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MESSAGE OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES TO CONGRESS, DECEMBER 6, 1927 

Members oF THE Concress: It is gratifying to report that for the 
fourth consecutive year the state of the Union in general is good. 
We are at peace. The country as a whole has had a prosperity 
never exceeded. Wages are at their highest range, employment is 
plentiful. Some parts of agriculture and industry have lagged; 
some localities have suffered from storm and flood. But such losses 
have been absorbed without serious detriment to our great economic 
structure. Stocks of goods are moderate and a wholesome caution 
is prevalent. Rates of interest for industry, agriculture, and gov- 
ernment have been reduced. Savers and investors are providing 
capital for new construction in industry and public works. The 
purchasing power of agriculture has increased. If the people main- 
tain that confidence which they are entitled to have in themselves, in 
each other, and in America, a comfortable prosperity will continue. 

CONSTRUCTIVE Economy 

Without constructive economy in Government expenditures we 
should not now be enjoying these results or these prospects. Because 
we are not now physically at war, some people are disposed to for- 
get that our war debt still remains. The Nation must make finan- 
cial sacrifices, accompanied by a stern self-denial in public expendi- 
tures, until we have conquered the disabilities of our public finance. 
While our obligation to veterans and dependents is large and con- 
tinuing, the heavier burden of the national debt is being steadily 
eliminated. At the end of this fiscal year it will be reduced from 
about $26,600,000,000 to about $17,975,000,000. Annual interest, in- 
cluding war savings, will have been reduced from $1,055,000,000 to 
$670,000,000. The sacrifices of the people, the economy of the Gov- 
ernment, are showing remarkable results. They should be continued 
for the purpose of relieving the Nation of the burden of interest 
and debt and releasing revenue for internal improvements and na- 
tional development. 

Not only the amount, but the rate, of Government interest has 
been reduced. Callable bonds have been refunded and paid, so that 
during this year the average rate of interest on the present public 
debt for the first time fell below 4 percent. Keeping the credit of 
the Nation high is a tremendously profitable operation. 

Vv



VI MESSAGE OF THE PRESIDENT 

Tax Repvucrion 

The immediate fruit of economy and the retirement of the public 
debt is tax reduction. The annual saving in interest between 1925 
and 1929 is $212,000,000. Without this no bill to relieve the tax- 
payers would be worth proposing. The three measures already 
enacted leave our Government revenues where they are not oppres- 
sive. Exemptions have been increased until 115,000,000 people make 
but 2,500,000 individual taxable returns, so that further reduction 
should be mainly for the purpose of removing inequalities. The 
Secretary of the Treasury has recommended a measure which would 
give us a much better balanced system of taxation and without op- 
pression produce sufficient revenue. It has my complete support. 

Unforeseen contingencies requiring money are always arising. Our 
probable surplus for June 30, 1929, is small. A slight depression 
in business would greatly reduce our revenue because of our present 
method of taxation. The people ought to take no selfish attitude 
of pressing for removing moderate and fair taxes which might pro- 
duce a deficit. We must keep our budget balanced for each year. 
That is the corner stone of our national credit, the trifling price we 
pay to command the lowest rate of interest of any great power in 
the world. Any surplus can be applied to debt reduction, and debt 
reduction is tax reduction. Under the present circumstances it 
would be far better to leave the rates as they are than to enact a 
bill carrying the peril of a deficit. This is not a problem to be 
approached in a narrow or partisan spirit. All of those who partici- 
pate in finding a reasonable solution will be entitled to participate 
in any credit that accrues from it without regard to party. The 
Congress has already demonstrated that tax legislation can be re- 
moved from purely political consideration into the realm of patriotic 
business principles. 

Any bill for tax reduction should be written by those who are 
responsible for raising, managing, and expending the finances of the 

Government. If special interests, too often selfish, always unin- 

formed of the national needs as a whole, with hired agents using 

their proposed beneficiaries as engines of propaganda, are permitted 

to influence the withdrawal of their property from taxation, we shall 
have a law that is unbalanced and unjust, bad for business, bad for 
the country, probably resulting in a deficit, with disastrous financial 
consequences. The Constitution has given the Members of the Con- 
gress sole authority to decide what tax measures shall be presented for 
approval. While welcoming information from any quarter, the 
Congress should continue to exercise its own judgment in a matter so 
vital and important to all the interests of the country as taxation.
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NationaL DEFENSE 

Being a nation relying not on force, but on fair dealing and good 
will, to maintain peace with others, we have provided a moderate 
military force in a form adapted solely to defense. It should be 
continued with a very generous supply of officers and with the present 
base of personnel, subject to fluctuations which may be temporarily 

desirable. 
The five-year program for our air forces is in keeping with this 

same policy and commensurate with the notable contributions of 
America to the science of aeronautics. The provisions of the law 
lately enacted are being executed as fast as the practical difficulties 
of an orderly and stable development permit. 

While our Army is small, prudence requires that it should be kept 
in a high state of efficiency and provided with such supplies as would 
permit of its immediate expansion. The garrison ration has lately 
been increased. Recommendations for an appropriation of $6,166,000 
for new housing made to the previous Congress failed to pass. While 
most of the Army is well housed, some of it which is quartered in 
war-time training camps is becoming poorly housed. In the past 
three years $12,533,000 have been appropriated for reconstruction and 
repairs, and an authorization has been approved of $22,301,000 for 
new ‘housing, under which $8,070,000 has already been appropriated. 
A law has also been passed, complying with the request of the War 
Department, allocating funds received from the sale of buildings and 
land for housing purposes. The work, however, is not completed, 
so that other appropriations are being recommended. 

Our Navy is likewise a weapon of defense. We have a foreign 
commerce and ocean lines of trade unsurpassed by any other country. 
We have outlying territory in the two great oceans and long stretches 
of seacoast studded with the richest cities in the world. We are 
responsible for the protection of a large population and the greatest 
treasure ever bestowed upon any people. We are charged with an 
international duty of defending the Panama Canal. To meet these 
responsibilities we need a very substantial sea armament. It needs 
aircraft development, which is being provided under the five-year 
program. It needs submarines as soon as the department decides 
upon the best type of construction. It needs airplane carriers and 
a material addition to its force of cruisers. We can plan for the 
future and begin a moderate building program. 

This country has put away the Old World policy of competitive 
armaments. Jt can never be relieved of the responsibility of ade- 
quate national defense. We have one treaty secured by an unprece- 
dented attitude of generosity on our part for a limitation in naval
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armament. After most careful preparation, extending over months, 
we recently made every effort to secure a three-power treaty to the 
same end. We were granted much cooperation by Japan, but we were 
unable to come to an agreement with Great Britain. While the 
results of the conference were of considerable value, they were mostly 
of a negative character. We know now that no agreement can 
be reached which will be inconsistent with a considerable building 
program on our part. We are ready and willing to continue the 
preparatory investigations on the general subject of limitation of 
armaments which have been started under the auspices of the League 
of Nations. 

We have a considerable cruiser tonnage, but a part of it is obsolete. 
Everyone knew that had a three-power agreement been reached it 
would have left us with the necessity of continuing our building 
program. The failure to agree should not cause us to build either 
more or less than we otherwise should. Any future treaty of 
limitation will call on us for more ships. We should enter on no 
competition. We should refrain from no needful program. It 
should be made clear to all the world that lacking a definite agree- 
ment, the attitude of any other country is not to be permitted to 
alter our own policy. It should especially be demonstrated that 
propaganda will not cause us to change our course. Where there 
is no treaty limitation, the size of the Navy which America is to have 
will be solely for America to determine. No outside influence should 
enlarge it or diminish it. But it should be known to all that our 
military power holds no threat of aggrandizement. It is a guaranty 
of peace and security at home, and when it goes abroad it is an 
instrument for the protection of the legal rights of our citizens under 
international law, a refuge in time of disorder, and always the 
servant of world peace. Wherever our flag goes the rights of 
humanity increase. 

MercHant Marine 

The United States Government fleet is transporting a large amount 
of freight and reducing its drain on the Treasury. The Shipping 
Board is constantly under pressure, to which it too often yields, to 
protect private interests, rather than serve the public welfare. More 
attention should be given to merchant ships as an auxiliary of the 
Navy. The possibility of including their masters and crews in the 
Naval Reserve, with some reasonable compensation, should be thor- 
oughly explored as a method of encouraging private operation of 
shipping. Public operation is not a success. No investigation, of 
which I have caused several to be made, has failed to report that it 
could not succeed or to recommend speedy transfer to private owner- 
ship. Our exporters and importers are both indifferent about using
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American ships. It should be our policy to keep our present, vessels 
in repair and dispose of them as rapidly as possible, rather than 
undertake any new construction. Their operation is a burden on the 
National Treasury, for which we are not receiving sufficient benefits. 

CoMMERCIAL AVIATION 

A rapid growth is taking place in aeronautics. The Department 
of Commerce has charge of the inspection and licensing system and 
the construction of national airways. Almost 8,000 miles are already 
completed and about 4,000 miles more contemplated. Nearly 4,400 
miles are now equipped and over 38,000 miles more will have lighting 
and emergency landing fields by next July. Air mail contracts are 
expected to cover 24 of these lines. Daily airway flying is nearly 
15,000 miles and is expected to reach 25,000 miles early next year. 

Flights for other purposes exceed 22,000 miles each day. Over 900 
airports, completed and uncompleted, have been laid out. The de- 
mand for aircraft has greatly increased. The policy already adopted 
by the Congress is producing the sound development of this coming 
industry. 

Western HemispHers Arr Mar. 

Private enterprise is showing much interest in opening up aviation 
service to Mexico and Central and South America. Weare particularly 
solicitous to have the United States take a leading part in this devel- 
opment. Itis understood that the governments of our sister countries 
would be willing to cooperate. Their physical features, the undevel- 
oped state of their transportation, make an air service especially 
adaptable to their usage. The Post Office Department should be 
granted power to make liberal long-term contracts for carrying our 
mail, and authority should be given to the Army and the Navy to 
detail aviators and planes to cooperate with private enterprise in 
establishing such mail service with the consent of the countries con- 
cerned, A committee of the Cabinet will later present a report on 
this subject. 

Goop Roaps 

The importance and benefit of good roads is more and more coming 
to be appreciated. The National Government has been making lib- 
eral contributions to encourage their construction. The results and 
benefits have been very gratifying. National participation, however, 
should be confined to trunk-line systems. The national tax on auto- 

mobiles is now nearly sufficient to meet this outlay. This tax is very 
small, and on low-priced cars is not more than $2 or $3 each year. 

While the advantage of having good roads is very large, the desire 
for improved highways is not limited to our own country. It should
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and does include all the Western Hemisphere. The principal points 
in Canada are already accessible. We ought to lend our encourage- 
ment in any way we can for more good roads to all the principal 
points in this hemisphere south of the Rio Grande. It has been our 
practice to supply these countries with military and naval advisers, 
when they have requested it, to assist them in national defense. The 
arts of peace are even more important to them and to us. Authority 
should be given by law to provide them at their request with engi- 
neering advisers for the construction of roads and bridges. In some 
of these countries already wonderful progress is being made in road 
building, but the engineering features are often very exacting and 
the financing difficult. Private interests should look with favor on 
all reasonable loans sought by these countries to open such main 
lines of travel. 

This general subject has been promoted by the Pan American Con- 
gress of Highways, which will convene again at Rio de Janeiro in 
July, 1928. It is desirable that the Congress should provide for the 
appointment of delegates to represent the Government of the United 
States. 

Cupan Parcen Post 

We have a temporary parcel-post convention with Cuba. The 
advantage of it is all on our side. During 1926 we shipped twelve 
times as many parcels, weighing twenty-four times as much, as we 
received. ‘This convention was made on the understanding that we 
would repeal an old law prohibiting the importation of cigars and 
cigarettes in quantities less than 3,000 enacted in 1866 to discourage 
smuggling, for which it has long been unnecessary. This law un- 
justly discriminates against an important industry of Cuba. Its 
repeal has been recommended by the Treasury and Post Office 
Departments. Unless this is done our merchants and railroads will 
find themselves deprived of this large parcel-post business after 
the 1st of next March, the date of the expiration of the convention, 
which has been extended upon the specific understanding that it 
would expire at that time unless this legislation was enacted. We 
purchase large quantities of tobacco made in Cuba. It is not prob- 
able that our purchases would be any larger if this law was repealed, 
while it would be an advantage to many other industries in the 
United States. 

InsvuLaR Possessions 

Conditions in the Philippine Islands have been steadily improved. 
Contentment and good order prevail. Roads, irrigation works, har- 
bor improvements, and public buildings are being constructed. 
Public education and sanitation have been advanced. The Govern-
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ment is in a sound financial condition. These immediate results were 
especially due to the administration of Gov. Gen. Leonard Wood. 
The six years of his governorship marked a distinct improvement 
in the islands and rank as one of the outstanding accomplishments 
of this distinguished man. His death is a loss to the Nation and 
the islands. 

Greater progress could be made, more efficiency could be put into 
administration, if the Congress would undertake to expend, through 
its appropriating power, all or a part of the customs revenues which 
are now turned over to the Philippine treasury. The powers of the 
auditor of the islands also need revision and clarification. The gov- 
ernment of the islands is about 98 per cent in the hands of the Fuli- 
pinos. An extension of the policy of self-government will be hastened 
by the demonstration on their part of their desire and their ability 
to carry out cordially and efliciently the provisions of the organic law 

enacted by the Congress for the government of the islands. It would 
be well for a committee of the Congress to visit the islands every two 
years. 

A fair degree of progress is being made in Porto Rico. Its agri- 
cultural products are increasing; its treasury position, which has 
given much concern, shows improvement. I am advised by the gov- 
ernor that educational facilities are still lacking. Roads are being 
constructed, which he represents are the first requisite for building 
schoolhouses. The loyalty of the island to the United States is 
exceedingly gratifying. A memorial will be presented to you request- 
ing authority to have the governor elected by the people of Porto 

Rico. This was never done in the case of our own Territories. It is 
admitted that education outside of the towns is as yet very deficient. 
Until it has progressed further the efficiency of the government and 
the happiness of the people may need the guiding hand of an ap- 
pointed governor. As it is not contemplated that any change should 
be made immediately, the general subject may well have the thought- 
ful study of the Congress. 

Panama CaNau 

The number of commercial ships passing through the Panama 
Canal has increased from 3,967 in 1923 to 5,475 in 1927. The total 
amount of tolls turned into the Treasury is over $166,000,000, while 
all the operations of the canal have yielded a surplus of about 
$80,000,000. In order to provide additional storage of water and 
give some control over the floods of the Chagres River, it is proposed 
to erect a dam to cost about $12,000,000 at Alhajuela. It will take 
some five years to complete this work.
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AGRICULTURE 

The past year has seen a marked improvement in the general condi- 
tion of agriculture. Production is better balanced and without acute 
shortage or heavy surplus. Costs have been reduced and the average 
output of the worker increased. The level of farm prices has risen, 
while others have fallen, so that the purchasing power of the farmer 
is approaching a normal figure. The individual farmer is entitled 
to great credit for the progress made since 1921. He has adjusted 
his production and through cooperative organizations and other 
methods improved his marketing. He is using authenticated facts 
and employing sound methods which other industries are obliged to 
use to secure stability and prosperity. The old-fashioned haphazard 
system is being abandoned, economics are being applied to ascertain 
the best adapted unit of land, diversification is being promoted, and 
scientific methods are being used in production, and business princi- 
ples in marketing. 

Agriculture has not fully recovered from postwar depression. The 
fact is that economic progress never marches forward in a straight 
line. It goes in waves. One part goes ahead, while another halts and 
another recedes. Everybody wishes agriculture to prosper. Any 
sound and workable proposal to help the farmer will have the earnest 
support of the Government. Their interests are not all identical. 
Legislation should assist as many producers in as many regions as 
possible. It should be the aim to assist the farmer to work out his 
own salvation socially and economically. No plan will be of any 
permanent value to him which does not leave him standing on his own 
foundation. 

In the past the Government has spent vast sums to bring land under 
cultivation. It is apparent that this has reached temporarily the sat- 
uration point. We have had a surplus of production and a poor mar- 
ket for land, which has only lately shown signs of improvement. The 
main problem which is presented for solution is one of dealing with a 
surplus of production. It is useless to propose a temporary expe- 
dient. What is needed is permanency and stability. Government 
price fixing is known to be unsound and bound to result in disaster. 
A Government subsidy would work out in the same way. It can not 
be sound for all of the people to hire some of the people to produce a 
crop which neither the producers nor the rest of the people want. 

Price fixing and subsidy will both increase the surplus, instead of 

diminishing it. Putting the Government directly into business is 
merely a combination of subsidy and price fixing aggravated by politi- 

cal pressure. These expedients would lead logically to telling the 
farmer by law what and how much he should plant and where he
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should plant it, and what and how much he should sell and where he 
should sell it. The most eifective means of dealing with surplus crops 
is to reduce the surplus acreage. While this can not be done by the 
individual farmer, it can be done through the organizations already 
in existence, through the information published by the Department of 
Agriculture, and especially through banks and others who supply 
credit refusing to finance an acreage manifestly too large. 

It is impossible to provide by law for an assured success and pros- 
perity for all those who engage in farming. If acreage becomes over- 
extended, the Government can not assume responsibility for it. The 
Government can, however, assist cooperative associations and other 
organizations in orderly marketing and handling a surplus clearly 
due to weather and seasonal conditions, in order to save the producer 
from preventable loss. While it is probably impossible to secure this 
result at a single step, and much will have to be worked out by trial 
and rejection, a beginning could be made by setting up a Federal 
board or commission of able and experienced men in marketing, grant- 
ing equal advantages under this board to the various agricultural 
commodities and sections of the country, giving encouragement to the 
cooperative movement in agriculture, and providing a revolving loan 
fund at a moderate rate of interest for the necessary financing. Such 
legislation would lay the foundation for a permanent solution of the 
surplus problem. 

This is not a proposal to lend more money to the farmer, who is 
already fairly well financed, but to lend money temporarily to experi- 
mental marketing associations which will no doubt ultimately be 
financed by the regularly established banks, as were the temporary 
operations of the War Finance Corporation. Cooperative marketing 
especially would be provided with means of buying or building phys- 
ical properties. 

The National Government has almost entirely relieved the farmer 
from income taxes by successive tax reductions, but State and local 
taxes have increased, putting on him a grievous burden. <A policy of 
rigid economy should be applied to State and local expenditures. This 
is clearly within the legislative domain of the States. The Federal 
Government has also improved our banking structure and system of 
agricultural credits. The farmer will be greatly benefited by similar 
action in many States. The Department of Agriculture is under- 
going changes in organization in order more completely to separate the 
research and regulatory divisions, that each may be better adminis- 
tered. More emphasis is being placed on the research program, not 
only by enlarging the appropriations for State experiment stations 
but by providing funds for expanding the research work of the depart- 
ment. It is in this direction that much future progress can be 
expected.
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Tue Prorective Tarirr 

The present tariff rates supply the National Treasury with well over 
$600,000,000 of annual revenue. Yet, about 65 per cent of our imports 
come in duty free. Of the remaining 35 per cent of imports on which 
duties are laid about 23 per cent consists of luxuries and agricultural 
products, and the balance of about 12 per cent, amounting to around 
$560,000,000, is made up of manufactures and merchandise. As no one 
is advocating any material reduction in the rates on agriculture or 
luxuries, it is only the comparatively small amount of about $560,- 
000,000 of other imports that are really considered in any discussion 
of reducing tariff rates. While this amount, duty free, would be large 
enough seriously to depress many lines of business in our own country, 
it is of small importance when spread over the rest of the world. 

It is often stated that a reduction of tariff rates on industry would 
benefit agriculture. It would be interesting to know to what com- 
modities it is thought this could be applied. Everything the farmer 
uses in farming is already on the free list. Nearly everything he sells 
is protected. It would seem to be obvious that it is better for the coun- 
try to have the farmer raise food to supply the domestic manufacturer 
than the foreign manufacturer. In one case our country would have 
only the farmer; in the other it would have the farmer and the manu- 
facturer. Assuming that Europe would have more money if it sold us 
larger amounts of merchandise, it is not certain it would consume more 
food, or, if it did, that its purchases would be made in this country. 
Undoubtedly it would resort to the cheapest market, which is by no 
means ours. The largest and best and most profitable market for the 
farmer in the world is our own domestic market. Any great increase 
in manufactured imports means the closing of our own plants. Noth- 
ing could be worse for agriculture. 

Probably no one expects a material reduction in the rates on manu- 
factures while maintaining the rates on agriculture. A material 
reduction in either would be disastrous to the farmer. It would mean 
a general shrinkage of values, a deflation of prices, a reduction of 
wages, a general depression carrying our people down to the low 
standard of living in our competing countries. It is obvious that this 
would not improve but destroy our market for imports, which is best 

served by maintaining our present high purchasing power under which 
in the past five years imports have increased 63 per cent. 

Farm Loan SYSTEM 

It is exceedingly important that the Federal land and joint-stock 
land banks should furnish the best possible service for agriculture. 
Certain joint-stock banks have fallen into improper and unsound
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practices, resulting in the indictment of the officials of three of them. 
More money has been provided for examinations, and at the instance 
of the Treasury rules and regulations of the Federal Farm Board 
have been revised. Early last May three of its members resigned. 
Their places were filled with men connected with the War Finance 
Corporation, Eugene Meyer being designated as Farm Loan Com- 
missioner. The new members have demonstrated their ability in the 
field of agricultural finance in the extensive operations of the War 
Finance Corporation. Three joint-stock banks have gone into re- 
celvership. It is necessary to preserve the public confidence in this 
system in order to find a market for their bonds. A recent flotation 
was made at a record low rate of 4 percent. Careful supervision is 
absolutely necessary to protect the investor and enable these banks 
to exercise their chief function in serving agriculture. 

Mouscir SHoas 

The last year has seen considerable changes in the problem of Muscle 
Shoals. Development of other methods show that nitrates can probably 
be produced at less cost than by the use of hydroelectric power. Ex- 
tensive investigation made by the Department of War indicates that 
the nitrate plants on this project are of little value for national defense 
and can probably be disposed of within two years. The oxidation part 
of the plants, however, should be retained indefinitely. This leaves 
this project mostly concerned with power. It should, nevertheless, 
continue to be dedicated to agriculture. It is probable that this desire 
can be best served by disposing of the plant and applying the revenues 
received from it to research for methods of more economical produc- 
tion of concentrated fertilizer and to demonstrations and other methods 
of stimulating its use on the farm. But in disposing of the property 
preference should be given to proposals to use all or part of it for 
nitrate production and fertilizer manufacturing. 

FiLoop ConTRoL 

For many years the I*ederal Government has been building a system 
of dikes along the Mississippi River for protection against high 
water. During the past season the lower States were overcome by 
a most disastrous flood. Many thousands of square miles were inun- 
dated, a great many lives were lost, much livestock was drowned, and 
a very heavy destruction of property was inflicted upon the inhab- 
itants. The American Red Cross at once went to the relief of the 
stricken communities. Appeals for contributions have brought in 
over $17,000,000. The Federal Government has provided services, 
equipment, and supplies probably amounting to about $7,000,000 more.
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Between $5,000,000 and $10,000,000 in addition have been provided 
by local railroads, the States, and their political units. Credits have 
been arranged by the Farm Loan Board, and three emergency finance 
corporations with a total capital of $3,000,000 have insured additional 
resources to the extent of $12,000,000. Through these means the 
700,000 people in the flooded areas have been adequately supported. 
Provision has been made to care for those in need until after the 
ist of January. 

The Engineer Corps of the Army has contracted to close all breaks 
in the dike system before the next season of high water. A most 
thorough and elaborate survey of the whole situation has been made 
and embodied in a report with recommendations for future flood con- 
trol, which will be presented to the Congress. The carrying out of 
their plans will necessarily extend over a series of years. They will 

call for a raising and strengthening of the dike system with provision 
for emergency spillways and improvements for the benefit of 
navigation. 

Under the present law the land adjacent to the dikes has paid one- 
third of the cost of their construction. This has been a most extraor- 
dinary concession from the plan adopted in relation to irrigation, 
where the general rule has been that the land benefited should bear 
the entire expense. It is true, of course, that the troublesome waters 
do not originate on the land to be reclaimed, but it is also true that 
such waters have a right of way through that section of the country 
and the land there is charged with that easement. It is the land of 
this region that is to be benefited. To say that it is unable to bear 
any expense of reclamation is the same thing as saying that it is not 
worth reclaiming. Because of expenses incurred and charges already 
held against this land, it seems probable that some revision will have 
to be made concerning the proportion of cost which it should bear. 
But it is extremely important that it should pay enough so that those 
requesting improvements will be charged with some responsibility for 
their cost, and the neighborhood where works are constructed have 
a pecuniary interest in preventing waste and extravagance and securing 

a wise and economical expenditure of public funds. 
It is necessary to look upon this emergency as a national disaster. 

It has been so treated from its inception. Our whole people have pro- 
vided with great generosity for its relief. Most of the departments 
of the Federal Government have been engaged in the same effort. 
The governments of the afflicted areas, both State and municipal, 
can not be given too high praise for the courageous and helpful way 
in which they have come to the rescue of the people. If the sources 
directly chargeable can not meet the demand, the National Govern- 
ment should not fail to provide generous relief. This, however, does 
not mean restoration. The Government is not an insurer of its citi-
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zens against the hazard of the elements. We shall always have flood 
and drought, heat and cold, earthquake and wind, lightning and tidal 
wave, which are all too constant in their afflictions. The Government 
does not undertake to reimburse its citizens for loss and damage 
incurred under such circumstances. It is chargeable, however, with 
the rebuilding of public works and the humanitarian duty of reliev- 
ing its citizens from distress. 

The people in the flooded area and their representatives have 
approached this problem in the most generous and broad-minded 
way. They should be met with a like spirit on the part of the Na- 
tional Government. This is all one country. The public needs of 
each part must be provided for by the public at large. No required 
relief should be refused. An adequate plan should be adopted to 
prevent a recurrence of this disaster in order that the people may 
restore to productivity and comfort their fields and their towns. 

Legislation by this Congress should be confined to our principal 
and most pressing problem, the lower Mississippi, considering tribu- 
taries only so far as they materially affect the main flood problem. 
A definite Federal program relating to our waterways was proposed 
when the last Congress authorized a comprehensive survey of all the 
important streams of the country in order to provide for their im- 
provement, including flood control, navigation, power, and irrigation. 
Other legislation should wait pending a report on this survey. The 
recognized needs of the Mississippi should not be made a vehicle for 
carrying other projects. All proposals for development should stand 
on their own merits. Any other method would result in ill-advised 
conclusions, great waste of money, and instead of promoting would 
delay the orderly and certain utilization of our water resources. 

Very recently several of the New England States have suffered 
somewhat similarly from heavy rainfall and high water. No reliable 
estimate of damage has yet been computed, but it is very large to 
private and public property. The Red Cross is generously under- 
taking what is needed for immediate relief, repair and reconstruction 
of houses, restocking of domestic animals, and food, clothing, and 
shelter. A considerable sum of money will be available through the 
regular channels in the Department of Agriculture for reconstruc- 
tion of highways. It may be necessary to grant special aid for this 
purpose. Complete reports of what is required will undoubtedly 
be available early in the session. 

Inuanp Navigation 

The Congress in its last session authorized the general improve- 
ments necessary to provide the Mississippi waterway system with 

258346—42—-vol, I-——-2



XVIII MESSAGE OF THE PRESIDENT 

better transportation. Stabilization of the levels of the Great Lakes 
and their opening to the sea by an effective shipway remain to be 
considered. Since the last session the Board of Engineers of the 
War Department has made a report on the proposal for a canal 
through the State of New York, and the Joint Board of Engineers, 
representing Canada and the United States, has finished a report on 

the St. Lawrence River. Both of these boards conclude that the St. 
Lawrence project is cheaper, affords a more expeditious method of 
placing western products in European markets, and will cost less to 
operate. The State Department has requested the Canadian Gov- 
ernment to negotiate treaties necessary to provide for this improve- 
ment. It will also be necessary to secure an agreement with Canada 
to put in works necessary to prevent fluctuation in the levels of the 
Great Lakes. 

Legislation is desirable for the construction of a dam at Boulder 
Canyon on the Colorado River, primarily as a method of flood con- 
trol and irrigation. A secondary result would be a considerable 
power development and a source of domestic water supply for south- 
ern California. Flood control is clearly a national problem, and 
water supply is a Government problem, but every other possibility 
should be exhausted before the Federal Government becomes engaged 
in the power business. The States which are interested ought to 
reach mutual agreement. This project is in reality their work. If 
they wish the Federal Government to undertake it, they should not 
hesitate to make the necessary concessions to each other. This sub- 
ject is fully discussed in the annual report of the Secretary of the 
Interior. The Columbia River Basin project is being studied and 
will be one to be considered at some future time. 

The Inland Waterways Corporation is proving successful and espe- 
cially beneficial to agriculture. A survey is being made to determine 
its future needs. It has never been contemplated that if inland rivers 
were opened to navigation it would then be necessary for the Federal 
Government to provide the navigation. Such a request is very nearly 
the equivalent of a declaration that their navigation is not profitable, 
that the commodities which they are to carry can be taken at a cheaper 
rate by some other method, in which case the hundreds of millions of 
dollars proposed to be expended for opening rivers to navigation would 
be not only wasted, but would entail further constant expenditures to 
carry the commodities of private persons for less than cost. 

The policy is well established that the Government should open 
public highways on land and on water, but for use of the public in 

their private capacity. It has put on some demonstration barge lines, 

but always with the expectation that if they prove profitable they 

would pass into private hands and if they do not prove profitable
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they will be withdrawn. The problems of transportation over inland 
waterways should be taken up by private enterprise, so that the 
public will have the advantage of competition in service. It is ex- 
pected that some of our lines can be sold, some more demonstration 
work done, and that with the completion of the Ohio project a policy 
of private operation can be fully developed. 

PROHIBITION 

After more than two generations of constant debate, our country 
adopted a system of national prohibition under all the solemnities 
involved in an amendment to the Federal Constitution. In obedience 
to this mandate the Congress and the States, with one or two notable 
exceptions, have passed required laws for its administration and en- 
forcement. This imposes upon the citizenship of the country, and 
especially on all public officers, not only the duty to enforce, but the 
obligation to observe the sanctions of this constitutional provision 
and its resulting laws. If this condition could be secured, all question 
concerning prohibition would cease. The Federal Government is 
making every effort to accomplish these results through careful 
organization, large appropriations, and administrative effort. Smug- 
gling has been greatly cut down, the larger sources of supply for 
illegal sale have been checked, and by means of injunction and crimi- 
nal prosecution the process of enforcement is being applied. The 
same vigilance on the part of local governments would render these 
efforts much more successful. The Federal authorities propose to 
discharge their obligation for enforcement to the full extent of their 
ability. 

Tue Necro 

History does not anywhere record so much progress made in the 
same length of time as that which has been accomplished by the 
Negro race in the United States since the Emancipation Proclama- 
tion. They have come up from slavery to be prominent in educa- 
tion, the professions, art, science, agriculture, banking, and commerce. 
It is estimated that 50,000 of them are on the Government pay rolls, 
drawing about $50,000,000 each year. They have been the recipients 
of presidential appointments and their professional ability has arisen 
to a sufficiently high plane so that they have been intrusted with the 
entire management and control of the great veterans’ hospital at 
Tuskegee, where their conduct has taken high rank. They have 
shown that they have been worthy of all the encouragement which 
they have received. Nevertheless, they are too often subjected to 
thoughtless and inconsiderate treatment, unworthy alike of the white 
or colored races. They have especially been made the target of the
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foul crime of lynching. For several years these acts of unlawful 
violence had been diminishing. In the last year they have shown 
an increase. Every principle of order and law and liberty is opposed 
to this crime. The Congress should enact any legislation it can 
under the Constitution to provide for its elimination. 

AMERICAN INDIAN 

The condition of the American Indian has much improved in 
recent years. Full citizenship was bestowed upon them on June 2, 
1924, and appropriations for their care and advancement have been 

increased. Still there remains much to be done. 
Notable increases in appropriations for the several major functions 

performed by the Department of the Interior on behalf of the Indians 
have marked the last five years. In that time, successive annual in- 
creases in appropriations for their education total $1,804,825; for 
medical care, $578,000; and for industrial advancement, $205,000; or 
$2,582,325 more than would have been spent in the same period on the 
basis of appropriations for 1923 and the preceding years. 

The needs along health, educational, industrial, and social lines, 
however, are great, and the Budget estimates for 1929 include still 

further increases for Indian administration. 
To advance the time when the Indians may become self-sustaining, 

it is my belief that the Federal Government should continue to im- 
prove the facilities for their care, and as rapidly as possible turn its 
responsibility over to the States. 

CoaL 

Legislation authorizing a system of fuel administration and the ap- 
pointment by the President of a Board of Mediation and Conciliation 
in case of actual or threatened interruption of production is needed. 
The miners themselves are now seeking information and action from 
the Government, which could readily be secured through such a board. 
It is believed that a thorough investigation and reconsideration of this 
proposed policy by the Congress will demonstrate that this recom- 

mendation is sound and should be adopted. 

PETROLEUM CONSERVATION 

The National Government is undertaking to join in the formation 
of a cooperative committee of lawyers, engineers, and public officers, 

to consider what legislation by the States or by the Congress can be 

adopted for the preservation and conservation of our supply of petro- 

leum. This has come to be one of the main dependencies for trans- 

portation and power so necessary to our agricultural and industrial
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life. It is expected the report of this committee will be available for 
later congressional action. Meantime, the requirement that the Sec- 
retary of the Interior should make certain leases of land belonging to 
the Osage Indians, in accordance with the act of March 38, 1921, should 
be repealed. The authority to lease should be discretionary, in order 
that the property of the Indians may not be wasted and the public 

suffer a future lack of supply. 

ALIEN PROPERTY 

Under treaty the property held by the Alien Property Custodian 
was to be retained until suitable provision had been made for the 
satisfaction of American claims. While still protecting the American 
claimants, in order to afford every possible accommodation to the na- 
tionals of the countries whose property was held, the Congress has 
made liberal provision for the return of a large part of the property. 
All trusts under $10,000 were returned in full, and partial returns 
were made on the others. The total returned was approximately 

$350,000,000. 
There is still retained, however, about $250,000,000. The Mixed 

Claims Commissions has made such progress in the adjudication of 
claims that legislation can now be enacted providing for the return 
of the property, which should be done under conditions which will 
protect our Government and our claimants. Such a measure will be 
proposed, and I recommend its enactment. 

RarLtroaD CONSOLIDATION : 

In order to increase the efficiency of transportation and decrease its 
cost to the shipper, railroad consolidation must be secured. Legis- 
lation is needed to simplify the necessary procedure to secure such 
agreements and arrangements for consolidation, always under the 
control and with the approval of the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion. Pending this, no adequate or permanent reorganization can be 
made of the freight-rate structure. Meantime, both agriculture and 
industry are compelled to wait for needed relief. This is purely a 
business question, which should be stripped of all local and partisan 
bias and decided on broad principles and its merits in order to pro- 
mote the public welfare. A large amount of new construction and 
equipment, which will furnish employment for Jabor and markets 
for commodities of both factory and farm, wait on the decision of 
this important question. Delay is holding back the progress of our 

country. 

Many of the same arguments are applicable to the consolidation 
of the Washington traction companies.
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VETERANS 

The care which this country has lavished on its veterans is known 
of all men. The yearly outlay for this purpose is about $750,000,000, 
or about the cost of running the Federal Government, outside of the 
Post Office Department, before the World War. The Congress will 
have before 1t recommendations of the American Legion, the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars, and other like organizations, which should receive 
candid consideration. We should continue to foster our system of 
compensation and rehabilitation, and provide hospitals and insurance. 
The magnitude of the undertaking is already so large that all requests 
calling for further expenditure should have the most searching 
scrutiny. Our present system of pensions is already sufficiently lib- 
eral. It was increased by the last Congress for Civil and Spanish 
War veterans and widows and for some dependents. 

It has been suggested that the various governmental agencies now 
dealing with veterans’ relief be consolidated. This would bring many 
advantages. It is recommended that the proper committees of the 
Congress make a thorough survey of this subject, in order to deter- 
mine if legislation to secure such consolidation is desirable. 

EDUCATION 

For many years it has been the policy of the Federal Government 
to encourage and foster the cause of education. Large sums of money 
are annually appropriated to carry on vocational training. Many 
millions go into agricultural schools. The general subject is under 
the immediate direction of a Commissioner of Education. While this 
subject is strictly a State and local function, it should continue to 
have the encouragement of the National Government. I am still of 
the opinion that much good could be accomplished through the estab- 
lishment of a Department of Education and Relief, into which would 
be gathered all of these functions under one directing member of the 
Cabinet. 

DEPARTMENT OF LaBor 

Industrial relations have never been more peaceful. In recent 
months they have suffered from only one serious controversy. In all 
others difficulties have been adjusted, both management and labor 
wishing to settle controversies by friendly agreement rather than by 
compulsion. The welfare of women and children is being especially 
guarded by our Department of Labor. Its Children’s Bureau is in 
cooperation with 26 State boards and 80 juvenile courts. 
Through its Bureau of Immigration it has been found that medical 

examination abroad has saved prospective immigrants from much
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hardship. Some further legislation to provide for reuniting families 
when either the husband or the wife is in this country, and granting 
more freedom for the migration of the North American Indian tribes 

is desirable. 
The United States Employment Service has enabled about 2,000,000 

men and women to gain paying positions in the last fiscal year. Par- 
ticular attention has been given to assisting men past middle life 
and in providing field labor for harvesting agricultural crops. This 
has been made possible in part through the service of the Federal 
Board for Vocational Education, which is cooperating with the States 
in a program to increase the technical knowledge and skill of the 

wage earner. 

Pusric BUILDINGS 

Construction is under way in the country and ground has been 
broken for carrying out a public-building program for Washington. 
We have reached a time when not only the conveniences but the 
architectural beauty of the public buildings of the Capital City 
should be given much attention. It will be necessary to purchase 
further land and provide the required continuing appropriations. 

HistortcaAL CELEBRATIONS 

Provision is being made to commemorate the two hundredth ann1- 
versary of the birth of George Washington. Suggestion has been 
made for the construction of a memorial road leading from the Cap- 
ital to Mount Vernon, which may well have the consideration of the 
Congress, and the commission intrusted with preparations for the 
celebration will undoubtedly recommend publication of the complete 
writings of Washington and a series of writings by different authors 
relating to him. 

February 25, 1929, is the one hundred and fiftieth anniversary of 
the capture of Fort Sackville, at Vincennes, in the State of Indiana. 
This eventually brought into the Union what was known as the North- 
west Territory, embracing the region north of the Ohio River between 
the Alleghenies and the Mississippi River. This expedition was led 
by George Rogers Clark. His heroic character and the importance 
of his victory are too little known and understood. They gave us 
not only this Northwest Territory but by means of that the prospect 
of reaching the Pacific. The State of Indiana is proposing to dedicate 
the site of Fort Sackville as a national shrine. The Federal Govern- 
ment may well make some provision for the erection under its own 
management of a fitting memorial at that point.
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ForeIGN RELATIONS 

It is the policy of the United States to promote peace. We are 
a peaceful people and committed to the settling of disputes by 
amicable adjustment rather than by force. We have believed that 
peace can best be secured by a faithful observance on our part of 
the principles of international law, accompanied by patience and 
conciliation, and requiring of others a like treatment for ourselves. 
We have lately had some difference with Mexico relative to the 
injuries inflicted upon our nationals and their property within that 
country. A firm adherence to our rights and a scrupulous respect 
for the sovereignty of Mexico, both in accordance with the law 
of nations, coupled with patience and forbearance, it is hoped will 
resolve all our differences without interfering with the friendly 
relationship between the two Governments. 

We have been compelled to send naval and marine forces to China 
to protect the lives and property of our citizens. Fortunately their 
simple presence there has been sufficient to prevent any material loss 
of life. But there has been considerable loss of property. That 
unhappy country is torn by factions and revolutions which bid fair 
to last for an indefinite period. Meanwhile we are protecting our 
citizens and stand ready to cooperate with any government which 
may emerge in promoting the welfare of the people of China. They 
have always had our friendship, and they should especially merit our 
consideration in these days of their distraction and distress. 
We were confronted by similar condition on a small scale in Nica- 

ragua. Our marine and naval forces protected our citizens and their 
property and prevented a heavy sacrifice of life and the destruction 
of that country by a reversion to a state of revolution. Henry L. 
Stimson, former Secretary of War, was sent there to cooperate with 
our diplomatic and military officers in effecting a settlement between 
the contending parties. This was done on the assurance that we 
would cooperate in restoring a state of peace where our rights would 
be protected by giving our assistance in the conduct of the next 
presidential election, which occurs in a few months. With this 
assurance the population returned to their peace-time pursuits, with 
the exception of some small roving bands of outlaws. 

