, has been laid be- 
fore the House Committee simultaneously with the introduction of 

S-7 in the Senate. 
9. The avowed purpose of this bill is to reinforce the existing 

measures which exclude certain categories of aliens from the United 

States. In practice its effect would go much further. It is the gen- 
eral international understanding and practice and in accordance with 
international comity, that when private ships of a foreign state are 

in port the territorial authorities refrain from interference with 

their internal economy. The bill in question, however, provides for 

interference with the composition of the crews of foreign vessels 

*See Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, p. 815.
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while in United States ports and is therefore in conflict with a well- 
established, well-recognized and useful international practice. More- 
over it lays down that certain categories of aliens shall not be em- 
ployed as seamen on foreign ships calling at United States ports. 
The British Embassy under instructions from His Majesty’s Gov- 

ernment in the United Kingdom have not failed to draw attention to 
this aspect of the bill in past years. : 

3. From the practical point of view also certain features of the 

bill would create many and grave difficulties for shipowners and mas- 
ters. Section 6, for instance, provides that clearance shall be refused 
to vessels departing from United States ports unless they carry out 
a crew of at least the same number that they brought in. This pro- 
vision, as again the British Embassy has pointed out in the past, 

would be extremely difficult to comply with and might easily result 
in long and costly delays and make the punctual fulfillment of sail- 
ing schedules impossible. At the same time the Assistant Secretary 

of Labor himself testified before the House Committee on Immigra- 
tion in February last® that from his Department’s view point also 
the bill was in certain important particulars unworkable. 

4, But it is Section 7 of this Bill which causes the gravest concern 
to His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom. This section 

of the bill lays down that no vessel shall bring into a United States 
port any alien seaman excluded on racial grounds from the right 
of immigration to the United States, unless he be a citizen of the 
country under whose flag the ship sails. Thus in practice all vessels 
with Asiatic elements in their crews, save only the vessels of Asiatic 
countries with crews consisting of their own citizens and—it seems— 
United States ships with Filipinos, would be debarred from entry 
to United States ports unless at the cost of deliberately incurring the 
penalties which the bill provides for its violation. All other ships 
in which Chinese and Lascar seamen were employed would be gravely 
embarrassed by such a provision; but the measure would bear par- 
ticularly hard on British tramp steamers trading with American 
ports in the course of their world voyages. For these especially the 

technical difficulty of eliminating from their crews the Asiatic ele- 
ments in question would be so great as possibly to result in the 

necessity of their omitting United States ports from their sailing 

schedules; for the bill would leave them with no alternative but to 
submit on arrival to the removal of the Asiatics in question to a 

United States immigration station for deportation in a ship other 

®° Deportation of Alien Seamen: MWHearings before the Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization, 71st Cong., 3d sess., on S-202 
(Washington, Government Printing Office, 1932.)
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than that in which they were brought and at the cost of the vessel 
in which they came. 

5. In the circumstances described above it can hardly be disputed 
that, though the avowed object of the bill is merely a reinforcement 
of the existing immigration restrictions, its virtual effect, if not its 
actual object, is to impose a handicap on foreign shipping. In effect 

it would dictate to other countries in what manner they shall man 
ships which convey passengers and goods to and from the United | 
States. If other countries should adopt similar and perhaps even mu- 
tually conflicting measures international shipping would be brought 

to a complete standstill. His Majesty’s Government are prepared 
to cooperate in every reasonable way with the United States author- 
ities to prevent the illicit entry into the United States of seamen 
not eligible for citizenship but they must earnestly trust that some 
alternative can be devised to a measure open to such grave objections 

as the present bill. Moreover, the proposals of that measure, in so 
far as they are concerned with immigration control, would seem 
capable of being equally well served by a strict enforcement of exist- 
ing legislation; for Sections 19 and 20 of the United States Immi- 
gration Act of 1924'° already provide that alien seamen ineligible 
for citizenship may be debarred from landing in United States ports 
upon order from the Immigration authorities. These provisions 
would seem to furnish ample safeguard and to make further legis- 
lation superfluous. 

6. There remains one aspect of the bill to which the British Em- 

bassy are instructed to draw particular attention. Operating as it 
does to debar British ships from employing as seamen even the na- 
tives of British colonies and dependencies, Indian Lascars for instance 
and other British subjects who by reason of their race are debarred 
from the privilege of immigration to the United States, it conveys 
the impression of being specifically directed against the British Em- 
-pire. As has been pointed out, it would involve a discrimination in 

favour of Japan in as much as by specific exception from the general 

provisions of its article 7 it permits the ships of any sovereign nation 

to be manned with subjects of that nation but not with racially 

excluded citizens of its colonies or dependencies. Therefore Japanese 

ships with Japanese crews would still be able freely to enter United 

States ports but the British steamers which, competing with them, 
seek to equalise the costs of operation by employing oriental crews, 
would be debarred from entry. At the same time British shipping 

would also be placed at a disadvantage compared with United States 

7 43 Stat. 153.
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shipping; who would not be debarred by the bill from employing for 
instance, Filipinos, the inhabitants of United States dependencies 

not being affected by the bill. To this extent therefore the bill denies 
national treatment to British shipping. Nevertheless the bene- 
ficiaries would be not so much the United States as Japan. 

7. In the circumstances above described, it will be appreciated 
that this bill, if passed would deal a grievous blow to British ship- 
ping and could not fail to cause very considerable feeling in British 
shipping and commercial circles who would naturally ask that steps 
be taken to protect their interests. His Majesty’s Government there- 
fore earnestly trust that the measure, being open to such grave ob- 

jections as those above enumerated, will not be proceeded with at any 
rate in its present form. 

WASHINGTON, January 5, 1931 [1932]. 

150.071 Control/119 

The Danish Legation to the Department of State 

96.E.a/4 MEMORANDUM 

The bill 8.7 introduced in the Senate and the bill H. R. 4646 [4648] 

of the same tenor, which are similar to bills introduced in former 
Congresses, would seem, if passed, to entail serious hardships— 
among others to Danish ships trading to ports of the United States. 

1) Sec. 3, prescribes that an alien shipped on board a foreign ship, 
if found not to be a “bona fide” seaman, should be deported as a 
passenger on a vessel other than by which brought, etc. 

It seems a fact established by experience that the distinction be- 
tween “bona fide” and “mala fide” seamen is extremely difficult to 
make and that therefore the risk of an erroneous judgment in this 
respect should not be taken by the ship. To obtain the purpose of the 
bill and at the same time avoid the serious consequences for the ship 
it would, therefore, at any rate seem preferable if before the depar- 
ture of the ship from the foreign port it could be established e.g. 
by the local American Consul that all members of the crew were 
“bona fide” seamen. 

If nevertheless a prescription of the character outlined—to the 
effect of examining seamen at the port of arrival—should be found 
necessary, it would seem that Sec. 3 with its present tenor imposes 
a considerable additional burden on the foreign ship in providing 
that the alien shall be deported on another ship at the expense of 
the vessel by which brought, instead of allowing deportation on the 
same ship that brought the alien. 

2) Sec. 6, provides inter alias that all vessels when departing from 
the United States’ ports shall “carry a crew of at least equal num- 
ber” (as when arriving).
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Such a provision would cause great difficulties to foreign ships, 
not least passenger ships. This would seem obvious considering the 
fact that steamers usually clear before the Customs authorities the 
day prior to their sailing. In the case of desertion of any members 
of the crew just before sailing, the vessel would be held up awaiting 
the replacement of the deserters, which would. necessarily occasion 
great inconvenience and large expenses. 

3) Sec. 7, forbids the bringing into an American port as a mem- 
ber of a ship’s crew any alien who, if applying for admission as an 
Immigrant, would be subject to exclusion under subdivision (c) of 
Section 13 of the Immigration Act of 1924. 

In so far as this prescription will apply to aliens racially excluded 
this provision would seriously affect Danish ships using oriental 
crews, such as in particular ships trading to American ports at the 
Pacific Ocean. 

The Danish Minister would greatly appreciate if through the good 
offices of the State Department the above considerations may be 
brought to the notice of the proper Committee of Congress and that 
the said Committee may be informed of the concern felt by the 
Danish shipping circles with regard to this proposed legislation. 

WASHINGTON, January 9, 1982. 