In general, our relations with other countries can be said to have 
improved within the year. While having a due regard for our own 
affairs, the protection of our own rights, and the advancement of 
our own people, we can afford to be liberal toward others. Our 
example has become of great importance in the world. It is recog- 
nized that we are independent, detached, and can and do take a 
disinterested position in relation to international affairs. Our charity
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embraces the earth. Our trade is far flung. Our financial favors 
are widespread. Those who are peaceful and law-abiding realize that 
not only have they nothing to fear from us, but that they can rely 
on our moral support. Proposals for promoting the peace of the 
world will have careful consideration. But we are not a people 
who are always seeking for a sign. We know that peace comes from 
honesty and fair dealing, from moderation, and a generous regard 
for the rights of others. The heart of the Nation is more important 
than treaties. A spirit of generous consideration is a more certain 
defense than great armaments. We should continue to promote 
peace by our example, and fortify it by such international covenants 
against war as we are permitted under our Constitution to make. 

AMERICAN ProcREss 

Our country has made much progress. But it has taken, and will 
continue to take, much effort. Competition will be keen, the tempta- 
tion to selfishness and arrogance will be severe, the provocations to 
deal harshly with weaker peoples will be many. All of these are 
embraced in the opportunity for true greatness. They will be over- 
balanced by cooperation, by generosity, and a spirit of neighborly 
kindness. ‘The forces of the universe are taking humanity in that 
direction. In doing good, in walking humbly, in sustaining its own 
people, in ministering to other nations, America will work out its 
own mighty destiny. 

CaLvIn CooLipcE 
Tue Wuirte Hovuss, December 6, 1927.
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LIST OF PAPERS 

[Unless otherwise specified, the correspondence is from or fo officials in the Department of State. 

GENERAL 

THREE-POWER CONFERENCE AT GENEVA FOR THE LIMITATION OF NAVAL ARMA- 
MENT, JUNE 20—-AvcustT 4, 1927 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Feb. 3 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 1 

(24) Instructions to make advance arrangements for delivery to 
Foreign Office on February 10 of memorandum and message 
of President Coolidge, texts of which will be transmitted by 
telegrams Nos. 25 and 26. 

(Footnote: The same, mutatis mutandis, to the Embassies in 
Great Britain and Italy; similar instructions to the Embassy in 
Japan.) 

Feb. 3 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 1 
(25) Memorandum for French Government (text printed), in- 

quiring whether, as a signatory to the Washington treaty 
limiting naval armament, France is disposed to empower her 
delegates on the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament 
Conference at Geneva, pending the results of the Conference, 
to negotiate and conclude a further naval limitation agreement, 
supplementing the Washington treaty and covering the classes 
of vessels not dealt with by that treaty. 

(Footnote: Instructions to repeat text of memorandum to 
Great Britain and Italy. A similar telegram was sent to the 
Embassy in Japan.) 

Feb. 3 | Yo the Ambassador in Japan (tel.) 5 
(14) Instructions to supplement presentation of memorandum by 

oral expression of U. 8. views. 

Feb. 3 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 6 
(26) President Coolidge’s proposed message to Congress (text 

printed), outlining the considerations which prompted him 
to direct the presentation of a proposal for further naval 
limitation to the Washington treaty signatories. 

(Footnotes: Instructions to repeat to Great Britain and 
Italy. A similar telegram was sent to Japan. 

Information that the President’s message was communi- 
cated to Congress on February 10.) 

Feb. 3 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) 9 
(27) Instructions to supplement presentation of memorandum by 

oral expression of U.S. views. 

Feb. 7 | To the Ambassador in Chile (iel.) 9 
(5) Transmittal of text of naval limitation memorandum, with 

instructions to present copy to Foreign Minister on February 
10, as a matter of courtesy and for his Government’s informa- 
tion. 

(Footnote: Instructions to repeat to Argentina. A similar 
telegram was sent to Brazil.) 

XXVII
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Feb. 15 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 10 

(66) French reply (text printed), stating inability to accept sug- 
gestion for separate naval limitation agreement among signa- 
tories of Washington treaty because of conviction that naval 
limitation can be dealt with effectively only by the Preparatory 
Commission. 

Feb. 19 | From the Japanese Embassy 13 
Acceptance of proposal to participate in negotiations for 

further naval limitation. 

Feb. 21 | From the Ambassador in Italy (tel.) 14 
(24) Information that a negative reply has been received from 

the Italian Government. 

Feb. 21 | From the Ambassador in Italy (tel.) 14 
(25) Italian reply (text printed), giving among other reasons for 

inability to accede to U.S. proposal, the fact that Italy’s un- 
favorable geographical position prevents limitation of her 
already insufficient naval armament. 

. Feb. 21 | From the Ambassador in Italy (tel.) 16 
(26) Observation that no effective naval limitation in the Medi- 

terranean can be accomplished until Italo-French relations 
improve. 

Feb. 21 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 17 
(39) Information from British Ambassador that his Government 

is sympathetically considering U. 8. proposal, but that reply 
will be delayed because of necessity to consult Dominions. 
Press reports of favorable attitude of Prime Minister Baldwin 
and Foreign Secretary Chamberlain and emphatic opposition of 
Bridgeman, First Lord of the Admiralty; authorization, if 
deemed wise, to discuss the whole matter with Chamberlain. 

Feb. 22 Memoranaum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 17 
airs 

Conversation in which the Italian Ambassador was told, in 
reply to his Government’s suggestion that Italy would recon- 
sider refusal to participate if assured in advance that Italo- 
French parity established by Washington treaty would not be 
disturbed, that it was just such questions which would have to 
be studied by the Naval Conference. Further outline to 
Ambassador of reasons why Italy should be interested in 
participating, and Ambassador’s intention to cable his Govern- 

| ment. 

Feb. 22 | From the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 19 
(20) Communication from Argentine Government (text printed), 

stating that the question of naval limitation should await action 
of Preparatory Commission. 

Feb. 24 | To the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 20 
(7) Instructions, should suitable occasion be presented, to advise 

Foreign Minister that Argentine reply to communication of 
February 7 appears to have been occasioned by some misunder- 
standing, and that replies are not expected from Brazil or Chile. 

(Footnote: Sent also, mutatis mutandis, to Brazil. The 
Sree Essy in Argentina was informed by telegram to the same 
effect.
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Feb. 24 | Fromthe Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 20 

(46) Emphatic assurance by Bridgeman of his desire for Naval 
Conference and indication that favorable British reply may be 
expected following receipt of answers from Dominions. 

Feb. 24 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 21 
Conversation in which the Italian Ambassador was informed 

that the United States could not guarantee in advance that 
Conference would maintain Franco-Italian parity, even if such 
guarantee would enable Italy to reconsider refusal to attend 
Conference. 

Feb. 25 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 22 
(48) Draft of British reply (text printed) accepting U. 8. invita- 

tion, to be made public on February 28 following receipt of 
expected favorable replies from Dominions. 

Mar. 5 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 23 
Report of separate conversations with the British and 

Japanese Ambassadors, in which each expressed his personal 
opinion that in spite of French and Italian refusals, his Govern- 
ment would agree to discuss naval limitation with the other 
two powers. Informal approval by Ambassadors of plan to 
invite France and Italy to send observers. 

Mar. 5 | Yo the Ambassador in Italy (tel.) 24 
(17) Information concerning Italian Ambassador’s discussions 

at the Department with regard to Italy’s attitude toward 
naval limitation, and his intention to try to persuade his 
Government to reconsider refusal. U. 8. request of British 
and Japanese Ambassadors that they ascertain whether 
procedure upon three-power basis would be agreeable to their 
Governments. 

(Footnote: Information that paragraph concerning proce- 
dure upon three-power basis was cabled to Embassies in 
Great Britain and Japan.) 

Mar. 8 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 26 
(49) Instructions to advise Chamberlain that an indication to 

Japanese Government of British attitude toward Three-Power 
Conference will facilitate Japanese reply. 

Mar. 9 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 26 
(59) Information that copy of British acceptance of Three-Power 

Conference proposal has been sent to British Embassy at 
Tokyo. 

Mar. 10 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 26 
Conversation in which British Ambassador read his Govern- 

ment’s informal acceptance (text printed). 

Mar. 11 | From the Japanese Embassy 27 
Acceptance of invitation to Three-Power Conference. 

Mar. 11 | To the Japanese Ambassador 28 
Formal confirmation of Three-Power Conference proposal, 

with expression of hope that France and Italy may be repre- 
sented at least informally, and information that discussions 
will begin at Geneva about June 1. 

Kootnote: Sent, mutatts mutandis, to the British Ambas- 
sador.



xXXX LIST OF PAPERS 

THREE-POWER CONFERENCE AT GENEVA FOR THE LIMITATION OF NAVAL ARMA- 
MENT, JUNE 20—-AvGusT 4, 1927—-Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Mar. 12 | Tothe Ambassador in France (tel.) 28 

(72) Memorandum for Foreign Office (text printed), acknowledg- 
ing French Government’s reply of February 15 and extending 
invitation to be represented in some manner at Three-Power 
Conference. 

Mar. 12 | To the Ambassador in Italy (tel.) 30 
(18) Memorandum for Foreign Office (text printed), acknowledg- 

ing Italian Government’s reply of February 21 and extending 
invitation to be represented in some manner at Three-Power 
Conference. 

Apr. 3 | Fromthe Ambassador in France (tel.) 31 
(152) Foreign Office note verbale, April 2 (text printed), explaining 

why decision concerning representation at Three-Power Con- 
ference, even by an observer, must be deferred. 

Apr. 6 | Fromthe British Ambassador 32 
(229) British Government’s assumption that postponement of 

meeting to June 1 means that formal Naval Conference, rather 
than preliminary conversations, will take place on that date at 
Geneva; plan to send Bridgeman, Viscount Cecil, and Admiral 
Field as plenipotentiaries. 

Apr. 6 | Fromithe Japanese Ambassador 33 
Desire that Conference begin no earlier than June 11, in 

order to allow sufficient time for Japanese delegation to reach 
Geneva. 

Apr. 6 | Fromthe Ambassador in Japan (tel.) 34 
(50) Information that Japanese delegates will be Admiral Vis- 

count Saito and Viscount Ishii. 

Apr. 18 | To the Chief of the American Delegation on the Preparatory 34 
(116) Commission (tel.) 

Instructions to cable if definite date for Three-Power Con- 
ference has been arranged and to give suggestions as to per- 
sonnel of American delegation; communication of names of 
British and Japanese delegates. 

Apr. 14 | From the Chief of the American Delegation on the Preparatory 35 
(241) Commission (tel.) 

Information that definite arrangements have not yet been 
made as to date or secretariat for Conference; Bridgeman’s 
opposition to Geneva as meeting place. 

Apr. 20 | To the Chief of the American Delegation on the Preparatory Com- 36 
(121) misston (tel.) 

Advice that, while United States cannot very well take 
initiative in suggesting that Conference be held elsewhere than 
in Geneva, it will not oppose such a suggestion if made by 
Great Britain or Japan, or if League would be embarrassed by 
having negotiations there or is unable to provide the necessary 
facilities. 

27 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 37 
(84) Instructions to inform Chamberlain of unofficial British sug- 

gestions for holding Conference elsewhere and of League pref- 
erence that request for use of facilities come from either Great 
Britain or Japan as League members.
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Apr. 28 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 38 

(98) Chamberlain’s statement that British Government prefers 
Geneva and has so notified Japan, and that necessary steps 
are being taken with regard to use of League facilities. 

May 5 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 38 
(93) Instructions to advise Chamberlain of U. S. assumption that 

British delegation will either include fully empowered Do- 
minion representatives or will itself be empowered by Domin- 
ion Governments. 

May 6 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 38 
(105) Chamberlain’s assurance that British delegation will include 

fully empowered Dominion representatives. 

May 11 | From the Chargé in Japan (tel.) 39 
(77) Foreign Minister’s emphasis on strong desire of new Japanese 

Government that naval limitation be effected at Geneva. 
(Footnote: Information that the ministry of Baron Gi-ichi 

Tanaka replaced the ministry of Reijiro Wakatsuki in April 
1927.) 

May 17 | From the Ambassador in Italy (tel.) 39 
(66) Italian memorandum, in reply to invitation to be repre- 

sented at Conference, reserving right to send naval experts 
who may at any given time assume the character of observers 
(text printed). 

(Footnote: Information that the Department was advised 
on June 4 that the Italian Government had appointed two 
unofficial observers; information, also, that a French Mission 
d’ Information attended the plenary sessions.) 

May 23 | To the British Ambassador 40 
Confirmation of arrangement that Three-Power Conference 

at Geneva will open on June 20. 
(Footnote: Identic note on the same date to the Japanese 

Ambassador.) 

May 27 | To President Coolidge 40 
Recommendations as to membership of American delega- 

tion. 

June 1| M omergnaum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 42 
airs 

Record of conference of State and Navy Department officials 
with President Coolidge in regard to U. 8. policy and proposals 
to be laid before Geneva Conference. 

June 2 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation 43 
(1) Notification to Mr. Hugh 8. Gibson of his appointment as 

chairman of the American delegation; information that Ad- 
miral Hilary P. Jones will be a delegate and that Mr. Hugh 
R. Wilson will be secretary general; list of State and Navy 
Department assistants on the delegation; general instruc- 
tions as to U. 8. participation, with emphasis on fact that 
Conference is most likely to be successful if its deliberations 
are restricted to the immediate problem of extension of Wash- 
ington treaty principles and ratios to auxiliary vessels. 

June 9 | To the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 45 
(46) Communication of names of British and Dominion dele- 

gates.
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June 20 |: From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 46 

(11) Press release (text printed), giving an estimate of tonnage 
to be scrapped if American proposal for basis of 300,000 tons 

| of cruisers and 250,000 tons of destroyers for the United 
States and the British Empire, and 180,000 tons of cruisers 
and 150,000 tons of destroyers for Japan were accepted; in- 
formation that no scrapping of submarines would be required 
on basis of 90,000 tons of submarines for the United States and 
the British Empire and 54,000 tons for Japan. | 

June 20 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 47 
(12) For the President: Message from secretary general of Con- 

ference transmitting greetings from the delegates. 

June 20 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 47 
(15) Résumé of first plenary session, at which the chairman of | . 

the American delegation was named president of the Confer- 
ence, organization procedure was decided upon, and the three | —s_— 
delegations gave opening statements. — 

June 21 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 48 
(16) Executive committee resolution (text printed) recommend- 

ing the formation of a technical committee to exchange statis- 
tics of present cruiser, destroyer, and submarine tonnage of 
each of the powers, the tonnage now authorized and appro- 
priated for, and other pertinent information. | 

June 22 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 48 
(22) Disappointment of American delegation at receptive atti- 

tude of Japanese delegation toward British proposals for 
modification of Washington treaty. | 

June 22 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 50 
(23) Japanese desire for upward revision of the ratio assigned to 

Japan by the Washington treaty. 7 

June 23 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 50 
(25) Request for instructions concerning whether it should be 

suggested to British that U. S. delegation is prepared to 
sustain adoption by Conference of a decision (draft printed), 
reserving consideration of the British proposals to the 1931 

. Conference provided under the Washington treaty. 

June 23 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 51 
(26) British insistence upon discussion of capital ships at present 

Conference and upon importance of placing limits upon maxi- 
mum size of cruisers, destroyers, and submarines. 

June 23 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 52 
(27) Belief that Bridgeman desires a plenary meeting soon in 

order that each power may state naval needs and justification 
therefor, and that he will argue for preponderant British 

| strength; intention of American delegation to reiterate that 
| naval needs depend on strength of other powers and are purely 

relative, and by emphasizing certain other factors to bring out 
in bold relief U. S. willingness not only for real limitation but 
for reduction as well. | 

June 24 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 53 
(10) Approval of suggested action and draft decision set forth in 

chairman’s telegram No. 25, June 23.
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June 24 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 54 

(31) Reply of American and Japanese delegates, in response to 
Bridgeman’s inquiry as to suitable time for plenary session 
debate on British suggestions concerning battleships and air- 
craft carriers, to effect that since their instructions precluded 
discussion of Washington treaty revision, they would have to 
ask their Governments for pertinent instructions. 

June 24 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 55 
(11) Authorization to take action outlined in chairman’s telegram | 

| No. 27, June 23, if British insist on elaborately defending their 
demand for a high cruiser tonnage; assurance that United 
States is sincere in regard to maintaining parity with Great 
Britain, but on the other hand is unwilling to sign a treaty 
increasing British cruiser strength by 75 percent and requiring 
the United States to triple its cruiser strength. | 

June 25 | To the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) | 56 

(138) Forwarding of chairman’s telegram No. 27, June 23, and 
Department’s telegram No. 11, June 24, with instructions to . 
advise Chamberlain informally of U. 8: Government’s surprise 
concerning British attitude at Geneva, in view of repeated 
assurances that Great Britain would accept parity with the 

| United States in all classes of naval vessels. 

June 26 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (éel.) 56 
(32) Optimistic view of American delegation that obstacles, such 

as satisfying Japanese amour-propre while maintaining Wash- 
ington treaty ratio and acceding to British desire for no limita- 
tion on number of small cruisers, can be overcome; efforts to 
dispose as soon as possible of British suggestions concerning 
Washington treaty. | 

June 27 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) | 58 
(33) Information, for State and Navy Departments, that com- 

parison of British and American capital ship tonnage on the 
Washington standard-ton basis shows that excess British ton- 
nage is even greater than was previously indicated. 

June 27 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (éel.) 59 
(35) Suggestion that British delegation might be aided in with- 

drawal from untenable position regarding revision of Washing- . 
ton treaty, if the Secretary would discuss frankly with British 
Embassy in Washington, U. 8S. interest in nonrevision of the 
treaty, insistence upon parity with Great Britain, and desire for 
curtailment of naval building program. | 

June 27 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 60 
(36) Expression of regret to Japanese delegate that his Govern- 

ment has revised its instructions to permit acquiescence in 
| British proposals for discussion of capital ships. 

June 27 | From the British Ambassador 61 
Information, supplied at Chamberlain’s direction and for 

communication to President Coolidge, that the British 
Government aimed, in including in its proposals the question 
of reducing the size of capital ships, to further the spirit of the 
Washington treaty, to set an example for the Preparatory 
Commission to follow, and to effect economy in reduction of 

| armaments. | 
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June 28 | To President Coolidge 63 
Transmittal of British Ambassador’s note of June 27, with 

comments. 

June 28 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 64 
(20) Information that it is impossible to carry out the suggestion 

in chairman’s telegram No. 35, June 27, because of absence of 
British Embassy force from Washington, but that copies of 
chairman’s telegram No. 27, June 23, and the Department’s 
telegram No. 11, June 24, have been forwarded to the Ameri- 
can Embassy in London with instructions. 

June 30 | From President Coolidge 64 
Approval of Secretary’s position as set forth in letter of 

June 28. 

June 30 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 65 
(44) Press interview authorized by Bridgeman (text printed), 

denying demand for naval supremacy and reiterating principle 
of U. 8.-British parity, but also expressing opinion that while 
Great Britain’s special needs require a higher number in certain 
types of vessels, the United States has the right to build up to 
an equal figure in any type of warship. 

June 30 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 65 
45) Summary of developments favorable to American position: 

British action in preferring postponement of public sessions, 
end of their insistence on public debate on U. S.-British naval 
needs, realization that they cannot force Washington treaty 
revision by rush tactics, and the reasonable spirit exhibited by 
the technical committees. 

July 2 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 66 
(53) Information that if the British are disinclined to reduce their 

excessive demands for 75 cruisers, of either 7,500 or 10,000 tons 
each, American delegation intends to say that it believes the 
British should publish their figures, together with their justi- 
fication therefor, and state quite frankly that it was impossible 
to come to an agreement, thus leaving the entire matter for 
general agreement in 1931. 

July 2 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 69 
(26) Instructions to advise British that no proposal which sets 

total cruiser tonnage figure to be arrived at before 1936 at 
more than 400,000 tons would make conclusion of an agreement 
worth while; request for comment on Secretary’s intention to 
consult Canadian and Irish Legations as to any demands for 
excessive tonnage increases; inquiry regarding possible discus- 
sions with the Japanese Ambassador. 

July 4] From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 69 (58) Advice that British have already been informed of unaccep- 
tability of their figures as real limitation, and opinion that 
neither inquiries to Canadian and Irish Legations nor discus- 
sion with Japanese Ambassador would be advantageous. 

July 5 | To the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 70 (147) Transmittal of chairman’s telegram No. 53, July 2, with in- structions to discuss with Baldwin or Chamberlain, if thought acvisable, the excessive cruiser tonnage proposed by the ritish.
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July 5 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 70 

(60) American delegation’s suggestion for eventually reconciling 
British proposal based on numbers with American proposal 
based on total tonnage (text printed). 

July 5 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 72 
(61) Information that Japanese refuse to accept cruiser tonnage 

basis of 400,000 tons, that they intend to demand that British 
revise their figures downward, and that the American delega- 
tion has promised hearty cooperation in this demand. 

July 6 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 72 
(27) Conversation between the Secretary of State and the British 

Ambassador, in which each explained the attitude of his re- 
spective delegation with regard to the general problems of the 
Conference and also to the specific question of British cruiser 
tonnage demands. 

July 6 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 74 
(63) Résumé of interview with British on cruiser question, which 

ended without a solution having been reached. 

July 6 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 76 
(64) Japanese memorandum (text printed) recommending the 

adoption of a 450,000-ton basis for auxiliary surface craft for 
the United States and Great Britain, with 300,000-ton basis for 
Japan, and 70,000 tons of submarines for Japan. 

July 6 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 77 
(65) Belief that, although the British refuse to accept tonnage 

figures proposed by the Japanese, they may be induced to 
reasonableness by knowledge that they stand alone in demand 
for a large cruiser tonnage. 

July 7 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 78 
(156) Opinion that pressure on Baldwin or Chamberlain will 

probably be unproductive of results; willingness, however, to 
impress on them six specific points showing the unfavorable 
reaction on U. 8.-British relations if the British persist in 
present policy at Geneva. 

July 7 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 79 
(151) Desire that Ambassador discuss situation with British on 

basis of his suggestions. 

July 7 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 80 
(68) Japanese intention to submit their proposals formally to 

executive committee and to express determination to abandon 
Conference if agreement for lower tonnage figures is not 
reached. 

July 7 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 80 
(69) Suggestion that, if break-up of Conference appears inevit- 

able, a private conversation of the chief delegates be called at 
which a general statement of U.S. position may be given and 
plans may be made for a public statement of the case of each 
power, in order that public may have information on which 
to base study of the issues involved.
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July 8 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 82 

(30) Approval of suggested private conversation should Conference 
fail; suggestion that a short adjournment might be of value if 
agreement seems impossible; additional considerations to be 
included in American delegation’s statement to the public 
meeting if Conference breaks up. 

July 8 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 84 
(157) Substance of conversation with Chamberlain, in which he 

appeared to be impressed by Ambassador’s statement that 
U. S. public opinion had reacted unfavorably to British 
proposals. Ambassador’s opinion that, should total tonnage 
be kept under 400,000 tons, it will be a material concession to 
American views. 

July 9 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 85 
(158) Note from Chamberlain (text printed), reporting discussion 

with the Prime Minister and colleagues of substance of con- 
versation with American Ambassador, July 8, and stating likeli- 
hood that British may ask for short adjournment at Geneva in 
order to study the points raised in that conversation. 

July 9 | From the British Embassy 86 
Explanation of attitude of British Government at Geneva, in 

order to dispel apparent misunderstanding of its policy. 

July 9; To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 89 
(33) Telegram from President Coolidge (text printed) directing 

Secretary to instruct chairman that a clear, strong statement of 
American position is needed, regardless of where blame falls, 
and approving suggestions in Secretary’s telegram No. 30, July 
8, to the chairman. 

July 9 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 89 
(78) Summary of a private conversation of the three delegations, 

held at instance of British, in which it appeared that a pos- 
sible way out of the cruiser impasse might be reached; chair- 
man’s opinion that a solution may yet be found. 

July 11 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 91 
(80) Indefinite postponement of plenary session scheduled for 

July 11, as a mark of respect to death of Irish Foreign Minister, 
who recently participated in the Conference’s work. 

July 11 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 93 
(41) Protest of British Ambassador concerning Wythe Williams’ 

article in New York Times (excerpts printed), which predicts 
release by American experts, if Conference fails, of documen- 
tary proof that Great Britain has violated Washington treaty 
terms by overtonnage of battleships. 

July 11 | From the Ambassador in Japan (tel.) 94 
(100) Foreign Minister’s request that his earnest desire for U. 8. 

assistance to Japanese in bringing about an agreement which 
will not call for material increases in naval armaments be con- 
veyed to Washington. 

July 11 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 94 
(81) Belief that delegation should concentrate on need to find 

common ground for agreement between Japanese and British 
on tonnage levels, and should emphasize U. S. preference for 
Japanese levels.
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July 12 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 96 

(84) Opinion that the Wythe Williams, article was founded on 
pure conjecture; information that American delegates have 
been scrupulous in not revealing confidential information 
to the press. 

July 12 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 96 
(42) Inquiry as to truth of press reports from English sources 

(excerpt printed) that representatives of steel plants or manu- 
facturing concerns are in Geneva or are interfering with delib- 
erations by propagandizing American experts. 

July 12 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 97 
(162) British suggestion (text printed) that agreement should be 

sought on basis of total tonnage in each class beyond which 
each party would not go up to 1936. Chamberlain’s intention 
to ask short adjournment and order Bridgeman to London for 
consultation if agreement cannot be reached along this line; 
his willingness to meet the Secretary in Geneva if necessary, 
and if Secretary so requests. 

(Repeated to Geneva.) 

July 12 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 98 
(82) American suggestion to mixed committee exploring cruiser 

problem that the real difficulty lies in British effort to force 
other navies to accept same type of cruisers as themselves, 
regardless of individual requirements; reiteration by British of 
unacceptability of tonnage figures of Japanese. 

July 12 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 100 
(83) Unacceptability to Americans and Japanese of British draft 

plan (text printed) providing for tonnage limitation of 550,000 
tons under certain ages, retention of over-age ships in the 
amount of 20 percent of this figure, and a limitation of 10,000- 
ton cruisers to 12-12-8, all other cruisers to be limited to 
6,000 tons, mounted with no larger than 6-inch guns. 

July 12 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 101 
(159) Permission to inform Chamberlain of Secretary’s concur- 

rence in British suggestion outlined in Ambassador’s telegram 
No. 162, July 12; assumption that by ‘‘each class’ is meant 
cruisers, destroyers, and submarines; assertion that while the 
United States requires 10,000-ton cruisers, it does not object 
to the smaller-type cruisers preferred by British, provided 
they do not exceed the total tonnage limitation; opinion that 
a short adjournment of Conference might serve a useful 
purpose. 

(Repeated to Geneva.) 

July 13 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 102 
(45) Reluctance of Ambassador in Great Britain, expressed in a 

telegram of July 13 (text printed), to inform Chamberlain as 
directed by Secretary’s telegram No. 159, July 12, for fear of 
consequences unfavorable to the American position at Geneva. 
Instructions to advise Ambassador of any suggestions chair- 
man plans to make concerning Secretary’s telegram and 
possible adjournment. 

(Footnote: Information that the Ambassador in Great 
Britain was informed of the contents of this telegram by 
Department telegram No. 160, July 13, 5 p. m.)
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July 13 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 103 

(86) Opinion that British delegation is aware that the largest 
size of cruiser is most suited to U. S. needs; belief that restric- 
tion of number of maximum-size cruisers cannot be decided 
until the total tonnage figure is agreed upon, that short ad- 
journment might cause loss of ground gained by American 
delegation, and that probably Secretary’s influence would 
continue to be most effective if he remained in Washington. 

(Copy to London.) 

July 13 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 104 
(87) Japanese proposal for a 30 percent cut in tonnage of auxiliary 

surface craft now built, building, or authorized, which would 
result in approximate figure for Great Britain of 484,000 tons, 
for the United States of 454,000 tons, and for Japan of 310,000 
tons. 

(Copy to London.) 

July 14 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 106 
(91) Doubt that any truth exists in press reports of activities of 

steel and other interests at Geneva, and opinion that such 
assertions are British-inspired. 

July 14 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 106 
(163) Instructions, in view of possible misunderstanding of term 

“class”? in British plan, to advise Chamberlain of American 
interpretation; information that as delegation believes prog- 
ress is being made, no immediate necessity for adjournment 
exists. 

July 15 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 107 
(99) Belief that as a last resort Secretary might accept Chamber- 

lain’s suggestion to meet in Geneva, but that suggestion may 
be merely part of British effort to postpone decision; informa- 
tion that as a result of Japanese refusal to discuss a figure 
exceeding 315,000 tons for their combined cruiser-destroyer 
tonnage, the British will have to decide either to reduce their 
figures to approximately 500,000 tons or to accept whatever 
consequences result. 

July 16 | To the Ambassador in Great Brttatn (tel.) 108 
(166) Advice that the British proposal is rendered valueless by 

British Ambassador’s explanation that Chamberlain meant by 
“class’”’ of ships, the different sizes of cruisers rather than the 
categories of naval craft. 

(Sent also to Geneva.) 

July 16 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 108 
(50) Telegram No. 165 to the Ambassador in Great Britain 

(text printed) instructing him to advise Chamberlain that the 
Secretary foresees no circumstances which would require him 
to go to Geneva, and advising that the only real question is 
whether the British can reduce their figures on total cruiser 
tonnage to meet views of the American and Japanese delega- 
tions. 

July 16 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (éel.) 109 
(100) Request for comments on chairman’s statement to second 

plenary session, July 14.
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July 18 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 109 

(105) Japanese memorandum (text printed) summarizing the 
specific propositions set forth by each power in British-Japa- 
nese informal conversations. 

July 18 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 111 
(53) Approval of statement to plenary session of July 14; sug- 

gestion that if another plenary session becomes necessary, 
the specific facts to justify American conclusions be stated; 
instructions as to the nature of statement to be made with 
regard to American position should Conference break up. 

July 18 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 113 
(106) Request for instructions as to certain points of Japanese 

memorandum: (1) Advance in ratio for Japan from 3 to 3.25, 
(2) question of 8-inch guns, and (8) maximum size of smaller- 
type cruiser. 

July 18 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 114 
(107) Suggestion that the Secretary discuss with the British 

Ambassador the two conflicting issues which now prevent 
agreement: (1) British insistence on small-type cruisers and 
restriction of 8-inch gun, and (2) American insistence on 
liberty of armament. 

July 19 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 116 
(168) Chamberlain’s concurrence in the Secretary’s opinion that 

nothing would be accomplished by a meeting at Geneva 
between them. 

July 19 | Zo the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 116 
(55) Opinion that the 5-5-3 ratio must be adhered to, with slight 

concessions should exact ratio be impractical, and that after 
reaching agreement on total cruiser tonnage, the United 
States must retain right to construct within such limits the 
number and type of cruisers up to 10,000 tons, with such 
armament up to 8-inch guns as may be necessary. Instruc- 
tions to cable further data on suggestion in Japanese memo- 
randum that 25 percent of the tonnage totals be retained in 
over-age vessels. 

July 19 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 117 
(108) {2 Declaration, at meeting for further discussion of Japanese 

“memorandum, of willingness to discuss retention of over-age 
‘ships after agreement is reached on the other issues, and of 
reasons for insistence on liberty of armanent within the tonnage 
limitations; reiteration of suggestion that treaty might con- 
tain a political clause providing for reexamination of the 
cruiser question in case either of the other powers should be- 
come apprehensive in the future as to the quantity of U. S. 
construction of 8-inch-gun vessels. 

July 19 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 119 
(110) Suggestion that, in view of British delegation’s recall to 

London for consultations, a full statement of U. 8. position as 
to tonnage level and liberty of armament within that figure be 
presented to the British Government either through its Em- 
passy in Washington or through the American Ambassador in 
4zonqaon.,.
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July 20 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 120 

(57) Advice that the Secretary is hesitant to take up matter 
again with the British Government, considering instructions 
to the American Ambassador quoted in telegram No. 50, July 
16, but that he will do everything possible to assist in bringing 
about an agreement. Fear that emphasis on 8-inch guns will 
lead British to assume U. S. willingness to build cruisers below 
10,000 tons armed with 8-inch guns. 

July 20 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 121 
(111) Belief that it would be advisable not to insist on retaining 

the power to allocate all tonnage to 10,000-ton cruisers, but to 
indicate willingness to consider possibility of a smaller-size 
cruiser to be armed with 8-inch guns. 

July 21 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 122 
(59) Advice that it was not intention to direct delegation to 

insist on the construction of the entire tonnage in 10,000-ton 
vessels, and instructions to adhere to right to arm all new |: 
cruisers with 8-inch guns. 

July 21 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 122 
(60) Conversation with the British Ambassador, in which the 

Secretary emphasized that the American delegation had made 
extensive concessions, but that the British must agree to a 
total tonnage limitation and mounting of 8-inch guns if any 
treaty is to be made. 

July 21 | From the Ambassador in Japan (tel.) 123 
(102) Foreign Office information that Japanese still hope to bring 

tonnage figure down to 450,000 tons, that they have not ap- 
proved British 6-inch gun proposal, and that they recognize the 
difficulties presented by the obsolete cruiser tonnage clause. 

July 22 | To President Coolidge 124 
Doubt that Geneva Conference will have any practical re- 

sults, in view of grave difficulties encountered with regard to 
the British demands. 

July 22 | From the Chairman of the American Delegaiton (tel.) 127 
(112) Further explanation of proposal for retention of over-age 

ships as contained in Japanese memorandum; unacceptability 
to American delegation of proposal as it now stands, but 
possibility that modifications might be worked out which 
would make it a basis for discussion. 

July 22 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 130 
(114) Inquiry as to authorization to accede to Japanese wish for 

discussion of 5-3 ratio, and possibility of seeking compromise 
which would satisfy both U. 8. demand for maintenance of the 
Washington treaty ratio and Japanese need to meet domestic 
political objections regarding its minority ratio. 

July 23 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 131 
(115) Request for opinion on two drafts of a political clause 

providing for reexamination of cruiser question (texts printed). 

July 25 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 132 
(61) Preference for the more specific form of political clause, 

should necessity for it arise.
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July 25 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 133 

(62) Instructions to advise how much variation from Washington 
treaty ratio the naval advisers would recommend, since 
political question involved is how much variation from the 
Washington treaty can be allowed without endangering 
treaty itself. 

July 25 | From President Coolidge 133 
Commendation of the Secretary and the American delega- 

tion for maintenance of U. 8. position at Geneva; belief that 
the United States should not deviate from its position, espe- 
cially with regard to 10,000-ton cruisers and 8-inch guns, and 
assertion that if the other powers cannot accept the U. S. 
proposal, they will have the responsibility for its rejection. 

July 26 | Tothe Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 134 
(63) Intention to state publicly, if British press continues to 

blame possible break-down of Conference on alleged U. S. 
ambitions for a big navy, that Great Britain is the only power 
seeking a large naval program and that it has refused to 
accept the proposed tonnage limitation figures. . 

July 26 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 135 
(116) Disinclination to consider several suggested alternatives: (1) 

Two-power agreement between the United States and either 
Great Britain or Japan, (2) nonrestriction of cruisers and 
agreement only on submarines and destroyers, (3) nonrestric- 
tion of small cruisers and restriction of 10,000-ton cruisers, 
and (4) negotiation of an arrangement based on building ° 
program up to 1931. 

July 27 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 135 
(65) Approval of chairman’s attitude toward the suggestions 

outlined in telegram No. 116, July 26; request for further in- 
formation on the fourth proposition. 

July 28 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 136 
(173) Official remarks by Chamberlain (excerpt printed), to the 

effect that, while his Government is willing to have a tempo- 
rary arrangement concerning cruiser building, it could not 
permit such an arrangement to be considered so immutable 
as to constitute a precedent. 

(Repeated to Geneva.) 

July 28 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 136 
(122) Prediction that break-down of Conference cannot be 

avoided, in view of information that British have not made 
any substantial change in their demand for small cruisers and 
6-inch armament. 

July 28 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 137 
(126) Deadlock of Conference over 8-inch-gun question resulting 

from inclusion in new British proposals of the same objec- 
tionable proposal for 6,000-ton 6-inch-gun cruisers; unaccept- 
ability to British of suggested political clause; fixing of date for 
plenary session, at which each Government may state its 
position. 

July 29 | To President Coolidge (tel.) 138 
Telegram to delegation at Geneva (text printed) suggesting 

that to avoid disastrous consequences of break-up of Confer- 
ence, it might be well to abandon the scheduled plenary ses- 
sion and adjourn for a few months to permit time for reflection.



XLIT LIST OF PAPERS 

THREE-POWER CONFERENCE AT GENEVA FOR THE LIMITATION OF NavaL ARMA- 
MENT, JUNE 20-Avucust 4, 1927—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
July 29 | To the Chatrman of the American Delegation (tel.) 139 

(71) Statement by the President to the press (text printed), basing 
failure of Conference to reach an agreement thus far on U. 8. 
inability to agree to British proposals calling for the building of a 
much larger navy than is thought necessary, but expressing 
opinion that such proposals may be modified in current discus- 
sions to an extent enabling the United States to agree. 

July 30 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 140 
(187) Request for immediate instructions as to desirability of sug- 

gesting to Japanese that they propose adjournment to American 
and British delegations, in order to avoid the unfavorable 
implications of a weakening in U. 8. attitude if its delegation 
takes initiative in proposing adjournment. 

July 30 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 141 
(76) Information that the President has disapproved an adjourn- 

ment and has instructed that a clear, firm statement of U.S. 
position be given; also information that the chairman’s telegram 
No. 137, July 30, was forwarded to the President. Instruc- 
tions to advise should either Great Britain or Japan propose 
an adjournment. 

(Footnote: Information that a telegram was received from 
the President at 9:20 p.m., July 30, authorizing the Secretary 
to use his own discretion as to instructions.) 

July 31 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 141 
(82) Advice that any suggestion for a naval holiday during a 

‘ provisional period, as reported in a London press despatch, 
should be given careful consideration before abandoning Con- 
ference. 

July 81 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 142 
(189) Résumé of interviews with British delegates which demon- 

strate the irreconcilability of American and British views. 
Information that the final American statement is being pre- 
pared for presentation at the plenary session. 

July 31 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 145 
(141) Suggestion that, in view of Geneva press reports that Bald- 

win may consult the U.S. Secretary of State in Washington as 
to plans to prevent collapse of Conference, Secretary may 
think it best that plenary session be postponed until after the 
interview. 

Aug. 1 | Jo the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 145 
(87) Information that Secretary has not received any official in- 

dication of Baldwin’s desire to confer on subject of Conference. 
British Ambassador’s comment that naval holiday plan might 
offer basis on which the Governments could agree. 

Aug. 1 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) r 146 
(147) Information that American delegation is preparing state- 

ment to be made at plenary session; that Japanese are appar- 
ently unwilling to initiate adjournment idea; and that British 
seem anxious for Japanese to propose some solution, possibly 
of a compromise nature. Request for instructions as to 
attitude toward possible proposal (1) that a final act be adopted 
setting forth work of Conference and recommending that the 
whole question be considered in 1931 or (2) that each delega- 
tion address to plenary session inoffensive speeches approved 
in advance by the other delegations. The chairman’s prefer- 
ence for first proposal.
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Aug. 3 | To President Coolidge (tel.) 148 

Transmittal of telegram No. 149, August 1, from American 
delegation, quoting Japanese plan for limitation of auxiliary 
vessel construction up to 1931, together with delegation’s com- 
ments and Secretary’s reply, to effect that the plan does not 
appear very satisfactory but that it would be better for Great 
Britain to turn down the proposal than for the United States to 
do so (texts printed). 

Aug. 3 | To President Coolidge (éel.) 150 
Transmittal of Secretary’s reply to chairman’s telegram No. 

147, August 1, agreeing that first proposal should be supported; 
of chairman’s further suggestion for a joint public statement 
that agreement on cruisers has not been possible and that, 
therefore, adjournment is being agreed upon in an effort to give 
a chance for direct negotiations between interested Govern- 
ments; and of Secretary’s approval of latter course of action 
(texts printed). 

Aug. 3 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 152 
(95) Assurance by Senator Robinson, Democratic leader, that he 

will support U. S. course at Geneva. 

Aug. 4 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 152 
(155) British insistence on separate statements; procedure for the 

final session agreed upon by the three delegations: (1) intro- 
ductory statement by chairman of the American delegation, (2) 
statements by British, Japanese, and American delegations, (8) 
prohibition on debate, and (4) the reading and approval of a 
joint declaration in which the three delegations recognize the 
deadlock which makes it wise to adjourn with a frank statement 
of divergent views and also state their intention to submit the 
matter to the respective Governments for further study. 

Aug. 41 To President Coolidge (tel.) 153 
Joint declaration read at final session (text printed), with 

recommendation that 1931 Conference provided under Wash- 
ington treaty be held earlier than August of that year. 

Aug. 4 | Yo President Coolidge (tel.) 155 
Statement to press (text printed) with regard to the final 

session, expressing belief that the discussions will not have 
been fruitless and that failure to reach agreement will not 
impair the cordial U. S.-British relations. 

Aug. 5 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 156 
Conversation with the Japanese Ambassador concerning pro- 

ceedings and termination of Conference. 

Aug. 10 | To President Coolidge 157 
Regret at failure of Conference; opinion that the United 

States could not have prevented such an outcome in view of 
British attitude. Belief that apparent British desire for naval 
supremacy may influence Congress to extend the U. 8. building 
program.
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Dec. 9 | From the Secretary of the American Representation on the Pre- 159 

(190) paratory Commission 
Specific references to American delegation’s position on 

questions dealt with by subcommission A (Military, Naval, 
and Air), as set forth in report of subcommission A, for possible 
use in preparation of written communication to League Secre- 
tariat concerning report of subcommission B (Joint Commis- 
sion). 

Dec. 29 | To the Secretary of the American Representation on the Prepara- 162 
(85) tory Commission (tel.) 

Instructions to address a letter to Secretariat, with request 
that it be circulated to the governments concerned, informing 
League that the United States is unable to submit comments 
before December 31, but that when statement is submitted it 
will include comments on certain questions which were in- 
cluded in Joint Commission’s report and not included in sub- 
commission A’s report, with respect to which questions U. 8. 
Government wishes to make clear that it does not accept the 

1997 conclusions of the Joint Commission’s report. 
92 

Jan. 11 |To the Chairman of the Committee on Foretgn Affairs of the House 163 
of Representatives 

Information as to aims and work of Preparatory Commis- 
sion, for purpose of encouraging favorable congressional action 
on President’s recommendation that funds be appropriated for 
further participation in the Commission by the United States. 

Feb. 10 | To the Secretary of the American Representation on the Prepara- 166 
(8) tory Commission 

Memorandum for Secretary General of the League (text 
printed), containing American comments on the report of the 
Joint Commission. 

(Footnote: Information that the memorandum was circu- 
lated by the Secretary General to Preparatory Commission 
and League members on March 10.) 

Mar. 7 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 175 
(57) Information that British will lay before opening meeting of 

Commission on March 21 a draft convention embodying plan 
for the high contracting parties to bring their proposals on 
strength in land, sea, and air forces before the final Conference, 
such proposals to be considered separately by appropriate 
subcommittees. 

Mar. 21 | From the Chief of the American Representation on_ the 176 
(186) Preparatory Commission (tel.) 

Presentation by British delegate of draft convention, and 
expression by French delegate of intention to submit alterna- 
tive draft embodying French views. 

Mar. 22 | To the Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 177 
(95) Commission (tel.) 

Information, in event it becomes necessary to define U. S. 
attitude toward an economic blockade which League Council 
could declare under article XVI of the Covenant, that the 
United States cannot participate in any such blockade; in- 
ability of United States to become a party to an agreement in- 
volving any form of international supervision or control of 
armaments.
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Mar. 23 | From the Chief of the American Representation on the Prepara- 177 

(191) tory Commission (tel.) 
Outline of two possible courses which will be open to United 

States after British, French, and possibly other texts have 
been presented for discussion: (1) To continue to present 
views on all questions with the idea that they be adopted in 
draft convention, and (2) to set forth views and make known 
what sort of treaty the United States could accept, leaving to 
the other delegations the responsibility for adopting draft 
which would make U. §. participation either possible or im- 
possible; request for instructions. 

Mar. 23 | From the Chief of the American Representation on the Prepara- 179 
(194) tory Commission (tel.) 

View that if second course outlined in telegram No. 191, : 
March 23, is adopted, American delegation might suggest pos- 
sibility of dividing the convention into two parts, the United 
States to adhere to the first part containing the absolute limi- 
tation and reduction of armaments, and the League members 
to adhere, in addition, to the second part concerning enforce- 
ment by League agencies. 

Mar. 24 | From the Chief of the American Representation on the Prepara- 179 
(195) tory Commission (tel.) 

Proposed statement to Commission (text printed), offering 
the idea of a double convention, in case Department approves 
the second course outlined in telegram No. 191, March 23. 

Mar. 24 | From the Chief of the American Representation on the Prepara- 183 
(196) tory Commission (tel.) 

Request for early decision as to double convention idea, in 
view of desire of colleagues to broach this idea which they 
worked out independently. 

Mar. 25 | To the Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 184 
(98) Commission (tel.) 

Preliminary comment on proposed statement, to the effect 
that it may be too much of an endorsement of League super- 
vision; intention to send complete comment March 26. 

Mar. 26 | From the Chief of the American Representation on the Prepara- 184 
(199) tory Commission (tel.) 

Opinion that no other course than the one outlined in pro- 
posed statement will prevent the United States from incurring 
the odium of blocking the Conference; request for instructions. 

Mar. 26 | To the Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 186 
(99) Commission (tel.) 

Objections to statement in present form, and instructions 
that any statement made should conform to U. S. position of 
nonaccord with proposals for any form of supervision or control 
of armaments by any international body, whether League of 
Nations or any other organization. 

Mar. 27 | From the Chief of the American Representation on the Prepara- 188 
(201) tory Commission (tel.) 

Request for authority to revise statement so as to meet objec- 
tions outlined in Department’s telegram No. 99, March 26, 
and to present it promptly to Commission.
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Mar. 29 | To the Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 189 

(101) Commission (tel.) 
Disinclination of United States to appear before Conference 

and world as originator of ‘‘American plan’’ calling for joint 
international supervision and control of armaments for every 
power except itself; suggestion that other delegations might 
come forward with the double convention idea if American 
delegation made a statement to the effect that if powers can 
find a way to provide such supervision and control for them- 
selves, eliminating it for the United States, the American dele- 
gation will cooperate in trying to find a solution. 

Apr. 4 | Fromthe Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 190 
(214) Commission. (tel.) 

Recommendation that when first of the enforcement ques- 
tions arises, American delegation make a general statement as 
to inacceptability of whole idea of League machinery and au- 
thority, and suggest a treaty confined to disarmament provi- 
sions, having previously taken steps to insure at this point that 
another delegation propose a separate protocol to enforce the 
treaty between those powers believing in supervision and con- 
trol. 

Apr. 5 | To the Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 194 
(109) Commission (tel.) 

Approval of plan and statement proposed in telegram No. 
214, April 4. 

Apr. 5 | From the Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 194 
(216) Commission (tel.) 

Information that Commission took up question of limitation 
of naval effectives, and that French and Italian delegations 
intend to submit their proposals as to publicity respecting naval 
building programs. 

Apr. 6 | From the Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 195 
(221) Commission (tel.) 

British preparedness to yield, under certain conditions, to 
French thesis of limitation of naval effectives; American dele- 
gation’s opinion that limitation by method of limiting effectives 
may not be wholly inadmissible. 

Apr. 7 | To the Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 196 
(110) Commission (tel.) 

Unacceptability to Navy Department of principle of limita- 
tion of naval effectives. 

Apr. 9 | From the Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 196 
(225) Commission (tel.) 

Request for instructions as to possibility of making conces- 
sions on naval effectives thesis, providing acceptable agreement 
can be reached with respect to limitation of tonnage.
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Apr. 9 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 196 

(83) Memorandum by naval attaché of conversation with Bridge- 
man, First Lord of the Admiralty (text printed), in which the 
latter expressed hope that the United States, Great Britain, 
and Japan might preserve unanimity in attitude toward ques- 
tions raised at the Preparatory Commission, and suggested 
that while he preferred no change in attitude of opposition 
toward total tonnage or effectives limitation theories, modifica- 
tions in details might be advisable if the three powers act 
identically. 

Apr. 10 | Yo the Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 197 
(113) Commission (tel.) 

Instructions to yield with regard to French method of limita- 
tion of naval effectives if Great Britain and Japan consent to 
such limitation as one of the elements to be considered in the 
limitation of naval armaments. 

Apr. 10 | From the Chief of the American Representation on the Prepara- 198 
(227) tory Commission (tel.) 

Belief of chairman of Commission that French and British 
will amicably agree to short adjournment, in view of new 
instructions by Great Britain to its delegate as to unaccepta- 
bility of French proposal and French opinion that discussions 
of draft convention will be futile until agreement is reached on 
naval matter. 

Apr. 11 | Tothe Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 198 
(71) Instructions to inform Bridgeman unofficially of American 

delegation’s awareness of desirability that three chief naval 
powers maintain united front in the current Geneva discus- 
sions. 

Apr. 11 | To the Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 199 
(114) Commission (tel.) 

Opinion that discussion of other phases of draft convention 
would be worth while, even though no agreement has been 
reached on naval matter, but concurrence in adjournment if 
one is desired. 

Apr. 11 | From the Chief of the American Representation on the Prepara- 199 
(230) tory Commission (tel.) 

Reassurance to Commission, after Bridgeman unexpectedly 
brought up subject of forthcoming Three-Power Naval Con- 
ference, of American delegation’s interest in working whole- 
heartedly for success of the Commission. 

Apr. 13 | From the Chief of the American Representation on the Prepara- 200 
(234) tory Commission (tel.) 

Delivery of statement (text printed) outlined in telegram 
No. 214, April 4. 

Apr. 13 | Tothe Chargéin Argentina (tel.) 203 
(16) Department’s surprise that the Argentine delegation has 

apparently reversed its earlier decision to support proposal for 
limitation of naval armament by classes of ships, and now 
supports a modification of French thesis of limitation by total 
tonnage only; instructions to bring matter to Foreign Minister’s 
attention informally and to seek to ascertain reasons for change. 

(Footnote: Similar instructions to Embassy in Chile.)
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Apr. 20 | From the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 204 

(40) Confirmation by Foreign Minister of instructions to Argen- 
tine delegation to accept French proposal in principle; 
Chargé’s belief that reversal of position is due to contemplated 
Argentine naval program. 

Apr. 26 | From the Chief of the American Representation on the Prepara- 204 
(260) tory Commission (tel.) 

Adjournment of Commission. 

May 16 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 205 
(65) Information, in response to instruction of April 138, that 

misunderstanding of terms of French proposition had occa- 
sioned change in Chilean instructions to its delegation, but 
that new instructions to oppose all propositions inconsistent 
with limitation by categories will go forward shortly. 

Aug. 1 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation to the Naval 206 
(148) Conference (tel.) 

Remark by member of French Mission d’ Information attend- 
ing Naval Conference, that if Conference should fail, meeting 
of Preparatory Commission scheduled for November would 
have to be postponed; suggestion to him that, until Naval 
Conference has adjourned, discussion of such a contingency 
would be somewhat premature. 

Aug. 21 To the Chairman of the American Delegation to the Naval Con- 206 
(89) ference (tel.) 

Statement that League of Nations, not the United States, 
should take the responsibility for the Commission’s discon- 
tinuance or postponement. 

Oct. 20 | To the Ambassador in Belgium (tel.) 206 
(53) Instructions to telegraph suggestions as to attitude of 

American delegation concerning formation of proposed Security 
Committee by League, and possible American representation. 

Oct. 25 | From the Minister in Switzerland 207 
(144) Transmittal of League communication inviting attention 

(L. N. | to fact that nonmembers of League represented on Preparatory 
985) Commission may participate in work of Security Committee 

established by Assembly resolution of September 26. 
(Footnote: Resolution (excerpt printed) authorizing a com- 

mittee to assist Preparatory Commission by considering 
measures required to give all states guarantees of security and 
arbitration necessary to enable them to reduce armaments 
to a minimum in an international disarmament agreement.) 

Oct. 27 | From the Ambassador in Belgium (tel.) 207 
(76) Observation that criticism of aloofness, certain to be caused 

by nonparticipation of the United States in Security Com- 
mittee, might be avoided by accepting invitation, on the under- 
standing that American representative cannot join in written 
recommendations to League Council or Assembly because of 
U. S. nonmembership.
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PARTICIPATION OF THE UNITED STATES IN THE WORK OF THE THIRD AND FourRtTH 
SESSIONS OF THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION FOR THE DISARMAMENT CONFER- 
ENcE—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Nov. 8 | Jo the Ambassador in Belgium (tel.) 208 

(54) Conclusion that American delegate to Preparatory Commis- 
sion should be instructed not to take any part in organization 
of proposed Security Committee and not to accept a place on 
that Committee; instructions to advise opinion. 

Nov. 10 | From the Ambassador in Belgium (tel.) 209 
(79) Opinion that the United States should be represented on 

Security Committee because its deliberations will come up in 
subsequent Preparatory Commission meetings, and that when 
strictly League questions are discussed, American representa- 
tive can make his nonparticipation clear by a reminder of U. 8. 
nonmembership in the League. 

Nov. 15 | To the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 210 
(94) Instructions to attend fourth session of Preparatory Commis- 

sion, November 30, as chief of the American representation; 
to express to Commission, when it becomes necessary, reasons 
for U. S. Government’s inability to cooperate in Security Com- 
mittee’s deliberations; and to advise Secretary General of 
intention to express views on proposed Security Committee at 
the forthcoming session of the Preparatory Commission. 

Nov. 22 | To the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 211 
(97) Further reasons for Department’s decision as to nonrepre- 

sentation of United States on Security Committee. 
(Instructions to mail copy to Belgium.) 

Dec. 3 | From the Chief of the American Representation on the Prepara- 213 
(5) tory Commission (tel.) 

Termination of fourth session of Preparatory Commission; 
information that Security Committee will meet on February 
20, and Preparatory Commission on March 15, 1928. 

MEETING OF THE SPECIAL COMMISSION FOR THE PREPARATION OF A DRaFr Con- 
VENTION ON THE PRIVATE MANUFACTURE OF ARMS AND AMMUNITION AND OF 
IMPLEMENTS OF WaR, GENEVA, Marcu 14—APRIL 25, 1927 

1926 
Dec. 17 | From the Secretary General of the League of Nations 213 

Invitation to the United States to appoint a representative 
to sit on the Special Commission created by the League Council 
to meet in Geneva, March 14, 1927, for consideration and prep- 
aration of a final draft convention on the private manufac- 
ture of arms and ammunition and of implements of war, which 
might serve as a basis for an international conference. 

1927 
Feb. 23 | To the Chargé in Switzerland (tel.) 215 

(21) Communication for League (text printed), accepting invita~- 
tion, indicating willingness to enter into an international agree- 
ment for the publication of statistics on government and 
private manufacture of arms and ammunition, and advising 
that Mr. Hugh S. Gibson will represent the United States. 
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MEETING OF THE SPECIAL COMMISSION FOR THE PREPARATION OF A Drarr Con- 
VENTION ON THE PRivaTE MANUFACTURE OF ARMS AND AMMUNITION AND OF 
IMPLEMENTS OF WAR, GENEVA, Marcu 14—Aprit 25, 1927—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Feb. 28 | To the Minister in Switzerland 216 

(598) Notification of appointment to Special Commission; detailed 
information as to U. 8. disapproval of impractical proposals 
to control or supervise private arms manufacture; instructions 
to advise Commission of willingness to conclude a convention 
for the publication of statistics concerning private and govern- 
ment arms manufacture; belief that such an agreement, in : 
addition to a convention to regulate traffic in arms, would be 
effective; further instructions to offer no objection if other 
powers wish to recommend a more elaborate convention, but to 
express U.S. right to abstain from adherence or to adhere with 
reservations. (Texts printed of three accompanying memo- 
randa covering comments on preliminary draft convention, 
categories and statistics of proposed convention, and methods 
of supplying needs for military equipment.) 

Mar. 15 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 234 
(177) Divided opinions of Commission members as to opposition 

or support to U. 8S. principle of publicity for both private and 
government manufacture; appointment of subcommittee to 
study all views in attempt to reconcile them. 

Apr. 21 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 235 
(248) Information that delegate did not attend latest meeting of 

drafting committee because chairman indicated that American 
condition regarding publicity for governmental manufacture 
could not be met, but that U.S. delegate has recorded views in 
memorandum to chairman; belief that since other delegations 
are quite evenly divided, matter will be referred to June session 
of Council. 

STATUS OF TREATIES CONCLUDED AT THE WASHINGTON CONFERENCE ON THE 
LIMITATION OF ARMAMENT, AND OF CERTAIN RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY 
THat CONFERENCE 

1927 
May 12 | To Diplomatic and Consular Officers 236 
(Dip. Summary of status of treaties concluded at the Washington 

Ser. Conference on the Limitation of Armament, as regards ratifica- 
601) tion by signatory powers and adherences by nonsignatory 

powers; also, status of certain resolutions adopted by Con- 
ference which might be adhered to by nonparticipating powers. 

AMERICAN REPRESENTATION AT THE WoRLD Economic CONFERENCE, GENEVA, 
May 4-23, 1927 

1926 
Dec. 23 | From the Chargé in Switzerland 238 
(1055) League invitation to United States to participate in Inter- 

(L. ." national Economic Conference at Geneva, May 4, 1927. 
841 

1927 
Feb. 7 | To the Chargé in Switzerland (tel.) 238 

(11) President’s recommendation to Congress in message of Feb- 
ruary 5 (excerpt printed) that the United States participate in 
Conference.
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AMERICAN REPRESENTATION AT THE WoRLD Economic CONFERENCE, GENEVA, 
May 4-23, 1927—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Feb. 8 | Memorandum by Mr. Wallace McClure, Assistant to the 239 

Economic Adviser 
Conversation with Congressman Cordell Hull, February 7, 

in which Mr. Hull expressed hearty interest in a discussion by 
the Conference of a general reduction of import duties and 
equality of treatment in commercial matters. 

June 10 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation to the Inter- 240 
national Economic Conference 

Report on the work of the Conference, and annexed list of 
personnel of the American delegation (texts printed); con- 
clusion that Conference has pointed ways for the removal or 
modification of obstacles to the natural flow of international 
trade, and for the lowering of costs of production. 

INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE FOR THE ABOLITION OF IMPORT AND Export 
PROHIBITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS, GENEVA, OCTOBER 17-NOVEMBER 8, 1927 

1927 
June 14 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 246 

Decision of League to invite all countries which participated 
in International Economic Conference to attend Diplomatic 
Conference for the Abolition of Import and Export Prohibitions 
and Restrictions at Geneva, October 17. 

July 15 | To the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 247 
(60) Inquiry whether an invitation to the Conference has been 

received. 

July 16 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 247 
(58) Information that an invitation was contained in League’s 

circular letter No. 29, April 2, transmitted to Department by 
the Legation on April 13; and that the League, in a communi- 
cation of June 27 which was forwarded by the Legation on 
June 28, requested to be advised whether the United States 
would participate. 

July 22 | To the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 247 
(61) Instructions to advise Secretariat, in reply to communication 

of June 27, that the United States cannot consider circular 
letter No. 29, April 2, as an invitation to any diplomatic con- 
ference, because it is a mimeographed, unsigned document, 
in which even the space for the name of the invited Govern- 
ment is left blank. 

Aug. 4] From the Minister in Switzerland 248 
(56) Transmittal of signed duplicate of League circular letter 

(L. N. | No. 29 of April 2, inviting the United States to participate in a 
933) Conference with a view to framing an international conven- 

tion for abolishing import and export prohibitions and re- 
strictions, and enclosing preliminary draft agreement drawn 
up by the League Economic Committee (texts printed). 

Sept. 17 | To the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 254 
(80) Communication for Secretary General of League(text printed), 

advising that United States accepts invitation and has desig- 
nated Mr. Hugh Wilson, American Minister in Switzerland, 
as delegate.
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INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE FOR THE ABOLITION OF IMPORT AND EXPporRT 
PROHIBITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS, GENEVA, OcTOBER 17—~NOVEMBER 8, 1927— 
Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Oct. 6 | To the Minister in Switzerland 254 

(65) Notification of appointment as delegate, and communica- 
tion of names of assistants; detailed instructions and comments 
on each of the 12 articles comprising the preliminary draft 
agreement; information that conclusion of a suitable agree- 
ment is desired because of consequent advantages to both 
American and international commerce. 

Oct. 17 | To the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 264 
(1) Further detailed instructions, in the event that proposal is 

made to expand scope of draft agreement. 

Oct. 17 | From the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 266 
(1) Information that the first two sessions of Conference were 

devoted to general statements. 

Oct. 18 | From the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 267 
(4) Report of proceedings of third and fourth sessions; request 

for instructions as to Rumanian desire for inclusion in article 1 
of a proposed statement (text printed) reserving to each state 
the right to establish customs duties according to its necessi- 
ties; Dutch insistence on right to impose restrictions; Ameri- 
can delegate’s statement to Conference as to necessity for 
article 6 and intention of offering an amendment thereto. 

Oct. 19 | From the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 268 
(5) Report of proceedings of fifth session, in which American 

delegate offered amendment to article 6 and introduced redraft 
of article 3; vigorous debate on inclusion of subparagraph (e) 
in American redraft of article 3. 

Oct. 19 | To the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 269 
(5) Indication that Rumanian text reported in telegram No. 4, 

October 18, is unsatisfactory because it conflicts with Depart- 
ment’s draft article regarding export duties. 

Oct. 19 | From the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 270 
(8) Request for instructions as to Department’s views on com- 

promise text of article 3 offered by French for inclusion in final 
act of Conference, as a substitute for American delegate’s 
amendment reported in telegram No. 5, October 19. 

Oct. 20 | To the Chief of the American Delegation (éel.) 271 
(6) Opinion that question raised by Dutch as to level of import 

tariffs is outside the agenda; approval of action in regard to 
article 6. 

Oct. 20 | To the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 272 
(7) Desire that article 3 be accepted in form proposed by De- 

partment, and opinion that while not objectionable, French 
draft is not as good as American. 

Oct. 20 | From the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 273 
(11) Declaration by president of Conference at sixth session that 

discussion of details must be avoided and efforts concentrated 
on essence of problem; French suggestion that import and ex- 
port restrictions might be considered separately; information 
that the day’s proceedings have indicated a wide divergence in 
views and that American delegate cannot make any predictions.
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INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE FOR THE ABOLITION OF IMPORT AND Export 
PROHIBITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS, GENEVA, OcTOBER 17-NOVEMBER 8, 1927— 
Continued 
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1927 
[Oct. 20] | From the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 274 

(12) Extemporaneous statement to sixth session, setting forth 
American views on articles 4, 5, and 7 and expressing fear that, 
in its desire to have the maximum number of states adhere, the 
Conference may sanction international practices which it is 
convened to abolish. 

Oct. 21 | To the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 275 
(8) Authorization to concur in French suggestion reported in 

telegram No. 11, October 20, if delegate thinks advisable; 
approval of statement reported in telegram No. 12, October 20. 

Oct. 21 | From the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 275 
(13) Belief that satisfactory compromise (text printed) has been 

reached on French text mentioned in telegram No. 8, October 
19. 

Oct. 21 | From the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 276 
(14) Recommendation that Egyptian draft of article 11 be sup- 

ported as being as satisfactory to the United States as can be 
secured; request for instructions. 

Oct. 21 | From the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 277 
(15) Committee draft of article 1 (text printed). 

Oct. 21 | From the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 278 
(16) Inability of delegate to do other than acquiesce in chair- 

man’s request not to insist further at the present time in matter 
of article 6; opinion that inclusion in final act of a general dis- 
claimer stating that it is not the purpose of the convention to 
interfere in tariff measures might sufficiently safeguard U. S. 
rights under section 317 of the Tariff Act; request for instruc- 
tions. 

Oct. 22 | To the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 279 
(9) Acceptability of compromise regarding article 3, as outlined 

in telegram No. 13, October 21; instructions to support Egyp- 
tian proposal set forth in telegram No. 14, October 21. 

Oct. 22 | From the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 279 
(17) Request for instructions as to whether the question of 

“standards” in article 4 may not be covered by a modification 
in phrasing of paragraph 7 of that article. 

Oct. 24 | To the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 280 
(12) Acceptability of committee draft of article 1 reported in 

telegram No. 15, October 21; insufficiency of disclaimer unless 
an exception is also included in text of convention; instructions 
to agree tentatively to the substitute for “standards” de- 
scribed in telegram No. 17, October 22. 

Nov. 4 | From the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 281 
(54) Acceptance by Conference of Rumanian reservation as to 

export of crude oil, American vote being only negative vote; 
acceptance of American exception as regards helium gas. 
Request for instructions as to Department attitude toward 
signing convention at final reading the following Saturday.
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1927 
Nov. 4 | To the Chief of the American Delegation (tel.) 282 

(20) Instructions not to sign on Saturday, for reason that U. S. 
Government has not had sufficient time to give convention due 
consideration and sees no reason for rushing through a matter 
of such importance. 

Nov. 22 | From the Minister in Switzerland 282 
(190) Report on work of the Conference; observation that while 
(L. N. | the treaty contains many weaknesses, certain advantages will 
1010) | accrue to American commerce if the United States should 

become a signatory; recommendation that if the United States 
decides to sign, it do so before February 1, 1928, in order to 
express a definite reservation regarding helium. . 

(Footnote: Information that the convention was signea on 
the part of the United States on January 30, 1928.) 

PARTICIPATION OF THE UNITED STATES IN MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE OF 
EXPERTS ON DovuBLE TAxaTION AND Tax Evasion, Lonpon, Aprit 4-12, 
1927 

1927 
Jan. 13 | From the Chargé in Switzerland (tel.) 286 

(7) Desire of Committee of Experts on Double Taxation that 
an American expert take part in their next meeting at London, 
April 4; request of League Secretariat to be informed of Ameri- 
can expert’s name, in order that invitation may be sent. 

Feb. 17 | To the Chargé in Switzerland (tel.) 286 
(19) Instructions to advise Secretariat of designation of Professor 

Thomas 8. Adams of Yale University. 

Mar. 16 | Memorandum by Mr. Wallace McClure, Assistant to the Economic 286 
Adviser 

Record of conversation of Professor Adams with Department 
officials, March 10, in which certain questions were discussed in 
connection with his mission to forthcoming meeting. 

RADIOTELEGRAPH CONVENTION BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND OTHER 
Powers, SIGNED NOVEMBER 25, 1927 

1927 
Nov. 25 Convention Between the United States of America and Other 288 

owers 
For the regulation of radiocommunications.
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ProposEep Disposition oF Property HELD By THE ALIEN Property CustToDIAN 

pate eae Subject Page 

1927 
Nov. 29 | From the Austrian Minister 301 
(2382/70) Request that recommendation be made to Congress for 

enactment of legislation authorizing Alien Property Custodian 
to return Austrian property as soon as it has been ascertained 
that the money held in trust for the Austrian Government, 
plus a cash deposit sufficient to bring the total up to 244 million 
dollars, is sufficient to satisfy awards made against Austria by 
the Tripartite Claims Commission. 

Dec. 10 | To the Chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means of the 303 
House of Representatives 

Statement, requested by Committee, outlining the consider- 
ations involved in the question whether provision should be 
made for the return of Austrian and Hungarian property at 
the same time as provision is made for the return of German 
property; observation that memorandum by American agent, 
Tripartite Claims Commission (text printed), shows an esti- 
mate of the probable awards against Austria and Hungary in 
excess of the 244 million deposit proposed by Austria. 

ADDITIONAL PrRotocoL BETWEEN THE UNITED StTaTEs AND OTHER AMERICAN 
REPUBLICS, SIGNED OcTOBER 19, 1927, AMENDING THE Pan AMERICAN SANI- 
TARY CONVENTION OF NOVEMBER 14, 1924 

1927 
Oct. 19 | Additional Protocol Between the United States of America and 309 

Other American Republics 
Additional protocol to the Pan American sanitary convention. 

CircuLaR INsTRUCTION TO DIPLOMATIC OFFICERS AND CERTAIN CONSULAR 
OFFICERS CONCERNING QUESTIONS ARISING FROM THE NEGOTIATION OF 
Forricn Loans By AMERICAN BANKERS 

1927 
Dec. 28 | To Diplomatic Officers and Certain Consular Officers 312 

(Dip. Instructions, in response to inquiries and suggestions received 
Ser. from diplomatic officers, as to policy to be followed in connec- 
681) tion with the negotiation of foreign loans by American bankers. 

Bounpary DispuTEs 

BOLIVIA AND PARAGUAY 

1927 
Feb. 9 | From the Minister in Paraguay 315 

(245) Acceptance by Bolivia of good offices offered by Argentina to 
aid in settling the Bolivian-Paraguayan boundary dispute; 
Minister’s opinion that if Argentine good offices result in 
failure, Paraguay will immediately ask United States to solve 
the difficulty. 

Mar. 17 | To the Minister in Paraguay 316 
(362) Approval of Minister’s attitude in avoiding indication or 

comment as to possibility of U. 8S. willingness to enter into 
negotiations looking to settlement of the controversy.
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BOLIVIA AND PARAGUAY—continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Apr. 29 | From the Chargé in Argentina 316 

(275) Bolivian-Paraguayan protocol of April 22 (text printed), 
repeating acceptance of Argentine good offices, agreeing to ap- 
pointment of plenipotentiaries to meet in Buenos Aires within 
90 days after signature, and providing for appointment of an 
arbitral tribunal to which the matter may be submitted if the 
plenipotentiaries fail to reach agreement on boundary line. 

(Footnote: Information that the protocol was approved by 
the Bolivian and Paraguayan Governments on June 29.) 

Oct. 8 | From the Ambassador tn Argentina 318 
(26) Advice that Bolivian-Paraguayan plenipotentiaries opened 

conferences in Buenos Aires on September 29; indications, 
from press and other sources, that successful outcome of dis- 
cussions is unlikely because of unyielding attitude on both 
sides; information that Argentine Government would probably 
decline to accept membership in arbitral tribunal provided in 
the protocol. 

Dec. 6 | From the Ambassador in Argentina 319 
(92) Information that Bolivian-Paraguayan negotiations appear 

to have reached an impasse, and that plenary sessions have 
been suspended while a special committee studies various 
problems including possible establishment of an arbitral 
tribunal. 

Dee. 19 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 321 
(109) Argentine suggestion to Bolivia and Paraguay that they 

agree to submit the boundary matter to arbitration, that they 
substitute police for military in disputed territory and along 
frontiers, and that they sign a nonaggression pact to be effective 
until the difficulty is solved; Bolivian misinterpretation of sug- 
gestion as Argentine offer to mediate, and Argentine denial; 
Paraguayan acceptance of suggestion in principle. 

Dec. 28 | From the Ambassador in Argentina 322 
(114) Resolution of Bolivian-Paraguayan conference to suspend 

proceedings until March 15, 1928 (text printed); information 
that in the interim both Governments will consider the Argen- 
tine suggestions. 

| COLOMBIA AND NICARAGUA 

1927 
July 28 | From the Minister in Nicaragua (tel.) 322 

(181) Information that Colombian Minister at Managua is ready 
to reopen discussions with the Nicaraguan Government con- 
cerning the San Andrés Archipelago and that, if the Depart- 
ment so desires, the Nicaraguan President will instruct Foreign 
Minister to commence preliminary negotiations with the 
Colombian Minister tending toward the settlement proposed 
by Colombia as set forth in Department’s instruction No. 
212, March 21, 1925. 

Aug. 1 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 323 
Conversation with the Colombian Minister concerning the 

Colombian-Nicaraguan territorial dispute, as well as U. 8. 
cam to ownership of Quita Suefio, Roncador, and Serranilla 

eys.
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COLOMBIA AND NICARAGUA—Continued 
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1927 
Aug. 2 Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 325 

Conversation in which the Colombian Minister submitted 
a memorandum outlining three possible formulas for settle- 
ment of the territorial questions. 

Undated | From the Colombian Legation 328 
[Ree’d Outline of three possible formulas for settlement of the ter- 
Aug. 2] | ritorial questions. 

Aug. 31 | From the Minister in Nicaragua 329 
(464) Desire of Nicaraguan President and American Legation that 

Department indicate whether it still considers advisable a set- 
tlement such as outlined in instruction No. 212 of March 21, 
1925, or whether any additional representations and points 
might be brought up in negotiations. 

Sept. 13 | From the Chargé in Nicaragua (tel.) 329 
(241) Inquiry whether Department is now ready to make any 

suggestion to Nicaraguan Government concerning the San 
Andrés Archipelago question. 

Sept. 14 | To the Chargé in Nicaragua (tel.) 330 
(141) Information that Department is giving serious considera- 

tion to the question and will forward instructions in the near 
future. 

Oct. 4 | From the Chargé in Nicaragua (tel.) 330 
(260) Request by Nicaraguan President that Chargé ascertain 

when the Department will be ready to express an opinion on 
the San Andrés Archipelago question. 

Oct. 6 | To the Chargé in Nicaragua (tel.) 330 
(151) Information that instructions have been delayed because of 

necessity to await reply from another Department in this con- 
‘nection, but that it is hoped they may be sent before long. 

Oct. 8 | From the Chargé in Nicaragua (tel.) 330 
[270] Information that apparently the Nicaraguan Government 

favors proposal by Colombian Minister at Nicaragua for a 
settlement leaving San Andrés Archipelago to Colombia, and 
the Corn Islands and Mosquito Coast to Nicaragua, but that 
it wishes to do nothing until it hears from the Department. 

Nov. 11 | From the Chargé in Nicaragua (tel.) 331 
(327) Request by Foreign Minister that Chargé inquire again 

when Department will be ready to express an opinion on the 
San Andrés Archipelago question. 

Nov. 11 | To the Chargé in Nicaragua (tel.) 331 
(190) Information that Department expects to be able to give an 

answer in the near future.



LVIII LIST OF PAPERS 

Bounpary Disputses—Continued 

COLOMBIA AND PERU 
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1926 
Dec. 30 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 331 

(110) Foreign Minister’s assurance to Colombian Minister in Peru 
that ratification of Colombian-Peruvian boundary treaty will 
be acted upon by Congress in January; information that 
American Ambassador has repeatedly urged upon the Peruvian 
President and Foreign Minister the advisability of prompt 
ratification. 

1927 
Jan. 6 | To the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 332 

(1) Instructions to take up again with Peruvian Government 
the matter of ratification, particularly as there exists a danger 
that Colombia may sever diplomatic relations with Peru if 
treaty is not ratified, after the repeated promises of President 
Legufa. 

Jan. 12 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 333 
(4) Information that President Leguia told Colombian Minister 

that he could not submit the boundary treaty to the present 
Congress because of the delicate situation occasioned by 
Tacna-Arica question, and that Colombian Minister replied 
that a dangerous condition of public opinion would be created 
in Colombia by such delay. 

June 15 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 334 
Conversation in which the Colombian Minister referred to 

the continued anxiety of his Government as to Peruvian rati- 
fication of the treaty and expressed the hope that the Depart- 
ment would continue to use its good offices. 

Sept. 7 | From the Chargé in Peru (tel.) 335 
(39) Intention of Chargé, unless otherwise instructed, to fulfill 

request of Colombian Minister in Peru that he urge ratifica- 
tion on Foreign Minister. 

Sept. 9 | To the Chargé in Peru (tel.) 335 
(28) Information that Department pointed out to Peruvian 

Ambassador interest of U. 8S. Government in ratification of 
the Colombian treaty; authorization to interview Foreign 
Minister or President, at Chargé’s discretion. 

Sept. 14 | From the Chargé in Peru 336 
(811) Advice that Chargé discussed ratification with Foreign 

Minister and was assured that it would take place in October; 
opinion that while more active steps are now being taken than 
heretofore, matters are likely to drag on as in the past, unless it 
is made clear to the Peruvian Government that the United 
States understands that a definite assurance has been given. 

Sept. 27 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 338 
Conversation, September 26, in which the Ecuadoran 

Chargé expressed concern over press reports that the United 
States is urging Peru to ratify the Colombian-Peruvian treaty, 
because Ecuador feels that this treaty is contrary to her inter- 
ests and to spirit of 1916 Colombian-Ecuadoran boundary 
treaty; Assistant Secretary’s reply that Ecuadoran-Peruvian 
boundary difficulty is an entirely separate matter.
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COLOMBIA AND PERU—Ccontinued 
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1927 
Nov. 12 | From the Chargé in Peru (tel.) 341 

(55) Request for instructions as to whether or not to accede to 
Colombian Minister’s request that Chargé inquire of Peruvian 
Government as to progress of the treaty and to intimate the 
hope that ratification will take place before adjournment of 
Congress on November 17; observation that such an inquiry 
might be used by those opposing the treaty as evidence that 
U.S. Government is trying to force hand of Peruvian Govern- 
ment. 

Nov. 15 | To the Chargé in Peru (tel.) 342 
(44) Information that Department wishes in any proper way to 

encourage Peruvian ratification but feels confident that the 
assurances as to consideration of the treaty by the present 
Congress will not be ignored; authorization to Chargé to use 
his own discretion in bringing matter to Peruvian Government’s 
attention. 

Dec. 22 | From the Colombian Minister 343 
(1860) Information that the boundary treaty has been approved 

by Peruvian Congress; expression of appreciation for U. S. 
good offices. 

Dec. 22 | From the Peruvian Ambassador 343 
Peruvian Government’s telegram (text printed), notifying 

9 that boundary treaty has been ratified. 
1928 

Jan. 3 | To the Colombian Minister 344 
Reply to note No. 1360 of December 22, 1927, expressing 

gratification at Peruvian ratification and hope that Colombia 
and Brazil will soon settle the boundary question remaining 
between them. 

Jan. 11 | To the Peruvian Ambassador 344 
Acknowledgment of note of December 22, 1927. 

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC AND HAITI 

1927 
July 30 | To the Chargé in Hatit 345 

(54) Instructions to keep Department informed of developments 
in the Dominican-Haitian boundary question, which is likely 
to be discussed during the forthcoming visit to Haiti of Presi- 
dent Vasquez of the Dominican Republic. 

Aug. 91 From the Chargé in the Dominican Republic 345 
(574) Information from the Haitian Minister that the conversa- 

tions of President Borno of Haiti with President Vasquez were 
frank and cordial, and that Minister is optimistic as to a 
prompt solution of the boundary question, preferably by 
means of direct negotiations. 

Aug. 10 | From the Chargé in Haitz 346 
(1057, Information that the two Presidents agreed in principle to 
High adopt permanently the status quo; Chargé’s opinion that their 
Com- suggested solution of certain frontier difficulties by means of 
sioner’s | exchange of territory may open up a phase which would in- 
Series) definitely delay a solution of the entire matter.



LX LIST OF PAPERS 

Bounpary DisputEes—Continued 

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC AND HAITI—continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Sept. 28 | From the Minister in the Dominican Republic 347 
(639) Information that President Borno suggested during Presi- 

dent Vasquez’ recent visit that the two countries sign a treaty 
of amity; apprehension of President Vasquez that the reported 
disagreement between President Borno and General Russell, 
American High Commissioner in Haiti, as to certain consti- 
tutional amendments may react unfavorably upon an early 
settlement of the boundary question. 

Oct. 5 | From the Minister in the Dominican Republic 349 
(644) Haitian Minister’s assurance to President Vasquez that 

there is no basis for report of disagreement between President 
Borno and General Russell; Haitian Minister’s opinion that 
it would be preferable to conclude the proposed treaty of 
amity before entering into formal boundary negotiations, and 
his explanation that the proposed treaty would consist of a 
declaration outlawing war and a provision that if friendly 
negotiations should fail to settle any question between the 
two Governments, the question will be submitted to a 
“friendly third power,’ which would be construed as the 
United States, or possibly to the League of Nations. 