150.071 Control/128 

The Belgian E'mbassy to the Department of State 

[Translation ] 

Awr-MEMOIRE 

The Embassy of Belgium has been charged by the Government of | 
the King with the honor of calling the kind attention of the Depart- 
ment of State to certain provisions of a bill introduced in the Senate 
by Senator King and in the House by Mr. Schneider and which is 
entitled “A bill to provide for the deportation of certain alien sea- 
men and for other purposes”. . 

Without entering into the details of this bill the apparent aim of 
which is to enforce the present regulations in immigration matters, 
the Embassy of the King takes the liberty to observe that it seems 
to go contrary to certain customs generally accepted in international 
law and that its application would create the most serious difficulties 
for Belgian ships frequenting United States ports. 

WasHinetTon, January 15, 1982.
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150.071 Control/130 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Castle) of a 
Conversation With the British Ambassador (Lindsay ) 

[Wasuineron,] January 22, 1982. 

The British Ambassador asked if I could tell him what, if any- 

thing, the Government was going to do about the King Bill. I said 
that, of course, this Department was very strongly opposed to the - 
Bill, that I understood the hearing before the Committee of the Sen- 

ate was to be on Tuesday and that this Department would certainly 
be represented in opposition. I told him I thought the Department 
of Commerce would undoubtedly also be represented. I said that it 
was impossible to prophesy as to what action would be taken by Con- 
gress, but there was no doubt that the Government would do all it 

could to prevent the passage of the Bill. 
W. R. Castie, JR. 

150.071 Control/131 

The Canadian Legation to the Department of State 

MermorsaNDUM 

Senate Bill No. S. 7, entitled “A Bill to provide for the deporta- 
tion of certain alien seamen, and for other purposes”, is today being 
considered by the Senate of the United States. An _ identical 
measure, H. R. 4648, has been referred to the Committee on Immi- 
gration of the House of Representatives. This Bill repeats the pro- 
visions of other measures of the same title which in recent sessions 
of Congress, while making some legislative progress, have failed of 
enactment. | 

Though the object of the Bill is to amend certain provisions of 
the immigration laws relating to alien seamen, in practice its results 
would be far more extensive than its title implies. The Canadian 

Legation has received instructions to draw attention to the serious 
effect which the enactment of the Bill would have upon Canadian 

shipping. | 
In general terms, the Bill would require the Immigration author- 

ities to exercise a control over the composition of the crews of foreign 

vessels in United States ports to a degree which does not accord with 
the well established international understanding and practice that 
the territorial authorities shall refrain from interference with the 

internal economy of private vessels of foreign States. 

In effect the Bill would discriminate against foreign vessels trad- 
ing to United States ports, and this discrimination would be espe-
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cially marked in the case of vessels employing a proportion of 

Oriental seamen in their crews. Under Section 7 of the Bill a vessel 
of Asiatic registry would be permitted to enter a United States port 
carrying a crew made up of its own nationals, whereas vessels regis- 

tered in Canada and in other maritime countries would be prevented: 
from employing any Asiatic labour. These provisions could not fail 

to operate in favour of Japan and other Asiatic countries at the ex- 

pense of shipping registered in Canada and in other maritime 
countries. 

Under Section 6 of the Bill, clearance would be refused to vessels | 
departing from the United States unless they carried a crew of at 
least the same number as they carried on arrival. Compliance with 
this provision would often be a matter of extreme difficulty; it 

could not fail to lead to much unnecessary inconvenience, in many 

cases involving the alteration of sailing schedules and serious loss 
of business. 

Particularly severe inconvenience to and interference with the 
daily international traffic on the Great Lakes and other constant 

services between nearby Canadian and United States ports would 
result from the enactment of the measure. 

For these reasons it will be appreciated that His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment in Canada are especially disturbed by the possible passage 
of this legislation. They feel that it will cause great disruption of 

shipping facilities and trade between the United States and Canada 
and other countries without in fact effectively serving the purpose 

for which the Bill is sponsored in Congress. The Canadian Legation 
is therefore desired to express the earnest hope that the Bill will not 

become law. | 

WasuHIneTon, January 27, 1932. 

150.071 Control/135 

The French Ambassador (Claudel) to the Secretary of State 

{Translation ] 

. Wasuineron, February 15, 1932. 

Mr. SecrReETARY oF State: By a note dated October 6 last,!! Mr. J. 
Henry, Chargé d’Affaires in my absence, had the honor to invite 
Your Excellency’s attention to the disadvantages for the French 

merchant marine that might be involved in the “Alien Seamen’s Act” 
bill, commonly called the “King Bill”. 

" Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, p. 819.
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| I take the liberty today of adding the following to the considera- 
tions set forth in the said note: 

The provisions of the “King Bill” are in opposition to French 
legislation relative to the composition of the crews of French vessels. 
In truth, under the terms of this legislation, only French vessels 
whose crews are, at least to the extent of three-fourths, composed of 
French citizens, can be considered as French vessels. Now, with re- 
spect to the application of this rule, all the natives of the French 
colony of Indo-China, whether they are French subjects or protégés. 
are considered to be French. It is proper to point out that many 
of these natives are used in the engine rooms, the hard conditions 

| of which they are better suited to support than are Europeans. 

In submitting this point to the kind attention of your Excellency, 
I am happy to avail myself [etc. ] P. CLAUDEL



REPRESENTATIONS BY FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS WITH 
RESPECT TO SENATE BILLS RELATING TO PAYMENT 
OF ADVANCE WAGES TO SEAMEN ON FOREIGN 
VESSELS } 

196.6/1148 

The Swedish Legation to the Department of State 

MermoranDUM 

A bill has been introduced by Senator LaFollette, numbered S. 1559 
and entitled : 

“A Bill relating to the payment of advance wages and allotments 
in respect of seamen on foreign vessels, and making further provi- 
sion for carrying out the purposes of the Seamen’s Act, approved 
March 4, 1915.” 2 

The effect of this bill in practice would be to give jurisdiction to 
the courts of the United States, even in case of a contract legally 
entered into between Swedes on a Swedish vessel while in Sweden. 
By thus extending the limits over which a law-making power has 

_ jurisdiction the bill, should it become law, would be contrary to 
international comity and to fundamental principles of law commonly 
acknowledged among nations. 

Wasuineton, January 14, 1932. 

196,6/1149 

The British Embassy to the Department of State 

No. 36 

The British Embassy present their compliments to the Department 
of State and beg to draw their attention to Senate Bill No. S-1559 
introduced by Senator LaFollette. This bill is identical with Senate 
Bill No. S-814 introduced during the last session of Congress. In 
these circumstances the British Embassy venture to draw attention to 
the memorandum on the subject addressed by Sir Ronald Lindsay to 
the Secretary of State in his letter of February 28th, 1931,3 and to 

* Continued from Foreign Relations, 1981, vol. 1, pp. 808-814. 
7 Introduced December 14, 1931; see Congressional Record, vol. 75, pt. 1, p. 440. 
* Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, p. 811. 
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the previous memorandum on the subject addressed to Mr. Gilbert 
on March 19th, 1930.4 

The British Embassy are instructed that the views expressed in 

these memoranda regarding the serious objections to which the bill 

: is open from the point of view of His Majesty’s Government in the 

United Kingdom still hold good. 

WASHINGTON, January 29, 1932. 

196.6/1152 

The Swedish Legation to the Department of State 

A bill has been introduced by Senator LaFollette numbered 8. 1558 

and entitled : 

“A Bill to amend certain laws relating to American Seamen, and 
for other purposes”’.® 

Reference is made to the memorandum of this Legation dated 
January 14, 19382, concerning the bill 1559, introduced by Senator 
LaFollette. It would seem that the same arguments set forth in that 
memorandum can be applied in opposition to the passage of the 
above mentioned bill No. 1558. 

Wasuineron, April 4, 1932. 