Oct. 8 | From the Minister in the Dominican Republic 350 
(648) Inacceptability to Dominican Government of treaty of 

amity in its present form, principal objection being to the 
declaration outlawing war; Foreign Minister’s willingness to 
enter into such a treaty following the settlement of the bound- 
ary question or to incorporate the amity treaty provisions in 
the final boundary treaty. 

Oct. 27 | To the Minister in the Dominican Republic 352 
(187) Instructions to advise opinion as to possibility that Domin- 

ican Government might suggest to Haitian Government that 
boundary question be submitted to the League of Nations for 
arbitration. 

Nov. 10 | From the Minister in the Dominican Republic 353 
(691) Information that Haitian efforts to effect conclusion of 

treaty of amity have been unsuccessful; opinion that Domin- 
ican Government does not intend to submit boundary dispute 
to League, and that no action will be taken on the boundary 
question itself prior to the forthcoming visit of President 
Borno to the Dominican Republic. 

Dec. 31 | From the Minister in the Dominican Republic 354 
(747) Inauguration of informal Dominican-Haitian conversations 

in Santo Domingo, December 28, which it is hoped will pre- 
pare the way for formal negotiations to settle boundary ques- 
tion.



LIST OF PAPERS LXI 

STATEMENT BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE REGARDING BOLSHEVIK AIMS AND 
PowiciEs IN Mexico anp LaTriIn AMERICA 

Date And Subject Page 

1927 
Jan. 12 | Statement Left by the Secretary of State With the Senate Com- 356 

mitiee on Foreign Relations 
Discussion of Bolshevik anti-American activity in Mexico 

and Latin America, as evidenced in party resolutions and pub- 
lications (excerpts printed). 

(Footnote: Information that copies of the statement were 
transmitted to diplomatic officers in Latin America in a circular 
instruction, January 27.) 

REPRESENTATION OF THE UNITED STATES AT THE MEETING OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
CoMMISSION OF JURISTS, HELD aT Rio DE JANEIRO, APRIL 18—May 20, 1927 

1927 
Mar. 15 | To Dr. James Brown Scott 364 

General instructions with regard to duties as a U.S. delegate 
to the International Commission of Jurists which will meet in 
Rio de Janeiro in April to study the codification of American 
public and private international law. 

(Footnote: Information that an identical instruction was 
addressed to the other American delegate, Dr. Jesse 8. Reeves.) 

May 11 | To the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 367 
(17) Instructions to ascertain whether Dr. Scott is accurately 

quoted in press report from Rio de Janeiro (text printed) which 
states that he announced to Conference that U.S. Secretary of 
State would propose a convention creating an inter-American 
arbitration tribunal for the settlement of questions otherwise 
insoluble; information that the Secretary does not wish to make 
such a recommendation on his own initiative at this time, and 
that his instructions to the delegates requested that they take 
no position on any question which might be construed as com- 
mitting the U. S. Government in any way whatsoever. 

May 12 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 368 
(22) Communication from Messrs. Scott and Reeves, stating that 

while they have given notice of intention to introduce a plan 
for “‘arbitrary settlement based wholly on convention of Febru- 
ary 7, 1923, establishing a Central American tribunal,’ they 
have not yet done so, but intend to introduce plan in forthcom- 
ing plenary session, having already arranged with Commis- 
sion’s President that neither discussion nor vote will take place, 
except possible reference to Sixth Pan American Conference. 

May 13 | To the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 369 
(18) Communication for Messrs. Scott and Reeves (text printed), 

instructing them to refrain from introducing the plan for the 
reason that U. S. Government would be involved in an 
implied commitment to a plan which it has had no opportunity 
to examine and would thereby be limited in its freedom of 
action at the forthcoming Pan American Conference. 

May 14 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 369 
(24) Communication from Messrs. Scott and Reeves (text 

printed), stating compliance with Department’s telegram of 
ay 13.
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REPRESENTATION OF THE UNITED STATES AT THE MEETING OF THE INTERNATIONAL 
CoMMISSION OF JURISTS, HELD aT Rio DE JANEIRO, ApriL 18—May 20, 1927— 
Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
June 10 | From the Delegates of the United States to the International Com- 369 

mission of Jurists 
Report on procedure and labors of Commission, resulting in a 

recommendation for 12 projects of public international law and 
a convention of private international law to be transmitted to 
the next Pan American Conference; annexed statements by 
Dr. Scott, to plenary session, May 6, of intention to propose 
establishment of a Permanent Inter-American Arbitration 
Tribunal, and to subcommission on public international law, 
May 19, of decision not to present question (texts printed). 

REPLY BY THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE TO QUESTIONNAIRES ON INTERNATIONAL 
Law SUBMITTED BY THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS 

1927 
Aug. 17 | From the British Ambassador 410 

(489) Information that British Government, in reply to a League 
circular letter of June 7 (excerpt printed), has stated that the 
proposed revision of classification of diplomatic agents is not 
considered desirable; belief that U. 8S. Government will reply 
in like terms. 

Dec. 16 | To the British Ambassador 411 
Advice that the U. S. Government concurs in British view 

and will inform the League of its disapproval of the proposed 
revision. 

Dec. 16 | To the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 411 
(99) Communication for Secretary General of the League (text 

printed), disapproving proposals for (1) convention for com- 
munication of judicial and extrajudicial acts in penal matters 
and letters rogatory in penal matters, (2) convention to define 
legal position and functions of consuls, and (8) revision of 
classification of diplomatic agents, but approving proposal for 
a convention concerning competence of the courts in regard to 
foreign states. 

OPINION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE ON Status oF LEAGUE oF NATIONS 
OFFICIALS IN THE UNITED STATES 

1927 
Sept. 28 | From the Acting Counselor of the British Embassy to the Chief of 413 

the Diviston of Western European Affairs 
Inquiry as to privileges accorded to officials of the League of 

Nations in the United States; understanding that in some 
instances diplomatic visas are granted. 

Nov. 7 | From the Chief of the Division of Western European Affairs to the 414 
Acting Counselor of the British Embassy 

Information that a League official would customarily be 
given a diplomatic visa on the basis of his diplomatic passport, 
but that no assurance can be given that such a visa would 
entitle the holder to the privileges and immunities conferred 
upon diplomatic officers of foreign missions by U. S. law.



LIST OF PAPERS LXIII 

EXEMPTIONS From TaxaTION AND Customs Duties ENJOYED BY FOREIGN 
DIPLOMATIC AND CONSULAR OFFICERS IN THE UNITED STATES 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Jan. 22 | To the Irish Minister 414 

Information concerning exemptions from taxation and cus- 
toms duties enjoyed by foreign diplomatic and consular officers 
in the United States. 

RiGHT OF ForREIGN GOVERNMENTS To ACQUIRE, WiTHOUT RESTRICTION, PROP- 
ERTY FOR EMBASSY OR LEGATION PURPOSES IN THE DistTRIcT OF COLUMBIA 

1927 
Jan. 14 | From the Egyptian Chargé 417 
(1332) Request for information as to whether U. 8. laws restrict in 

any way the right of foreign governments to own property. 

Jan. 25 | Tothe Egyptian Chargé 417 
Information that U. S. Government places no restrictions on 

the owning of property by foreign governments for Embassy or 
Legation purposes in the District of Columbia, and that it is 
exempt from general and special taxes or assessments, but that 
there are certain other expenses incident to the property, not 
in the nature of the tax, which must be paid. 

Suits Acainst Unitep StatEes SHIppinc Boarp VESSELS IN FOREIGN CoURTS 

1927 
Aug. 80} To Diplomatic and Consular Officers 418 
(Dip. Instructions to amend previous instructions concerning suits 

Ser. 650,| in foreign courts against Shipping Board vessels, in view of 
G. I. | pertinent Supreme Court decision of June 7, 1926; instructions, 
Cons. | however, that decision does not change the Department’s 
1053) | general policy of refraining from claiming immunity in foreign 

courts for U. 8. Shipping Board vessels, and that no request 
for immunity should be made unless the Department spe- 
cifically instructs that such action be taken in a particular 
instance. 

RULES OF PRECEDENCE AS BETWEEN CERTAIN OFFICERS OF THE UNITED STATES 

1927 
Aug. 10! Hzecutive Order No. 4706 419 

Prescribing rules of precedence as between (1) Ambassadors, 
Ministers, and Foreign Service officers of the United States, 
(2) U.S. Army officers, (8) U.S. Navy and Marine officers, and 
(4) U. S. Foreign Commerce officers.



LXIV LIST OF PAPERS 

ARGENTINA 

PROPOSED TREATY OF FRIENDSHIP, COMMERCE AND CoNsuLAR Ricuts BETWEEN 
THE UNITED STATES AND ARGENTINA 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Sept. 20| From the Ambassador in Argentina 421 

(18) Unwillingness of Argentina to conclude at the present time a 
treaty containing an unconditional most-favored-nation clause, 
as evidenced in Foreign Minister’s note of September 8 (text 
printed), which requests U. 8S. views concerning the signing of 
a protocol (text printed) which would provide for denunciation, 
upon 6 months’ notice, of the U. S.-Argentine commercial 

| treaty of July 27, 1853. 

Errorts To SECURE FOR AMERICAN Firms Equa CONSIDERATION WiTH OTHER 
ForEIGN CoMPANIES IN Bips FoR ARGENTINE NAavaL CONSTRUCTION 

1926 
May 21| From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 424 

(39) Information that Argentina contemplates construction of 
several naval vessels, that U. S. naval attaché is following de- 
velopments closely, and that Embassy is according all proper 
assistance to Fore River Shipbuilding Corporation’s repre- 
sentative in the matter. 

Sept. 9 | To the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 424 
(36) Instructions, in view of reports of strong foreign competi- 

tion for submarine contracts, to request appropriate authori- 
ties to grant an equal opportunity for American firms to 
compete for the business. 

Sept. 11 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 425 
(63) Indications that Italy is pressing efforts to have the sub- 

marines built in that country; Argentine Foreign Minister’s 
assurance that American bids will receive equal consideration 
with those of other foreign firms; intention of U. 8S. naval 
attaché to take appropriate action with the Ministry of 
Marine. 

Oct. 18 | To the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 425 
(41) Understanding that Argentine Government is ready to 

award contracts for destroyers, submarines, and cruisers; that 
it is carrying on business with France, Great Britain, and 
Italy, exclusively; and that it does not intend to give Bethle- 
hem Steel Co. or other American shipbuilders an opportunity 
to bid. Instructions to make informal but emphatic repre- 
sentations against the discrimination. 

Oct. 19 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 426 
(76) Information from Minister of Marine that American ship- 

builders such as Fore River and Cramps are being asked for 
bids; intention of Ambassador to discuss Bethlehem Steel Co. 

_| matter with Foreign Minister. 

Oct. 19 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 426 
(77) Decision of Ambassador not to make further representations, 

unless so instructed by Department, because of information 
from Minister of Marine showing that American shipbuilders 
have submitted bids and that the Argentine mission in the 
United States has recently been instructed to request bids 
from the Bethlehem Steel Co.



LIST OF PAPERS LXV 

Errorts To SECURE FOR AMERICAN Firms EquaL CoNSIDERATION W1TH OTHER 
ForREIGN Companizus IN Bips FOR ARGENTINE NavaL CoNnstRucTION— 
Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Jan. 7 | Memorandum by the Economic Adviser of a Conversation With 427 

Mr. Hugh Knowlton of the International Acceptance Bank 
Inquiry by American bankers as to whether Department 

would object to a proposed loan to Argentina for the financing 
of her naval construction program; bankers’ willingness to 
stipulate that American firms have the fullest and freest 
opportunity to bid. 

Jan. 14 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State of a Telephone 428 
Conversation With Mr. Hugh Knowlton of the International 
Acceptance Bank 

Information that Assistant Secretary told Mr. Knowlton 
that Department will not object to proposed loan if bankers 
will put in writing their stipulation as to American opportunity 
to bid; bankers’ reply that they had not been able to obtain 
such assurance, but that further inquiry will be made in the 
event there has been a misunderstanding. 

Mar. 1 | To the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 429 
(9) Opinion of Bethlehem Steel Co. that for political reasons the 

naval contracts will be divided among France, Great Britain, 
and Italy, even though the British and French bids, like the 
Bethlehem bids, are higher than the Italian bids; and that it still 
seems to be the intention to float the loan in the United States. 
Instructions to express to Foreign Minister the hope that an 
equitable share of the business will be given to American firms 
and to add that proposed loan flotation will be difficult unless 
a fair share of construction is placed in the United States. 

Mar. 9 | To the Chargé in Argeniina (tel.) 429 
(11) Instructions to advise present status of matter. 

Mar. 10 | From the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 430 
(27) Representations to Foreign Minister as instructed in De- 

partment’s telegram No. 9, March 1; advice that no contract 
has yet been signed; opinion that, as Argentine Government 
has been informed as to U.S. attitude, no further steps can be 
taken at present. 

Apr. 7 | From the Chargé in Argentina 430 
(261) Information that one of the primary reasons for Bethlehem 

Co.’s failure to reach understanding with Argentine Gov- 
ernment is the high cost of manufacture in the United States; 
that Electric Boat Co. is in a stronger position than Bethlehem 
because an Argentine commission had previously recommended 
adoption of Holland type of submarine; advice from Foreign 
Minister that the matter now rests entirely with the President 
and Minister of Marine. 

Apr. 15 | From the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 432 
(38) Advice that no contracts have been signed as yet, but that 

the awards for submarines will probably go to France, sloops 
and flotilla leaders to Great Britain, and cruisers to Italy; 
Chargé’s comment to Foreign Under Secretary that proposed 
submarine award would be contrary to Argentine commission’s 
recommendation; information that the loan may possibly be 
handled by British bankers if their terms are almost as favora- 
ble as the American terms. 

258346—42—vol, I-———-5



LXVI LIST OF PAPERS 

Errorts To SECURE FOR AMERICAN Firms EQuaL CONSIDERATION WITH OTHER 
ForEIGN COMPANIES IN Bips FoR ARGENTINE Nava ConstRucTion— 
Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
June 14 | To the Ambassador in France 432 

(2322) Report from Electric Boat Co. that it has virtually succeeded 
in obtaining a contract to construct three submarines for the 
Argentine navy, the construction to be done in a French ship- 
yard under American patents. Instructions, should it become 
necessary, to assist the company’s Paris representative, 
through informal representations to appropriate French 
authorities, in selecting a satisfactory yard. 

July 28 | To the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 433 
(26) Report from Electric Boat Co. that the submarine contract 

is about to be awarded to an Italian firm; instructions to make 
informal inquiry, in view of Department’s understanding that 
decision had been made in favor of the American company. 

Aug. 9 | From the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 433 
(70) Promise of Foreign Under Secretary to inquire into the sub- 

marine matter; confidential information that contract is to be 
awarded to Italian firm because Board of Admirals has reversed 
its decision and now considers the Italian type superior to the 
Electric Boat Co.’s submarine; advice that as yet the con- 
tracts have not been let. 

Aug. 18 | To the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 434 
(31) Instructions to inform President of Department’s sincere 

hope that no decision will be made until the Electric Boat Co. 
has had the opportunity to present evidence of the arrange- 
ments made by it in France. 

(Footnote: Information that the Electric Boat Co. advised, 
August 20, that the Argentine Government had agreed to 
postpone the final decision.) 

Oct. 17 | From the Ambassador in Argentina 434 
(37) Report on the awards which have already been let, including 

contract for the three submarines to an Italian firm; explana- 
tion of the political reasons for awards to British, Italian, and 
Spanish firms; possibility that Bethlehem Co. will receive con- 
tract for four river gunboats, on account of their offer to 
assemble one boat in Argentina with Argentine workmen; 
opinion that American firms cannot secure the orders unless 
they can reduce production costs sufficiently to enable them 
to meet prices of European rivals. |



LIST OF PAPERS LXVII 

AUSTRALIA 

REPRESENTATIONS BY THE AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT REGARDING ENTRY OF 
AUSTRALIAN BUSINESSMEN INTO THE UNITED STATES 

Date and Subject | Page 

1927 
Jan. 14 | From the Commissioner for Australia 437 

Desire that the privileges granted to businessmen of the 
United Kingdom as to entry into the United States to establish 
and maintain offices, be extended in like manner to citizens of 
Australia, possibly by extension of U. S.-British commercial 
treaty of 1815 to Australian citizens, or the conclusion of a 
special U. S.-Australian treaty for a similar purpose. 

(Feb. 26]| To the British Ambassador 439 

Information that the treaty of 1815 relates only to British 
possessions in Europe and not to British overseas possessions, 
and that the provisions of the Immigration Act of 1924 relating 
to entry under an existing commercial treaty would not apply 
to a treaty concluded subsequently; assurance that Depart- 
ment is deeply interested and will communicate in this regard 

| at a later date. 

Undated | From the British Embassy 440 
[Rec’d | Desire that question of entry of Australian businessmen into 

Nov. 30]| the United States be reopened, and inquiry whether the ques- 
tion of amending the Immigration Act of 1924 to permit entry 
for business purposes without restriction as to length of stay, 
may not be brought up before the next session of Congress. 

AUSTRIA 

NEGOTIATIONS RESPECTING SUBORDINATION OF THE AUSTRIAN RELIEF LOAN TO 
A ProposeD New Austrian Loan 

Date and Subject | Page 

1927 
Aug. 30 | From the Minister in Austria 449 
(1508) Information that Austrian Government contemplates flota- 

tion of a new Federal loan for internal improvements, and that 
such a loan is contingent upon consent of the Austrian Control 
Committee, the Reparation Commission, and the states having 
prior liens on Austria because of relief credits; Austrian Gov- 
ernment’s desire that the competent U.S. law officers investi- 
gate in a preliminary way the question as to what action is 
necessary by the United States to subordinate its existing lien 
in the form of Austrian Relief Bond of 1920, held on account of 
food purchased from the U. 8S. Grain Corporation for relief 
purposes. 

Sept. 20 | From the Minister in Austria (tel.) 444 
(54) Austrian Chancellor’s official and urgent request for reply to 

the question set forth in Minister’s despatch No. 1508, August 
30.
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NecoTiaTions Respecting SUBORDINATION OF THE AUSTRIAN Retier LOAN 
TO A Proposep New Avsrrian Loan—Continued 

Date and Subject | Page 

1927 
Sept. 20 | From the Minister in Austria 444 

(1532) Further details in connection with Chancellor’s request com- 
municated in telegram No. 54, September 20; inquiry whether 
the U.S. Secretary of the Treasury has authority under the 
joint resolution of Congress of April 6, 1922, to subordinate 
the relief lien to a new Austrian loan, providing such new loan 
matures within the 25-year period prescribed in the resolution, 
or whether a new enabling act of Congress would be required; 
Austrian expectation of speedy and favorable action by Con- 
trol Committee, Reparation Commission, and Relief Credit 
Committee composed of the relief credit states other than the 
United States. 

Sept. 24 | To the Secretary of the Treasury 447 
Transmittal of copy of Minister’s despatch No. 1508, August 

30, and information that a telegram has been received from the 
Minister communicating Chancellor’s request for interpreta- 
tion of the authority of the Secretary of the Treasury under 
the joint resolution of April 6, 1922. 

Oct. 17 | From the Minister in Austria 448 
(1573) Receipt, October 14, of note from Austrian Chancellor (text 

printed), advising that Control Committee gave consent to the 
new loan on October 12, that request has been made to Repara- 
tion Commission to defer the lien placed on Austrian assets 
and revenues for reparation purposes under the treaty of St. 
Germain, and asking that the United States grant a suspension 
of its lien and postponement until December 31, 1957, of the 
payments due under relief loan. 

Oct. 18 | To the Secretary of the Treasury 450 
Informal inquiry by the Austrian Minister whether the 

Secretary of the Treasury has the power, without further con- 
gressional authority, to extend the time of relief-debt payment 
by Austria for an additional period of 5 years. 

Oct. 18 | From Mr. R. C. Leffingwell of J. P. Morgan & Co. 450 
Confirmation of telephonic advice that J. P. Morgan & Co. 

has accepted in principle Austrian request that it issue the por- 
tion of the new loan to be floated in the United States; decision 
by the Committee of Guarantor States, October 12 (text 
printed), consenting to the new loan, and declaration (text 
printed) by the Trustees of the Austrian loan of 1923, to the 
effect that when the negotiations are further advanced, it will 
be possible to consider whether loan is prejudicial to the hold- 
ers of 1923 bonds. 

Oct. 21 | From the Secretary of the Treasury 453 
Opinion by Attorney General that the Secretary of the 

Treasury is not empowered under the joint resolution to ex- 
tend the time of payment of the Austrian relief debt, and Sec- 
retary’s conclusion, therefore, that he could not take any 
action without further authorization by Congress. 

Oct. 28 | To the Minister in Austria (tel.) 454 
(20) Information that law officers of U. 8S. Government have de- 

cided that the Secretary of the Treasury has no power to act 
further under the joint resolution, and that a new enabling act 
of Congress would be necessary to enable him to take the sug- 
gested action.
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NEGOTIATIONS RESPECTING SUBORDINATION OF THE AUSTRIAN RELIEF LOAN 
To A Proposrep New Austrian Loan—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Oct. 29 | From the Minister in Austria 454. 
(1585) Advice that the Chancellor is being informed in the sense 

of Department’s telegram No. 20, October 28; assumption that 
the Department will at the proper time take appropriate action 
to obtain a new congressional enabling act. 

Nov. 28 | To the Secretary of the Treasury 455 
Transmittal, for information and comment, of copy of 

Minister’s despatch No. 1585, October 29. 

Nov. 30 | From the Minister in Austria 456 
(1629) Information that Austria is on the verge of abandoning re- 

quests for postponement of payments on relief debt, leaving 
only to be dealt with by congressional resolution the request for 
release of Austrian assets pledged for payment of said debt; 
also, that Austria contemplates the negotiation of a general 
funding arrangement for the entire relief credits of the states 
concerned, following flotation of the new federal loan. 

Dec. 2 | From the Minister in Austria (tel.) 458 
(66) Abandonment by Austria of request for postponement of 

relief-debt payments, leaving only its request that assets 
pledged for payment of the debt be subordinated to the con- 
templated new Federal loan. 

Dec. 6 | From the Austrian Minister 458 
(2423/70) Inquiry whether the United States would be willing to enter 

into negotiations for the relief-debt funding, by which arrange- 
ment payments should not begin until 19438, at which time 
payment of the whole debt, principal and interest, should be- 

| gin in 25 equal yearly installments, the installments to include 
an amount corresponding to the loss of interest which the 
creditors suffered by nonpayment of agreed-upon installments 
due prior to 1943. 

Dec. 8 | To the Secretary of the Treasury 459 
Transmittal of copy of Minister’s telegram No. 66, Decem- 

ber 2, and copy of a telegram from the Embassy in Paris, | 
December 3, advising that Reparation Commission has post- 
poned discussion of Austrian relief bonds and loan question 
until its meeting on January 14, 1928. 

Dec. 14 | From Mr. R. C. Leffingwell of J. P. Morgan & Co. 460 
Reminder that Austrian Government and European relief 

creditor states are holding discussions in London, and under- 
standing that Austrian Government has suggested that U. S. | 
Government might wish to be represented. 

Dec. 14 | From the Minister in Austria 460 
(1656) Information concerning London meetings of International 

Relief Bonds Committee, December 2 and 12, at which latter 
meeting it was decided to transmit the Austrian relief-funding 
proposal to the governments represented on the Committee, 
and a resolution was passed, without affirmative votes by 
Dutch or Swiss, authorizing the subordination to the projected 
new federal loan for a period of 30 years of the Austrian assets 
pledged for the repayment of the relief credits. Advice that 
the next step will be the proceedings before the Reparation 
Commission.
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NEGOTIATIONS RESPECTING SUBORDINATION OF THE AUSTRIAN RELIEF Loan 
To A ProposeED New Austrian Loan—Continued 
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1927 
Dec. 23 | To the Secretary of the Treasury 463 

Transmittal of Austrian Minister’s note of December 6 and 
American Minister’s despatch No. 1629 of November 30; belief 
that Department might inform the Austrian Minister, if the 
Secretary of the Treasury concurs, that the U. S. Government 
is disposed to consider the relief-debt funding proposal, but 
desires a more specific statement of proposal before giving any 
further expression of views; request for possible comment on 
the desirability of the U. 8. Government’s keeping in touch 
with the discussions between the Austrian and relief creditor 
governments. 

Dec. 23 | To Mr. R. C. Leffingwell of J. P. Morgan & Co. 465 
Nonreceipt from Austria or any of the creditor states of 

suggestion that the U. 8S. Government participate in or keep 
in touch with the London discussions. 

Dec. 28 | From the Minister in Austria 465 
(1664) Further details of meetings in London, December 2 and 12, 

of International Relief Bonds Committee; formal funding 
proposal submitted to Committee by Austrian Government 
(text printed); Committee’s resolution of December 12 con- 
senting to release of Austrian securities to new federal loan, 
Committee’s communication of December 20 notifying of 
Netherlands and Swiss consent, and Control Committee’s 
resolution of October 12 consenting to new federal loan (texts 
printed). 

Dec. 28 | From the Austrian Minister 472 
(2531/70) Request for action by the Department to arrange for recom- 

mendation to Congress of legislation authorizing the deferment 
for 30 years of the lien for relief credits extended to Austria; 
request for reply to Austrian proposal for relief-debt funding. 

Dec. 29 | From Mr. R. C. Leffingwell of J. P. Morgan & Co. 473 
Advice that London partners have been cabled to advise 

Austrian Minister in Great Britain of Department’s letter of 
December 23, since it was the Minister’s [intention to ask if 
Department wished to be represented in the discussions; 
additional details concerning nature of the Austrian funding 
proposal. 

1928 
Jan. 7 | To the Secretary of the Treasury 474 

Transmittal of Austrian Minister’s note No. 2351/70, of 
December 28, 1927, and Mr. R. C. Leffingwell’s letter of 
December 29, 1927; suggestion that, if the Secretary of the 
Treasury concurs, the Department might inform Austrian 
Minister in the sense of its letter of December 23 to the Treas- 
ury, pointing out that consideration of the proposal to defer 
the lien would be facilitated by the receipt of more specific 
information as to the relief-debt funding proposal.



LIST OF PAPERS LXXI 

ACTION OF THE AMERICAN MINISTER IN AUSTRIA ON THE OCCASION OF THE 
VIENNA PaLAcE oF Justice Riots 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
July 23 | From the Minister in Austria 475 
(1477) Information that Minister congratulated Austrian Govern- 

ment upon success in restoring order after the recent riots in 
Vienna, and that while he received formal notice from the 
President of Police of the date on which interment of the 
police officers killed in the outbreak would be held, he con- 
sulted with his colleagues and decided not to attend the ob- 
sequies. 

Aug. 15 | To the Minister in Austria 476 
(609) Approval of action reported in telegram No. 1477, July 23. 

BOLIVIA 

PROPOSED TREATY OF FRIENDSHIP, COMMERCE AND CoNnsuLAR Ricuts BETWEEN 
THE UNITED STATES AND BoOLivia 

1927 
Aug. 19 | To the Minister in Bolivia 477 

(808) Instructions to ascertain, if the’ Minister perceives no objec- 
tion, whether Bolivia is disposed to enter into a general treaty of 
friendship, commerce and consular rights providing for uncon- 
ditional most-favored-nation treatment. 

Sept. 26 | From the Minister in Bolivia 479 
(1408) Advice that discreet inquiry has indicated that Bolivia would 

not have any objections to the conclusion of a general commer- 
cial treaty, but that unsettled conditions in the Ministry of 
Foreign Relations and Worship due to illness of the Minister, 
would make negotiations inadvisable at present; intention to 
keep in close touch with situation and advise Department fully. 

(Footnote: Information that these negotiations did not result 
in the signing of any treaty.) 

CANADA 

ESTABLISHMENT OF §DirEcT DirtomatTic RELATIONS BETWEEN THE UNITED 
STATES AND CANADA AND OF AMERICAN DIPLOMATIC REPRESENTATION IN THE 
InisH FREE Strate 

1926 
Dec. 1 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 481 

(238) Instructions to ascertain acceptability to British Government 
of U.S. intention to appoint Ministers to Canada and the Irish 
Free State, and to inquire as to whom the Ministers will be 
accredited and to whom their credentials should be presented. 

1927 
Jan. 10 | From the Chargé in Great Britain 481 
(1569) Foreign Office note, January 6 (text printed), expressing 

satisfaction of His Majesty’s Governments in Ottawa and 
Dublin at the proposed appointments, and stating that creden- 
tials should be addressed to His Majesty the King and pre- 
sented to the Governors General of Canada and of the Irish 
Free State, respectively. 

(Footnote: Information that Mr. William Phillips presented 
his credentials as American Minister in Canada on June 1, and 
that Mr. Frederick A. Sterling presented his credentials as 
American Minister in the Irish Free State on July 27.)



LXXII LIST OF PAPERS 

ESTABLISHMENT OF Direct DipLtomMatic RELATIONS BETWEEN THE UNITED 
STATES AND CANADA AND OF AMERICAN DIPLOMATIC REPRESENTATION IN THE 
Irish Free State—Continued 

Date and | Subject Page 

1927 
Jan. 24 | From the British Ambassador 482 

(49) Information that the appointed Canadian Minister, Mr. 
Vincent Massey, will arrive in Washington in February; re- 
quest that the Secretary ascertain when it will be convenient 
for the President to receive Mr. Massey; desire of the Ca- 
nadian Government that the British Ambassador accompany 
Mr. Massey to the White House on this cccasion. 

Jan. 29 | To the British Ambassador 483 
Information that the President will receive Mr. Massey, 

accompanied by the Ambassador, at 3:30 p. m., February 
18; expectation that arrangements will be made for Mr. Mas- 
sey’s presentation to the Secretary and the submittal of text 
of letter of credence and the remarks he proposes to make to 
the President; advice that the determination of whether the 
British Ambassador shall in the future accompany Ministers 
of Dominions upon presentation of their credentials shall be 
governed by the desire of the respective Dominion or its 
representative. 

(Footnote: Presentation of his credentials by Mr. Massey 
on February 18.) 

ConTINUED Protests BY THE CANADIAN GOVERNMENT AGAINST INCREASED 
DIVERSION OF THE WATERS OF THE GREAT LAKES 

1927 
Sept. 1 | From the Canadian Chargé 484 

(230) Continued desire of Canadian Government to publish cer- 
tain correspondence relating to the diversion of water from 
Lake Michigan by the Sanitary District of Chicago, and 
advice that the report of the Joint Board of Engineers as to the 
actual effect of the withdrawal at Chicago has not in any way : 
affected the Canadian Government’s attitude of protest 
against the diversion; unwillingness to entertain U. 8. sug- 
gestion for a discussion of suitable compensating works, if this 
course involves assumption that the present diversion is to 
continue. 

Oct. 17 | To the Canadian Minister 486 
Information that no objection will be raised to publication 

of the correspondence in question; advice that the United 
States is reserving further discussion and opinion as to legal 
issues involved in the abstraction of water from one watershed 
and the diversion of it into another until after the Supreme 
Court renders a decision on closely parallel issues now before 
it; belief that navigational and power problems might be ad- 
justed by practical engineering measures pending further |- 
discussion of the principles involved.



LIST OF PAPERS LXXTIT 

Progect FoR IMPROVEMENT OF THE St. LAWRENCE WATERWAY BY JOINT ACTION 
OF THE UNITED STATES AND CANADA 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Apr. 13 | To the Canadian Minister 487 

Desire of the United States to enter into negotiations for the 
conclusion with Canada of a convention providing for the 
improvement of the St. Lawrence Waterway for navigation 
and power purposes. 

July 13 | From the Minister in Canada 489 
(15) Note from the Prime Minister of Canada, July 12 (text 

printed), stating that his Government’s policy as to the pro- 
posed improvements cannot be determined until after receipt of 
report of the National Advisory Committee of Canada, which 
is now studying the economic and general aspects of the ques- 
tion, after which the Canadian Government will be pleased to 
discuss the entire matter. 

PRoPOSAL THAT THE PROBLEM OF IMPROVING THE RosEAU RiveR DRAINAGE 
System Br REFERRED TO THE INTERNATIONAL JOINT COMMISSION 

1927 
Feb. 26 | To the Canadian Minister 490 

Proposal that, in view of contemplated improvements in the 
portion of the Roseau River lying in Manitoba Province which 
would aggravate the flooding of the portion of the river lying 
in Minnesota, the entire problem of the Roseau River drainage 
system be referred to the International Joint Commission for 
investigation, report, and recommendations. 

Apr. 2 | To the Canadian Chargé 491 
Request for views on proposal submitted in Department’s 

note of February 26, because of reports that action is being 
taken in Canada to obtain appropriations for proceeding 
immediately with the works of drainage and diking along the 
Roseau River. 

Nov. 1 | From the Canadian Minister 492 
(269) Information that no decision has yet been reached concern- 

ing reference of the Roseau River matter to the International 
Joint Commission, because the question is still under dis- 
cussion with the Province of Manitoba; advice that the im- 
provement operations now being carried on will not prejudice 
the situation of the United States, nor are they believed to be 
contrary to the spirit or provisions of the boundary-waters 
treaty of 1909. 

Dec. 12 | To the Canadian Minister 493 
Contrary opinion that the execution of the present construc- 

tion works will cause extensive damage to a large area in Min- 
nesota and will be in violation of the spirit and provisions of 
the boundary-waters treaty; renewal of proposal for reference 
of the entire matter to International Joint Commission, and 
request that all construction operations on the Roseau River 
be suspended until the Commission has made an investigation 
and report.



LXXIV LIST OF PAPERS 

REPRESENTATIONS BY CANADA AGAINST CHANGES IN BORDER CrossING PRIV- 
ILEGES BETWEEN CANADA AND THE UNITED STATES 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Apr. 22 | From the Assistant Secretary of Labor 494 

General Order No. 86 of the Department of Labor, relating 
to border crossing procedure for aliens residing in foreign 
contiguous countries and entering the United States to work 
or seek employment (text printed). 

Apr. 23 | From the Canadian Minister 496 
(100) Apprehension over press reports of U. 8. intention to make 

drastic changes in regulations now applicable to persons living 
in Canada and crossing daily to the United States to work; 
request that before any decision is taken or announced, an 
opportunity be given for a conference between representatives 
of the two countries. 

May 10 | To the Canadian Minister 497 
Information that a conference will be held at the Depart- 

ment on May 12. 

Undated | Memorandum by the Chief of the Visa Office of a Conference Held 497 
May 12, 1927, Regarding Canadian Border Travel Dzf- 
ficulties 

Conference between Canadian and U. S. State and Labor 
Department officials, at which tentative agreement was reached 
on possible bases for a solution to ameliorate the hardships 
which will be brought on by the application of General Order 
No. 86. 

May 28 | To the Canadian Minister ~499 
Assurance of sincere desire to maintain the traditional free- 

dom of mutual travel between Canada and the United States 
as completely as the immigration laws will permit; invitation 
to continue studies of the situation with Department officials; 
information that the State and Labor Departments will do 
their utmost to clear away, so far as possible under existing 
law, all difficulties and dissatisfaction in regard to border cross- 
ing. 

June 8 | From the Canadian Minister 502 
(149) Regret that the United States has not considered it possible 

to modify the terms of General Order No. 86; outline, for pur- 
pose of record, of Canadian Government’s views on issues 
involved; hope that, in consequence of study of the problem 
by the two Governments, a mutually satisfactory arrangement 
may soon be reached. 

June 13 | From the Canadian Minister 506 
(159) Request for interpretation by the appropriate authorities of 

the U. 8. Government of a list of questions which may arise in 
the operation of General Order No. 86. 

June 30/| To the Canadian Chargé 507 
Replies to the questions propounded in Minister’s Note No. 

159, June 13. 

Nov. 26 | From the Canadian Minister 508 
(281) Request that the Secretary put into effect his previous as- 

surance of willingness to ask the Secretary of Labor to allow 
additional time for foreign-born Canadian citizens to secure 
quota visas, because of understanding that approximately 
3,000 persons who have applied for such visas cannot secure 
them by December 1, the time limit set in General Order No. 
86.



LIST OF PAPERS LXXV 

REPRESENTATIONS BY CANADA AGAINST CHANGES IN BORDER Crossina Priv- 
ILEGES BETWEEN CANADA AND THE UNITED StarEs—Continued 

Date and | Subject Page 

1927 
Dec. 9 | To the Canadian Minister 510 

Belief of State and Labor Departments that the situation 
created by General Order No. 86 has in the main largely dis- 
appeared, and that the change made in the priority status of 
quota commuters who were unable to obtain visas prior to 
December 1 will afford all needed relief in those cases. 

DISINCLINATION OF THE CANADIAN GOVERNMENT To AUTHORIZE THE DISCONTIN- 
UANCE OF SEINE Fisyine in Missisquor Bay 

1926 
Apr. 18 | To the Brittsh Ambassador 51l 

Desire that the Canadian Government prohibit seine fishing 
in the Canadian waters of Missisquoi Bay, at the northern end 
of Lake Champlain, during the spawning season, in order to 
aid in conserving the Lake Champlain fishery; advice that the 
reestablishment of a previous Order in Council prohibiting all 
net fishing in Missisquoi Bay would be a source of gratification 
to the United States. 

June 7 | From the British Ambassador 513 
(393) Information that, while some illegal fishing in Lake Cham- 

plain was attempted in April, the seines and other apparatus 
were seized and the conditions are now satisfactory; reminder 
that the U. 8. Senate failed to approve the general regulations 
concerning fisheries in boundary waters, including Missisquoi 
Bay, which were issued by a Commission appointed under 
treaty of 1908; contention that the situation should be dealt 
with as a whole rather than that Missisquoi Bay should be 
considered by itself. 

1927 
Mar. 1 | TJ'o the Canadian Minister 514 

Belief that the interests of both Canada and the United 
States require the discontinuance of seine fishing in Missisquoi 
Bay, independently of the solution of questions relating to 
fisheries in other boundary waters; request that U. 8. views be 
communicated to the Canadian Government with the sugges- 
tion that the United States will appreciate the prohibition of 
seining in Missisquoi Bay, if such action is found practicable. 

Mar. 22 | From the Canadian Minister 515 
(53) Explanation that the Provincial authorities administering 

Missisquoi Bay are opposed to the prohibition of a reasonable 
amount of seine fishing therein, although they prohibit fishing 
during the spawning season; reiteration of contention that the 
Missisquoi Bay situation should be dealt with in connection 
with other outstanding matters, and not by itself. 

Mar. 30 | To the Canadian Minister 516 
Regret that the Canadian Government does not deem it 

advisable to discontinue the issuance of licenses for seine fish- 
ing in Missisquoi Bay at the present time.



LXXVI LIST OF PAPERS 

CHILE 

PROPOSED TREATY OF FRIENDSHIP, COMMERCE AND CONSULAR Ricuts BerwEEN 
THE UNITED STATES AND CHILE 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Aug. 19 | To the Ambassador in Chile 517 

(765) Instructions to ascertain whether Chile is disposed to enter 
into a general treaty of friendship, commerce and consular 
rights, providing for unconditional most-favored-nation treat- 
ment. 

Oct. 61 From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 519 
(146) Report that Foreign Office officials indicated the possible 

exception of both Bolivia and Peru from most-favored-nation 
treatment, and that they desire the submittal of a draft treaty 
on the general lines of the U. 8.-German commercial treaty of 
December 8, 1923. 

Oct. 14 | To the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 520 
(52) Detailed instructions for preparing a draft treaty on the 

basis of the German treaty; advice that the Department is 
studying the exception of Bolivia and Peru. 

Oct. 24 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 523 
(161) Request for instructions as to whether or not to present 

draft treaty to Foreign Office. 

Oct. 27 | To the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 523 
(56) Request for opinion whether the negotiations would be prej- 

udiced if submittal of draft treaty were postponed until the 
middle of November in order that Department may give 
further consideration to the question of including substance 
of Senate reservation regarding national treatment of shipping. 

Oct. 30 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 523 
(164) Opinion that postponement is desirable and will promote 

ultimate success. 

Nov. 2 | Yo the Ambassador in Chile 524 
(788) Transmittal of draft treaty for presentation to Foreign 

Office, with explanation of the more important differences be- 
tween the draft and German treaty, for information and use 
in discussions with Chilean officials; instructions not to present 
draft until Department so advises. 

REPRESENTATIONS TO THE CHILEAN GOVERNMENT REGARDING PRoposep LEGis- 
LATION FAVORING CHILEAN MeERcANTILE MARINE 

1927 
Aug. 22 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 526 

(109) Request for specific instructions concerning Grace Line’s 
desire that Ambassador make informal representations to 
Chilean Government against the injury likely to result to com- 
mercial interests by reason of a plan for preferential customs 
duties on importations in national vessels, now under consider- 
ation by a Chilean commission, for the purpose of promoting 
a national merchant marine,



LIST OF PAPERS LXXVIIL 

REPRESENTATIONS TO THE CHILEAN GOVERNMENT REGARDING PRoposEeD LEaqis- 
LATION FavoriInGg CHILEAN MercantTiteE Marine—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Aug. 25 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 527 

(111) Synopsis of proposed shipping law, which provides for (1) 
repayment of Panama Canal tolls, (2) premium to shippers of 
nitrate in Chilean vessels, (3) 10 percent reduction in customs 
duties on imports in Chilean vessels, (4) loans to Chilean com- 
panies for the purchase of new vessels, (5) effective date of 
January 1, 1928; desire of Grace Line manager that protest be 
made, especially with regard to points (1) and (2); request for 
instructions. 

Aug. 30 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 528 
(115) Information that a project of law embodying all points except 

point (2) has been submitted to Congress; renewal of request 
for instructions, 

Aug. 31 | To the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 528 
(37) Belief that objection may properly be made to point (8) and 

also to preferential export duties or bounties if measures such as 
those contemplated in point (2) are brought up again; instruc- 
tions to try to dissuade Chilean Government from applying 
these contemplated discriminatory measures; instructions to 
discuss point (1), indicating that the United States would view 
with concern any step which would tend to substitute for the 
present regime of equality in the use of Canal one of special 
advantage; information that Department has no objections 
to point (4). 

Sept. 1 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 529 
(118) Information that proposed law omitted point (2) because 

section 17 of nitrate law already empowers the President to pay 
bounties to producers who ship in Chilean vessels. 

Sept. 2 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 530 
(120) Opinion that a possible tariff reduction under discussion, as 

well as the proposed shipping law, would stimulate American 
export trade at least until Chile purchases new ships and estab- 
lishes services to Europe; assumption that in spite of this 
consideration, Department wishes Ambassador to comply 
with its telegram No. 37 of August 31. 

Sept. 14 | To the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 531 
(41) Instructions to continue efforts to dissuade Chilean Govern- 

ment from applying discriminatory import duties in favor of 
national vessels and bounties provided under section 17 of the 
nitrate law; request for information as to whether contem- 
plated payments of 7 pesos per metric ton to Chilean ships for 
nitrate carried to the United States, Canada, and Cuba, would 
be made to shippers or shipowners. 

Sept. 17 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 532 
(133) Issuance by the President of a decree under sections 17 and 

33 of nitrate law, to become effective upon official publication, 
providing specific bounties for nitrate shipments, according to 
destination; information that the bounty is to be paid to ship 
and not to producer, and request that this point be corrected 
in telegrams Nos. 111 of August 25, and 118 of September 1.
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REPRESENTATIONS TO THE CHILEAN GOVERNMENT REGARDING ProposEpD LEGIs- 
LATION FavoRING CHILEAN MERCANTILE MarinE—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Sept. 20 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 532 

(136) Report of discussions with Chilean officials and diplomatic 
colleagues concerning the ship subsidy bill; opinion that before 
final passage, Canal tolls provision, and possibly preferential 
duties and bounties, will be stricken out and will be replaced by 
a provision for lump sum subvention to companies. 

Sept. 21 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 533 
(141) Report of further representations; opinion that ship subsidy 

law will either be redrafted or replaced by a substitute law 
granting lump sum subvention or payments for maintenance 
service on designated routes. 

Oct. 28 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 534 
(163) Synopsis of substitute ship subsidy bill, providing for (1) 

subventions to Chilean companies which have maintained a 
regular service through the Canal, (2) share by Government 
in profits and management, (3) loans for the purchase of new 
ships, (4) 10 percent increase in consular duties to cover ex- 
penses occasioned by this law, (5) effective date, January 1, 
1928; opinion that new bill is unobjectionable, but request for 
instructions. 

Nov. 9 | From the Chargé in Chile (tel.) 535 
(172) Information that Congress will convene in special session 

November 15 and that Chargé has renewed representations 
concerning effect on American interests of the proposed legisla- 
tion and tariff revision. 

Nov. 22 | To the Chargé in Chile (tel.) 536 
(62) Instructions to advise appropriate authorities that the enact- 

ment of shipping or tariff legislation discriminatory to American 
ships will eliminate the only basis on which the President is 
empowered to continue in suspension the U. 8. law providing 
for a discriminatory duty of 10 percent on goods imported in 
foreign ships. 

Dec. 6 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 537 
Conversation in which the Chilean Ambassador advised that 

his Government intends to abandon plan for discriminatory 
duties and refund of Canal tolls, and stated that if any shipping 
legislation is enacted, it will probably be in the nature of 
a straight subsidy. 

REPRESENTATIONS TO THE CHILEAN GOVERNMENT REGARDING EFFECTS OF 
ProposED CoaL Law ON AMERICAN INTERESTS 

1927 
Sept. 1 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 537 

(119) Receipt by Chilean Congress of a proposed law to aid the 
coal industry, which includes a provision for heavy increased 
duties on coal and crude petroleum. 

Oct. 10 | To the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 538 
(50) Instructions to make informal representations against enact- 

ment of proposed law, because the heavy progressive duty on 
oil will injure American copper interests in Chile.
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REPRESENTATIONS TO THE CHILEAN GOVERNMENT REGARDING EFFECTS OF 
ProposeD Coat Law on AMERICAN INTERESTS—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Oct. 19 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 538 

(151) Assurance to Foreign Office by Minister of Hacienda that he 
will make changes in the law which will save American inter- 
ests from injury. 

Nov. 1 | Zo the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 539 
(58) Instructions to investigate and report status of the coal bill, 

in view of information from American interests that Chilean 
Government is paying little attention to protests made by their 
representative in Chile, and recent approval of the measure by 
the Joint Committee of the Chilean Congress. 

Nov. 2 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 539 
(168) Information that Chilean Government shows unwillingness 

to modify the proposed measure, but that Ambassador has 
made further representations and will take additional steps 
immediately. 

Nov. 16 | From the Chargé in Chile (tel.) 540 
(176) Passage of coal bill by Chamber of Deputies, November 15. 

Dec. 10 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 540 
(186) Continued efforts to secure modification of proposed law; 

understanding that, as a mark of good will, the President may 
be authorized to suspend or modify application of the law, if 
in his judgment wise; Foreign Office assurance that the entire 
situation will be thoroughly studied. 

(Footnote: Information that the coal law was signed by the 
President on January 9, 1928.) 

REPRESENTATIONS TO THE CHILEAN GOVERNMENT REGARDING Errects or Pro- 
POSED INSURANCE LEGISLATION ON AMERICAN INTERESTS 

1927 
May 5 | To the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 541 

(19) Instructions to inquire of Foreign Office concerning Finance 
Minister’s intention to nationalize insurance, thereby elimi- 
nating foreign companies, andtoadvise Department as to extent 
to which proposed measure appears to be confiscatory. 

May 13 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 542 
(64) Informal representations to Foreign Minister both prior and 

subsequent to receipt of Department’s telegram No. 19 of 
May 5; opinion that project does not appear to be confiscatory 
except in the respect that it destroys property rights by pro- 
hibiting the continuance of a business which was established 
in the past at considerable expense. 

Aug. 1 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 543 
(97) Advice that the insurance bill, modified and made more 

drastic, has been sent to Congress; information that revised 
bill permits foreign companies now doing business in Chile to 
reorganize as national companies, and that section 59 imposes 
a heavy tax, as well as fines for failure to pay such tax, on 
policies taken out in foreign companies by foreign owners of 
property in Chile; request for instructions.
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REPRESENTATIONS TO THE CHILEAN GOVERNMENT REGARDING EFFECTS OF 
PrRoposED INSURANCE LEGISLATION ON AMERICAN INTERESTS—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1927 
Aug. 8 | To the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 545 

(31) Belief that protest may not be made on grounds of violation 
of international law; suggestion that Ambassador may wish to 
urge the elimination of article 59 because it would interfere 
with free and mutually beneficial intercourse between the 
United States and Chile. 

Sept. 12 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 545 
(129) Information that Joint Committee has sent amended bill 

to Chamber of Deputies; understanding that foreign com- 
panies will be permitted to function, without reorganizing as 
national companies, on condition that they invest in easily 
liquidated Chilean securities or property and pay a tax on 
premiums 50 percent greater than the tax paid by national 
companies, and that article 59 has been modified and renum- 
bered 46; request for instructions as to possible protest against 
the taxation. 

Sept. 14 | Tothe Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 546 
(42) Advice that Department can perceive no good basis for a 

protest. 

Sept. 19 | From the Ambassador tn Chile (tel.) 546 
(135) Belief of most insurance agencies that the requirement of 

increased deposits and heavier taxes, even though discrimina- 
tory, will be offset by a large increase in business and profits. 

Sept. 21 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 547 
(138) Information that insurance bill will come before Senate 

when special session of Congress opens about October 6; request 
for instructions whether Department’s attitude toward protest 
would be affected by the legal contention that if insurance 
contracts on personal property can be taxed, other contracts 
affecting personal property, such as mortgages and assign- 
ments, can also be taxed. 

Sept. 27 | Tothe Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 547 
(47) Advice that no ground exists for formal protest because of 

lack of discrimination against American firms; authorization 
to urge informally that the provision be eliminated because it 
would interfere with business between the two countries. 

Nov. 17 | From the Chargé in Chile (tel.) 548 
(179) Passage by Senate, November 16, of bill with modifications 

which are reported to be acceptable to foreign companies; 
amendment of article 46 to permit insurance of properties in 
Chile with local branches of foreign insurance companies, or, 
if the risk is unacceptable, to permit the local companies to 
place the insurance abroad without being subject to tax. 

Nov. 29 | From the Ambassador in Chile 548 
(1256) Passage of bill by Chamber of Deputies, November 23, with 

minor change; information that the amendment of article 46 
reported in telegram No. 179, November 17, eliminated the 
most harmful feature of the bill as far as the foreign companies 
are concerned.
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DISAGREEMENT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE WitTH DEcISION oF A CHILEAN 
Court Tuat a Dietomatic SEcReETARY Dors Not Ensoy D1eLtoMmatic 
IMMUNITY 

Date and Subject Page 

1926 
Nov. 22 | From the Chargé in Chile 549 

(962) Decision by the Santiago Court of Appeals, September 24 
(text printed), holding that a secretary of the Brazilian Em- 
bassy in Santiago was subject to jurisdiction of the Chilean 
courts in a criminal case, and that he might be arrested and 
imprisoned for his criminal acts committed in Chilean territory; 
information that, although the decision remains without 
practical effect because the secretary was recalled shortly after 
the case began, the diplomatic corps feels that a dangerous 
precedent has been set which should not go unchallenged. 

1927 
Jan. 8 | Tothe Ambassador in Chile 551 

(699) Belief that U. 8. Government need not make a special pro- 
test against the precedent set by the case; authorization, how- 
ever, to expres# concurrence if diplomatic corps decides to 
make a joint protest against this action as being a violation of 
international law. 
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GENERAL 

THREE-POWER CONFERENCE AT GENEVA FOR THE LIMITATION OF 

NAVAL ARMAMENT, JUNE 20-AUGUST 4, 1927? 

500.A15 a 1/—-: Telegram 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Herrick)? 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasuineron, February 3, 1927—4 p. m. 
24. The Department’s telegram No. 25 will transmit to you the 

text of a memorandum which you are desired to present on Thurs- 
day, February 10, to the Government of France. It is also to be 
presented to the Governments of Great Britain, Italy, and Japan. 
The Department will also transmit, in its telegram No. 26, the 
text of a message which President Coolidge proposes addressing to 

Congress at noon, Eastern Standard Time, on Thursday, February 
10. Since the Department will make public the full text imme- 
diately after the message has been delivered to Congress, it is im- 
portant for advance arrangements to be made by you to deliver 
to the Foreign Office this memorandum either at 4 o’clock or as 
close to that hour as possible. It is hoped that you will be able 
to give both this message and the memorandum the widest publicity. 
Prior to the delivery of the message, however, there should be no 
communication to any press representative. 

KELLOGG 

500.A15al1/a: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Herrick)? 

WasHIneoton, February 3, 1927—7 p.m. 
25. Following is text of memorandum to be handed by you to 

the French government in accordance with Department’s telegraphic 
instructions, Nos. 24, 26 and 27: 

*The records of the Conference are printed in Senate Document No. 55, 70th 
Cong., Ist sess., Records of the Conference for the Limitation of Naval Armament, 
Held at Geneva, Switzerland, from June 20 to August 4, 1927 (Washington, 
Government Printing Office, 1928). 

*The same, mutatis mutandis, to the Embassies in Great Britain (No. 20) 
ont Italy (No. 7). A similar telegram was sent to the Embassy in Japan 
No. 11). . 

* See last paragraph for instructions to repeat text of memorandum to Em- 
bassies in Great Britain (No. 21) and Italy (No. 8). The same telegram, 
mutatis mutandis, with exception of last paragraph, was sent to the Embassy 
in Japan (No. 12). 

1
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The American Government has followed with close attention the 
proceedings of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament 
Conference,‘ and, after the most careful deliberation, has concluded 
that it can helpfully make certain observations at this time which, 
it hopes, may contribute materially to the success of that Commis- 
sion—a success earnestly desired by the Government and people of 
the United States. 

The conviction that the competitive augmentation of national 
armaments has been one of the principal causes of international 
suspicion and ill-will, leading to war, is firmly held by the American 
Government and people. Elence, the American Government has 
neglected no opportunity to lend its sympathy and support to 
international efforts to reduce and limit armaments. 

The success of the Washington Conference of 1921-22 demonstrated 
that other Powers were animated with a similar desire to do away 
with this dangerous source of international discord. The Wash- 
ington Conference made a beginning, however, and it has been the 
continued hope of the American Government, since 1922, that the 
task, undertaken at Washington by the group of Naval Powers 
could be resumed and completed. 

For this reason, the American Government was happy to observe 
that the efforts looking towards the holding of a general international 
conference for the limitation of armament, which had been in progress 
for several years under the auspices of the League of Nations, had 
reached, in December, 1925, a stage sufficiently advanced, in the opin- 
ion of the Council of the League of Nations, to warrant the establish- 
ment of the Preparatory Commission, to meet in 1926, to prepare the 
eround for an international conference at an early date. The Amer- 
ican Government, pursuant to its policy of cooperation with all 
efforts calculated to bring about an actual limitation of armament, 
accepted the invitation of the Council to be represented on the Pre- 
paratory Commission. The American representatives on that Com- 
mission have endeavored to play a helpful part in its discussions, and 
they will continue to be guided by that policy. 

The American Government believes that the discussions of the 
Commission have been most valuable in making clear the views of 
the various governments as to the problems presented, and in demon- 
strating the complexity and diversity of the obstacles to be overcome 
zn the preparation and conclusion of a general agreement for the 
limitation of all armament. 

At the same time, these very complexities and difficulties, as brought 
out in the Preparatory Commission, have clearly pointed out that a 
final solution for the problem of armament may not be immediately 
practicable. Indeed, at the latest meeting of the Council of the League 
of Nations, several distinguished statesmen, leaders in the movement 
for the limitation of armament, sounded a note of warning against 
too great optimism of immediate success. 

The American Government is most anxious that concrete results 
in the limitation of armament may be achieved. The discussions of 
ihe Preparatory Commission have emphasized the fact that a number 
of governments consider that one of the chief present obstacles to 

*See Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 1, pp. 40 ff.; also, post, pp. 159 ff.
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the general reduction and limitation of armaments lies in the inter- 
dependence of land, sea, and air armaments, and in the consequent 
impossibility of reducing or limiting one of these categories without 
dealing simultaneously with the others. On the other hand, the dis- 
cussions have demonstrated even more emphatically that, should all 
effort to bring about the reduction or limitation of armament be 
conditioned upon the acceptance by all the world of a comprehensive 
plan covering all classes and types of armament, there would be hittle, 
if any, prospect of actual progress towards arms limitation in the 
near future. 

The above difficulties must be frankly recognized. The American 
Government believes that they can be overcome and that they must be 
overcome, since the consequences of a failure to overcome them, and 
to make some definite, if only partial, agreement for the limitation 
of armament, would constitute a setback to the cause of international 
peace too great to deserve serious contemplation as a possibility. 

Admitting reluctantly that the existing political situations in cer- 
tain parts of the world may render the problem of universal limitation 
incapable of immediate solution as a whole, the American Government 
believes that it is entirely practicable for the nations of the world to 
proceed at once to the isolation and separate solution of such problems 
as may appear susceptible of such treatment, meanwhile continuing 
to give sympathetic consideration and discussion to comprehensive 
proposals aimed at the simultaneous limitation of land, sea, and air 
armaments by a general agreement when such an agreement may be 
warranted by existing world conditions. The American Government 
believes that the adoption of such a course is the duty of the govern- 
ments represented on the Preparatory Commission, and that by so 
doing, they will ensure the achievement by the Commission and by 
the general conference of concrete, even though perhaps only partial 
results, thus facilitating progress towards the final solution of the 
general problem. 

The American Government, as its representatives on the Preparatory 
Commission have repeatedly stated, feels that land and air armaments 
constitute essentially regional problems to be solved primarily by re- 
gional agreements. The American army and air force are at minimum 
strength. Agreement for land and air limitation in other regions of 
the world would not be dependent upon the reduction or limitation of 
American land and air forces. Therefore, the American Government 
does not feel that it can appropriately offer definite suggestions to 
other powers in regard to the limitation of these categories of arma- 
ment. 

The problem of the limitation of naval armament, while not regional 
in character, can be dealt with as a practical matter by measures 
affecting the navies of a limited group of Powers. This has been 
clearly established by the success of the Washington Treaty Limiting 
Naval Armament.’ The United States, as the initiator of the Wash- 
ington Conference, and as one of the principal Naval Powers, has a 
direct interest in this question, and, being both ready and willing to 

*Treaty between the United States, the British Empire, France, Italy, and 
Japan for the limitation of naval armament, signed February 6, 1922, Foreign 
Relations, 1922, vol. 1, p. 247.
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enter into an agreement further limiting naval armament, feels itself 
privileged to indicate a course of procedure which will, in its opinion, 
lead to such an agreement. 

_ The discussions over a period of six months in Geneva have been 
most useful in the opportunity afforded for an exchange of views as 
to the general problem of naval limitation and on the basis of these 
discussions it is felt that there is a possibility of reconciling many of 
the divergent views which have been expressed, in such a manner as 
to meet the requirements of the Naval Powers and enable them to 
decide upon acceptable measures of limitation. 

In order to advance definitely towards a limitation agreement, the 
Government of the United States takes this method of addressing an 
inquiry to the Governments Signatories of the Washington Treaty 
Limiting Naval Armament as to whether they are disposed to empower 
their representatives at the forthcoming meeting of the Preparatory 
Commission to initiate negotiations looking towards an agreement 
providing for limitation in the classes of Naval vessels not covered by 
the Washington Treaty. 

The American Government is not unmindful of the fact that the 
Preparatory Commission is not specifically charged with the duty of 
concluding international agreements, and that its task 1s primarily that 
of preparing the agenda for a conference to be called at a later date. 
Nevertheless, being sincerely desirous of the success of the Prepara- 
tory Commission, the American Government makes this suggestion 
in the firm belief that the conclusion at Geneva, as soon as possible, 
among the Powers Signatories of the Washington Treaty, of an agree- 
ment for further naval limitation, far from interfering with or de- 
tracting from the success of the Preparatory Commission’s aims, 
would constitute a valuable contribution to the sum of achievement 
attributable to that Commission and would facilitate the task of the 
final Conference in dealing with the particularly complex problems 
of land and air armament, perhaps capable of solution for the present 
only by regional limitation agreements. 

It seems probable that, under any circumstances, the final Confer- 
ence will not be able to meet during this calendar year. The coming 
into effect, of agreements reached by it might be delayed for a con- 
siderable period, for a multitude of causes. Therefore, the American 
Government believes that those Powers which may be able to arrive 
at an agreement for further naval limitation at an earlier date would 
not be justified in consciously postponing that agreement, and thereby 
opening the way for a recrudescence of a spirit of competitive naval 
building—a development greatly to be deplored by all governments 
and peoples. 

The American Government feels that the general principles of the 
Washington Treaty offer a suitable basis for further discussion among 
its signatories. 

Although hesitating at this time to put forward rigid proposals as 
regards the ratios of naval strength to be maintained by the different 
Powers, the American Government, for its part, is disposed to accept, 
in regard to those classes of vessels not covered by the Washington 
Treaty, an extension of the 5-5-3 ratio as regards the United States, 
Great Britain and Japan, and to leave to discussion at Geneva the
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ratios of France and Italy, taking into full account their special con- 
ditions and requirements in regard to the types of vessels in question. 
Ratios for capital ships and aircraft carriers were established by that 
Treaty which would not be affected in any way by an agreement, cov- 
ering other classes of ships. 

The American representatives at the forthcoming meeting at Ge- 
neva will, of course, participate fully in the discussions looking to the 
preparation of an agenda for a final general conference for the limita- 
tion of armament. In addition, they will have full powers to negotiate 
definitely regarding measures for further naval limitation, and, if 
they are able to reach agreement with the representatives of the other 
signatories of the Washington Treaty, to conclude a convention em- 
bedying such agreement, in tentative or final form, as may be found 
practicable. 

The American Government earnestly hopes that the institution of 
such negotiations at Geneva may be agreeable to the Governments of 
the British Empire, France, Italy and Japan, and that comprehensive 
limitation of all types of naval armament may be brought into effect 
among the principal naval powers without delay. 

Repeat text of memorandum only to London as Dept’s. No. 21, to 
Rome as No. 8. 

KELLOoGe 

500.A15 a 1/1f: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Japan (MacVeagh) 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasuineton, February 3, 1927—7 p.m. 
14, Department’s telegram 12.6 The President desires, when you 

present the memorandum to the Japanese Minister for Foreign Af- 
fairs, that you orally point out to him that the plan is believed to 
be in thorough accord with the Japanese Government’s desire for 
further limitation of naval armament, that already there exists be- 
tween the two Governments a substantial agreement in essentials, 
that even in minor matters between the United States and Japan 
there appears to be no conflict of opinion or interest, and that any 
minor differences can readily be adjusted. 

The United States Government has avoided proposing in this 
memorandum any detailed plan because of the belief that representa- 
tives of the interested Governments can find an acceptable solution 
of their naval problems the more easily if they remain at liberty 
to explore as fully as possible and are not limited by rigid instruc- 
tions from which receding would be difficult. 

Acceptance by the Japanese Government of this proposal would 
particularly gratify the United States Government. 

* See footnote 3, p. 1.
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You should add that this Government believes the negotiations 
contemplated by its memorandum, while not necessarily beginning on 
the date of the Preparatory Commission’s convening, should be com- 
menced as soon thereafter as may be generally agreeable to the five 

interested Governments. 
You should say further that President Coolidge for some time 

has considered this matter to be urgent, but, since he did not wish 
to draw the Japanese Government’s attention to so important a ques- 

- tion prior to the impending funeral ceremonies of the late Emperor, 
he withheld action, both in Tokyo and other capitals, until the con- 
clusion of the funeral ceremonies. 

KELLOGG 

500.A15 a 1/b: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Herrick)’ 

WasHINGTON, February 3, 1927—8 p. m. 
26. Following is text of President’s proposed message,® action in 

regard to which is outlined in Department’s Nos. 24, 25 and 27: 

To the Congress of the United States: Pursuant to my instructions 
the American Ambassadors at London, Paris, Rome, and Tokyo, will 
today present to the Governments of Great Britain, France, Italy, 
and Japan, a Memorandum suggesting that they empower their dele- 
gates at the forthcoming meeting of the Preparatory Commission 
for the Disarmament Conference at Geneva to negotiate and con- 
clude at an early date an agreement further hmiting naval arma- 
ment, supplementing the Washington Treaty on that subject, and 
covering the classes of vessels not covered by that Treaty. I transmit 
herewith, for the information of the Congress, a copy of this 
Memorandum. 

I wish to inform the Congress of the considerations which have 
moved me to take this action. 

The support of all measures looking to the preservation of the 
peace of the world has been long established as a fundamental policy 
of this Government. The American Government and people are 
convinced that competitive armaments constitute one of the most dan- 
gerous contributing causes of international suspicion and discord and 
are calculated eventually to lead to war. <A recognition of this fact 
and a desire as far as possible to remove this danger led the American 
Government in 1921 to call the Washington Conference. 

At that time we were engaged in a great building program which, 
upon its completion, would have given us first place on the sea. We 
felt then, however, and feel now, that the policy we then advocated— 

7See last paragraph for instructions to repeat to Great Britain and Italy. 
The same, mutatis mutandis, with exception of last paragraph, was sent to Japan 
as Department’s No. 13. 

* Communicated to Congress on February 10.
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that of deliberate self-denial and limitation of naval armament by 
the Great Naval Powers—promised the attainment of at least one 
guarantee of peace, an end worthy of mutual adjustment and 
concession. 

At the Washington Conference we found the other nations ani- 
mated with the same desire as ourselves to remove naval competition 
from the list of possible causes of international discord. Unfor- 
tunately, however, it was not possible to reach agreements at Wash- 
ington covering all classes of naval ships. The Washington Treaty 
provided a specific tonnage limitation upon capital ships and aircraft 
carriers, with certain restrictions as to size and maximum caliber of 
guns for other vessels. Every nation has been at complete liberty 
to build any number of cruisers, destroyers and submarines. Only 
size and armament of cruisers were limited. The Signatories of the 
Washington Treaty have fulfilled their obligations faithfully and 
there can be no doubt that that Treaty constitutes an outstanding 
success In its operation. 

It has been the hope of the American Government, constantly ex- 
pressed by the Congress since the Washington Conference, that a 
favorable opportunity might present itself to complete the work 
begun here by the conclusion of further agreements covering cruisers, 
destroyers, and submarines. The desirability of such an agreement 
has been apparent, since it was only to be expected that the spirit 
of competition, stifled as regards capital ships and aircraft carriers 
by the Washington Treaty, would, sooner or later, show itself with 
regard to the other vessels not limited under the Treaty. Actually, 
I do not believe that competitive building of these classes of ships 
has begun. Nevertheless, far-reaching building programs have been 
laid down by certain Powers and there has appeared in our own 
country, as well as abroad, a sentiment urging naval construction 
on the ground that such construction is taking place elsewhere. In 
such sentiments lies the germ of renewed naval competition. I am 
sure that all governments and all peoples would choose a system of 
naval limitation in preference to consciously reverting to competitive 
building. Therefore, in the hope of bringing about an opportunity 
for discussion among the principal naval Powers to ascertain whether 
further limitation is practicable, I have suggested to them that 
negotiations on this subject should begin as soon as possible. 

The moment seems particularly opportune to try to secure further 
limitation of armament in accordance with the expressed will of the 
Congress. ‘The earnest desire of the nations of the world to relieve 
themselves in as great a measure as possible of the burden of arma- 
ments and to avoid the dangers of competition has been shown by 
the establishment of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarma- 
ment Conference, which met in Geneva last May, and which is con- 
tinuing its work with a view to preparing the agenda for a final 
general conference. For more than six months, representatives of 
a score or more of nations have examined from all points of view the 
problem of the reduction and limitation of armaments. In these 
discussions it was brought out very clearly that a number of nations 
felt that land, sea, and air armaments were interdependent and that
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it would be difficult, if not impossible, to agree upon the limitation 
of one type of armament without simultaneously limiting the other 
types. The consequence to be feared is that a deadlock will be 
reached, should even partial progress in the reduction of armaments 
be conditioned upon the acceptance of some universal plan covering 
land, sea, and air forces together. If the prospective deadlock can- 
not be broken, it is probable that little progress will be made for the 
time being. It appears to me to be the duty of this Government, 
which has always advocated limitation of armaments, to endeavor 
to suggest some avenue by which concrete results may be achieved 
even though such results may be short of an ultimate ideal solution 
for the threefold problem of land, sea, and air armament. 

Our delegates at Geneva have consistently expressed the view that 
under conditions as they exist in the world today the problems of 
land and air armaments are most susceptible of solution by regional 
agreements covering regions within which the land or air armaments 
of one country could constitute a potential threat to another country. 
Geographical continents have been ‘suggested as regions appropriate 
for land and air limitation agreements. 

The American land and air force constitute a threat to no one. 
They are at minimum strength; their reduction has been suggested 
by no one as a necessary condition precedent to general arms limitation. 
This reduction of our land forces has been rendered possible by our 
favored geographical position. I realize that the problems of arma- 
ments on land and in the air in Europe are beset with difficulties which 
in all justice we must recognize and, although this Government will 
always be ready to lend its assistance in any appropriate way to efforts 
on the part of European or other Governments to arrive at regional 
agreements limiting land and air forces, it would hesitate to make 
specific proposals on this subject to European nations. 

The problem of the limitation of naval armament, while not regional 
in character or susceptible of regional treatment, has been successfully 
treated, in part, by an agreement among the five leading Naval Powers, 
and, in my opinion, can be definitely dealt with by further agreements 
among those Powers. 

Tt will be a contribution to the success of the preliminary work now 
going on at Geneva should the Great Naval Powers there agree upon 
a further definite limitation of naval armament. 

It is my intention that the American representatives at Geneva 
should continue to discuss with the representatives of the other nations 
there the program for a general limitation of armaments conference. 
If such a conference should be possible in the future, on a basis gen- 
erally acceptable, this Government would, of course, be highly grati- 
fied. Pending the formulation of the plan for such a general 
conference, however, I believe that we should make an immediate and 
sincere effort to solve the problem of naval limitation, the solution 
of which would do much to make the efforts toward more general 
limitation successful. 

Repeat text of message only to London as Depts. No. 22, to Rome 
as No. 9. 

| KELLoce
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500.A15 a l1/e: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Herrick) 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasuineton, February 3, 1927—9 p. m. 
27. Referring to Department’s telegram 25. The Department de- 

sires that, in presenting its memorandum to the French Minister for 
Foreign Affairs, you impress on him that this Government has tried to 
formulate its proposals in such a way as to make them acceptable to 
the Government of France. You should point out especially that the 
United States Government has avoided proposing any detailed plan in 
the memorandum, because it does not wish to preclude free discussion 
later of any such detailed plans which the French Government might 
be inclined to bring forward in its own interest. The French Govern- 
ment’s often-expressed desire to bring about an early limitation of 
armament has impressed the United States Government by its sin- 
cerity. The difficulties of treating with three categories of armament 
simultaneously are, on the other hand, so great as to cause serious 
apprehension jest a deadlock prevent any real progress in the direc- 
tion of the common goal. These proposals have been made by the 
United States Government in the hope that such an unfortunate con- 
clusion of the Preparatory Commission’s labors may be avoided. The 
earnest hope of the United States Government should be expressed to 
the Foreign Minister that his Government will agree respecting the 
desirability of a special effort being made to accomplish at least one 
type of limitation, thereby contributing to the Preparatory Commis- 
sion’s work and facilitating the task of the final Conference, in the 
calling of which the Government of France has taken the lead. As 
your personal opinion, you may: have the chance to point out that the 
French Government’s unconditional acceptance of this American pro- 
posal would very happily affect public opinion in this country. 

You should add that the United States Government believes the 
negotiations contemplated by its memorandum, while not necessarily 
beginning on the date of the Preparatory Commission’s convening, 
should be started at the earliest possible date thereafter as generally 
agreeable to the five interested Governments. Kertioce 

500.A15 a 1/3a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Chile (Collier)® 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasuincton, February 7, 1927—1 p. m. 
5. A memorandum to be presented by the Ambassadors in France, 

Great Britain, Italy, and Japan on Thursday, February 10, making 

*See third paragraph for instructions to repeat to Argentina as Department’s 
No. 6; a similar telegram was sent to Brazil as Department’s No. 4.
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certain suggestions regarding naval limitation, is given below. You 
are desired to present a copy thereof to the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs not earlier than noon, Eastern Standard Time, on Thursday. 
When you present it, you should orally explain that, although for 

obvious reasons it is addressed only to the Washington treaty signa- 
tories, the United States Government is so appreciative of the friendly 

cooperation at Geneva received from the Chilean delegation that 
President Coolidge wishes as a matter of courtesy that the Government 
of Chile have the memorandum in order that it may be informed fully 

_ regarding developments which this Government hopes may lead to 
definite achievement as to further naval limitation. 

Please repeat the foregoing, mutatis mutandis, and the following, 
as No. 6, to Buenos Aires. 

| Here follows the text of the memorandum transmitted in telegram 
No. 25, February 8, 7 p. m., to the Ambassador in France, printed on 
page 1.]| 

KELLoGe 

500.A15 a 1/22: Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Herrick) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, February 15, 1927—7 p.m. 
[Received February 15—5:25 p. m.2°] 

66. Briand has just handed me the French reply to your memoran- 
dum of which the following is a translation: 

‘The American Government has been good enough to address to the 
signatories of the naval convention of Washington of 1922 and, as 
one of them, to the French Government, a memorandum proposing 
to negotiate at Geneva between the five powers, without disinteresting 
themselves from the general work of the reduction of armaments 
carried on for the last 10 months by the Preparatory Commission on 
Disarmament, an agreement with a view to limiting from now on naval 
armament for the categories of vessels which are not included in the 
treaty of Washington. 

The French Government wishes first of all to say how much it 
appreciates the lofty aim of the American note. The generous ideal- 
ism which inspires it is in accordance with its own views. No power 
could be more appreciative of the noble initiative of President 
Coolidge than France which never ceases to give proofs of her reso- 
lutely pacific will. 

It desires equally to show how much it has appreciated the friendly 
attention of the Federal Government in leaving its proposals flexible 
in an endeavor to take into account the special conditions and require- 
ments of the continental powers. The American Government has thus 
shown that it is quite aware of the very clear position taken by the 
French Government in the question of naval disarmament. It will 

* Telegram in five sections.
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therefore not be astonished to see French opinion preoccupied with 
its duties as a member of the League of Nations and with its moral 
obligations towards all the powers which form part of it. 

On its part the Government of the Republic would have been 
happy to be able to adhere to these proposals without reserve and 
the entire French nation would have congratulated itself on seeing 
the two countries again associated in an enterprise so consistent with 
their common traditions. But an attentive study of the American 
proposals has convinced the Government of the Republic that in 
their present form they risk compromising the success of the task 
already commenced at Geneva with the active help of the representa- 
tives of the American Government. 

Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations has made the 
general limitation of armaments one of the essential duties of the 
League. Without doubt in 1921 the powers to whom the United 
States are today appealing already united their efforts to realize 
by themselves a limitation of naval armaments. At the time it took 
place the calling of the Washington Conference was fully justified, 
but circumstances today are different. The League of Nations has 
begun its task: the conclusion of an arms traflic convention, the 
elaboration of a convention on the private manufacture of war ma- 
terials, the convocation, finally, of a Preparatory Commission with 
a view to the meeting of a Conference for the General Limitation 
of Armaments, a commission to which all the countries of the world 
have been invited and in which the greater part of them participate, 
mark so many decisive stages towards the aim fixed by the Covenant. 
Without doubt the American Government is not thinking of with- 
drawing from the task undertaken the efficient collaboration which 
for nearly a year its delegates have contributed; it promises, on the 
contrary, to continue it. But its proposal has nevertheless for prac- 
tical result to divest the Preparatory Commission of an essential 
question which figures on its program; to constitute, on the side, a 
special Conference in which only a few powers should participate 
and whose decisions, under penalty of being vain, must at least in 
their principles be later recognized as valid by powers which would 
not have been admitted to discuss them. 

To decide today, without consulting the League of Nations, [a 
change of] method and to seek a partial solution of the problem, 
in preoccupying one’s self with maintaining the actual existing 
situation [rather] than in determining the conditions proper to en- 
sure the security of each one, to limit communicating, | besides,] this 
effort to a few powers, would be both to weaken the authority of the 
League of Nations so essential to the peace of the world and to injure 
the principle of the equality of States which is at the very base of 
the Covenant of Geneva and to which on its part the French Govern- 
ment remains firmly attached. 

The principle of the equality of the powers, great or small, is one 
of the recognized rules of the League of Nations. Technical com- 
mittees have met; all the maritime powers have participated in their 
labors; they have pointed out the necessities for their defense. How 
could one admit that at the moment when the Preparatory Commis- 
sion is called upon to formulate the conclusion of its discussions the 
five most important maritime powers should take cognizance of the 
question and as far as it concerns them give it a definitive solution
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of a nature to prejudice the final decisions for the entire naval 
problems? 

In fact, besides, the categories to which the new limitation should 
apply are those which for the majority of powers present the 
greatest interest. An agreement limited to a few navies could be 
explained for battleships; practically, they are the only ones to 
possess any. It is otherwise when the question of light vessels 1s 
considered. All the navies of the world have an interest in being 
associated with the deliberations on this important problem. 

As for the French Government, which in the question of limitation 
of armaments is only interested from the defensive point of view, 
as Mr. Briand declared to Mr. Hughes on December 18, 1921," and 
which in this respect must interest itself both in the protection of its 
coasts and in the safety of its maritime communications, its delegates 
at Geneva have defended and caused to prevail in the technical com- 
missions two general principles: On the one hand, that one cannot 
undertake to limit naval armaments without taking into consideration 
the solutions proposed for land and air armaments; on the other 
hand, especially from the naval point of view, that the limitation of 
armaments can only result from the attribution to any one [each] 
power of a global tonnage that it remains free to divide according 
to the sense of [sic] its necessities. 

The American proposal sets aside immediately these two principles 
which would have for consequence that the French Government, which 
has taken its stand before all the nations represented at Geneva, 
could only adopt it by abandonment its point of view. It would thus 
contradict itself while publicly recanting. 

The method proposed: Would it be at least of a kind to obtain 
the looked-for result? The precedent of the Rome Conference in 
1924 does not permit of hoping so. This Conference in fact did not 
succeed in having adopted by the powers not represented at Washing- 
ton the principles which there had been established for battleships, 
still less in having them extended to the other categories of vessels. 
These powers would not be less mindful of their own interests the 
day that they were asked again to accept principles resulting from 
decisions which would have been decided upon without them. 

This last objection has without doubt been considered by the Amer- 
ican Government and if it has thought necessary to set it aside it is 
by reason of its opinion that if the problems of disarmament are 
not disassociated there is no hope for a practical result in the near 
future. The French Government thinks on the contrary that in the 
present state of the surveys with which the Preparatory Commission 
is charged the latter can, at its next session and on condition that 
the nations represented bring like itself a firm resolve to succeed, 
make the decisions which would permit the meeting, with serious 
[good?| chances of success, of the general Conference on disarmament. 

The French Government having envisaged the different aspects of 
the American proposal, conscious of the duties imposed on it as a 
member of the League of Nations, fearing any undermining [of] 
the authority of the latter, and convinced that no durable work of 
peace can be built without the common consent of all the powers called, 
on the same grounds, to defend their rights and interests, thinks that 

“ Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, p. 135.
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it is at Geneva and by the Preparatory Commission itself, in which 
we have been so happy to see the delegates of the United States par- 
ticipate, that the American proposal can be effectually examined. 

Paris, February 15, 1927”. 
Herrick 

500.A15 a 1/54 

The Japanese Embassy to the Department of State 

MemoraNnpuM 

The Japanese Government have given careful consideration to the 
Memorandum of the American Embassy at Tokyo, dated February 
10, 1927, defining the attitude of the United States on the general 
problem of disarmament, and suggesting that the representatives of the 
five Powers Signatories of the Washington Naval Treaty, about to par- 
ticipate in the forthcoming session of the Preparatory Commission for 
the Disarmament Conference at Geneva, shall be empowered to nego- 
tiate and to conclude an agreement among those five Powers for the 
limitation of armament in the classes of naval vessels not covered by 
the Washington Treaty. 

The Japanese Government fully share with the American Govern- 
ment the views expressed in that Memorandum on the desirability of 
an agreement calculated to complete the work of the Washington 
Conference. They cordially welcome the initiative taken by the 
American Government for the institution among the five Powers of 
negotiations looking to such desirable end. They will be happy to 
take part in those negotiations through their representatives invested 
with full powers to negotiate and to conclude an agreement on the 
subject. 