* Foreign Relations, 1981, vol. 1, p. 808. 
‘Introduced December 14, 1931; see Congressional Record, vol. 75, pt. 1, p. 440.
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431, 482, 489, 448, 467-468, 469— Support of Hoover proposal, 284, 
470; Czechoslovak proposal of 290 
informal conversations, 341- Views on naval armament ques- 
342; legality of German claim, tions, 89; supervision and 
420, 482, 489, 4483; opposition control of armaments, 39 
to proposal of Franco-German Austria: Abstention from voting 
direct conversations, 419-420, on resolution of adjournment, 
421, 425-426; sample types of July 28, 312, 317; return of 
prohibited weapons, question Germany to Conference, views 
of concession to Germany, on, 397; support of Hoover 
449_450 proposal, 277 

Denmark (see also under Disarmament Belgium : 
Conference: Attitude of the pow- Support of Hoover proposal, 277 
ers): Views on chemical warfare ques- 

Ratification of Convention for Pro- tions, 374-875; land arma- 
moting Safety of Life at Sea, ment questions, 151; return 
signed May 31, 1929, report of, of Germany to Conference, 
913 397 

Representations against U. 8. Con- Bolivia: Affirmative vote on reso- 

gressional bills for deportation lution of adjournment, July 28, 
of certain alien seamen, 954-955 ; 317; support of Hoover pro- 
against shipping bills dealing | posal, 284, 290 
with “tourist cruises” and “fight- Brazil: Aggressive weapons pro- 
ing ships,” 941-942 posal of American delegation, 

‘Treaty of commerce and navigation 88-89; land armament ques- 
with United States, April 26, tions, 151; support of Hoover 
1826, 942 proposal, 277, 290 

Deportation of certain alien seamen, Bulgaria: Abstention from voting 
representations by foreign govern- on resolution of adjournment, 
ments against U. S. Congressional July 23, 312, 317; Hoover pro- 
bills regarding, 944-958 posal, 284; land armament 

Disarmament Conference, 1-574 questions, 151 
Aggressive weapons, American dele- Canada, support of Hoover pro- 

gation proposal for abolition: posal, 277 
Address by Acting Chairman, April China: 

11, embodying proposal: For- Abstention from voting on arms 
mulation, 29, 58, 59-62, 65, 68, truce extension, 317 ; on reso- 
70-71, 72, 72-73, 78, 74, 75-76, lution of adjournment, July 
83-84; text, 76-83 28, 311, 317 

Extension to air and naval arma- Naval armament questions, 100 
ments, question of, 71, 73-74, Support of British resolution re- 
75-76, 87-88, 89-90, 1038 garding qualitative limita- 

Proceedings regarding, 84, 85, 88— tion, 100; of Hoover pro- 
89, 90-92, 98-99, 102-103; un- posal, 284 
favorable attitude of France, Colombia, support of Hoover pro- 
84-87, 107 posal, 279, 2838, 290 

Uruguayan disclaimer of opposi- Cuba, support of Hoover proposal, 
tion, 89, 92-95 277, 290
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Attitude of the powers—Continued. Attitude of the powers—Continued. 

Czechoslovakia : Support of Hoover Germany—Continued. 
proposal, 279280 return of Opening speech: 
Germany to Conference, views 7 

on, 341-343, 397 Views of France, 55-56; United 
Denmark: Resolution for study Views 0 wre 48 , 

of aggressive weapons prohibi- States, 44-40, 
tion, 92, 102-108; support of Participation of German leaders 
Hoover proposal, 277 in conversations with Secre- 

Dominican Republic, support of tary Stimson at Geneva, 104, 
Hoover proposal, 277, 290 105, 108, 108-113 : 

Estonia, support of Hoover pro- Return of Germany to the Con- 
posal, 283-284 ference. See under Demand 

Finland, opposition to Hoover pro- of Germany for equality of 
posal, 277 armaments: Abstention from 

France (see also Franco-Italian participation in Disarma- 
naval controversy and French ment Conference. 

plan, infra) : jews: ons pro- 
Participation of French leaders View Lot Aimerican delega- 

in conversations with Secre- tion, 84: air armament ques- 
tary Stimson at Geneva, 104 tions, 43-44, 112; French 
105, 105-106, 107, 108, 108- plan, 348, 8397-398, 473 ; Hoo- 
109, 112-113 ver proposal, 216, 313, 451; 

Report of opening speech, 20 land armament questions, 
Views: Aggressive weapons pro- 42.43, 151; naval armament 

posal of American delega- questions, 43; qualitative 

tion, 84-87, 107; air arma-|  . limitation, support of British 
ment questions, 175, 178-179, resolution regarding, 97, 102; 
229, 357, 361, 385-386 ; Brit- resolution of adjournment, 
ish resolution regarding July 28, negative vote on, 
qualitative limitation, 99- 309, 310, 312-313, 314, 315- 

warfare questions 175, 179- B16, 817, 400, eT; Super 
180, 383, 361, 867, 869, 374_| - vision ang Control of arma 
375; effectives formula of Great Britain : 

tae cent toy iectye Efforts to secure return of Ger- 
, , , , many to Conference. See un- 234, 254, 312, 348, 3856-357 

. . se der Demand of Germany for 382-383 ; expenditures limi- . . A 
tation, 175, 268, 294, 295, 296- equality of armaments: At 
297, 311-312, 326: Hoover titude of the powers: Great 

proposal, 216, 217, 218, 219, Britain. 
222-223, 227, 234-235, 243- Naval armament questions (see 

244, 258, 312, 849, 350, 356, also Baldwin proposals, 
360, 382, 384, 480, 438, 471; infra) : 
land armament questions, Proposal of pre-Conference 
151, 175, 229-280, 357, 361; agreement among signa- 
383, 392; naval armament tories of London Naval 
questions, general, 63, 107, Treaty, 12-16; U. S. atti- 
175, 234, 357, ube 885, 392 ; tude, 25 
supervision and control of i 
armaments, 57, 231-232, 247. eA DDE O88. 20. B63 26H 
248, 340, 861, 362, 383-384; 325326, 378-879. 396 
treaty of limited objectives, Oven: 137, 227, 400 pening speech, report, 20 

. Germany (see also Demand of Participation of British leaders 
Germany for equality of arma- in conversations with Secre- 
ments: Abstention from partict- tary Stimson at Geneva, 104— 
pation in Disarmament Con- 105, 107-108, 108-113, 114- 
ference) : 115 

Negative vote on resolution of Proposal of Preparatory Com- 
adjournment, July 238, 309, mission’s draft convention 
310, 312-318, 314, 315-816, as basis of discussion, and 
317, 417, 426-427 acceptance, 20, 48-49
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Great Britain—Continued. Italy—Continued. 
Qualitative limitation, introduc- 224; land armament ques- 

tion and acceptance of reso- tions, 32, 88; naval arma- 
lution regarding, 97-98, 99- ment questions, general, 31, 
103 32, 88, 107; supervision and 

Resolution of adjournment, July control of armaments, 248, 
23: Discussions resulting in 367; support of British reso- 
reconciliation of U. S. and lution regarding qualitative 
British views, 264-266, 271- limitation, 97 
277, 277-278, 280-282, 287- Japan: 
289, 294; German support, Naval armament questions: 
efforts to secure, 313-314 Proposals: Presentation to the 

Views (see also Naval armament Bureau, 408-409 ; text, 410- 
questions, supra): Aggres- 415 
sive weapons proposal of Views, general, 15, 32, 68, 91, 
American delegation, 84, 107 ; 185, 216, 237 
air armament questions, 118- Report of opening speech, 32 
119, 124, 178-179, 194, 229, Views (see also Naval armament 
264, 285, 286, 288, 310-311, questions, supra): Aggres- 
396; chemical warfare ques- Sive weapons proposal of 
tions, 20, 179-180, 286, 333, American delegation, 91-92; 
368, 374-375; effectives for- air armament questions, 32, 
mula of President Hoover, 91, 287, 817; chemical war- 
172, 286, 288, 396; expendi- fare questions, 333, 3868-369 ; 
tures limitation, 268, 296— Hoover proposal, 216, 218, 
297, 311; French plan, 389, 219, 237, 410; resolution of 
395, 496-497; Hoover pro- adjournment, July 23, 317; 
posal, 194, 197, 204, 205, 215- supervision and control of 

216, 216, 218-219, 222, 237- armaments, 362; support of 
238, 252; land armament British resolution regarding 

questions, 151, 194, 285-286, qualitative limitation, 100 
396; supervision and control Latvia, support of Hoover pro- 
of armaments, 286, 288, 362, posal, 283-284 - 
367, 396 Lithuania, support of Hoover pro- 

Hungary: Abstention from voting posal, 283-284 
on resolution of adjournment, Mexico, support of Hoover pro- 
July 23, 312, 318, 817; support posal, 279, 283, 290 
of Hoover proposal, 277 Netherlands : 

Italy (see also Franco-Italian Support of Hoover proposal, 279, 
naval controversy, infra) : 283 

Abstention from voting on reso- Views: Chemical warfare ques- 
lution of adjournment, July tions, 383; land armament 
23, 310, 817 questions, 311; resolution of 

Participation of Italian repre- adjournment, July 28, 311 
sentatives in conversations Persia: Proposal for international- 

with Secretary Stimson at ization of arms manufacture, 
Geneva, 104, 105, 118 89; views on Hoover proposal, 

Proposal for abolition of aggres- 284 
sive weapons, 67-68, 88, 90- Poland: 
91, 102-103 Report of opening speech, 32 

Report of opening speech, 31- Views: Hoover proposal, 279- 
32; transmittal to Secretary 280; land armament ques- 
Stimson, 45 tions, 151; proposals before 

Views: Aggressive weapons pro- the Conference, general, 91; 
posal of American delega- return of Germany to Con- 
tion, 84, 88; air armament ference, 397 " 
questions, 82, 88; chemical Portugal, views on Hoover pro- 
warfare questions, 32, 338, posal, 279, 284 
374-375; effectives formula Rumania: Counterproposal to Brit- 
of President Hoover, 172; ish resolution regarding quali- 
expenditures limitation, 296- tative limitation, 101, 102; 
297; Hoover proposal, 216- views on Hoover proposal, 279 
217, 218, 219, 221.992 203. 284



INDEX 969 

Disarmament Conference—Continued. {Disarmament Conference—Continued. 
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ussia: ruguay: 

Negative vote on resolution of Proposal of joint declaration of 
adjournment, July 23, 310, Soa gs aye American 
311, 316, 317 ales, dl, Jo, I 

Total disarmament proposal: Re- Views on aggressive weapons 
port of speech, 32-33; rejec- proposal of American dele- 

tion by Conference, 48-49 gation, 89; disclaimer of 
Views: Air, land, naval arma- y opposition, 92-95 

ment questions, 310; chemi- enezuela, views on Hoover pro- 

cal warfare questions, 374— Y posal, 2719, 284, 290 
375; criteria for reduction, Res, Ietio, as . opposition to resolution re. esouution for abolition of aerial 
garding, 96; Hoover pro- ombardment, chemical and 
posal, 216; private manu- bacteriological warfare and 

facture of arms, 171; return . warships, o7 . 
of Germany to Conference, re Hoover proposal, 2 0, 
397; support of British reso- armed peaeue of Nations 

Fenn ee qualitative! pacteriological warfare. See Chemi- 
Spain: ? cal warfare, infra. 
pain. Baldwin, Stanley L., disarmament 
Proposal for advisory body of proposals: 

women’s organizations, 49- Informal suggestions: British-U. S. 
50 | discussions, 124-125, 129, 130_ 

Views: Chemical warfare ques- 131, 143, 157, 163-164, 165, 168, © 
tions, 333; Hoover proposal, 169-170, 177-178; question of 
279-280; land armament possible effect on U. S. posi- 
questions, 151; supervision tion, 143, 145-150, 153-157, 161, 
and control of armaments, 163-165, 167-168, 168-169; rep- 
340; general, 90-91 ier dat ods by United States, 

Sweden: : —161, 165-167, 168 
Support of Hoover propos: Official statement, reports, 263-264, 
ae ver proposal, 279, 265-266, 271-272, 272-278, 24, 

Views: Le P - D, a tions, at: a eeaatn of ad. Reconciliation with U. S. views. 
journment, July 23, 311: su- ee Conversations on naval 
pervision and control of questions: Anglo-American dis- 
armaments, 367 cussions, and Resolution of ad- 

Switzerland : . journment: Discussions, infra. 
i: Budgetary limitation. See Expendi- 

Affirmative vote on resolution of tures limitation, infra. 
adjournment, July 23, 310 Bureau of the Conference. See Work 

Support of Hoover proposal, 283, of the Bureau, infra. 284 Chemical warfare questions. See in- 
Views: Aggressive weapons pro- dividual countries under Attitude 

posal of American delega- of the powers, supra; and under 
tion, 84; air armament ques- United States, infra. 
tions, 310; chemical warfare Consultative pacts, U. S. attitude, 11, 
questions, 369; effectives for- 107, 202, 209, 210, 217, 217-218, 
mula of President Hoover, 224-225, 244-246, 248, 250-251, 
284; qualitative limitation, 348-349, 357-358, 359-360, 387- 
support of British resolution _ 388, 390-391, 398-399, 481-483 | 
regarding, 100: return of Criteria for reduction and limitation, Germany to Conference, 397 : resolution concerning determina- 
supervision and control of tion of, 96-97 
armaments, 284, 367 Mifectives formula of President 

Turkey: Abstention from votin Teer on resolution of a djournmane Explanation of formula, question of 
July 28, 316, 317: aggressive procedure to be followed in 
weapons proposal of American BO ro ae 59-61, 62, 68-69, 
delegation, 89; Hoover pro- 116, 140 145, i Bie ie ta posal, support, 277 te3° ’ , 146, 148, 156, 161- 

, , 251-252, 314
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Disarmament C onference—Co 
: 

Heectives formula—Continued. 
Disarmament Confere , 

nstructions to Acting Cha Hoover plan—C ence—Continued. 

regarding, 3 airman} § Reception—C ontinued. 

Provisions of nine-point proposal Resolution ooeenting 

eb. 9, regarding, 17, 22, 24- pom niaay ile Siu kL rvsenaee Sat-d 

25, 28, 29; of Hoover proposal, journ ee Resolution of ad- 

180, 181, 184-185, 18 posal, Relati nment, infra. 

213 
’ 7-188, 192 

elation of L 

g 
’ wa ausanne Conference 

mall states, question of modifica 189, Iho gt een 186-187, 

in considerati 
” , , 197-198, 198, 200 , 

E ate 258-259, 261-263 ‘988-984 Text, 212.014 
215, 224 204, 

ov C itures limitation. See Fr Kell De 214 

reat Britain, and Ital ance, ellogg-Briand Pact, relati 

Attitude of the powers, under aT ie proposals 2. 3 ° oe 

and under Uni 
’ upra, 

7, 212, 255 7) 1, 

Franco-Italian naval conteee infra. 390 391, 4994 rredoe 318, 380, 

lation, 6, 18, 14, 15, 21 39, OY re- tion regarding consultat; S. posi- 

5758, 61, 186, 177" 181-182, 188 202, 217, 217-218, 250, B87. 360° 

192, 214, 326, 379-380 408" 188, 391,482.488 
387, 390- 

French plan: , 402 Land armament questions. 8S 

esentation to B 
ividual c i _ Bee in- 

350, 360-361 : urea, 343, 348- of the mowers, wa under Attitude 

mission, 415° eneral Com- United States tnira. and under 

Reception in German Naval armament Pili 

348, 397-398, 473 y, reports, dividual co questions. See in- 

Text, 330.386 
of the mowers. ies under Attitude 

United States: Comment of Ameri United States’ supra; and under 

can delegation, 388-3 eri-| Nine-point pr , infra. 

399, 404; discussions “St oT delegation Prat of | American 

with French, 348-350 3: plan Chairman, Fe dress by Acting 

rroore Doom 478; 481-484 Bo Sos, posal: Formulation ie ae. 

toover plan of disarmament, Ju 20, 20-25; veport Of fae 13 

: 
’ ne 

* ’ 0 a 

Formulation: 
Organization. 30-31, 41; text ob 8 

Memorandum of the Presi tions of » arrangements, and ques- 

oa ea views of Sone 
of the Pare ure (see also Work 

and Under § ary infra) : au: Organization 

State, 182-186 ccretary of ra); Bureau authority, te . 

Statement embodying plan: mission, 46-48, to General Com: 

raft, 186-188; discussi Of wontnitters 4S. eee ighment 

and revisio 
Ssions Co eet ae 18, 49; Gen 

1 ns, 189, 191 mmission meeti eral 

98, 194-195, 201-202, 209_ 107, 817, 322: plena, 58, 74, 103 

_ 210, 211-212’ » 209- 1218-19. 46847. sessions, 

Final text, 212-214 
tion to | 48, 317; U. S. opposi- 

Presentation : 
18-19 is adjournments, 16, 

rocedure in release of state Private conversatio 

3 

with British consultations 
sentatives of leading powe 5 see 

189-191, 194 at French, also Stimson, visit to Ge (see 

199; British’ support’ ques infra) : | eneva, 

tion of, 196 Support, ques- First phase, April_June: 

202_ , 197, 199-200 Franco - G 

02-209; simultaneous pub- -German _ conversati 

lication in Washi S pub- under Anglo-Ameri 10ns 

196, 197, 198 ag neton, 189, pices, unrealized plan: als- 

Re 207-209, 211 3 208-204, 206, 108, 108-109, yea for, 

marks accompanying pr ia 119, 121-122, 125 128 

tation to Con presen- 
9-140, 142 14 _ ™ ’ 

O01: to Amen ee, oo 153, 169, 170, 174, 288 239 
515 merican press, 214- Triparti ta conve, 174, 238-239 

Reception by th 
Great wersations, U. 8. 