In view, however, of the supreme importance of the problem to be 
| discussed and determined, the Japanese Government find it essential 

that at least a part of the Japanese Delegation shall be specially 
sent from Tokyo. Considering the length of time required for 
the necessary preparations, as well as for the journey from Tokyo 
to Geneva, it will obviously be impossible for the Japanese repre- 
sentatives to assist at the negotiations, should that meeting be 
held simultaneously with or immediately after the forthcoming 
session of the Preparatory Disarmament Commission, which is sched- 
uled to be opened on March 21 next. Accordingly, the Japanese 
Government desire that the meeting of the Powers Signatories of 
the Washington Naval Treaty, now suggested, shall take place on 
a date not earlier than June 1. 

The Japanese Government are further gratified to learn that it 

is not the intention of the American Government at this time to 
put forward rigid proposals on the ratios of naval strength to be
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maintained by the several Powers in the classes of vessels not cov- 
ered by the Washington Treaty. 

In order to ensure the success of the proposed negotiations, it 
seems highly important that in the matter of these conditions of 
the limitation of armament, all parties to the negotiations should 
approach the subject with an open mind, being always guided by 
the spirit of mutual accommodation and helpfulness consistently 
with the defensive requirements of each nation. 

The Japanese Government confidently hope that an adjustment 
will be reached in a manner fair and satisfactory to each of the 
participating Powers and conducive to the general peace and 
security of the world. 

[Wasuineton,| February 19, 1927. 

500.A15 a 1/41: Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Italy (Fletcher) to the Secretary of State 

{Paraphrase] 

Rome, February 21, 1927—1 p. m. 
[Received February 21—11: 42 a. m.] 

24, At noon today reply of Italian Government, stating that to 
its regret it cannot accede to proposal contained in our memorandum 
of February 10, was handed to me. Text will be given press here 
10 p. m. today. Italian Ambassador in Washington has been in- 
structed to give verbal explanation of reasons which underlie Italy’s 
action. 

I was told that if the President could arrange to have the great 
powers agree in advance that French-Italian parity established at 
Washington Conference on Limitation of Armament should be 
accepted and if provision were made that the minor Mediterranean 
powers and Russia should not disturb balance of naval power in 
Mediterranean, Italy would be disposed to reconsider her decision 
and to agree to attend Conference. I understand that the Ambas- 
sador is being instructed to explain this suggestion also. 

FLETCHER 

500.A15 a 1/48: Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Italy (Fletcher) to the Secretary of State 

Rome, February 21, 1927—3 p. m. 
[Received 6 p. m.] 

25. The following is a translation of the reply of the Italian Gov- 
ernment to my memorandum of February 10th: 

“The Italian Government has submitted to serious examination the 
memorandum handed on February 10th instant by the Ambassador of
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the United States of America to the Prime Minister, Minister for 
Foreign Affairs. 

The said memorandum explains the principles which have inspired 
the Washington Government in proposing that, before the contem- 
plated International Conference for the Reduction and the Limita- 
tion of Armaments, negotiations be initiated between the five powers 
signatory to the treaty of Washington of 1922 for the purpose of 
studying the limitation of certain categories of naval armaments not 
covered by said treaty. 

The Italian Government appreciates fully the high spirit which 
has guided the President of the United States of America in addressing 
his message to Congress on the same day in which the memorandum of 
the American Government was handed to the Governments of the 
great powers interested. The appreciation of the Italian Government 
has all the greater value since Italy has always associated herself 
with every international activity tending to establish upon a solid base 
the tranquillity and peace of the world. 

That spirit which has guided Mr. Coolidge is, so to say, the heritage 
of the Italian Government and people. 

Italy in fact has not only adhered to the Washington Conference 
but has concluded during the past 5 years more treaties of friendship 
and arbitration than those stipulated by any other European state. 
Her actual military expenses and, above all, her naval budget in which 
there is appropriated 300 million lire annually equal to about 13 mil- 
hons of dollars for new naval construction, demonstrate clearly that 
the ‘far-reaching building programs’ alleged in the message certainly 
cannot refer to Italy. 

The American Government proposes in its memorandum that the 
Italian Government empower its representative on the Preparatory 
Disarmament Commission to initiate negotiations at Geneva with a 
view to concluding agreements which, in anticipation of a global 
limitation of naval, land and air armaments, shall regulate naval arma- 
ments, by limiting the construction of those lesser vessels which were 
not contemplated in the accords of 1922. 

As regards such a proposal the Government of His Majesty must 
above all state that, in principle and as far as concerns the continent 
of Europe, its point of view is that there exists an undeniable inter- 
dependence of every type of armament of every single power, and 
furthermore that it is not possible to adopt partial measures between 
only the five large naval powers. 

The Italian Government thinks that the limitation of armaments, 
to be efficacious to the ends referred to by Mr. Coolidge, should be 
universal and recalls in this connection that the example of Washing- 
ton was not accepted by the minor naval powers and that the Con- 
ference held at Rome in February 1924 for the extension of the 
principles of the Washington treaty to the powers not signatory 
thereto was a failure. 

Then, as concerns Italy more specifically, the Italian Government 
believes it can invoke the same geographical reasons referred to in the 
message of President Coolidge. If the United States, by reason of 
their geographical position (‘our favored geographical position’) has 
been able to reduce land armament to the minimum, Italy by reason 
of its unfavorable geographical position cannot expose itself without 

258346—42—vol. 7
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grave risks to a binding limitation of its maritime armaments, which 

are already insufficient to the needs of its defense. 
Italy has, in fact, only three lines of communication with the rest of 

the world, three obligatory routes, through Suez, Gibraltar, and the 
Dardanelles, for provisioning itself. 

Italy has an enormous coast development with populous cities and 
vital centers on the coast or a short distance from it, with two large 

islands, besides the Dodecanese, all of which are linked to the penin- 
sula by lines of vital traffic. 

Italy has four important colonies to protect, two of which are beyond 

the Suez Canal. : 
In fact, Italy must also consider the other nations which face on or 

can appear in the Mediterranean, particularly favored by their geo- 
graphical position amid essential lines of communication, and which 
have under construction many units of various types or are elaborating 
naval programs of great strength. 

For the reasons above stated the Government of His Majesty feels 
confident that the Government of the United States will take into 
account the reason why Italy cannot, to its regret, accede to the pro- 
posal contained in the memorandum of February 10th.” 

FLETCHER 

500.A15 a 1/44: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Italy (Fletcher) to the Secretary of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Rome, February 21, 1927—5 p.m. 
[Received 11:10 p. m.] 

26. My 24, February 21. In handing me the Italian reply this 
morning and speaking for Mussolini, Under Secretary Grandi sought 
to impress upon me that Italo-French relations are extremely delicate. 
This was also referred to by Mussolini when I presented our mem- 
orandum, as I telegraphed. Unless and until Italo-French relations 

improve, it is evident that no effective steps can be taken in the Medi- 

terranean toward limiting naval armaments. 
Italy, according to Grandi, believes France will agree to extension 

to lesser craft of the Italo-French parity established at Washington 

and Italy, therefore, does not wish to risk the loss, at a new Conference, 

of the moral prestige and advantage gained at Washington. This ex- 
plains the naive suggestion which the Italian Ambassador at Wash- 

ington has been instructed to make to you.” 
FLETCHER 

4 See memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European Affairs, 

February 22, p. 17.
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500.A15 a 1/41: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Houghton) 

{Paraphrase] 

Wasuineton, February 21, 1927—6 p.m. 
39. The following telegram has just been received from Rome: 
[Here follows the text of telegram No. 24, printed on page 14.] 
Sir Esme Howard advised the Department today that British reply 

would be delayed several days by reason of necessity of consulting 
Dominions, but that our proposal was being given most sympathetic 
consideration. 

The press reports from London indicate that both Baldwin and 
Chamberlain ** favor acceptance but that Bridgeman favors a flat 
rejection. If through any misunderstanding the British Government 

should decline to participate in the suggested discussions, it would be 
most unfortunate. Only reason for a British refusal would appear 
to be fear that this Government would fail, in the forthcoming dis- 
cussions, to take into full consideration special position of British 
Navy in regard to the French and Italian naval building programs. 
Unless you deem the action unwise, I should like you to find immedi- 
ate opportunity to talk matter over with Chamberlain personally. If 
you do, you should point out to the Foreign Secretary that the Presi- 
dent has no idea of making rigid proposals or of failing to take into 
consideration special interests of any country. Primary object of 
his suggestion is to endeavor in consultation with other great naval 
powers to find some means for removing danger of competitive naval 
building. You will recall that there was no reference to reduction of 
naval armament in either the memorandum or the President’s message 
to Congress. Limitation is what issought. Should reductions in any 
class prove to be possible they would be welcome, but reduction would 
not be essential to success of type of agreement which President hopes 
can be formulated after full discussions among the representatives of 
the naval powers. 

GREW 

500.A15 a 1/56 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 
Affairs (Castle) 

[Wasuineton,| February 22, 1927. 
Tur Secrerary: The Italian Ambassador came to my house this 

afternoon to read me two telegrams from Mussolini with regard to 

* Rt. Hon. Stanley Baldwin, British Prime Minister; and Sir Austen Chamber- 
lain, British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 

“Rt. Hon. W. C. Bridgeman, First Lord of the British Admiralty.
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the Italian answer to the Memorandum on naval limitation. In 
| these telegrams Mussolini instructed the Ambassador to see to it that 

the Italian answer did not create any talk in this country as to 
Italian militarism. He said that the whole world should understand 
that Italy was the most peaceful and peace-loving of nations. He 
said that the only reason that it was impossible to give an affirmative 
answer was that, although the situation between France and Italy 
was better than it had been it was still delicate and that Italy feared 
the bad feeling which might be aroused by a discussion between the 
two countries on the question of a parity between the two navies. 
Mussolini wanted us to understand, therefore, that if Italy could be 

assured in advance that this question would not be discussed, that 
the parity established at the Washington Conference would certainly 

be extended to the smaller ships, he would be very glad to re-examine 
the invitation of the United States in a most friendly spirit. 

T told the Ambassador that it seemed to me that it was exactly this 
kind of question that must be examined by the Conference, that the 
United States alone could not determine it any more than we could 
say that the other ratios of the Washington Conference must be con- 
sidered final when applied to a smaller type of vessel. I said that 
you perfectly understood that particular nations had particular 
necessities and that for this very reason the invitation had been 
made very general. I told him that the insistence of Italy in the 
note that she, at least, had no extensive naval program was naturally 
accepted but that the later statement that other nations had such 
programs was the best reason in the world why Italy should have 
accepted the invitation. The Ambassador said that the reference 
was to France and Jugoslavia. I answered that I took this for 
granted, that the conference would have restrained any too great 
zeal on the part of France, in that 1t would have put an end to com- 
petition; that so far as Jugoslavia was concerned I did not think 
the country was in any condition financially to proceed with any 
large naval program but that there would certainly be no incentive to 
push such a program if Italy had obligated itself to build no gigantic 
fieet. He said that this was possible but that if, In spite of an 
agreement between Italy and France and the others the Jugoslavs 
still persisted it would be very disagreeable. I told him that we 
knew as well as anyone that circumstances change with the years 
and that no agreement was so fixed that the powers making it could 
not get together again for reconsideration, that in the meantime 
the result would certainly be the cessation of a silly and costly 
competition. 

It is perfectly clear to me that the Ambassador agrees with us and 

not with his Government. He took notes of what I said and will
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cable Rome. He said the papers today had been inclined to blame 
the Italian stand and agreed with me that this was to have been 
expected. He said as he left that he hoped our answer might enable 
Rome to reconsider the question. 

Wilittram] R. Cl astrie] 

500.A15 a 1/45: Telegram 

The Chargé in Argentina (Cable) to the Secretary of State 

Buenos Ares, February 22, 1927—1 p.m. 
[Received 7 p. m.| 

20. Your telegram number 6, February 7, 1 p. m.° Note from 
Argentine Government received this morning reads as follows: 

‘The Ministry of Foreign Affairs has considered with the greatest 
interest the memorandum transmitted on the 9th instant by the 
Embassy of the United States and in reply it begs to state that the 
Argentine Government considers it preferable to await the resolution 
of the Commission that is studying the disarmament question in the 
League of Nations in whose preparatory deliberations it has col- 
Jaborated and continues to collaborate by means of diplomatic dele- 
gates and of experts. 

In case the said initiative should fail, the moment will then have 
arrived to consider whether it be convenient to study a solution of a 
less general character which might perhaps prove of easier 
realization. 

On the other hand the present armaments of the Argentine Re- 
public are of small importance and the renovations being made will 
not notably augment its military and naval power since it is only 
a matter of modernization destined [to] replace the antiquated 
material that has become obsolete. The expenditure needed for this 
modernization is moderate in comparison with the general resources 
of the country and the necessary funds have already been set apart 
for the purpose so that it does not constitute an excessive outlay or 
a preparation for the Argentine Government. 

At the Fifth Pan American Conference at Santiago, Argentina in- 
sistently expressed her desire to celebrate agreements which would 
limit bellicose acquisitions in order to avert the danger of an arma- 
ment contest in South America in a manner such as was achieved by 
the pacts of May of the year 1902 celebrated between the Argentine 
Republic and Chile.1° 

Although no favorable results were attained in practice either at 
the Conference of Santiago or by steps taken subsequently by the 
Argentine Government, the latter maintain the same favorable dis- 
position to consider any reasonable limitation in military expenditure 
provided that it be compatible with the requirements of its internal 
end external security as by this means it will be able to dedicate 
a larger part of its resources to the development of the country with- 

* See footnote 9, p. 9. 
* See Foreign Relations, 1902, pp. 18 ff.
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out forgetting at the same time that the development of these re- 
sources and the great interests which they even now signify demand 
in their turn adequate protection.” 

CABLE 

500.A15 a 1/45: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Chile (Collier) 1* 

[Paraphrase] 

WASHINGTON, February 24, 1927—noon. 
7. Reference Department’s No. 5, February 7,1 p.m. The Depart- 

ment has received with surprise a “reply” from the Government of 
Argentina regarding the memorandum which the American Chargé 
delivered to it on February 10. The purpose of furnishing copies to 
the Governments of Argentina, Brazil, and Chile was, as you know, 
merely to keep them informed of events as a courtesy and no replies 
were expected. 

If you deem it expedient and if a suitable occasion should present 
itself, you may advise the Minister for Foreign Affairs that Argentine 
reply appears to have been occasioned by some misunderstanding 
either on part of American Embassy or of Government of Argentina, 
and that the Government of the United States is not expecting 
replies from the Governments of either Brazil or Chile unless these 

Governments particularly wish to make comments. 
You will not discuss this matter with any representatives of the 

press. 
GREW 

500.A15 a 1/49: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Houghton) to the Secretary 
of State 

{Paraphrase] 

Lonpon, February 24, 1927—4 p.m. 
[Received February 24—1: 40 p. m. | 

46. Department’s No. 89, February 21, 6 p. m. This morning I 
happened to meet Bridgeman and told him that the American press, 
in part at least, had stated that he was against acceptance of our 
invitation to Naval Conference. He replied that it was a “damned 
lie” and hoped that I would take occasion to have that fact known at 
home. He then went on to say that he had all along been in favor 
of a conference; in fact, if the President had not called one, he, 
Bridgeman, was preparing to have one called. 

#8 Sent also, mutatis mutandis, to the Embassy in Brazil as Department’s No. 7%. 
The Embassy in Argentina was informed to the same effect by telegram No. 7%, 
Feb. 23, 7 p. m.; not printed.
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He asked me if I thought that the President had in mind a confer- 
ence open for free discussion and I replied that that was my belief. 
He then said that it was essential. He concluded our talk by saying 
that I must be aware that the delay in the British reply arose from 
the necessity of consulting the Dominions; while he did not commit 
himself he indicated that a favorable reply was assured. 

HovucHton 

500.A15 a 1/56 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Grew) 

[Wasuineton,] February 24, 1927. 
The Italian Ambassador referred to the Italian note? declining 

to accept our.proposal for a discussion at Geneva of naval armament 

limitation and read to me portions of two telegrams which he had 
received from Mussolini to the effect that if this Government would 
agree to “appuyer” the thesis of parity between Italy and France he, 

Mussolini, would re-examine our proposal. I said to the Ambassador 
that it was obviously out of the question for us to do anything of 
this kind, as we had very carefully abstained in our note from mak- 

ing any concrete suggestions concerning the relative positions of 
Italy and France which might give offense to one or the other and 
for that very reason we had left the matter entirely open and un- 
prejudiced for discussion at the conference table. I said that we 
recognized Italy’s particular geographic situation and that this was 
another reason for our avoiding any concrete proposals which might 
prejudice the case in advance. The Ambassador then asked me to 
comment on the phrase “far-reaching building programs” and as- 
serted that this could not be taken to apply to Italy which had em- 
barked on no such program. I replied that the phrase was not 
intended to apply to any individual country, but was used in a general 
sense. The Ambassador then said that he had been instructed by 
Mussolini to endeavor to avoid any comment in the American press 
concerning Italian militarism and he asked me if I could not say a 
word to the press correspondents to the effect that Italy was not a 
militaristic nation. I replied that I thought that any statement of 
this kind would come better from the Ambassador than from the 
Department. The Ambassador then asked me if I had any com- 
ment to make in connection with Mussolini’s statement to Mr. Fletcher 
when he handed him the note. I said that I had no comment to 
make as it appeared to be similar to the instructions received by the 
Ambassador. 

J[osepH| C. G[REw] 

“See telegram No. 25, Feb. 21, 3 p. m., from the Ambassador in Italy, p. 14.
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500.A15 a 1/52: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Houghton) to the Secretary 
of State 

[ Paraphrase] 

Lonpvon, February 25, 1927—65 p.m. 
[Received February 25—4: 55 p. m.] 

48. Department’s No. 39, February 21, 6 p. m. In pursuance of 
your instructions I saw Chamberlain this afternoon and repeated the 
substance of your message to him. He then asked whether I would 
object to asking him if the British reply were ready. I said that I 
would not and made the inquiry. He then handed me the draft of 
the British reply, as follows: 

“His Majesty’s Government in Great Britain received with cordial 
sympathy the invitation of the Government of the United States of 
America to take part in a conversation at Geneva on the further lim1- 
tation of naval armament. 

The view of His Majesty’s Government upon the special geographi- 
cal position of the British Empire, the length of interimperial com- 
munications, and the necessity for the protection of its food supplies 
are well known and together with the special conditions and require- 
ments of the other countries invited to participate in the conversation 
must be taken into account. 

His Majesty’s Government are nevertheless prepared to consider to 
what extent the principles adopted at Washington can be carried fur- 
ther either as regards the ratio in different classes of ships between 
the various powers or in other important ways. They therefore accept 
the invitation of the Government of the United States of America and 
will do their best to further the success of the proposed conversation. 

They would, however, observe that the relationship of such a 
conversation to the proceedings of the Preparatory Commission at 
Geneva would require careful adjustment.” 

Chamberlain then said that this reply could not be made public 
here until February 28, 4 p.m. The delay was occasioned by delay 
in receiving answers from two of the Dominions, which, however, 
would be favorable. He wishes, therefore, that the reply be with- 
held from publication until the above-mentioned date. I assured 
him that his wishes in that regard would be strictly respected. 

He then remarked that he had received communications from the 
British Ambassador at Washington to the effect that Italy’s reply 
might be subject to reconsideration. It was Chamberlain’s opinion 
that the Italian Government would not like to permit a great con- 
ference of the sort proposed to be carried on without having Italy 
represented on it, provided that special consideration of Italy’s geo- 
graphical position was assured. He thinks that if this point were 

* Draft text not paraphrased.
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emphasized it might be possible again to approach the Italian Gov- 
ernment and to obtain favorable reply, at least to extent of having 
an observer at the Conference. He said that it was in this way that 
Italy gradually pushed her way in at Locarno, and that it was only 
after the treaties were definitely framed that Italy desired to become 
a party.t? He thinks that in present instance a similar result might 
tollow. 

Hovucuron 

500.A15 a 1/85 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Grew) 

[Wasuineton,] March 5, 1927. 
The British and Japanese Ambassadors called separately at my re- 

quest and I said to them, after discussing the matter with the Presi- 
dent, that in spite of the refusal of France and Italy to take part 
in the proposed naval limitation discussions at Geneva we hoped that 
these conversations could at least be held by Great Britain, Japan and 
the United States and I inquired whether this procedure was satis- 
factory to their respective Governments. Both Ambassadors intimated 
that in their private opinion such procedure would be agreeable to 
their Governments, but that they would telegraph to ascertain and 
would let me know in due course. I said that we proposed to reply 
to the French and Italian notes expressing regrets that they had 
found it impossible to participate and expressing also the hope that 
they might find it possible at least to be represented by observers 

at the proposed conference. Both Ambassadors thought well of this 
procedure. Mr. Matsudaira asked me whether we had any reason 
to believe that either France or Italy would reconsider its refusal. 
I said that we have no official grounds for such a belief, but as the 
subject was one of vital importance I hoped that those two Powers 
would at least find it desirable to send observers to follow the discussions. 

In informal conversation I spoke of Italy’s desire for some con- 
crete assurances in advance of the conference that Franco-Italian 
parity would be maintained and that also that some of the smaller 
naval Powers, such as Jugoslavia, Greece, et cetera, would be included 
in the conference. I said it was obviously impossible for us to say 
in advance that we would support any particular thesis in the con- 
ference and that our whole purpose has been to leave the matter abso- 
lutely open and unprejudiced for free and friendly discussion at the 
conference table. As regards the smaller Powers it seems to me that 

* See Great Britain, Cmd. 2764, Treaty Series No. 28 (1926), Treaty of Mutual : 
Guarantee between the United Kingdom, Belgium, Freuce, Germany and Italy, 
Locarno, October 16, 1925.
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if the larger Powers should agree to limitation, the international fear 
which was the basis of all naval building would be obviated and that 
there would then be no purpose for the smaller powers to proceed 
with extensive building. If they should do so, the greater Powers 
would then be in a far stronger position to protest. Sir Esme Howard 
and Mr. Matsudaira both concurred in these views. 

J[osepH| C. G[REw | 

500.A15 a 1/72c: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Italy (Fletcher) 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasuineton, March 5, 1927—4 p. m. 
17. On March 2, in conversation with the Chief of the Division of 

Western European Affairs, the Japanese Ambassador expressed opin- 
ion that conversations between the Governments of the United States, 
Great Britain, and Japan would result in real accomplishment if it 
were to be understood in advance that any agreement reached should 
be flexible and subject to revision. The Ambassador said that his 
Government would be relieved to know that idea of Three-Power 
Conference had not been wholly given up as press reports seemed to 
indicate. He agreed that if three-power conversations were initiated 
and if France and Italy were invited to be represented in any way they 
found suitable (e. g., by observers) both nations might finally be 
brought into actual participation. 

Also on March 2, the Italian Ambassador informed the Department 
orally that he had received a cable message from Mussolini who had 
noted with pleasure that there was nothing in the President’s pro- 
posal to prevent Italo-French naval parity, which, he stated is a sine 
gua non for Italy. Mussolini stated further that Italy could not be 

limited in any class of ship, by reason of possibility that Greece, 
Russia, and Yugoslavia might build large fleets. He was in agree- 
ment, therefore, with his technical experts that account must be taken 
of “global tonnage.” The Ambassador felt that Mussolini personally 
wished to accept the President’s proposal but that his technical ad- 
visers had forced him to refuse. 

The Ambassador mentioned the interdependence existing between 
naval, land, and air armament, and was told that no reason was ap- 
parent why such an interdependence should prevent taking up differ- 
ent categories singly, as limitation in any one class should simplify 
problem of limitation in other classes instead of making it more difii- 
cult. Regarding building programs of other nations, the Ambassador
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had it pointed out to him that whatever arrangements were reached, 
signatory nations would, obviously, have to consult frequently, and 
that therefore . . . no particular crisis would be likely to arise. Self- 
imposed limitation should have, moreover, a calming effect; Italy’s 
neighbors and others would be much less likely to go in for extensive 
building 1f they were relieved of fear of sudden Italian building pro- 
grams. Main purpose of program of the suggested Conference was 
to increase mutual trust and to do away with senseless competition. 
The Ambassador agreed, and said he would transmit these ideas to his 
Government. 

On March 4 the Italian Ambassador again discussed question at 
Department, stating that he had received impression that Japanese 
Government would not approve of three-power conversations and that 
he was glad to learn that was a mistake. He stated as his belief that 
there was much desire in Rome to get into the Conference and that 
the stumbling block was difficulty of obtaining assurances in advance 
in regard to parity between Italy and France. Impossibility of de- 
ciding such a question in advance of Conference was once more 
pointed out to him. He again expressed fear that smaller Mediter- 
ranean powers might suddenly start a building program which would 
be dangerous to Italy. In reply it was stated that the arrangements 
which might be made would be subject to revision under a contingency 
of that nature, and that in such a circumstance the blame for increase 
of armaments would, in world opinion, not lie with the great powers 
thereby forced to reconsider the agreement but instead would rest 
on the small nation which had made the reconsideration imperative. 
The Ambassador felt that this was a very strong point which had 
not been taken into consideration, and he expressed the hope that he 
might be able to persuade the Italian Government to reconsider its 
answer; he personally, he said, was now entirely in favor of the 
proposed Conference, 

In talking with the British and Japanese Ambassadors today I said 
that the United States desired to proceed to hold proposed conversa- 
tions on naval limitation at Geneva on three-power basis in spite of 
refusal of French and Italian Governments to take part therein and I | 
requested them to ascertain if this procedure would be agreeable to the 
British and Japanese Governments respectively. I said also that if 
replies were favorable we would then reply to French and Italian 
notes and express hope that those two Governments might see their 
way to be represented at Conference at least by observers.?° 

GREW 

* Last paragraph cabled Mar. 5, 4 p. m., to Great Britain, as Department’s 
No. 47, and to Japan as No. 19.
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500.A15 a 1/79a : Telegram , 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Houghton) 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasuinoton, March 8, 1927—4 p. m. 
49. Department has received reports from the Embassy at Tokyo 7 

which indicate that the Japanese Government wishes to obtain some 
idea of British attitude towards proposal for Three-Power Naval 
Armament Conference before replying in regard to it. Department 
believes that if Japanese Government were informed of views the 
British hold on this subject, they wouid be inclined to reply favor- 
ably. You may intimate to Chamberlain, informally, that it would 
be most helpful were he to cause indication of above-mentioned views 
to be given Japanese. 

GREW 

500.A15 a 1/83: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Houghton) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Lonpon, March 9, 1927—4 p.m. 
[ Received March 9—2: 30 p. m.] 

59. Department’s No. 49, March 8,4 p.m. Chamberlain is in Geneva. 
I saw Tyrrell,?? who showed me a copy of cable sent yesterday to 
British Embassy at Washington; he said a copy had been forwarded 
to Tokyo and would in all probability remove any doubts there in 
regard to British acceptance. 

HovucHTon 

500.A15 a 1/86 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Grew) 

[Wasuincton,| March 10, 1927. 
The British Ambassador called and read to me the reply of his 

Government to the President’s proposal for a three-Power naval limi- 
tation conference in Geneva, as follows: 

“If other Powers represented at Washington Conference are un- 
willing to take part in new conference suggested by the President, 

= Not printed. 
“Sir William George Tyrrell, British Permanent Under Secretary of State 

for Foreign Affairs.
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we are still ready to join in a conference of three Powers as soon 
as convenient to the United States and Japanese Governments. But 
His Majesty’s Government would welcome inclusion of France and 
Italy if it were still found possible. 

“In the meantime discussions of Preparatory Committee must con- 
tinue in order that we may see in what way we can usefully arrange 
conference proposed by President and how if possible that con- 
ference can be fitted in to larger questions of disarmament.” 

The Ambassador said that he gathered from this message that it 
was merely an informal reply to our informal proposal and that his 

Government would probably expect a formal note from us in due 
course conveying the proposal officially. The Ambassador said in 
reply to my inquiry that he thought the normal procedure, as long 
as the conversations had been carried on here, would be for us to 
address our note to him. I said that we should have to consider 
whether it would not be well to await the Japanese reply to our 
informal proposal before addressing formal notes to both Govern- 

ments. The Ambassador said he fully understood this and he thought 
that no further step was necessary until we should have heard from 
Japan. I then asked the Ambassador whether he thought it would 
be desirable to give publicity to the British reply at once. He 
answered in the affirmative and said he thought it would be well to 
say to the press that in view of the apparent failure of the five-Power 
proposal the British Government was now ready to join in a confer- 
ence of three Powers as soon as convenient to the United States and 
Japan. 

Jl osEPH] C. G[REw] 

500.A15 a 1/94 

The Japanese E'mbassy to the Department of State 

MrmMorANDUM 

The Japanese Government gladly accept the invitation of the Amer- 
ican Government to hold a discussion at Geneva among the United 
States, the British Empire and Japan on the question of the limita- 
tion of naval armament. They feel that the definite adjustment of 
the question would be greatly facilitated, if the willing and active 
cooperation of France and Italy could be secured. Should it, how- 
ever, be found impossible to count on such cooperation, the Japanese 
Government will nevertheless be ready to take part in the proposed 
discussion among the three Powers, and to assist in the endeavours 
for the furtherance of the desired end. 

[| Wasuineron,] March 11, 1927.
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500.A15 a 1/94 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Japanese Ambassador 
(Matsudaira) * 

Wasuineton, March 11, 1927. 
Excettency: With reference to the Memorandum handed by the 

American Ambassador to the Imperial Japanese Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, February 10, 1927, regarding the possibility of the initiation 
of negotiations at Geneva concerning the limitation of naval arma- 

7 ment between the representatives of the Powers Signatories of the 
Washington Treaty of 1922, my Government is pleased to learn as 
the result of informal conversations that the Imperial Japanese Gov- 
ernment is willing to participate in negotiations with the United 

States and Great Britain. 
The American Government regrets that France and Italy should 

have formally refused the President’s invitation and shares the opin- 
ion of the Imperial Japanese Government that their presence would 
be most welcome at such a conference. This Government sincerely 
hopes, therefore, that they may decide to be represented at least in 
some informal manner at the conversations contemplated. 

These conversations, it now appears, could most advantageously 
and conveniently begin at Geneva on the first day of June, or soon 
thereafter. 

Accept [ete. | JosEPH C. GREW 

500.A15 a 1/103d : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France 
(Herrick) 

Wasuineton, March 12, 1927—4 p. m. 
72. Please deliver as soon as possible the following memorandum 

concerning the proposed conference for the limitation of naval arma- 
ment to the Minister of Foreign Affairs, at the same time personally 

urging Department’s point of view: 

“With reference to the Memorandum of the French Government 
of February 15, 1927, in reply to that of the American Government, 
of February 10, inquiring whether the French Government was dis- 
posed to empower its representatives at the forthcoming meeting at 
Geneva of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Con- 
ference to enter into negotiations looking toward an agreement pro- 
viding for limitation in the classes of naval vessels not covered by 
the Treaty of Washington of 1922, the Government of the United 

“The same, mutatis mutandis, on the same date to the British Ambassador.
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States has noted with pleasure that the French Government is ani- 
mated by the same spirit that prompted the President of the United 
States upon the occasion of his Message to Congress, on the day on 
which the above-mentioned Memorandum of the American Govern- 
ment was handed to the Governments of the Powers signatory to the 
Washington Treaty. 

With regard to the fear expressed by the French Government 
that such negotiations would risk compromising the success of the 
work of the Preparatory Commission at Geneva, the Government 
of the United States is of the opinion that all appropriate measures 
taken by the large naval Powers cannot but contribute towards 
facilitating the task of the Commission. 

In the last paragraph of the Memorandum of the French Gov- 
ernment the view is set forth that it is at Geneva and by the Prepara- 
tory Commission itself that the proposal of the American Government 
can be effectually examined. The Government of the United States 
desires to emphasize the fact that it proposed the initiation at 
Geneva of negotiations by representatives of certain powers at the 
forthcoming meeting of the Preparatory Commission, and is therefore 
of the opinion that far from undermining the authority of the 
League of Nations such conversations as those proposed would be of 
great service to that body in an advance towards the solution of 
a difficult problem. 

The Governments of Great Britain and Japan have now acceded 
to the proposal of the American Government which has, therefore, 
decided to enter into conversations with these powers and sincerely 
hopes that the French Government will see its way clear to be rep- 
resented in some manner in these conversations in order that it may 
be fully cognizant of the course of negotiations and of the agreements 
which may be reached. 

As the French Government already knows, the American Govern- 
ment has no preconceived ideas regarding any definite ratio for the 
limitation of French tonnage. It does not desire to open up questions 
already settled by Treaty but wishes to point out that all other ques- 
tions relative to limitation of naval armament are open and that in 
the projected conversations each power would have the privilege of 
taking any position it thought best for its own protection as a 
basis for negotiation. 

The Government of the United States would be especially gratified 
by the presence of representatives of a nation holding the ideals 
set forth in the Memorandum of the French Government, a nation 
which has, in the past, been associated with the United States in 
efforts to further the cause of World Peace.” 

Inform Department promptly when this memorandum is delivered 
as we wish then to hand copies of the Memorandum to the British 
and Japanese Ambassadors here. 

Repeat text of Memorandum to London and American Mission 
at Geneva and mail cipher text to Rome. 

GREW
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500.A15 a 1/103a : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Italy (Fletcher) 

Wasuincton, March 12, 1927—4 p.m. 
18. Please deliver as soon as possible the following memorandum 

concerning the proposed conference for the limitation of naval arma- 
ment to the Minister of Foreign Affairs, at the same time personally 
urging Department’s point of view: 

“With reference to the memorandum of the Italian Government 
of February 21, 1927, in reply to that of the American Government, 
of February 10, inquiring whether the Italian Government was 
disposed to empower its representatives at the forthcoming meeting 
at Geneva of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament 
Conference to enter into negotiations looking toward an agreement 
providing for limitation in the classes of naval vessels not covered 
by the Treaty of Washington of 1922, the Government of the United 
States has noted with pleasure that the Italian Government is 
animated by the same spirit that prompted the President of the 
United States upon the occasion of his Message to Congress, on 
the day on which the above-mentioned Memorandum of the American 
Government was handed to the Governments of the Powers signatory 
to the Washington Treaty. 

With regard to the assertion of the Italian Government that there 
exists an interdependence of every type of armament, the American 
Government is nevertheless of the opinion that all appropriate 
measures taken by the large naval Powers in limitation of the naval 
branch of armament must greatly contribute in advancing the 
solution of the problem as a whole. 

As for the statement in the Memorandum of the Italian Govern- 
ment that owing to geographical position and strategic consider- 
ations Italy could not expose itself without grave risks to a binding 
limitation of its maritime armaments, it is feared that there may 
exist some misapprehension regarding the terms of the proposal of 
the President of the United States. The American Government has 
no preconceived ideas regarding any definite ratio for the limitation 
of Italian tonnage in the classes referred to, but regards this ques- 
tion as one to be determined during the proposed conversations. 
While the American Government does not desire to open up questions 
already settled by treaty all other questions relative to limitation of 
naval armament are open and each power would have the privilege 
of taking any position it thought best for its own protection as a 
basis for negotiation. The American Government is also of the 
opinion that an agreement for partial limitation of armaments 
could expose no power to danger from the navies of the powers not 
included in such an understanding, since no agreement is contem- 
plated which would not be subject to reconsideration or revision 
should the security of any party to it be menaced by the naval 
program of a nation not included in the understanding. 

The Governments of Great Britain and Japan have now acceded 
to the proposal of the American Government, which has, therefore, 
decided to enter into conversations with these powers and sincerely 
hopes that the Italian Government will see its way clear to be repre-
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sented in some manner at these conversations, in order that it may 
be fully cognizant of the course of negotiations and of the agree- 
ments which may be reached. The Government of the United States 
would, moreover, be especially gratified by the presence of the repre- 
sentatives of a nation holding the high ideals set forth in the Memo- 
randum of the Italian Government, a nation which has, in the past, 
been associated with the United States in efforts to further the cause 
of World Peace.” 

Inform Department promptly when this is done as we wish to hand 
a copy of the Memorandum to the British and Japanese Ambassadors 
as soon as we know that it has been delivered in Rome. 

Repeat text of Memorandum to London and American Mission at 

Geneva and mail cipher text to Paris. 
GREW 

500.A15 a 1/154 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Herrick) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, April 3, 1927—10 a. m. 
[Received 12:55 p. m.74] 

152. The Foreign Office sent me last evening the following note 

verbale dated April 2nd: 

“By its memorandum March 14th, 1927,?° the American Embassy 
was good enough to inform the French Government of the decision 
taken by its Government as a result of the adherence of Great Britain 
and Japan to the proposals contained in the American memorandum 
of February 10, last, to engage in conversation with these powers. 

On this occasion the American Government expresses the hope that 
the Government of the Republic ‘will see its way clear to be represented 
in some manner in these conversations in order that 1t may be fully 
cognizant of the course of the negotiations and of the agreements 
which may be reached.’ It is good enough at the same time to show 
the paramount value that it would attach to the presence of French 
delegation. 

The American Government specifies on the other hand that it has 
no preconceived idea as to the formula that it would be proper to 
consider in regard to a limitation of French naval tonnage and it 
points out that in the proposed conversations each power will have the 
privilege of adopting as basis of negotiation the attitude that it judges 
the best for the defense of its interests. 

The French Government pointed out on February 15, in its reply to 
the first American note, the decisive reasons for which it could not 
participate in the Conference proposed by the American Government 
for a new limitation of naval armaments. 

It cannot allow either the weakening of the authority of the League 
of Nations, already invested with the problem of disarmament, in 
which naval armaments cannot be separated from land and aerial 

* Telegram in two sections. 
* See telegram No. 72, Mar. 12, 4 p. m., to the Ambassador in France, p. 28. 

258346—42—vol. 1-8 -
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armaments, or injury to the principle of the equality of the powers 
to which France remains firmly attached, or the exclusion from the 
discussion of an essential problem of the states without whose collab- 
oration no result can be obtained, or the abandonment of the technical 

. principles on which alone, as the French delegates have had admitted 
during the preparatory discussions, it is possible to base a general 
hmitation of armaments. 

In spite of the assurances that the American Government is good 
enough to give [of the thought and care] which have inspired its 
initiative and as to the principles by which it intends to be guided, 
the Government of the Republic cannot see its way to modify its 
views towards the proposal which has been put before it. It per- - 
sists in thinking that a positive participation of France in the pro- 
posed conference between the United States, Great Britain and Japan, 
cannot be considered. 

Since the delivery of the American memorandum a new element, 
which imposes itself on us, has intervened: The Preparatory Com- 
mission of the Disarmament Conference has met at Geneva. From 
the beginning the French delegation has affirmed its thesis and pre- 
sented a draft convention based on the principle of global disarma- 
ment. <A large part of the Commission has shown itself favorable to 
it and the debates which have ensued permit of thinking that it will 
be largely taken into consideration in the conclusions of the 
Commission. 

Ever since then the French Government is bound to great reserve 
as concerns the request of the American Government to be repre- 
sented in other discussions whose promoters are inspired by entirely 
different principles. It is for us a question of honesty towards the 
League of Nations to do nothing which might allow, in the mind 
of the delegations which have favorably received our proposals, a 
doubt to arise as to the sincerity of our efforts. 

The French Government, appreciative of the value that the Amer- 
ican Government attaches to its being directly informed concerning 
the conversations engaged in between the three powers, preserves 
the greatest sympathy for the American efforts for disarmament and 
for peace. It would certainly have liked to be able to decide now 
as to the cordial invitation which has been sent it. It likes at least 
to think that the American Government will appreciate the reasons 
which make it a duty under the present circumstances to defer any 
decision as to the possible participation, even by a simple observer, 
in conversations on a limited subject touching on the question of 
disarmament.” 

Herrick 

500.A15 a 1/169 

The British Ambassador (Howard) to the Secretary of State 

No. 229 

His Britannic Majesty’s Ambassador presents his compliments to 
the Secretary of State, and with reference to the conversation this
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morning between Mr. Kellogg and Mr. Chilton of this Embassy, has 
the honour to state that he is in receipt of information from His 
Majesty’s Government to the effect that it is their understanding that 
the United States Government originally intended that conversations 
rather than a formal conference on the subject of naval disarmament 
should take place at Geneva between the representatives of the Powers 
who are now taking part in the Disarmament Preparatory Commis- 
sion in that city, and that, in the event of these conversations proving 
fruitful of positive results, a formal conference would then take place 
between duly accredited representatives of the Powers concerned. . 
Now that any meeting has been postponed until June, however, 

His Majesty’s Government assume that the United States Govern- 
ment have abandoned the proposal to conduct preliminary conversa- 
tions and that proceedings will from the outset take the form of a 
regular conference. In this event, His Majesty’s Government con- 
template asking Mr. Bridgeman, the First Lord of the Admiralty, 
Viscount Cecil of Chelwood, and Admiral Field to act as their Pleni- 
potentiaries at the conference. 