R y the Conference: 
Britain-Fran 

eports of speeches, 215-218 175, 178-180 ce, 174- 

267, 277, 278279 on 266- U. 8. conversati 
' 

283-284, 290; U. S eid 280, 
sentatives of F. with repre- 

of appreciation and replies, 54-50, 127-128, 182.130, 142° 

218-219, 221-298, 200. eplies, 148, 171-172 T2177; tent 
Brita 7; Great 

in, 117-120, 121-126,
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Disarmament Conference—Continued. | Disarmament Conference—Continued. 

Private Conversations “Continued. Supervision nd control of arma- 

First phase—Continued. ments. See individual countries 
129, 130-131, 148, 157-161, under Attitude of the powers, 
163-167, 168, 169170, 172, supra; and under United States, 
177-178; Italy, 17 infra. 

Second phase, leading to resolution| Treaty of limited objectives, U. S. and 
of adjournment, July 23: French views, 187, 226-228, 233, 

Four-power conversations, 293- 399_405 
294, 296-297 United States: 

Kellogg, Frank B., visit to Air armament questions (see also - 
Geneva, 241-242, 278 Aggressive weapons proposal: 

Tripartite conversations, U. S.- Eetonsion to a ad Paval 

Sr a a 225- armaments, supra) : Provisions 
; of Hoover proposal, 182, 188, 

U. S. conversations with repre- 191, 192, 213.214 220; views, 

’ —200, ’ - 146, 148, 150, 152, 155, 178-179, . 
aoe oer oe aie 228-229, 256, 259-260, 270, 288, 

; Germany, ’ ’ 291, 307, 402 
Great Britain, 237-241, 242- Appointment and instructions of 
Pan on are Joo jee Acting Chairman of delegation, 

— ’ ’ ™ ’ ~— 1-12 

289, 290-298, 294; Italy, 248; Argentine proposal regarding con- 
Japan, cin oap govern- traband and free shipment of 

’ foodstuffs, 40, 41 
Qualitative limitation, British reso- Chemical warfare questions: Posi- 

lutions and acceptance, 97-98, 99- tion in Bureau sessions, 333- 
103; reports of special commis- 334 355-356, 366-367, 368, 369- 
sions regarding, deferment, 171 370, 374.377, 402, 408; provi- 

Resolution of adjournment of Gen- sions of Hoover proposal, 182, 
eral Commission, July 23, accept- 184, 188, 213, 215; views, 9, 
ing Hoover proposal in principle: 22, 29, 66, 70, 82, 120-121, 126- 

Discussions resulting in reconcilia- 127. 129-130, 141-142, 147-148, 
tion of British and U. S. views, 157. 179-180. 228. 256, 269-270 
264-266, 271-277, 277-278, 280- 299° nn 
282, 287-289, 204; in support of | Consultative pacts, 11, 107, 202, 209, 
resolution by France and Italy, 910. 217. 217-218. 224-225, 244. 
282, 298-294, 295, 296-297, 305; 246, 248, 250-251, 348-349, 357- 
in U. S. failure to secure Ger- 358. 359 360 397 _388 390-391 
man support, 309, 815-316 398-399 481_483 , , 

Rep Cieeaiigolon tending ‘ S orien. Denial of alleged arrangements 

tion, 266-267, 277, 278-279, 279- Regarding Oe arations: st 
280, 283-284, 305, 310-314, 316- , ’ 

317 | exponditares vintation 4.6, 22 Text: Drafts, 255-257, 284-287; 29-93, 30, 33-34, 66, 1 46, 1 48, 
final text, 318-322 98. 210, 980, 231. 256, 260. 2 

U. S. position: Address by Acting 193, 210, 230, 231, 256, 260, 268- 
. . 269, 270, 295-296, 296-304, 307- 

Chairman explaining, text, 308 326-32 3 
305-308; development, 189, 190, » 826-827, 85 
200, 227-228, 233, 253-258, 259_ French plan: Comment of Ameri- 

261, 268-269, 290-293, 294, 295- can delegation, 388-393, 398- 
304 399, 404 ; Franco-American dis- 

Stimson, Henry L., visit to Geneva: cussions, 348-350, 356-358, 359- 
Conversations : Continuation among 360, 478, 481-484 

chief delegates, arrangements German disarmament proposals, 
for, 112-115; reports, 104-113 44.45, 48 

Subjects of discussions OS toe Land armament questions (see also 
ment questions, 104, 105- ; ggressive weapons proposal, 
Far Hastern crisis, 104, 104- supra): Position in Bureau 
105, 108; German problems, sessions, 336-337, 338-339, 402 ; 
108-112; proposed Danubian provisions of Hoover proposal, 
customs union, Italian attitude, 182, 184, 188, 213, 214, 215, 220; 
105 views, 5, 22, 29, 44-45, 48, 65,
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Disarmament Conference—Continued. {Disarmament Conference—Continued. 
United States—Continued. Work of the Bureau-—Continued. 

Land armament questions—Con. U. S. participation: Representa- 
146, 147, 150-151, 154, 156-157, tives, selection, 828, 332n; 
256, 270, 291, 3038-304, 311 State, War and Navy Depart- 

Naval armament questions (see ments, consultation concerning, 
also Baldwin proposal, supra, 322-324, 326-327 
and Conversations on naval] Dominican Republic. See under Dis- 
questions) : armament Conference: Attitude of 

Provisions of Hoover proposal, the powers. 
181, 181-182, 1838, 184, 185- 
186, 188, 192-193, 194-195, Economic Conference. See Monetary 
195, 201, 204, 209, 211-212, and Economic Conference. 
215, 220 Estonia. See under Disarmament Con- 

Views: General, 22, 24, 29, 63-64, ference: Attitude of the powers, 
64-65, 73, 74, 75-76, 87-88, and under War debt payments to 

107, 146, 148, 149, 153-154, United States. 

ae ae |r cenngton S*-—| Par Hastern crisis, 36, 87, 104-105, 108, 
London naval treaties, rela-| _.. 117-118, 188, 139, 468, 553-554 
tion to work of Conference Finland (see also under Disarmament 
6-8. 13-14. 21-22 25 26_27. Conference: Attitude of the powers, 
29 , 3334 ’ 57_58. 7576 90. and under War debt payments to 
146 153_154 155-156 "481. United States), ratification of Con- 
4139 194.195. 195 O14 930, vention for Promoting Safety of 
O57, 289, 395-326, "400 , Life at Bea, signed May 31, 1929, 
ae ee report of, 

OPE, 18-19, 3° adjournments, Five-Power Declaration, signed Dec. 11. 

Qualitative limitation, support of See under Demand of Germany for 
British resolution regarding, equality of armaments. 
98, 99 France (see also Conversations on naval 

Supervision and control of arma- questions; and under the follow- 
ments, 9-10, 57, 231, 236, 248 ing: _Demand of Germany for 
249, 256, 270, 288, 340-341. 344. equality of armaments : Attitude of 

348, 351-355, 358-359, 362. 269_ the powers ; Disarmament Confer- 
366, 367, 370-374, 377-378, 326 ence: Attitude of the powers ; War 
402-408, 405-408 , debt payments to United States): 

Treaty of limited objectives, 137,{ “‘ttitude toward Monetary and 
236228, 233, 399-405 Economic Conference, 830-831 ; 

Versailles treaty, relation, 56, 109- toward proposed economic con- 
111, 185, 188, 169, 170, 174, 181, rederation of Danubian states, 
187, 192, 218, 234, 235, 289, 246, 4, 850, 858 . 
248, 331, 332, 395, 403-404 Ratification of Convention for Pro- 

Washington and London naval trea- moting Safety of Life at Sea, 
ties, relation, 6-8, 12-16, 21-22, signed May 31, 1929, report of, 
25, 26-27, 29,'38-84, 57-58, 75-76, v3 
90, 146, 153-154, 155-156, 181, 182, Representations against U. 8S. Con- 
194-195, 195, 214, 230, 257, 289 gressional bills for deportation 
325, 326, 400 , , , of certain alien seamen, 957-958 ; 

Work of the Bureau, Sept. 21-Dec. 13: against shipping bills dealing 
Organization, arrangements, and with “tourist cruises” and “fight- 

questions of procedure, 317, Si ing ships, 922-924, 9347 

322, 332-338, 834-336, 3387-938,| “Pitzbergen Treaty of Feb. 9, 1920, 
348, 415, 416 , inquiry as to U. 8. attitude con- 

Question of postponement, attitude cerning adherence of Soviet 
of France, 329-382; Great Union, 901-902 
Britain, 329; United States,| General Disarmament Conference. See 
327-328, 329, 330 Disarmament Conference. 