WASHINGTON, April 6, 1927. 

500.A15 a 1/167 

The Japanese Ambassador (Matsudaira) to the Secretary of State 

Wasuineton, April 6, 1927. 
Sir: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your note 

dated March 11, 1927, in regard to the proposed conversations at 
Geneva concerning the limitation of naval armament, among the rep- 
resentatives of the United States, Great Britain, and Japan. 

It was added that these conversations could most advantageously 
and conveniently begin at Geneva on the ist day of June or soon 
thereafter. In this connection I have just received a telegram from 
my Government to the effect that the Japanese Delegation will leave 
Japan about the 24th of this month and are expected to arrive at 
Geneva by way of the Indian Ocean about the 8th June next. 

In these circumstances the Japanese Government would like to have 
these conversations opened after the 11th of that month. I beg leave 
therefore to request pursuant to instructions from Tokio that you will 
be good enough to take steps so that the wishes of my Government in 
this respect may conveniently be met by all the parties concerned. 

I beg to add that the names of the Japanese delegates will be com- 
municated to you as soon as they are officially appointed. 

Accept [etc. | T. Marsuparra



34 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1927, VOLUME I 

500.A15 a 1/165 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Japan (MacVeagh) to the Secretary of State 

Toxyo, April 6, 1927—noon. 
[Received April 6—10:10 a. m.] 

50. Embassy’s telegrams 47, April 2, noon; and 49, April 2, 9 p. m.”° 
Minister for Foreign Affairs has informed me that in addition to 
Saito,?’ Viscount Ishii, Japanese Ambassador to France, has accepted 
position on delegation. These two will be principal delegates, ac- 
companied by Saburi ** as political expert and secretary to delegation, 
with Vice Admiral Kobayashi and Rear Admiral Hara as naval ex- 
perts. 

While plans not definitely settled it seems probable that delegates 
will leave Japan April 25th, proceeding via Suez and due Geneva 
early June. Full biographical data members delegation goes forward 
first pouch.?® 

MacVracH 

500.A15 a 1/182b : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chief of the American Delegation on 
the Preparatory Commission (Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHINeToNn, April 13, 1927—2 p.m. 

116. Reported in press that Three-Power Conference will meet 
June 20, 1927. Department’s latest advice from Great Britain and 
Japan was that Conference would be held as early as possible after 
June 11; we had assumed that would mean June 12. If definite date 
has been arranged please cable. 

The President and I have conferred with Mr. Hughes,®° but do not 
believe that he can attend Conference and in that event do not know 
of anyone else to invite. Our thought was that if Mr. Hughes was 
able to go, his international reputation might be of assistance to you 
and contribute to arriving at favorable result. 

I discussed with the President and Mr. Hughes the advisability of 
sending over some good lawyer to help you in drafting the treaty. 
We thought that we might get Allen Dulles, who, as you are aware, is 
thoroughly conversant with all the background. 
We should like to have your views. The Navy will send Admiral 

Schofield and some other assistants; further information on that will 

** Neither printed. 
* Admiral Viscount Saito, Governor General of Korea. 
“Mr. Sadao Saburi, Chief of the Treaty Section, Japanese Foreign Office. 
** Despatch not printed. 
* Charles Evans Hughes, Secretary of State, Mar. 4, 1921-Mar. 4, 1925.
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be sent you. We are very anxious, of course, for success of this Three- 
Power Conference. 

Great Britain has notified us that her delegates will be the Rt. Hon. 
W. C. Bridgeman, First Lord of the Admiralty, and Viscount Cecil 
of Chelwood, Admiral Field, Chief of the Naval Staff, and other naval 
experts. Japan has notified us that her representation will be as 
follows: Admiral Viscount Saito, Governor General of Korea, and 
Viscount Ishii, at present Japanese Ambassador to France; Vice 
Admiral Kobayashi and Rear Admiral Hara, naval experts; and Mr. 

Sadao Saburi, Chief of the Treaty Section of the Foreign Office, 
Secretary. 

KELLOGG 

500.A15 a 1/185 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Delegation on. the Preparatory Commission 
(Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

[Paraphrase] 

GenEvA, April 14, 1927—9 p. m. 
[Received 11:59 p. m.]| 

241. Until it should be possible to arrive at some idea of develop- 
ments here I have postponed request for Department’s instructions 
concerning arrangements for Naval Limitation Conference. The Pre- 
paratory Commission will in all likelihood adjourn towards the end 
of the month, see my No. 239,°4 and will not resume its sessions until 
after the Assembly meeting in September. There will therefore be 
no conflict in time between the Three-Power Conference and the 
Preparatory Commission. 

It would seem to me inadvisable to approach Sir Eric Drummond ” 
before the receipt of instructions from you and before further develop- 
ments could be more clearly estimated. My information is, however, 
that Drummond would, if requested, be happy to grant us the facilities 
of the Secretariat’s machinery as he is eager to have the pourparlers 
take place in Geneva. 

Bridgeman, in conversation with me in London, made no secret 
of the fact that he was opposed to Geneva as a meeting place and 
that his preference lay in the direction of Brussels or The Hague 
because they were more accessible to London and were free from the 
atmosphere of Geneva. He attached some weight to this in the event 
that the negotiations should be protracted and that his presence in 
London should, from time to time, be required. I replied that the 

*t Not printed. 
* Secretary General, League of Nations.
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President had particularly suggested Geneva since he wished it made 
clear that the conversations were in no manner of means in rivalry 
with the work of the Preparatory Commission but were, on the con- 
trary, closely connected therewith. J therefore gave it as my assured 
opinion that we would not be willing to initiate any change in this 
regard. It is possible that the British will resuscitate the suggestion 
concerning Brussels or The Hague upon the adjournment of the 
Preparatory Commission, and should that question arise I hope that 
a decision in one sense or another will be reached before Drummond 
is approached. The First Lord’s suggestion contains one sound 
idea: a large number of persons of all nationalities are always cogni- 
zant of any proceedings in the Secretariat and it may be felt prefer- 
able to form a secretariat of our own. Since my Japanese colleague 
informs me that his country’s delegation favors the English language 
in the conduct of negotiations, this should present no difficulty as 
the need for translation and interpreting will be avoided. My own 
convenience will, of course, be best served by the choice of Brussels, 
but I trust you understand that I would not like this to be taken 
into consideration in reaching a decision. I might add that the ex- 
penditure will be largely reduced in that case since the Embassy 
Chancery could be used for our work and the considerable expense 
for headquarters at the hotel be avoided. 

The Executive Council would, I learn, be inconvenienced should 
the work commence before June 20, since until shortly before then 
the Council will be in session. We would hardly be warranted in 
asking the Secretariat to undergo the large outlay and inconvenience 
which a carrying on of the conversations coincident with the Council 
meeting would involve. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/185: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chief of the American Delegation on 
the Preparatory Commission (Gibson) 

{ Paraphrase] 

Wasuineton, A pril 20, 1927—11 a.m. 
121. Your No. 241, April 14,9 p.m. Inasmuch as it was as a part of 

the Preparatory Commission that the President invited the five powers 
to confer in Geneva on the limitation of naval armaments, he feels that 
if the United States were to take initiative in holding Conference 
elsewhere this would place us in embarrassing position and provide 
France and Italy with opportunity to allege that we were attempting 
to disrupt Geneva Conference. Were the other two powers, Great 
Britain and Japan, to make clear their desire to have Conference
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meet at some other place, preferably in Belgium, I do not think 
that we should oppose it. If the League of Nations would be embar- 
rassed by having these negotiations at Geneva or if the League is 
not prepared to provide the necessary facilities, for which, of course, 
we should be willing to pay, we should then have no objection to holding 
Conference at some other place. You may, if you think wise, ap- 
proach Sir Eric Drummond on the subject. 

I should like to have your opinion in regard to distribution of per- 
sonnel on termination of the Preparatory Commission. Are you and 
Admiral Jones of opinion that he should return here for consul- 
tation? ** We think that, if there is time, both the General Board 
of the Navy and the Department would be glad to have opportunity 
to consult with Admiral Jones, but wish to leave decision in matter 
to him. 

KELLOGG 

500.A15 a 1/204 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Houghton) 

{Paraphrase] 

Wasuineton, April 27, 1927—noon. 

84, Bridgeman saw Admiral Jones when latter was in London on way 
to Geneva and raised possibility of moving Conference to some other 
place. British Naval delegate on Preparatory Commission likewise 
suggested to Gibson possibility of Brussels. No suggestion of this sort 
has ever come from anyone in British Foreign Office or from the 
Japanese. 

| Gibson has informed Department that Drummond has stated that, in 
regard to use of League facilities by Conference in Geneva, he pre- 
ferred requests for this use to come from states members of League, that 
is to say, from Great Britain and Japan. 

As this Conference at Geneva was called by President in connection 
with work of Preparatory Commission, the United States would not 
care to change location of Conference except on formal request of 
Great Britain and Japan, who are members of the League, in which 
event this Government would willingly consent to change to Brussels. 
There is no doubt that British and Japanese would be willing to re- 
quest use of necessary League facilities if it be definitely decided to hold 
Conference at Geneva. 

All the above considerations were discussed yesterday with Mr. 
Chilton of the British Embassy, the Ambassador being absent, and 

*" Rear Admiral Hilary P. Jones, American naval expert on the Preparatory 
Commission. Telegram from Mr. Gibson, No. 250, Apr. 22, 1927, 5 p.m. (not 
printed), referring to distribution of personnel, stated that Admiral Jones would 
return to Washington for consultation (file No. 500.A15 a 1/195).
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with Japanese Ambassador, who promised to communicate with their 
respective Governments. You should find occasion to explain situation 
to Chamberlain and to urge early decision. 

KELLoae 

500.A15 a 1/206: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Houghton) to the Secretary 
of State 

{[Paraphrase] 

Lonpvon, April 28, 1927—5 p. m. 
[Received April 28—12:47 p. m.] 

98. Your No. 84, April 27, noon. Chamberlain tells me that Brit- 
ish Government prefer Geneva for Conference and that they have 
so notified Japan. They are also taking the necessary steps in 
regard to League facilities. 

HovucHtTon 

500,A15 a 1/213a: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Houghion) 

WASHINGTON, May 5, 1927—noon. 
93. Please bring following to the attention of Chamberlain: This 

Government assumes that the British Delegation at the forthcoming 
Three Power Conference will either include fully empowered Domin- 
ion representatives as at the Washington Conference or will itself be 
empowered by Dominion Governments. 

KxrLioce 

500.A15 a 1/216: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Houghton) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpven, May 6, 1927-1 p. m. 
[ Received May 6—8: 56 a. m.] 

105. Your 93, May 5, noon. Chamberlain assures me that British 
delegation at the forthcoming Three-Power Conference will include 
fully empowered Dominion representatives. 

HoveHton
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500.A15 a 1/223: Telegram 

The Chargé in Japan (Armour) to the Secretary of State 

Toxyro, May 11, 1927—5 p. m. 
[Received May 11—9: 04 a. m.] 

77. At an interview with the Minister for Foreign Affairs, he 
emphasized to me that the new Government ** goes even further than 
late Government in desiring to see limitation of naval armament 
effected at Geneva. Referring to China he said that Japanese Gov- 
ernment is against intervention of any kind except to protect nation- 

als. He emphasized importance he places on cooperation between the 
powers in regard to China, notably United States, Great Britain, and 
Japan. 

ARMOUR 

500.A15 a 1/236: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Italy (Fletcher) to the Secretary of State 

Rome, May 17, 1927—11 a.m. 
[Received May 17—9:39 a. m.] 

66. I have just received a memorandum from the Foreign Office in 
reply to our memorandum of March 14th * which, after referring to 
the antecedents, states: 

“The Royal Government deeply appreciates this attention of the 
American Government and, while thanking it, has to state that the 
negotiations at Geneva will be followed with the greatest attention by 
the Italian Government and public opinion even if an official 
‘observer’ shall not be sent to participate in the Conference. 

Nevertheless, the Royal Government, depending upon the develop- 
ment of the negotiations and the probable results thereof, reserves the 
right to send one or more naval experts to follow closely these negotia- 
tions, not excluding that these experts may, at a given moment, assume 
the specific character of ‘observers’ at the Conference itself.” * 

FLETCHER 

* The ministry of Reijiro Wakatsuki, in which Baron Kijuro Shidehara was 
Minister of Foreign Affairs, resigned in April 1927, and was replaced by a min- 
istry under Baron Gi-ichi Tanaka who served both as Premier and Minister of 
Foreign Affairs. 

* See telegram No, 18, Mar. 12, 4 p. m., to the Ambassador in Italy, p. 30. 
“On June 4 (telegram No. 75, not printed) the Ambassador in Italy telegraphed 

the Department that Under Secretary Grandi had informed him that the Italian 
Government had appointed Commander Prince Favrizio Ruspoli and Lieutenant 
Commander Marquis Cugia di Sant’Orsola as unofficial observers to the Con- 
ference (file No. 500.A15 a 1/260). 

A French Mission @Information also attended the plenary sessions of the Con- 
ference ; see S. Doc. 55, 70th Cong., 1st sess., p. 20.
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500.A15 a 1/244a 

The Secretary of State to the British Ambassador (Howard) ** 

WasuHineoton, May 23, 1927. 
Excettency: In accordance with informal conversations on this 

subject, I now have the honor to confirm the arrangement that the 
Three Power Naval Conference at Geneva will open at four o’clock 

on Monday, June 20, 1927. 
Accept [ete. ] Frank B. Ketioce 

500.A15 a 1/251a 

The Secretary of State to President Coolidge 

WasHineton, May 27, 1927. 
My Dear Mr. Presivent: First. I have given a great deal of 

thought to the question of the make-up of our delegation to Geneva. 
As you know, we have been faced by the alternatives of going 
through with the same type of representation we had at the prelimi- 
nary conference, or of framing up a delegation somewhat along the 
lines of that at the Washington Conference in 1923. It appears 

that England is sending her First Lord of the Admiralty and Lord 
Cecil, who is a Cabinet Member without portfolio. Japan has made 
up a rather distinguished delegation, all of whom are naval officers 
or ex-naval officers. Saito, the head of the Delegation, was at one 
time Minister of Marines. So far as Japan is concerned, there is 
ample reason for sending men who can speak with final authority 
and make decisions on the ground. Her representatives would be 
so far away from the home base that they could hardly be expected 
to refer questions back to Tokyo as they arise from day to day. 
With us and with England it is, of course, otherwise. It goes without 
saying that in our case every important move in the course of the 
proceedings will be either dictated from or approved here. 

I think we have all felt that Mr. Hughes has unique qualifications 
for the task. As a dominant figure in the Washington Conference, 
his appearance on this occasion might add considerably to the effec- 
tiveness of any proposals that we may make. However, we know 

he cannot go. 
In these circumstances, without attempting to rehearse the argu- 

ments pro and con, I have concluded to recommend to you that we go 
ahead in the normal, businesslike way, refraining from any effort to 
produce an artificial impression by the selection of outstanding per- 
sonalities. This would, of course, mean that Gibson head the delega- 
tion and the Navy would send very strong representatives including 

7 An identic note was sent on the same date to the Japanese Ambassador.
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Admirals Jones, Long and Schofield, with assistants from the Navy, 
including Captain. Andrews. Allen Dulles, formerly of the Depart- 
ment, will go as legal adviser. If you approve of this course, I think 
very soon the complete delegation should be announced by you. 

Second. I have, of course, considered carefully the suggestion you 
made about Mr. Mellon, Senator Swanson and myself. I am a little 
afraid it would look lke overloading the delegation and make it 
appear to the other countries that we were overanxious to have an 
agreement. We are anxious to have an agreement and I think it is 
important to us that we should, if we can get one, but we are in a rather 
independent position owing to the fact that we can accept as low a 
basis as any other country. I will not discuss the various questions 
as I wish to present to you the complete program which we expect to 
finish this week. So far as I am concerned personally, I am entirely 
at your disposal. If I thought it would really do any good by tending 
to assure the ultimate success of the Conference, I should not hesitate 
to advise you to instruct me to go. My only anxiety in this matter is 
for you to get an agreement, which I believe will redound very greatly 
to the credit of your Administration. Naturally the proceedings may 
develop at Geneva in such a way as to render it advisable for the 
Secretary of State to appear later on. If an emergency should arise 
in which my attendance would clear up a sudden complication and 
save the conference from failure, I should say by all means that the 
step would clearly be justified. 

Third. The third alternative is that someone be sent with Mr. 
Gibson. I have no doubt you have explored this situation thoroughly. 
On this I make the following suggestions: (a) if it was deemed wise 
to give Admiral Jones additional prestige, he could be made a co-dele- 
gate with Mr. Gibson. He is a level-headed man and I think very 
liberal and is anxious to have an agreement; (6) if any civilian is 
selected outside of the Senate, the only recommendations I can think 
of are ex-Senator Underwood and Honorable John W. Davis; (c) 
if Senators are selected, the natural thing would be to send two—a 
Republican and a Democrat—and they would ordinarily be the Chair- 
man and ranking member of the Foreign Relations Committee or 
the Chairman and ranking member of the Naval Committee or the 
Republican and Democratic leaders in the Senate. You know this 

situation better than I do so I do not think I need to discuss it. 
Some of the Navy officials and Mr. Gibson will sail a week from 

tomorrow, June fourth, in order to be over there quite a while in 
advance to discuss the preliminary organization and program with 
the other delegates. Anybody else whom you desire to send would 
have ample time by leaving two weeks from tomorrow. 

Faithfully yours, 

Frank B. Ketioca
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P. S. I have not, of course, talked with Borah and Swanson * on 
this subject, the only men who are available. If you consider taking 
any Senator, of course I believe it would be a very good plan to talk 
with them. 

500.A15 a 1/255 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Western European 
Affairs (Marriner) 

[Wasnineton,| June 1, 1927. 
At a conference with the President this morning at 9:15 there 

were present the Secretary of State, the Secretary of the Navy, the 
Honorable Hugh 8. Gibson, Ambassador to Belgium, Admiral Hilary 
P. Jones, Admiral F, H. Schofield, Mr. A. W. Dulles, Legal Adviser 
to the Delegation, and Mr. Marriner, Chief of the Western European 
Division of the State Department. 

The proposal of the Navy to be laid before the Conference, pre- 
pared by the General Board as a result of the conferences in the 
State Department and contained in Navy’s Memorandum dated June 
1, 1927, study No. 1, subject: proposals for the Geneva Conference,* 
was discussed throughout and approved by the President, who stressed 
the importance of the adoption of the plan of combining cruiser and 

destroyer tonnage during the transition until the attainment of the 
allowed tonnages in each class in order to avoid immediate scrapping 
of ships under the age limit. 

The President likewise inquired whether or not the Navy approved 
the plan as laid down and asked each of the naval members present 
personally whether they felt that the Navy would back a treaty 
arising from such a plan whole-heartedly. The replies were all in 
the affirmative. 

In connection with a possible British proposal to reduce the size 
of cruisers, the President said of course that the United States 
could not be satisfied with a lesser number of cruisers of 10,000 
tons than Great Britain but agreed that a combination limitation 

by tonnage and numbers could possibly be worked out which would 
be satisfactory in all probability to both Powers as it would give 
Britain the scope she desired for building smaller cruisers. 

The question of possible discussion of the abolition of the sub- 
marine was also raised and the President agreed with those present 
that in view of the fact that only three nations were present the 

* Senators William E. Borah and Claude Swanson, chairman and ranking minor- 
ity member, respectively, of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. 

*° Not found in Department files.



GENERAL 43 

question would not be a practical one but that of course we 
could initiate or support any resolutions indicating our willingness 
to abolish the submarine when it was universally abolished. 

J. | Tueopore| Marriner] 

500.A15 a 1/262a 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

No. 1 WasHIncton, June 2, 1927. 
sir: The President has instructed me to inform you of your 

appointment as Chairman of the American Delegation to the Con- 
ference on the Limitation of Naval Armaments, which is to meet 
at Geneva on June 20th. 

Rear Admiral Hilary P. Jones, of the General Board of the Navy, 
is hkewise being instructed to attend the Conference with the rank 
of Delegate. 

The following persons have been designated to assist you at this 

Conference: 

For the Department of State: 
Frederic R. Dolbeare, Counselor of Legation at Berne, 
George A. Gordon, Secretary of Legation at Budapest, 
S. Pinkney Tuck, Consul at Geneva, 
Allen W. Dulles, Legal Adviser. 

For the Navy Department: 
Rear Admiral Andrew T. Long, 
Rear Admiral Frank H. Schofield, 
Captain J. M. Reeves, 
Captain Arthur J. Hepburn, 
Captain Adolphus Andrews, 
Captain W. W. Smyth, 
Commander H. C. Train, 
Lieutenant Commander H. H. Frost. 

The Honorable Hugh R. Wilson, American Minister to Switzerland, 
will act as Secretary General of the Conference, and Frederic R. Dol- 
beare, Counselor of Legation, as Secretary of the American Delegation. 
You will be appropriately empowered to negotiate and, subject to the 
approval of the President, to conclude an agreement with the Pleni- 
potentiary representatives of Great Britain and Japan for the limita- 
tion of naval armaments in classes of vessels not limited by the terms 
of the Treaty signed at Washington on February 6, 1922. 

The President, in his message to Congress of February 10th, in- 
dicated the reasons which made further naval limitation desirable, 
and it is upon the considerations therein set forth that your conduct of
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the forthcoming negotiations should rest. In this respect, the Presi- 
dent re-affirmed, as a fundamental policy of the American Government, 
its support of measures for the further limitation of armament in the 
interest of peace and international understanding. It was with a view 
to making possible a definite step for the further hmitation of arma- 
ments and to complete the work begun at the Washington Conference 
that the President proposed the present Conference. 

The primary object of the Conference, the removal of the danger 
incident to the competitive building of vessels of war not limited by 
the Washington Treaty will, it is believed, best be achieved by the 
extension of the principles and of the ratios of the Washington Treaty 
as between Great Britain, Japan and the United States. As the Presi- 
dent of the United States assumed the initiative in calling the Con- 
ference, it is considered that it would be entirely appropriate for you 
to submit to the Conference concrete proposals as to the tonnage 
allocations in the various categories of vessels which would be ac- 
ceptable to the United States and of corresponding tonnages for Great 
Britain and Japan. Such a statement is therefore submitted herewith, 
together with an introductory memorandum outlining the reasons 
which prompt this Government to make the proposals in question.” 
The various problems which may arise for discussion at Geneva have 
been fully considered in your conferences with the President and with 
me, and the written and oral instructions which you have heretofore 
received will be supplemented from time to time by telegraphic in- 
structions in reply to any specific questions which you may present 
to the Department. 

To supplement your written and oral instructions, I desire to 
impress upon you that in the opinion of this Government, the possi- 
bilities of success of the Conference will be greatly enhanced if the 
deliberations of the Conference are restricted to the immediate prob- 
lem before it, namely, the extension of the principles and ratios of the 
Washington Treaty to auxiliary vessels. It would be unwise for the 
Conference to take under advisement any modification of the Washing- 
ton Treaty, since two of the Powers party to this Treaty are not rep- 
resented at Geneva. Further, any discussion of the Washington 
Treaty may properly be postponed pending the Conference to be held 
in 1931, pursuant to the terms of that Treaty, since it is only after 
November 1931, that the questions of the future building programs of 
the five Powers will be presented. I would consider it particularly 
undesirable for the Conference to take up the question of naval bases, 
regulated by Article XIX of the Washington Treaty, or to link this 
question with that of the further limitation of naval vessels. 

“Not printed; Mr. Gibson’s statement outlining the American proposal is 
printed in S. Doc. 55, 70th Cong., 1st sess., p. 24
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Subject to the foregoing, I desire to leave to your discretion the 
method and the manner in which you will support the principles and 
the policies of this Government with respect to the further limitation 
of naval armament as set forth in this instruction and in the memo- 
randum and detailed proposals submitted herewith. 

It is impossible to give you at this time detailed instructions as to 
the various matters which may arise during the Conference. It will 
be necessary for you to deal with such matters as they are presented, 
seeking the Department’s instructions on specific points if and when 
such a course is desirable and possible. You are fully conversant 
with the President’s views and subject to these instructions and such 
further instructions as may be sent you from time to time, I shall 
depend upon you to conduct the negotiations and take such decisions 
as may be necessary. 

I am [etc. | Frank B. KEtiLoce 

500.A15 a 1/266: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) 

Wasuinoton, June 9, 1927—3 p. m. 
46. The Department today was notified through a note from the 

British Embassy in Washington and in separate notes from the Irish 
Free State Legation and the Canadian Legation,* that the follow- 
ing delegates would attend the forthcoming Conference on the Lim- 
itation of Naval Armaments at Geneva: 

Great Britain: 
The Rt. Hon. W. C. Bridgeman, M. P., First Lord of the Ad- 

miralty, Viscount Cecil of Chelwood, Chancellor of the Duchy of 
Lancaster, Vice Admiral Sir F. L. Field, K. C. B., K. C. M. G., Dep- 
uty Chief of the Naval Staff. 
Australia: 

The Rt. Hon. Sir J. Cook, G. C. M. G., High Commissioner in 
London. 
New Zealand: 

Sir J. Parr, K. C. M. G., High Commissioner in London. Admiral 
of the Fleet Earl Jellicoe of Scapa, G. C. B., O. M., G. C. V. O. 
ndia: 
The Rt. Hon. W. C. Bridgeman. 

South Africa: 
Mr. J. S. Smit, High Commissioner in London. 
Mr. C. Pienaar, Trade Commissioner in Europe. 

Irish Free State: 
The Hon. Desmond FitzGerald, Minister for External Affairs. 
Hon. John Costello, Attorney General. 

“ None printed.
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Canada: 
The Hon. Ernest Lapointe, Minister of Justice. 
Dr. W. A. Riddell, Canadian Advisory Officer at Geneva who will 

serve as the Canadian delegate pending the arrival of Mr. Lapointe 
in Geneva at the end of June. 

KELLOGG 

500.A15 a 1/291: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

GENEVA, June 20, 1927—I11 a. m. 
[Received 11:37 a. m.| 

11. Following is text of press release described last paragraph 
my 9, June 19, 2 p. m.*#? If Department desires, this may be given 

out at the same time as text opening statement and American 
proposal. 

“If the plan outlined in the American proposal were adopted on 
the basis of 300,000 tons of the cruiser class for the United States 
and the British Empire and 180,000 tons for Japan, and 250,000 in 
the destroyer class for the United States and the British Empire 
and 150,000 tons for Japan, the following is an approximate estimate 
of the tonnage that would have to be scrapped provided existing 
programs of construction were brought to completion: The United 
States would have to scrap immediately about 60,000 tons of auxiliary 
combatant surface vessels and 80,000 additional tons of such vessels up- 
on the completion of the present building program; the British Empire 
would have to scrap about 60,000 tons of auxiliary combatant surface 
vessels upon completion of the present building program; Japan 
would have to scrap about 40,000 tons of auxiliary combatant surface 
vessels upon the completion of her present building program. 

If the plan outlined in the American proposal were adopted on 
the basis of 90,000 tons of submarines for the United States and 
the British Empire and 54,000 tons of submarines for Japan, no 
scrapping of submarines would be necessary until present building 
programs are brought to completion. 

Most of all vessels to be scrapped under the American plan are 
now or soon will be obsolete. 

This plan stops competitive building which is the chief objective 
of this Conference, avoids scrapping of new construction and permits 
moderate replacement and building programs within clearly defined 
limits. If a lower limit of total tonnage of the cruiser, destroyer 
and submarine classes were agreed to, the scrapping programs would 
be correspondingly increased and the possible building programs 
would be curtailed.” 

Navy Department information. 
GIBSON 

“Not printed.
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500.A15 a 1/293: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, June 20, 1927—5 p. m. 
[Received June 20—4: 45 p. m.] 

12. For the President. 
“In my capacity as secretary general of the Conference for the 

Limitation of Naval Armament, I am requested by the delegates to 
transmit the following message to you: ‘Profoundly and cordially 
appreciating the humane and wise initiative of the President of 
the United States in convening the present Conference with a view 
to the further reduction of the burden and danger of naval arma- 
nents, the delegates assembled desire to tender to him this expres- 
sion of their highest respect and of their strong hopes of a most 
satisfactory result.? (Signed) Wilson.” 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/295 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, June 20, 1927—8 p.m. 
[Received June 20—7: 40 p. m.] 

15. Conference opened this afternoon at 8 o’clock with brief state- 
ment by me to the effect that as chairman of the delegation of the 
power which had suggested the holding of the Conference, I was 
calling the meeting to order for the purpose of organization. I was 
thereupon nominated by Bridgeman and seconded by Saito as presi- 
dent of the Conference. Hugh Wilson named secretary general and 
the secretaries of the respective delegations named. Thereupon 
rules of procedure were adopted; and the Conference on my motion 
decided to form an executive committee to be composed of the chief 
delegates of the three powers with appropriate assistants to determine 
on further methods of procedure, and credentials committee was 
named to examine full powers. Executive committee meets Tuesday 
at 11 a. m. and credentials committee at 3 p. m. 

Viscount Saito thereupon proposed that the delegates send a mes- 
sage to President Coolidge and read text quoted in my 12, June 20, 
5p.m. Bridgeman cordially supported Saito’s proposal. Thereupon 
IT made statement quoted in my 2, June 16, 11 p. m., and 3, June 17. 
noon,** and circulated proposals in form communicated in my 6, June 

o Neither printed; the statement is printed in S. Doc. 55, 70th Cong., 1st sess.. 
p. 24. 

258346—42—vol. 19
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18, 11 a. m., and 9, June 19, 3 [2] p. m.#4 Bridgeman followed with 
statement quoted in my 13, June 20, 6 p. m., and Saito with statement 
quoted in my 14, June 20, 7 p. m.** First plenary session thereupon 
adjourned; no definite date was fixed for next public meeting, it 
having been previously agreed between Bridgeman, Saito and myself 
that date of meeting would be fixed as soon as executive committee 
considered that we were prepared for further public discussion. 

After meeting, Admiral Jones and I had conference with the press 
and gave out press release quoted in my 11, June 20, 11 a. m. 

GIBSON 

§00.A15 a 1/300: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, June 21, 1927—5 p. m. 
[Received June 21—1:57 p. m.| 

16. At the first meeting of the executive committee held at 11 a. m. 
on June 21st, the committee adopted the following resolution : 

“With a view to the proper consideration of the proposals sub- 
mitted by the Governments of the United States, of the British 
Empire and of Japan on June 20th, it is suggested that a technical 
committee be formed to exchange agreed statistics of the present 
cruiser, destroyer, and submarine tonnage of each of the three powers 
and of the designed tonnage of ships of these classes comprised in 
programs now authorized and appropriated for, and any other 
information tending to clarify the proposals of the three Govern- 
ments. In this manner the Conference will be in position to start 
its deliberations on an agreed basis of fact.” 

GIBson 

500.A15 a 1/313 : Telegram OO 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

GeEneEva, June 22, 1927—5 p. m. 
[Received 5:05 p. m.] 

22. Dulles and I visited Ishii and Saito this morning with a view 
to learning what the Japanese thought of the British proposals “ 
relative to the Washington Naval Treaty. My hope was that they 
would share the American view that the present Conference should 
not take up these questions; but Ishii said that while they were lim- 
ited by their instructions to a consideration of the extension to 

“ Neither printed ; see 8. Doc. 55, 70th Cong., Ist sess., p. 185. 
“ Neither printed ; see S. Doc. 55, 70th Cong., Ist sess., pp. 28 and 82. 
* See S. Doc. 55, 70th Cong., 1st sess., pp. 28, 30.
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auxiliary vessels of the Washington principles, yet they could con- 
sider any matters in regard to naval armaments by virtue of their 
full powers. They had, however, requested instructions from their 
Government, since they were uncertain as to whether the latter de- 
sired a consideration of modifications in the Washington treaty as 
suggested by the British. Viscount Ishii, in view of his superior 
knowledge of English, was the chief spokesman, and gave it as his 
opinion that, while he was unable to predict his Government’s atti- 
tude in the premises, the economy effected if the British proposals 
were adopted seemed rather desirable. 

To this I remarked that it was not wise to consider the British 
proposals at the present time, however meritorious they might be, 
and that the subjects covered by them would, under the stipulations 
of the Washington treaty, be considered in 1981, at which time France 
and Italy were bound to participate. Moreover, I pointed out that 
any agreements that might be made now would be largely academic, 

and might have to be changed in 1931, and that anyhow no replace- 
ments would take place until that year or even later; it therefore 
appeared desirable to postpone discussion of the Washington treaty 
until 1981, and to bend our entire efforts to the application of the 
established Washington treaty principles to auxiliary craft. 

In reply, Viscount Ishii stated that apart from the question of 
economy, it should be remembered that the Conference in 1931 
would not be held until August, and that since the Japanese Diet 
would not convene until the close of the year, any agreements made 
at the Conference would not be immediately put into effect. This 
would embarrass the Government by forcing it either to lose a 
certain amount of time after the Conference before making its es- 
timates, or making appropriations from the former session of the 
Diet; that clear estimates for the earlier session were difficult of 
preparation, since appropriations would have to be asked for vessels 
of maximum size should no further limitation be arrived at, while, 
on the other hand, were the duration of capital ships to be extended, 
the only appropriations necessary would be for making repairs, etc. 
These were considerations which he thought justified to some extent 

the British proposals. Upon receipt of instructions from Tokyo, he 
will again discuss these questions with me. 

A clear definition of our position will have to be made should 
the Japanese delegation be directed to support the British proposal, 
and I am accordingly submitting to you separately a draft state- 
ment *’ which might, without weakening our fundamental stand, 
surmount the difficulty indicated by the Japanese delegate. 

| | GIBSON. 

“See telegram No. 25, June 23, 7 p. m., from the chairman of the American 
delegation, p. 50.
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500.A15 a 1/314: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[ Paraphrase] 

Geneva, June 22, 1927—5 p. m. 
[Received 9 p. m.] 

23. During the conversation which was the subject of my telegram 
No. 22, June 22, 5 p. m., Ishii said that he desired to discuss in all 
frankness the difficulty with which his Government was faced, and to 
find out what our attitude would be in regard thereto. Whether 

justified or not, there existed in Japan a widespread feeling that the 
ratio of the Washington treaty imposed a position of inferiority upon 
that country, and that if the figure could be slightly modified in a 
favorable sense, 3.5 for instance, although 4 would be preferred, it 
would be of the greatest value. 

In reply, I gave it as my understanding that the ratios were not 
arbitrary, but were the result of translating into proportions the naval 
requirements of the signatory powers, and that these figures were 
arrived at by agreement among the parties. He countered by stating 
that at the present time Japan was faced with delicate situations in 

regard to Soviet Russia and to China. I thereupon made the sugges- 
tion that Admiral Jones should confer with Admiral Saito and that 
he would demonstrate the grounds which we had for our belief that 
Japan was not placed in a position of inferiority by the present 
proportion. 

GIBsoN 

500.A15 a 1/316 : Telegram | 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

{Paraphrase] 

Geneva, June 23, 1927—7 p. m. 
[Received 10:25 p. m.] 

25. With reference to the proposals for the modification of the 
Washington treaty which have been brought forward by the British 
and the receptive attitude which the Japanese have shown thereto, see 
my telegram No. 22, June 22. 

It is my opinion that the most advisable attitude for us to take 
towards the British proposals is that they should not be considered 
at the present time by the three powers, but in 1931 when the five 
signatories of the treaty would be present.
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If you deem it appropriate, we could suggest to the British that 
| we are ready to sustain the adoption by the Conference of a decision 

somewhat as follows: * 

“In view of the fact that the Washington treaty provides for a Con- 
ference in 1931 of the five powers parties to that treaty and in view of 
possible developments during the next four years which might have 
an important bearing upon the consideration of future policy with 
respect to the construction and armament of capital ships and of air- 
craft carriers, the Conference deems it wise that the British proposals 
relating to these subjects should be taken up for consideration at the 
Conference provided under that treaty for 1931 at the time when the 
first capital ship replacement tonnage may be laid down by the three 
powers.” 

Instructions are requested. 
GIBSON 

§00.A15 a 1/317: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 

of State 

{Paraphrase] 

Geneva, June 23, 1927—S p. m. 
[Received June 24—2: 04 a. m.] 

26. This morning during a conversation with Cecil and Bridgeman, 
I explained with great care our objections to discussing the subjects 
covered by the Washington treaty at the present Conference. Cecil 
and Bridgeman were inclined to insist most vigorously that it would 
be necessary to have some definite decision for the construction of 
capital ships before 1931; that it would mean a great saving in the 
naval budgets of the various countries if the British ideas were carried 
out, as they believed that the decision of the three powers to refrain 
from building maximum size ships would have great weight in 
causing Italy and France to do likewise, and so forth and so forth. 

Bridgeman asked whether the United States actually insisted upon 
parity in each class of vessel and made the suggestion that we might 
not care to construct up to the limits which the British considered 
were their actual requirements. In replying, I stated that these were 
matters which we would have to determine when we decided upon 
our building programs; that, of course, the right of parity was 
fundamental. 

Cecil and Bridgeman did not indicate any definite views regarding 
the total tonnage limitations in the various classes of vessels, but they 
both were insistent upon the importance of placing limits on the 

* Quoted paragraph not paraphrased.
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maximum size of cruisers, destroyers, and submarines. The desira- 

bility of two classes of cruisers, one of which would be considerably 

under 10,000 tons, was particularly emphasized by them. 
No satisfactory common ground for discussing the specific ques- 

tions before us has been supplied either by our conversations with the 
British or by their various proposals. ‘Tomorrow there will be another 
meeting of the executive committee when, with the idea of getting 

the work started along definite lines, we will suggest the formation 

of technical committees to study various matters. 
GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/822 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 

of State 

[Paraphrase] 

GrEnEvA, June 23, 1927—9 p. m. 
[Received June 24—4:24 a. m.] 

27. The British naval delegates and Bridgeman have expressed 
the view repeatedly that the best way in which to have work ini- 
tiated on a sound basis is for the delegations of the United States, 

Japan, and England to make a frank and full public statement of 
the needs of their respective navies with an explanation justifying 
the figures claimed. Bridgeman seems anxious to have a plenary 
meeting called soon and we assume that it is for this very purpose. 
We think that he will discuss later the burdens, etc., resting on 
the English Navy because of England’s island position and her con- 
sequent vulnerability. At the same time he will, we expect, dwell 
upon England’s entire dependence upon food supplies from overseas; 
the necessity that England police individual scattered units of the 
British Empire and trade routes; the lengthy coast lines of the 

various dominions and numerous colonies, etc. This is in accord 
with the British idea to get away from a strict application of the ratio 
fixed by the Washington Conference and endeavors to prove the 
necessity for a preponderant British strength. It seems obvious 

that the demands of the British will be very high, judging from 

Jellicoe’s indication to Admiral Jones last evening that England 
would require 500,000 tons of cruisers and considering Bridgeman’s 

remarks to me this morning that the United States would not need 

as much in the line of cruisers as would Great Britain. The idea 

of such a public statement is apparently to lead the United States 

and the Japanese to make a statement of a similar character as to
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their respective needs which the British can then comment on and 
criticize so as to obscure the issue. I feel that if we were to follow 
tactics similar to those of the British we would be led into an incon- 
clusive argument as a result of which the British could readily 
distort our statements and we would then never succeed in clarifying 
the issue. To me it appears that the only way clearly to maintain 
the simplicity and clarity of our proposals is for us strictly to 
adhere to the principles of a fundamental nature which were laid 
down in the Washington treaty. I think that by adhering closely 
to those principles there will not be any danger of their distortion and 
we shall also be on safe ground. Thus should the statement to be 
made by Bridgeman be of such a nature as we anticipate, I desire 
in the most simple terms to reiterate the proposition that naval 
requirements depend upon the vital strength of other powers and are 
thus purely relative; that the American proposals are clear and com- 
prehensive and demonstrate our willingness to adapt our tonnage 
figures to the minimum amount as regards auxiliary craft which the 
other members of this Conference can accept; that our faith in 
the practicability of the theory of relative requirements is thus 
plainly evidenced and that our suggestions in regard thereto remain 
open; conversely, that if a figure higher than that proposed by 
us is felt to be necessary by the other powers for their needs, our 
own requirements would have to be increased proportionately and 
would be on an equality with the higher figure. This appears to 

us to bring out in bold relief our willingness not only for real 
limitation but for reduction as well, so that should the tonnage 
levels be scaled upwards, it is my understanding that the power 
contending for the greatest tonnage would bear the responsibility 
therefor. An objective and clear indication of this in our statement 
may be necessary. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/316 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHincton, June 24, 1927—7 p. m. 
10. Your No. 25, June 23, 7 p.m. The action which you suggest 

taking is in accord with your instructions. I approve your sup- 
porting adoption of decision by Conference along lines set forth. 