Refusal of Germany to participate. | Gentlemen’s Agreement, July 8. See 
See Demand of Germany for under War debt payments to United 
equality of armaments: Absten- _ States: Lausanne Conference. 

Re ont boo > Germany (see also Demand of Germany 
ports of proceedings, 382-338, for equality of armaments; Poland: 
334-335, 338, 340, 342-344, 360- Boundary with Germany; also 

- 062, 367-369, 374-875, 3938-397 under Disarmament Conference:
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Attitude of the powers, and under Messages to Congress: Dec. 6, 

War debt payments to United ix-xix;: Dec. 19, xx-xXXV 

States) : Moratorium on_ intergovernmental 

Attitude toward Monetary and]. debts, negotiation of agreements 

Economie Conference, 829-830; legalizing. See War debt pay- 

toward proposed economic con- ments to United States: Hoover 

federation of Danubian states, moratorium. 

858 Hungary (see also under Disarma- 
Ratification of Convention for Pro- ment Conference: Attitude of the 

moting Safety of Life at Sea, powers, and under War debt pay- 
signed May 31, 1929, report of, ments to United States), attitude 
913 | toward proposed economic con- 

Representations against U. 8. Con- federation of Danubian states, 847 
gressional bills for deportation 
of certain alien seamen, 945-946 ; . . . 
against shipping bills dealing Immigration. See Deportation of cer- 

with “tourist cruises” and “fight- tain alien seamen. 
ing ships,” 916, 924-926, 9384n India, question of membership on Pre- 

Treaty of commerce and consular paratory Committee of Experts, 

rights with United States, Dec. Monetary gin’ Eeonomic Confer- 

8, 1923, 925-926 ence, - 

Great Britain (see also Conversations | Italy (see also Conversations on naval 
on naval questions; and under the questions ; and under the following : 

following: Demand of Germany for Demand of Germany for equality 
equality of armaments: Attitude of armaments: Attitude of the 
of the powers; Disarmament Con- powers ; Disarmament Conference: 
ference: Attitude of the powers; Attitude of the powers ; War debt 

War debt payments to United Abie te to vane States) j RB 
States) : itude towar onetary and Eco- 

Attitude toward proposed economic nomic Conference, 832; toward 
confederation of Danubian states, eee ont oon Bh ae 
848, 850, ’ a 

Representations: against U. S. Con- 853, 856-857, 858 . 
gressional bills: Ratification of Convention for Pro- 

Bills relating to seamen: Deporta- moting Safety of Life at Sea. 
tion of certain alien seamen, ag May 31, 1929, report of, 

vance wages "to seamen ‘on| Representations, against U.S. Con 
foreign vessels, 959-960 “ 

Shipping bills dealing with “tourist of certain alien seamen, 948-949 ; 
cruises” and “fighting ships,” against shipping bills dealing 

914-915, 916-919, 934-985; re- with hoa egy pee and “fight- 
ports on discussions between ns SPs, - as 

tics ; ‘aning in| Lreaty of commerce and navigation 
amare and, US. shipping ine with United States, Fed. 26, 1871, 
British, 931, 983-941, 942-9438 * 

Safety of life at sea, convention and 
regulations proposed by inter-| Japan (see also Conversations on naval 
national conference, 1929: questions, and wnder Disarma- 

Proposed date for adoption, 903- ment Conference: Attitude of the 
904, 907-909, 910-911, 912- powers) : 
913; U. S. position, 911 Reservation regarding Chinese par- 

Ratification of convention signed ticipation on Preparatory Com- 
May 31, 1929, report of, 913 mittee of Experts for Monetary 

Suggested amendments to regula- and Economie Conference, 844 
tions, 903-906, 910; U.S. views, Safety of life at sea, suggested 
909-910, 911-912 amendment to regulations pro- 

Greece. See under War debt payments posed by international confer- 
to United States. ence, 1929, 908, 905-906; U. S. 

Hoover, Herbert (President) : views, 910 
Disarmament proposals. See Effec- 

tives formula and Hoover plan] Kellogg, Frank R., visit to Geneva, 
under Disarmament Conference. 241-242, 278
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Kellogg-Briand Pact: Monetary Conference—Continued. 
Address by Secretary Stimson before Attitude of the powers—Continued. 

Council on Foreign Relations, Japan, reservation regarding 
New York, Aug. 8, text, 575-583 Chinese participation on Ex- 

Relation to proposals before Disarma- perts Committee, 844 
ment Conference, 2, 3, 181, 187, Other governments: Belgium, 832; 
212, 255, 284-285, 318, 380, 390- Eastern European countries, 
391, 482-483; to U. S. position on 833; France, 830-831; Ger- 
consultative pacts, 202, 217, 217- many, 829-830; Italy, 832; 

218, 250, 387, 390-391, 482-483 Netherlands, 832; Scandinav- 
ian countries, 833; Switzer- 

Latvia. See under Disarmament Con- Tauern none: 
ference: Attitude of the powers, . . 
and under War debt payments to Relation, 811, 814, 815, 819, 820, 

United States. _ 834 ‘ain f 
Lausanne Conference. See under Mone- Suggestion by Great Britain ts 

tary and Economic Conference, preparation of oo ot eS 
and under War debt payments to at Lausanne, 8 ro 
United States. . rejection, 813 

League of Nations: Name of Conference, question of 

Monetary and Economic Conference, terminology to be used, 810, 815, 
role of League in organization 817, 824, 826-827, 833-834 
and arrangements, 814-817, 825,| Organization and arrangements (see 

834. also Lausanne Conference, supra, 

Narcotic drugs control, U. 8. conver- and Preparatory committees, 
sation with Secretary General infra) : . 
concerning early implementation British-U. 8S. preliminary consulta- 
of Convention of July 18, 1931, tions, 808-812, 813; notifica- 
899; suggested League com- tion to France and Italy con- 

muniqué, U. S. disapproval, 900 cerning, 810, 812-813 
Lithuania. See under Disarmament Date, question of, 812, 813, 815, 822, 

Conference: Attitude of the powers, 825, 836-837, 839 : 
and under War debt payments to Invitation to U. S., transmittal, 

United States. 836 . , 
London Economic Conference. See tena eiT Nes {roe 814-815, 

a onetary and Economic Confer- Place of meeting, selection of Lon- 
° don, 809-810, 812, 815, 822, 825 

Preparatory committees (see also 
Mexico. See under Disarmament Con- Lausanne Conference, supra): - 

ference: Attitude of the powers. Invitations to participate, and U.S. 
Monetary and Economic Conference to conditional acceptance, 814- 

be held in London, 1933, prelimin- 815, 816, 817-819, 827, 8385 
aries (see also War debt payments League of Nations plans and adop- 
to United States: Anglo-French tion of resolution constituting 
Declaration), 808-845 committees, 814-817, 834 

Attitude of the powers (see also Organizing Committee: 
United States, infra): Composition and functions, 814— 

Great Britain: 815, 816-817 
Consultations with United States, Meeting, arrangements for, 815, 

preliminary, 808-812, 813; 822, 822-823, 824-826 
notification to France and U. S. representatives: Appoint- 
Italy concerning, 810, 812- ment, 820-821, 821-822, 823- 
813 824; reports on committee 

Reservation regarding Chinese proceedings, 824-826, 837; 
participation on Experts statement regarding work of 
Committee, 844 Experts Committee, 837-888, 

Suggestion for preparation of 839 
data by experts at Lausanne, Preparatory Committee of Experts: 
811-812; U. S._ rejection, Composition and functions, 814, 
813 816-817 

Views regarding prevailing mone-| ° Meetings, arrangements for, 814, 
tary and economic problems, 819-820, 821, 824, 837, 838, 
831-832 839, 840-842
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Monetary Conference—Continued. Narcotic drugs control, U. 8S. desire for 
Prepartory committees—Continued. early implementation of Conven- 

Preparatory Committee, etc.—Con. tion for Limiting Manufacture and 
Representatives of the govern- Regulating Distribution of Narcotic 

ments (see also U. S. repre- Drugs, signed July 18, 1981, 897- 
sentatives, infra) : List, 825; 900 
qualifications, 827-829 ; ques- Conversation with Secretary Gen- 
tion of participation of China eral of League of Nations con- 
and India, 837, 838, 840, 843- cerning, 899; U. S. disapproval 
845 of suggested League commu- 

U. S. representatives: Appoint- niqué, 900 
ment and instructions, 834-| Instructions to diplomatic officers to . 

835; difficulties confronting, urge ratification, 897-898 
828-829, 837-838, 839, 841,| Naval questions. See Conversations on 
842; position regarding par- naval questions; and the following 
ticipation of China and under Disarmament Conference: 
India, 837, 8838, 840, 843-845 ; Baldwin disarmament proposals, 
report on work of Commit- Franco-Italian naval controversy, 
tees, transmittal, 839-840 N nd ne armament questions. 

R : _| Netherlands (see also under Disarma- 
cation seuteeration 860" eco ment Conference: Attitude of the 

United States (see also Organizing Monctart and Economic Conference 
Committee: U. S. representatives attitude concerning, 882-833 , 

and Preparatory Committee of} Representations against U. S. Con- 
Experts: U. 8S. representatives gressional bills for de ort ti 
under Preparatory committees . : aera supra) : ’ of certain alien seamen, 944, 949- 

: . 951; against shipping bills deal- | 
Consultations with Great Britain, ing with “tourist cruises” and 

preliminary, 808-812, 813 ; noti- “fighting ships,” 919-921, 984n 
fication to France and Italy| Safety of life at sea, convention and 
concerning, 810, 812-813 regulations proposed by inter- 

Invitation to be represented on ~ national conference, 1929: 
preparatory committees, and Ratification of convention signed 
conditional acceptance, 814- _ May 81, 1929, report of, 913 
815, 816, 817-819, 827, 835; to Suggested amendments to regula- 

. participate in Conference, 836 tions, 9038, 905, 906; U. S. 
Views: views, 909, 910 

Date for Conference, 812, 813 Norway: Ratification of Convention for 
822, 886-837, 839: for Ex. Promoting Safety of Life at Sea, 
perts Committee meetings, signed May 31, 1929, report of, 918; 
821, 888, 839, 840-842: for representations against U. S. Con- 
Organizing Committee meet- gressional bills for deportation of 
ing, 823-824 certain alien seamen, 946-948 

Meeting place of Conference, | Pact of Paris. See Kellogg-Briand Pact. 
preference for London, 809-| Persia. See under Disarmament Con- 
810, 815, 822 ference: Attitude of the powers. 

Name of Conference, question of | Poland (see also under Disarmament 
terminology to be used, 810, Conference: Attitude of the pow- | 
824, 826-827, 833-834 ers, and under War debt payments 

Preliminary data, rejection of to United States): 
British suggestion for prepa- Attitude toward proposed economic 
ration at Lausanne, 813 confederation of Danubian states, 

Silver question, desire for discus- 853, 855-856 
sion of, 809, 818, 819, 827, 885| Boundary with Germany, tension 

War debts, reparations, and tariff arising from German-Polish re- 
rates, refusal to consider lations with respect to Polish 
questions of, 809, 818, 817_ Corridor and Danzig: Elements 
818, 819, 827, 835 oes easton, Polish views, 861, 868_ 

Most- nati . ; German propaganda, Po- os vavored nation treaties. See under lish memorandum to foreign 

_  , ; governments concerning, 861-863 
Mussolini, Benito, disarmament plan,| Portugal. See under Disarmament Con- 

469_470 ference: Attitude of the powers.
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. Madrid,| Shipping and navigation—Continued. 

MM emt 8 Dee ’, ‘B65. 896 Objections of the governments, 914- 

Telecommunication Convention, 930, 931-933, 934-935, 941-942 
signed Dec. 9, text, 873-896 Reports on discussions between Brit- 

U.S. participation: ish and U. S. shipping interests, 

Attitude toward possible Russian 931, 933-934, 935-940 ; on attitude 
sponsorship of next confer- ge interests, 940-941, 942- 

ision against ; 
One ne revardine unrecor- Spain (see also under Disarmament 
nized regimes, 871-872 Conference : Attitude of the pow- 

U. S. delegation : Instructions, 865- ers), ratification of Convention for 
871; list of members, 8657; Promoting Safety of Life at Sea, 

report of signature of conven-| Signed May 31, 1929, report of, 913 
tion, 872-873 Spitzbergen Treaty of Feb. 9, 1920, U.S. 

Recognition, U. S. position regarding conditional promise not to object to 

signature of multilateral treaties adherence of Soviet Union, 901-902 
also signed by Soviet Union, based | Standstill Agreement on_ short-term 

on U. S. nonrecognition of Soviet credits to Germany, Wiggin Com- 
regime, 871-872, 901-902 mittee recommendation for exten- 

Reparations. See War debt payments| Sion, 689-640, 655, 665-666 , 
to United States: Lausanne Con-| Stimson, Henry L. (see also under Dis- 
ference. armament Conference), address 

Rumania (see also under Disarmament hefore Council on Foreign Rela- 
Conference: Attitude of the powers, reg New York, Aug. 8, text, 575- 

der ebt payments ‘ . to Tinited Staten), oem ae yward Sweden (see also under Disarmament 

proposed economic confederation of Conference : Attitude of the pow- 
Danubian states, 851-852, 8538-854,| , @Fs) : 
860 Attitude toward proposed economic 

Russia (see also under Disarmament confederation of Danubian states, 

Conference: Attitude of the pow- 858-859 . 
ers): Radiotelegraph Conference, Ratification ot Convention for Pro- 

U. 8. attitude toward possible Rus- moting Safety of Life at Sea, 
sian sponsorship, 871-872: U. S. signed May 31, 1929, report of, 
position regarding signature of 918 . ‘ S 
multilateral treaties also signed Representations against U. 8. Con- 
hy Soviet Union, 871-872, 901-902 Bills relating to seamen: Deporta- 

tion of certain alien seamen, 
Safety of life at sea, ratification and 945; payments of advance 

amendment of convention and wages to seamen on foreign 
regulations proposed by Interna- vessels, 959, 960 
tional Conference on Safety of Shipping bills dealing with “tour- 
Life at Sea, 1929, 903-913 ist cruises” and “fighting 

Convention signed May $1, 1929, ships”, 921-922, 984n 
ratification by United States, | Switzerland (see also under Disarma- 
903n; by other governments, re- ment Conference: Attitude of the 
port of, 913 powers), Monetary and Economic 

Regulations: Date for adoption, ques- Conference, attitude concerning, 
tion of, 9038-904, 907-909, 910- 832-833 
911, 912-913; suggested amend- 
ments, 903-906, 909-910, 911-912 | Treaties, conventions, etc. : 

Seamen, representations by foreign gov- Commercial treaties between United 
ernments against U. S. Congres- States and Denmark (1826), 942: 
sional bills for deportation of Germany (1928), 925-926; Italy 
certain alien seamen, 944-958; (1871), 982-933 
against Senate bills relating to pay- Kellogg-Briand Pact (1928): 
ment of advance wages to seamen Address by Secretary Stimson be- 
on foreign vessels, 959-960 fore Council on Foreign Rela- 

Shipping and navigation (see also tions, New York, Aug. 8, text, 
Safety of life at sea and Seamen), 575-583 
representations by foreign govern- Relation to proposals before Dis- 
ments against U. S. Congressional armament Conference, 2, 8, 
bills dealing with “tourist cruises” 181, 187, 212, 255, 284-285, 318, 
and “fighting ships,” 914-943 380, 390-391, 482-483; to U. S.
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Treaties, conventions, etc.—Continued. | Versailles treaty. See Demand of Ger- 
Kellogg-Briand Pact—Continued. many for equality of armaments, 

Relation to proposals—Continued. and under Disarmament Confer- 
position regarding consultative ence. 
pacts, 202, art eg 250, 
387, 390-391, 48 . . 

Most-favored-nation treaties (sce | Wor ot Porat ted governments 
also Commercial treaties,  s1- to achieve readjustment, 584-807 
pra), U. 8. conditional willing-| 4 no19-French Declaration, July 13, 
ness to forego in regard to regarding European cooperation 
proposed Danubian economic} = on Lausanne Agreement and 
confederation, 854-855, 856, 857 Disarmament and Economic Con- 

Narcotic drugs. See Nareotic drugs ferences. 691-700 
control. vs , , was _ 

Pact of Paris. See Kellogg-Briand eae vatations. Gos, 692.693. ed 
Pact, SUPTa. 696, 697_699 , 

Safety of life at sea, convention for Report of intended announcement, 
promoting. See Safety of life at 691_692 
sea, ratification and amendment, Text, 694 

ete. U. 8S. attitude, 693, 696-697 | 
Spitzbergen Treaty of Feb. 9, 1920, Views of Germany, 700; Italy, 699 

U. 8S. conditional promise not to| Austria, negotiation of agreement 
object to adherence of Soviet legalizing Hoover moratorium, 
Union, 901-902 | 585, 588; form of agreement, 

Telecommunication Convention. See British Treasury comment, 586- 
under Radiotelegraph Confer- 588 
ence. Belgium: Negotiation of agreement 

Versailles treaty. See Demand of legalizing Hoover moratorium, 
Germany for equality of arma- 588-593 ; request for suspension 
ments, and under Disarmament of payments, and default on Dec. 
Conference. 15 installment, 700-711 

War debts, agreements between| Czechoslovakia: Negotiation of agree- 
United States and other countries ment legalizing Hoover mora- 
for payment of. See individual torium, 593-595; request for 
countries under War debt pay- suspension of payments, and 
ments to United States. remittance of Dec. 15 installment, 

Washington and London naval treat- U1LT18 
ies, See Conversations on naval Estonia: Negotiation of agreement 

questions, and under Disarma- legalizing Hoover moratorium, 
ment Conference. 595-596, 598-600, 600-605, 606; 

Turkey. See under Disarmament Con- reuse act default on Dec Ns 
ference: Attitude of the powers. installment, 719-727 

. . oe . Finland, negotiation of agreement Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. legalizing Hoover moratorium, 

U upuey Seo under Disarmament 606-607 | r . , . . 
Conference: Attitude of the powers. aa eating nora BB oe rencn ree 

U.S. Congress: sanne Conference: Attitude of Bills relating to seamen, representa- the powers, infra): Negotiation 
tions by foreign governments of agreement legalizing Hoover 
concerning: Deportation of cer- moratorium, 607-614; request for 
tain alien seamen, 944-958; pay- Suspension of payments, and de- 
ment of advance wages to seamen fault following Chamber of 
on foreign vessels, 959-960 Deputies’ refusal to authorize Messages of President Hoover: Dec. Dec. 15 installment, 727-754 

_9, Ix-xix; Dec. 19, Xx-xxXv Germany (see also under Lausanne Shipping bills dealing with “tourist Conference: Attitude of the 
cruises” and “fighting ships.” powers, infra): Negotiation of 
See Shipping and navigation, agreement legalizing Hoover 
representations, etc. moratorium, 614-628: views re- 

garding Anglo-French Declara- 
Venezuela. See under Disarmament tion on European cooperation, 

Conference: Attitude of the powers. 700



978 INDEX 

War debt payments—Continued. War debt payments—Continued. 

Great Britain (see also Anglo-French; Lausanne Conference—Continued. 

Declaration, supra, and under Attitude of the powers—Con. 

Lausanne Conference: Attitude 671, 672-678, 673-674, 675- 

of the powers, infra): 677, 678, 679, 680, 683, 685- 

Negotiation of agreement legalizing 686, 686-687, 689, 690-691 

Hoover moratorium, 623-625 Italy, 651-653, 679, 680, 685, 686, 

Request for suspension of pay- 689 

ments, 754-775; reservation Gentlemen’s Agreement, July 8: 

accompanying Dec. 15 install- Text, 687-688; U. S. critical 

ment, 775-780 attitude, 688-689, 689-690, 693, 

Greece, negotiation of agreement 696-697 
legalizing Hoover moratorium, Monetary and Economic Confer- 

626-627 ence, relation, 811-812, 813, 

Hoover moratorium, negotiation of 814, 815, 819, 820, 834 

agreements legalizing, 584-635 Pre-Conference proposals concern- 

Designation of representatives of ing program and scope (see 
debtor countries to confer with also United States, infra): 

Treasury, U. S. request, 584 Discussions and reports, 638-639, 

Negotiations (see also individual 640-654, 656-665, 666-667, 
countries, supra and infra), 670-678 
585_635 Franco-British bases of agree- 

Hungary: Negotiation of agreement ment, 670-673 
legalizing Hoover moratorium, German economic and political 
627-629; default on Dec. 15 in- situation, relation, 640-642, 
stallment, 780-781 643-646, 651-652, 653, 656, 

Italy (see also under Lausanne Con- 658, 662-665, 666-667, 677- 
ference: Attitude of the powers, 678; Wiggin Committee rec- 
infra) : Negotiation of agreement ommendation for extension 
legalizing Hoover moratorium, of Standstill Agreement on 
629-630; payment of Dec. 15 in- short-term credits to Ger- 

stallment, 781-782; views regard- many, 639-640, 655, 665-666 
ing Anglo-French Declaration on Proceedings: Reports, 678-682, 683— 
Huropean cooperation, 699 685; U. SS. discussions with 

Latvia: Negotiation of agreement participating governments con- 
legalizing Hoover moratorium, cerning, 682-683, 685-686 
600, 606; request for suspension United States: 
of payments, and remittance of Discussions with participating 
Dee. 15 installment, 782-790 governments, 638-639, 640- 

Lausanne Conference, June 16—July 643, 647-652, 654, 656, 657, 
9, to act on Young Plan Advisory 673-677, 682-683, 685-686 
Committee report on German - Letter of President Hoover to 
reparations (see also Anglo- Senator Borah regarding 
French Declaration, supra), 636~ Lausanne Agreements, 691 
691 Nonparticipation in Conference: 

Arrangements for meeting, Jan. Instructions to diplomatic 
18, 636, 6387; postponement to officers, 637, 640; position 
June 16, 638-639, 641, 644, 648, regarding, 58, 225, 636-637; 
650, 652, 653, 656, 658, 670-671, refutation of implied com- 
673, 677 mitment to Lausanne agree- 

Attitude of the powers, discussions ments, 686-687, 690_691, 696— 
and reports (seé also United 697, 698 

States, infra): _ Views: Cancellation of German 
France, 638-639, 647-649, 650_ reparations, 641-642, 673 

651, 654, 657-661, 666-667, 675, 682-683; extension of 
669, 670-672, 673, 678-679, Hoover moratorium, 636-637, 
679-680, 681, 682, 683-684, 638-639, 642-6438, 647, 648- 
684-685, 686, 689 649, 649-650, 654, 656; im- 

Germany (see also under Pre- munity of U. S. finance to 
Conference proposals, infra), further European failures, 
638-639, 677-678, 679, 680, suggested statement, 666— 
681, 681-6838, 683-684, 684, |- 670; individual settlements 
689, 690 with debtor countries, and 

Great Britain, 647-648, 652-653, linking of reparations and 
657-658, 659, 660, 661, 670- war debts questions, 636-637,
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War debt payments—Continued. War debt payments—Continued. 

Lausanne Conference—Continued. Yugoslavia, refusal to accept Hoover 
United States—Continued. moratorium agreement, 634-635 

650, 652, 656, 673-675, 685, | Washington and London naval treaties. 
687, 691, 696-697 See Conversations on naval ques- 

Lithuania: Negotiation of agreement tions, and under Disarmament Con- 
legalizing Hoover moratorium, ference. 

596-598, 605-606 ; request for sus-| wisgin Committee recommendation for 
pension of payments, and remit- extension of Standstill Agreement 
rao o Dec, 15 installment, on short-term credits to Germany, 

— 9-640, 655, 665-666 , Poland: Negotiation of agreement 68 
legalizing Hoover moratorium, 
630-634; request for suspension} Young Plan. See War debt payments to 
of payments, and default on United States: Lausanne Confer- 
Dec. 15 installment, 799-807 ence. 

Rumania, negotiation of agreement| Yugoslavia (see also under Disarma- 
legalizing Hoover moratorium, ment Conference: Attitude of the 
634 powers, and under War debt pay- 

Suspension of payments pending re- ments to United States), attitude 
view of question, requests for toward proposed economic confed- 
(see also individual countries, eration of Danubian states, 848- 
supra), T00-807 849 
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