KeLioae
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500.A15 a 1/324: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

GENEVA, June 24, 1927—7 p.m. 
| Received June 24—4: 50 p. m.] 

31. Bridgeman stated at this morning’s session of the executive 
committee that he was eager that an early plenary session be held 
for the purpose of debating the British suggestions regarding battle- 
ships and aircraft carriers and asked at what time the other del- 
egates would be prepared to enter upon such debate. In reply I 
informed him that our instructions did not cover such proposals 
and were further definitely against any reopening of matters which 
the Washington treaty had already settled. I added, however, that 
I had reported fully to my Government which would doubtless 
instruct me in the premises. Viscount Ishii declared that the posi- 
tion of the Japanese delegates was similar to ours and they were 
prevented by their instructions from undertaking conversations 
regarding any revision of the Washington treaty, but that he him- 
self thought certain features of the British suggestions desirable. 
He had telegraphed to Tokyo accordingly but did not expect a 
reply within less than a week and until then could not take any 
stand in the matter. It was proposed by Bridgeman to state in a 
communication to the press that discussion had been postponed 
pending receipt of instructions from these Governments but he 
withdrew the suggestion when opposition thereto developed. 
Bridgeman expressed the hope to me, after the meeting, that al- 

though he realized that no replacement would occur before 1931, 
we could yet come to an agreement as regards capital ships, since 
he thought that public opinion would be very favorably influenced 
if a diminution in maximum tonnages, even if it should only take 
effect in 1931, were agreed to at this time. He admitted that such 
a step presented some difficulties and pointed to the fact that the 
British Navy included two new vessels which considerably surpassed 
the maximum tonnage which they desired us to accept, but that 
the possibility of other countries constructing the larger ships had 
to be reckoned with. He promised to submit to me a proposal 
which he was engaged in drafting and which he trusted might 
be acceptable to all concerned. 

Dulles and Cecil were discussing this matter almost simultaneously. 
The former felt that it would be unfortunate to engage in a public 
discussion of the question, inasmuch as we would be forced to give 
publicity to the fact that under the Washington treaty the British
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Navy pending replacements had a tonnage considerably superior 
to the 5-5 ratio and also had more modern battleships and, further, 
that were their proposals to be adopted this inequality would be 
continued beyond the space of time stipulated in the treaty. While 
the British apparently desire to gain public approbation for hav- 
ing advocated this kind of proposition and wish to make us bear 
the responsibility for blocking measures they have heralded as being 

prime requisites to economy and peace, they will probably be satis- 
fied with this move and will not insist rigidly on favorable action 
on their proposals. We think that, subject to your instructions, this 
question should be treated in accordance with my telegram No. 25, 
June 23, 7 p. m., and firmly believe that it is highly important to. 
avoid any move at this time which might pledge us in advance to 
favorable consideration in 1931 of the British proposition. 

It will take several days for Tokyo to consider the British propo- 
sals, according to Ishii; but you may concur with me that the deci- 
sion of the Japanese Government might be considerably influenced 
if the possibility of serious consequences arising from reopening the 
Washington treaty were impressed upon Matsudaira. 

Gipson 

500.A15 a 1/322: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHinoton, June 24, 1927—8 p.m. 
11. Your No. 27, June 23,9 p.m. In my opinion your opening speech 

at Conference, and proposals circulated with it, set forth in their 
minimum figures this country’s lowest naval necessities; *® any revision 
upward of these figures is due to fact that our needs are relative to 
sea force which Great Britain and Japan desire to build. Any con- 
tention by British that they need large number of cruisers for the 
protection of their long trade routes carries the implication that they 
must protect them against some other nation. As the United States 
and Japan are the only two nations with navies large enough to be a 
threat to Great Britain, there does not seem to be any logical excuse 
for excessive tonnage demands. 

Should the British insist on making an elaborate defense of demand 
for a high cruiser tonnage, you might, I think, content yourself with 
making a reiteration in accordance with the suggestion in your tele- 
gram. I am further convinced that insistence upon this point would 
not be misjudged in view of support which the parity with Great 

” See S. Doc. 55, T0th Cong., Ist sess., pp. 24 and 185.
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Britain has received in this country. The high limit suggested by 
Jellicoe was, possibly, merely a covert attempt to ascertain whether or 
not we were sincere on the subject of parity. On that point there can 
be no question; but it is certain, as well, that we should not care to sign 
a treaty increasing British cruiser tonnage by about 75 percent and re- 
quiring us to triple our effective cruiser strength. Should the British 
put forward such claims seriously, I think that the public analysis of 
them would more than justify failure to conclude a treaty, and might 
even have effect of stimulating zeal of Congress for competitive 
building. 
You may in conversation with the British discreetly use any of the 

foregoing. 
KELLOGG 

500.A15 a 1/322 : Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Great Britain (Sterling) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHinoton, June 25, 1927—I1 p.m. 
138. We are transmitting to you text of Gibson’s telegram No. 27, 

June 23, 9 p. m., from Geneva: 
[Here follows the text of the telegram printed on page 52. | 
We are also repeating to you Department’s No. 11, June 24, 8 p. m., 

to Gibson. 
Having in mind the repeated assurances of the British, both at time 

of Washington Conference on Limitation of Armament and since that 
time, that Great Britain would accept idea of parity with this country 
in all classes of naval vessels, the Government of the United States is 
surprised at attitude of British delegates at Geneva as this attitude 
is outlined in Gibson’s telegram under reference. See Chamberlain 
and inform him that in view of continuous absence of both Sir Esme 
Howard and Mr. Chilton from Washington there is no way to bring 
up these views informally here, and you have been requested, therefore, 

to draw their tenor to his attention in friendly spirit. 
KELLOGG 

500.A15 a 1/327 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

{Paraphrase] 

Geneva, June 26, 1927—9 p.m. 
[Received 11:55 p. m. | 

32. There is, in my opinion, no reason for being disheartened even 
though no specific accord has been reached on any question during the
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first week. The obstacles with which we are faced can, I believe, be 
overcome, although they are serious. The two most difficult ones are 
the elaboration of a formula which, while satisfying Japanese amour- 
propre, will yet maintain the Washington treaty ratio; and the even 
more serious wish of Great Britain to have no limitation placed upon 
the number of small cruisers. 

Judging from the discussions of the past week, I feel quite certain 
that there will be no insistence on the part of the British upon the 
taking up of their suggestions in regard to capital ships. It will ulti- 
mately be necessary in this regard to arrive at a satisfactory formula 
providing for postponement of this matter until 1930 [1931?], reserv- 
ing at that time complete liberty of action. Subject to the question of 
ratio, [ am of the opinion that technical agreement with Japan, covering 
submarines and possibly destroyers, can be reached. At the present. 
time, however, there is considerable divergence between us as regards 
maximum size of destroyers. The matter upon which there are the 
greatest differences is that of cruisers, and considerable maneuvering 
with regard to the order of taking up the various questions is being 
indulged in. In order to make a rupture on the subject of cruisers 
alone seem unjustifiable should that question be the only one dis- 
puted, the British desire to arrive at a speedy agreement with us in 
respect of submarines, hoping to get concessions in this class at least. 
Our position that agreements with regard to the various categories of 
vessels should be interdependent and that all questions of a technical 
nature should be examined together is being vigorously maintained. 

We are, furthermore, endeavoring to dispose, as soon as possible, of 
the British suggestions concerning the Washington treaty. <A satis- 
factory explanation of their having been propounded is difficult to 
find unless the British desired to justify their possible refusal to agree 
to limitation of small cruisers by our refusal of their above-mentioned 
proposals. They certainly must have known how unacceptable we 
would find these proposals. It is my hope that all questions bearing 
upon a change of the Washington treaty will be out of the way before 
the end of the discussion upon cruisers. 

The disposition on the part of the American press representatives 
here to support unflinchingly our position without regard to the 
political color of their papers has been extremely helpful. It is, in 
my opinion, producing a distinct effect on the British delegation, who 
appear, judging from their conversations with American newspaper- 
men, to have taken to heart the outspoken criticism of their proposals 
which has been published in the American press. 

an GIBSON
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500.A15 a 1/329 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Geneva, June 27, 1927—3 p.m. 
[Received June 27—2: 13 p.m. ] 

33. Each delegation at the Conference has supplied the others with 
tonnage figures on the basis of the Washington standard ton, so that 
all three delegations might be able to begin their studies with the 
same statistical data concerning authorized programs and the tonnages 
of existing vessels. The American delegation were rather surprised 
when considering the British figures to find that the tonnage of the 
18 capital ships exceeding the Nelson and the Rodney in age aggre- 
gated 49,000 tons more than the figures contained in the tables of the 
Washington treaty, this being due to the fact that they were based on 
the tonnage basis theretofore used by the British Navy, and not on the 
Washington standard-ton basis. The belief was generally held that 
figures based on Washington standard tonnage would prove less than 
the figures previously published, and such has proved to be the case 
as concerns the American figures, but the figures previously published 
by the British proved to be less than the figures based on Washington 
standard tonnage. Standard-tonnage figures have not yet been re- 
ceived from the Japanese for their capital ships, but based on the 
Washington standard ton their figures for destroyers and cruisers 
aggregate approximately less than previously published figures by 8 
percent. 

After the accession of the Rodney and the Nelson and the inclu- 
sion of 18,000 tons for the modernization of six American battleships, 
the difference in the total standard tonnage between American and 
British capital ships is about 96,000 tons instead of the 33,000 tons 
which appear in the tables attached to the Washington treaty. It 
would thus be 1953 instead of 1942, as agreed upon, before parity in 
battleships would be reached if the British proposals were put into 
effect. Also for the period 1934 to 1945, it would give the British 
an average advantage of 14,000 tons above that under the replacement 
scheme contemplated by the Washington treaty and between 1945 and 
1953, an advantage of about 8,000 tons. 

The above information is being telegraphed for the information of 
the State Department and the Navy Department to be used in connec- 
tion with their comments to the press, and in order to give more force 
to the views previously expressed that nothing should be done by 
us to increase the advantage to be gained by the British by postponing
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replacements, which is suggested in their plan for the modification 
of the Washington treaty, and is not intended for publicity purposes 
nor as a criticism of the British tonnage figures previously published. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/331: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

{[Paraphrase] 

Geneva, June 27, 1927—S8 ». m. 
[ Received 9:05 p. m.] 

35. There are indications that British delegation is not wholly satis- 
fied over reception accorded its proposals in regard to modification of 
the treaty of Washington, and our delegation feels that British might 
be helped to withdraw from untenable position if, before you leave 
Washington, you could reinforce our statements here in a frank talk 
with either Howard or Chilton. In such a conversation we feel that 
there are certain points which it would be particularly helpful if you 
could touch upon. 

1. Revision of the treaty of Washington. Though the American 
position has been stated in full it would be well to reiterate our state- 
ments explaining that such a revision is not a subject of discussion; 
that, should the British delegation find some way of not insisting on 
its proposals, an agreement would be far more easily reached, as the 
American delegation is not working with any thought of a concession; 
that while no revision of the treaty will take place at the present 
Conference, and they may as well recognize that fact now, they may 
be assured that it is our desire to make a recession from their position 
as easy as possible. 

2. Equality. It seems incomprehensible that any doubt should now 
exist in regard to our having full parity, for this point has been ex- 
plained to the proper British authorities for some time past; it would 
expedite matters if the British delegation would accept the fact that 
the United States, under an agreement or without it, will insist on 
its right to parity with the British Empire; and parity reached 
through a just agreement will be clearly advantageous to them. 

Should you deem it appropriate you might refer to the fact that I 
had told you of my reply to Bridgeman’s doubts concerning the neces- 
sity for us of parity to the effect that, should I accept a position of 
inferiority I should be forced to reside abroad permanently, and that 
you wholly agreed therewith. 

3. It is clear that the British delegation consider the 1927 con- 
gressional building program a play to the gallery to back up the
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President in summoning the Conference and doubt its genuineness. 
It might be well to impress upon Howard that with his knowledge 
of the situation in the United States, he could not entertain such 
an idea; only by suggesting the Conference could the President cur- 
tail a building program of considerable size. Should no conclusion 
be reached at Geneva, probably a greater building program will be 
considered in the next congressional session; failure in our present 
task would create competitive building in both countries which could 
but be most detrimental to our relations, whereas an amicable agree- 
ment at this time would not fail gradually to bring about a satis- 
factory adjustment of naval strength. 

4. As you stated in your telegram No. 11 of June 24, 8 p. m., and 
as you may care to confirm to Howard, a just agreement should be 
possible, based upon acknowledgment of our naval requirements, which 

are relative. 
This outline is not detailed and is merely intended to set forth 

certain views which we have endeavored to emphasize here. It is 
obvious that should these same views reach the British Government 
and their delegation here through you, our position will be appreciably 
strengthened. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/332 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Geneva, June 27, 1927—10 p. m. 
[Received June 27—9: 50 p. m.| 

36. In a conversation this afternoon, Viscount Ishii informed me 
that the Japanese Government had changed the instructions origi- 
nally given its delegation, opposing the reconsideration of the Wash- 

ington treaty, to the extent that it would not offer any opposition 
to the British proposals for a further discussion concerning capital 
ships. However, he said they did not consider this subject should 
be discussed until an agreement relating to the limitation of auxiliary 
craft had been reached. 

I replied in a frank manner that I regretted very much their 
decision to acquiesce in reconsidering any portion of the Washing- 

ton treaty; that should any portion be changed, it might cause com- 
plications to arise, as the treaty was a very delicately adjusted mech- 
anism, but I assured him that I appreciated very much his courtesy 
in giving me the above information. I further added that as he
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had been so kind as to inform me of his instructions, I felt that I 
should be equally frank in communicating mine to him. Accord- 
ingly, I read to him those portions of our instructions which I con- 
sidered most pertinent, and stated that these instructions had only 
been strengthened by those comments on the British proposals which 
had been received from Washington; that I felt I was so placed that 
I could tell him quite frankly that the American delegation was not 
maneuvering with any intention of eventually making concessions of 
any kind; that the Washington treaty was brought into force by 
five signatory powers and that the treaty could not be reopened if 

any one of them was opposed to such action. Further, that there was 
always the danger that efforts might be made to revise other provi- 
sions if any portion of the treaty was changed; that quite a number 
of people in the United States were of the opinion that. our Govern- 
ment had made too many concessions with regard to our naval bases 
in Guam and the Philippines, and that if the treaty was again 
being considered, it was very possible that agitation would arise for 
a reconsideration of these questions; that on principle we were op- 
posed to the revision of any item of the treaty and that we considered 
that the only wise course to pursue would be to hold the treaty intact 
until 1981 before considering a revision. Any attempt to reopen 
the treaty would fail, I said, as we are not willing to consent to such 
action. Therefore, it would be to no advantage for any of us; and 
this being so, it would seem better to avoid such a situation. Before 
departing, Ishii thanked me for the information I-had given him, 
and said he had come to inform me of the instructions received 
from his Government before telling Bridgeman of them. Altogether 
our conversation was most frank and cordial. 

GIBson 

500.A15 a 1/336 

Lhe British Ambassador (Howard) to the Secretary of State 

Mancuester, Mass., June 27, 1927. 

[Received June 28.] 
My Dear Mr. Secrerary: I have been requested by Sir Austen 

Chamberlain to give you the following information as to the aims 
of His Majesty’s Government in bringing up at the Geneva Confer- 
ence the question of reducing the size of capital ships and of their 
guns in case these aims are not fully appreciated over here. 

I understand that at the meeting of the Executive Committee of 
the Geneva Naval Conference on June 24th, Mr. Bridgeman, the First 
Lord of the Admiralty, in bringing up this matter explained that it
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was one to which the British Empire attached the greatest importance 
and that it would be impossible to avoid a public discussion on the 
subject in which arguments on both sides would no doubt be developed. 
The American and Japanese delegates then stated that this proposal 
had come as a surprise to them and that they must telegraph for the 
views of their respective Governments which it might take some days 
to get. 

It is for this reason that His Majesty’s Government desire that it 
should be made clear to the United States Government why the ques- 
tion of reducing capital ships was included in the British proposals. 
The reasons were as follows: 

Ist. Desire to carry the principle embodied in Washington Treaty 
a stage further, 

Qnd. Desire to help the Preparatory Committee of the League of 
Nations to achieve better results than heretofore when it resumes its 
sittings in November by giving it the opportunity of following the 
example set by the three Naval Powers which should be reflected 
in the results registered by the Committee, 

3rd. Desire to reduce the burden of expenditure which is one of the 
objects of the reduction of armaments, since it is in battleships that the 
greatest saving can be effected. In the view of His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment this proposal in no way contravenes the letter or the spirit of 
the Treaty of Washington but is on the contrary an effective further- 
ance of the spirit of that Treaty since the Five Powers, parties to the 
Treaty, only bound themselves not to build battleships above a certain 
size. If therefore before the expiry of that Treaty three of those 
Powers are willing to reduce the size of their capital ships below the 
treaty limit, there can not only be no violation of the letter of the 
Treaty but rather, as already remarked above, an effective furtherance 
of its spirit. 

Sir Austen Chamberlain hopes that the competent authorities of 
the United States Government will, after these explanations, not mis- 
understand the spirit that has actuated His Majesty’s Government in 
putting forward these proposals, which seemed to them to be in 
accordance with the views of the President of the United States in 
inviting the signatories of the Washington Treaty to discuss the 
possibility of a further reduction of naval armaments in the spirit 
of that Treaty. He also hopes that the United States Government 
will not be under any misapprehension as to the sentiments of His 
Majesty’s Government in regard to this question if they are obliged 
to give similar explanations to the public in the event of discussions, 
which may take place later on this subject. 

I should be very grateful if you would take an early opportunity of 
bringing the above to the knowledge of the President. 

Yours very truly, 

Esme Howarp
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500.A15 a 1/336 

The Secretary of State to President Coolidge *° 

WasHINGTON, June 28, 1927. 
My Dear Mr. Presipent: I enclose you a copy of a letter I have 

received from Sir Esme Howard.*: There is I believe a complete 
answer to the British claim for the revision of the Washington Treaty 
at this Conference. None of the Powers can lay down any new ships 
until 1931 so that there is no object at this time in entering into an 
agreement for the reduction of the size or the extension of the life 
of battleships. No ships can be built except for renewals and the first 
ones to be built can be laid down in 1931, completed in 19384. The 

Washington Treaty provides for a revision in 1931 at which Confer- 
ence all the five Powers would be represented. So it seems inadvisable 

to revise the Treaty four years before any ships can even be laid down, 
especially as two of the Signatories are not present at Geneva. The 
plea, therefore, which the British Government is making to the public 
that this is a matter of economy is without any merit at this time. 
Parenthetically, I should say that the substance of Sir Esme How- 
ard’s letter was given to the press yesterday but I am bringing it to 
your attention in accordance with his request. 

Quite likely there is another reason why the British are very 
anxious to have an agreement at this time for the prolongation of the 
life and a reduction in the size of battleships upon renewals. The 

United States has no capital ships exceeding in size 32,600 tons. The 
British have two new ships—the Rodney and the Nelson—about com- 
pleted which are about 35,000 tons, the most powerful battleships ever 
built. It would be to Great Britain’s advantage, of course, that all 
renewals should not exceed 30,000 tons or 25,000 tons, whichever is 
agreed upon, because she already has these two new ships and the 
United States would be prohibited from building to match them. 
Personally I think we could afford to cut the size of battleships to 
30,000 tons, perhaps less provided in building additional ships Great 
Britain would agree that we could be compensated by reductions on 
her part but at present this could not well be done without the con- 
sent of France and Italy. In any event, it seemed to the Navy that 
it would be best not to open up a revision of the Washington Treaty 
at this time as no one would know to where it would lead. Of course, 
the Navy claims that we need larger battleships because of their wider _ 
range for cruising, we having but few naval bases throughout the 
world. I do not know how much there is to this but I cannot see that 

*° Sent to Rapid City, S. Dak., where the President was spending the summer. 
* Letter of June 27, supra. 

258346—42—vol, 118
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we would need battleships except for defense and in our Philippine 

possessions. 
We are sending you the important telegrams so that you may keep 

posted. 
Faithfully yours, | 

Frank B, Keitoce 

500.A15 a 1/331: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHInoton, June 28, 1927—noon. 

20. Your No. 35, June 27, 8 p. m. At present there is neither 
a British Ambassador nor Chargé in Washington. Entire force has 
moved to the North Shore, leaving only a third secretary at the 
Embassy who knows nothing about the matter under discussion. 
There is no use in trying to do any business through Embassy here, 
as I have informed Sterling who undoubtedly communicated the 
information to British Government. American Embassy in London 
has also been furnished with copies of your telegram No. 27, June 
23,9 p. m., and of our No. 11, June 24, 8 p. m., to you. With the 

latter we included the following instruction: 
[Here follows the final paragraph of the Department’s telegram 

No. 188, June 25, 1 p. m., printed on page 56. | 
We have not yet heard from Sterling in reply. I shall communi- 

cate further with him along lines of your No. 35. 
I should prefer not to leave Washington if there is any possibility 

that my absence would delay or embarrass proceedings at Geneva. 
Please advise in this respect. 

KeEtLoce 

500.A15 a 1/369 

President Coolidge to the Secretary of State 

Rap City, S. Dax., June 30, 1927. 
[Received July 5.] 

My Dear Mr. Secrerary: I have your letter of the 28th, with the 
enclosure from the British Ambassador, both of which I have read 
with care. Your position seems to me correct and satisfactory. 

Very truly yours, 
CALVIN CooLIDGE



GENERAL 65 

500.A15 a 1/350 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, June 30, 1927—1 p.m. 
[ Received June 30—12: 38 p. m. | 

44, [Paraphrase.] Last night Bridgeman sent for Sharkey of the 
Associated Press and drafted with him the following authorized 
interview, text of which I deem it wise to cable to Department for 
its records: [End paraphrase. | 

“Great Britain has no intention of contesting the principle of 
parity between the naval strength of the United States and Great 
Britain, Mr. Bridgeman, the First Lord of the British Admiralty, 
said tonight in an exclusive statement to the Associated Press. Mr. 
Bridgeman added that he was surprised to see that an impression 
seemed to prevail in some quarters that Great Britain was asking for 
supremacy. He said that he was not aware of anything that had 
been said by any of the British delegates that could convey that idea. 
He continued: ‘Our policy has been to state frankly what are the 
British requirements but we never disputed the American claim for 
parity as established by the Washington treaty. It is true that we 
think our special needs demand higher number in certain types of 
vessels but we do not deny the right of the United States to build. up to 
an equal figure in any type of warship if she thought it necessary. As 
regards battleships I have seen statements that the possession by 
Great Britain of the new ships, the Rodney and the Nelson, would 
give Great Britain some superiority if her proposals to limit the 
future size of battleships to 30,000 were adopted but I am sure that a 
continuance of parity arrived at in Washington in battleships could 
be secured by a reasonable adjustment of replacement tables.’ ” 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/354 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

GENEVA, June 30, 1927—2 p.m. 
[| Received 4:55 p. m.] 

45. There are summarized below certain changes in the situation 
which are considered most favorable to us: 

1. After apparently planning to justify their claim to superiority 
in naval strength, the British have weighed the matter and changed 
their minds. The idea of absolute parity between the United States 
and Great Britain has been unequivocally admitted by Bridgeman. 
(Reference is made to my telegram No. 44, June 30, 1 p. m., concerning 
this.) Bridgeman has told me that he considers it to be preferable
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for us to postpone public sessions at this time and he has put an end 
to the insistence for public debate on the naval needs of Great Britain 
and the United States. It is felt that your well-timed inquiry 
through our Chargé at London in regard to this matter was most 
beneficial to us. 

2. It is believed that the British are conscious that they cannot 
force revision of the Washington treaty by using any rush tactics 
upon us. The original statement made by Bridgeman has now been 
publicly qualified by his announcing that the possession by the British 
Empire of three ships of greater tonnage than those possessed by 
the United States will necessitate numerous technical adjustments 
before any arrangement for the reduction of maximum tonnage of 

capital ships can be reached. 
3. A reasonable and sensible spirit has been exhibited in the work 

thus far done by the technical committees. Although we are con- 
scious that the cruiser problem is one of great difficulty, it is felt 
that there is a growing desire to reach an agreement and that the 
United States’ position is such that we have no grounds for fears on 
this score. In regard to the points, tentative agreement has been 
reached with great ease. 

GIBSON 

500,.A15 a 1/362: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
| of State 

{[Paraphrase] 

GeEneEvA, July 2, 1927—11 a. m. 
[ Received 12: 20 p. m.*?] 

58. On the afternoon of July 1, Admiral Hara and Captain Toyoda 
of the Japanese delegation accompanied Captain Egerton of the 
British delegation to call on Admiral Schofield for the purpose of 
informally discussing the problem of cruisers. The conversation 
was opened by Admiral Schofield, who said that the British claim 
of 75 cruisers as a necessity for them was so large that it appeared 
to constitute no limitation whatever. Upon being asked for figures 
upon which British minimum requirements for total tonnage could 
be based, Egerton said that an irreducible minimum was 75 cruisers 
and that the minimum type would displace 7,500 tons. This would 
therefore total 598,200 tons for cruisers of all classes. It was fur- 
ther stated by Egerton that if the smaller type of cruiser were un- 
acceptable to us the British figure would be increased as, in that 

" Telegram in three sections.
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event, Britain would require 75 cruisers of 10,000 tons displacement, 
or 750,000 tons in all. Schofield replied that, since this would in 
reality constitute no limitation, we could perceive no purpose in en- 
tering into a treaty for limitation of naval armaments on such a 
basis. In support of the British demand, Egerton advanced the 
explanation that the cruisers above-mentioned would serve the purely 
defensive purpose of securing and linking up the Empire’s trade 
routes, preventing the interruption of the supply of food to the 
British Isles, etc.; the pressure for cruisers was very strong in the 
Dominions he stated and added that there could be no reduction in 
the number given, which had been reached as the result of careful 
and thorough study. 

In reply the opinion was expressed by Schofield that the publication 
of such a figure would be very unfortunate since, should an agreement 
not be reached, the press in each country would be given to unfavorable 
and mutual criticism which might gravely impair those cordial rela- 
tions the promotion of which was our fundamental principle. Eger- 
ton said that he was fully aware of this but that “they were welcome 
to criticize until they were blue in the face so far as Great Britain 
was concerned.” The difficulties of the problem were recognized by 
Captain Toyoda, who said that the two theses appeared so widely 
separated as to be irreconcilable. During the discussion Toyoda took 
the attitude of a listener rather than that of a participant. 

It was suggested by Schofield that an agreement might perhaps be 
reached covering the particular period of the treaty proposed and he 
also suggested that by considering building and scrapping programs 
it might be possible to find a formula for agreement. To this Egerton 
replied by saying that this was an entirely new idea which had not 
as yet been studied; that he felt that it had some promise; he expressed 
gratefulness to Schofield for advancing it; that it appeared to offer 
a means of escaping from a dilemma of a serious nature, but that in 
spite of all this he would have to consult with Bridgeman on this point 
before he would be ready for any further informal conversations. 

Egerton today said that he had spoken to Bridgeman and that 
Bridgeman had instructed him to state that the delegation of Great 
Britain would be willing to consider Schofield’s idea provided how- 
ever that we “in advance wholeheartedly” agreed to aspects of the 
following principles: 

(1) Age limit to be as high as possible; 
(3) The armament for the new type of light cruiser to be of 6-inch 

caliber ; 
(3) 7 500 tons to be the displacement of the new type of light 

cruiser ; 
(4) The number of total tonnage of 8-inch-gun cruisers to be fixed 

by agreement.
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He said that, subject to our agreement on these points, the British 
would be able to say that their total tonnage arrived at in 1986 would 
be 462,000 tons. Schofield then asked whether after arriving at that 
total tonnage the British would agree to refrain from increasing it 
in subsequent years. Egerton answered that this was an arrangement 
which was to run only to 1936 and that as the British replaced their 
6-inch-gun cruisers they would increase tonnage gradually to a maxi- 
mum of approximately 562,000 tons. As he understood it, he said, 
this was simply postponing until 1936 what at present seemed to be 
a serious difference between the American and British delegations. 

Schofield then pointed out that the original 1936 proposal was 505,996 
tons and that this new proposal came within 40,000 tons, the equivalent 
of four cruisers, of that total. In conclusion, Egerton said that 
Bridgeman had stated to him that if the American delegation did 
not agree to the four above-mentioned points, it was “quite useless for 
him to waste his time in making studies.” 

Admiral Jones and I concurred that an answer ought to be made to 

Captain Egerton to the effect that the United States was not prepared to 
make promises of a blind character with regard to the acceptance of 
the four above-mentioned points in exchange for a promise to con- 
sider what is a reasonable suggestion, and that, therefore, the question 
had better be sent back to the technical committee. 

| I was told today by Saburi that the Japanese delegation was 
“shocked” by the figures of the British and that it was felt by the 
Japanese delegation that it would probably be necessary within a few 
days for the American and Japanese delegates to discuss the matter 
seriously with Bridgeman urging him to lower the British figures 
to reasonable proportions which would constitute a general limitation. 
Saburi stated that the delegation of Japan was anxious for real limita- 
tion and he added that he believed that the entire world would be 
shocked at the proportions of the figures of the British. 

I am inclined to doubt that much pressure is being brought to bear 
on the British by the Dominions so far as the building of cruisers is 
concerned, as some of the delegations from the Dominions have ex- 
pressed their entire indifference with regard to this subject and they 
have said that they were present in Geneva solely to establish the 
constitutional principle of participation by the Dominions in negotia- 
tions which affect the Empire. 

Should it become necessary to have a consultation of the delegations 
of the three powers, we intend to say that if the British are disinclined 
to reduce their figures in a manner such as will enable them to be 
incorporated in a treaty for “naval limitation” we think that it 
would be decidedly more honest for them to publish their figures, 
together with their justification therefor, and to state quite frankly
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that it was impossible to come to an agreement; that therefore we feel 
that the entire matter ought to be left for the consideration of public 
opinion until an opportunity presents itself to reach general agree- 
ment in 1981. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/362 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHineton, July 2, 1927—11 p.m. 
26. I have consulted the Secretary in regard to your No. 53, July 2, 

11 a. m. 
No proposition by British delegation which sets total cruiser tonnage 

figure to be arrived at before 1936 at a higher figure than 400,000 tons, 
a figure which itself this Government considers excessive, would make 
conclusion of an agreement worth while at present time. You may 
either formally or informally inform British delegation of this view 
whenever you deem expedient. Unless I receive your advice to the 
contrary, I intend to consult the Canadian and the Irish Legations to 
ascertain whether either of these Governments has demanded extensive 
increases in tonnage; you may, in your discretion, so inform the British 
delegation. I should like to know if you wish me to take up the matter 
with the Japanese Ambassador also. 

OLps 

500.A15 a 1/367 : Telegram 

Lhe Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

GENEVA, July 4, 1927—noon. 
[Received July 4—10 a. m.] 

58. Department’s No. 26, July 2,11 a.m. [p. m.]. The British have 
been informed by us already that we do not consider that the figures 
which they suggested constitute any real limitation and that unless 
they are willing to consider more reasonable figures we would be 
averse to concluding any agreement. 

Concerning the demands for increased tonnage by the Canadian 
and Irish Governments, we would advise against asking their repre- 
sentatives in Washington for this information, as both Ministers very 
likely would feel that they should support any measure emanating
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from the British Government; we are obtaining this material here in a 
most casual manner and it is believed that our inquiries will be fruit- 
ful of more accurate figures than if formal inquiries were made by 
the Department in Washington. 

While no objection is perceived to discussing the situation with the 
Japanese Ambassador in Washington, we cannot see where any par- 
ticular advantage would be gained by such a course, as we are working 
here with the Japanese delegation on a basis of full and frank 

agreement. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/362: Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Great Britain (Sterling) 

{Paraphrase] 

WasuHinoton, July 5, 1927—I11 a. m. 
147. Following is text of telegram from Gibson, July 2, 11 a. m.: 
[Here follows the text of telegram No. 53, printed on page 66. ] 
Tonnage figures suggested by Captain Egerton are considered by 

Department to be so excessive as to be beyond consideration by this 

Government. Better attempt no limitation at all than to go before 
the world with a proposition which almost doubles present British 
cruiser tonnage which, built and building, is 387,000 tons, of which 
approximately 60,000 approaches the age limit. Would British 
budget stand such a building program? If you think that any 
useful purpose would be served, I should be glad to have you express 
our views to Baldwin on account of apparent contradictions in British 
Government’s attitude; or, if you are unable to see him, discuss 
matter with Chamberlain. 

KELLOGG 

500.A15 a 1/371: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, July 5, 1927—6 p. m. 
[Received 6:52 p. m.] 

60. At a meeting of the technical committee this morning the 

Japanese delegation announced that they had received instructions 

authorizing them to withdraw their proposal that submarines of 
less than 700 tons be exempt from limitation but would request 

special consideration for allocation of submarine tonnage.
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Upon reopening the question of cruisers and upon request of Brit- 
ish delegation, Admiral Jones read the following statement as the 
American suggestion of a method of eventually reconciling the 
British proposal based on numbers with the American proposal 
based on total tonnage: 

“The position of the United States delegation is that we cannot 
discuss cruiser tonnages in excess of 400,000 tons for the period 
ending December 31st, 1936. 

That during that period we would require full liberty of action 
to build 10,000-ton cruisers up to a total of 250,000 tons, recognizing 
at the same time the full rights of other powers to build cruisers 
of similar characteristics up to tonnages in accordance with the prin- 
ciples of the Washington treaty. 

That we have no intention or desire to replace the ten cruisers 
of the Omaha class carrying 6-inch guns during the period, except 
in the case of loss of one or more of those units. 

That, in an effort to meet the British viewpoint regarding a limita- 
tion in the number of large cruisers, we are willing for this period 
and without prejudice to future action to limit our further construc- 
tion without a total tonnage limitation of 400,000 to vessels of a smaller 
tonnage to be agreed upon. 

We do not see any reason for limiting the caliber of guns at [7 the?] 
smavler class of cruisers to anything different from that in the larger 
class. 
We believe that each power should have full liberty at design and 

armament of a smaller class of cruisers should such a class be adopted 
for the period in question. 

This statement of American policy should be construed as our 
maximum effort to meet the British viewpoint. 
We greatly prefer that within a total tonnage limitation and within 

the characteristic cruisers provided for in the Washington treaty 
that each power enjoy full liberty of action. 
We invite attention to the fact that our original proposal was for 

a total tonnage limitation in the cruiser class of between 250,000 and 
300,000 tons. We still ardently desire that the total tonnage limitation 
of cruisers to be agreed upon shall be very much lower than 400,000 
tons as we believe that an agreement on such a figure would be an 
extremely useful service to the cause of limitation. If it is found 
possible to agree upon a figure materially lower than 400,000 tons, the 
American requirements regarding cruisers of the larger class could 
be revised downward. 

Any limitation on the basis of a cruiser tonnage in excess of 400,000 
tons we regard as so ineffective a limitation as not to justify the con- 
clusion of treaty at this time.” 

The meeting then adjourned to afford opportunity for study and 
consultation regarding cruiser limitation. 

GIBSON
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500.A15 a 1/372 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Genrva, July 5, 1927—7 p. m. 
[Received 7:18 p. m.] 

61. In an endeavor to settle the cruiser problem, I requested Saburi 
to come over this morning to discuss with me just what steps we might 
take now in that direction. 

Saburi informed me that the Japanese delegation were of the 
opinion that the building of 400,000 tons of cruisers by Great Britain 
and the United States would necessitate more naval construction by 
their Government than it wished to undertake; and that, sooner than 
agree to any such tonnage figures, the Japanese delegation would 
return to Japan without a treaty. He suggested, as he had in previous 
conversations, that the American and Japanese delegations have a 
conference with Bridgeman and urge upon him the absolute necessity 
of cutting down the British figures. The American views, I informed 
him, had already been given emphatically to the British delegation 
and I was of the opinion that the greatest effect would be obtained 
if Saito took the initiative and impressed upon the British the abso- 
lute necessity for a material revision downward in their figures. If 
such action were taken by Saito, I told him, he would have the strong 
support of the American delegation. Saburi said that he considered 
this a good policy to pursue, and it was agreed that the American and 
Japanese delegations should have a preliminary conference tomorrow 
(Viscount Ishii being absent from Geneva today) after which we 
will be prepared to make an appointment with Bridgeman to discuss 
the matter. In the hope that Bridgeman will be influenced by the 
newspaper comment regarding the desirability of lower cruiser figures, 
it seems best for us to permit a day or two to pass before interviewing 
Bridgeman. Saburi was assured by me that the American delegation 
would welcome the Japanese delegation’s demand that the British 
revise their cruiser figures downward and that we would use all our 
influence to support them. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/376 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

{Paraphrase] 

Wasuineron, July 6, 1927—6 p. m. 
27. In the course of a conversation this morning with the British 

Ambassador he said he had been authorized to state that his Govern-
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ment had no intention of disputing our right to parity with Great 
Britain. The Ambassador further stated that he received instruc- 
tions to raise question of reduction in size and extension of life of 
battleships, as his Government felt that a change in the Washington 
agreement would not be constituted thereby. 

In reply I stated that we did not expect to take up question of 

Washington agreement at this time and that question of economy in 
connection with British suggestions did not come up, in reality, until 
1931, at which time all the parties would have to meet. I replied to 
his objections that plans for laying down vessels would have to be 
made before 1931, by stating that date of Conference could be ad- 
vanced, by agreement among the parties, to January 1931. 

I informed the Ambassador that the Japanese Ambassador had 
told me that Japanese delegation had been instructed to discuss 
subject of reduction in size and extension of life of battleships to 
become effective after 1931, but only to enter upon this discussion 
after agreement had been reached respecting other classes of vessels 
and not with view to revising Washington agreement at this time. 

I said I thought there would be no objection to such a discussion. 
I took occasion to point out to the Ambassador that any extension 

in life of battleships would still further put off time when we could 
arrive at equality with British Navy. He thought I was mistaken 
snd said he would send me a memorandum on the subject. 

I then stated, as my belief, that the Conference was in somewhat 
critical position owing to very large tonnage demands which the 
British delegation had made, and I said that a limitation agreement 
which would have effect of almost doubling Great Britain’s cruiser 
tonnage would provoke open ridicule and that the United States 
would never accept it. He remarked that the best thing to do then 
would be to give up the whole Conference, to which I replied that 
that might weil be the case as we could not sign a treaty embodying 
any such figures as the British had proposed. The Ambassador said 
that it was his impression, gained from what the President had said, 
that the object to be attained was a limitation and that the actual 
ligures were not important. I told him that the matter had been 
most carefully considered by the President, by the Navy Department, 
and by the Department of State and that I knew for a certainty 
that the President had no idea that the British would demand a 
tonnage so excessive. I went on to ask him against whom this enor- 
mous number of cruisers was needed, as only this country and Japan 
now possessed first-class navies. He mentioned the Mediterranean 
countries, and I reminded him that any treaty signed by the three 
powers now in Conference at Geneva would contain a clause empow- 
ering any one of parties to it to call for revision of the treaty;
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should that party feel itself threatened by building program of any 
power not a signatory. 

Do you share with me the opinion that there would be no objection 
to discussing informally, after agreement has been reached on auxiliary 
vessels, the reduction in size and extension of life of capital ships on 
understanding that such discussion should be merely of preparatory 
nature to clear way for 1931 Conference ? 

IK ELLOGS 

500.A15 a 1/380 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] , 

GENEvA, July 6, 1927—6 p. m. 
[Received July 7—2:30 a. m.**] 

63. This morning, accompanied by Admiral Jones and Dulles, I 
saw Bridgeman, who was most desirous for an interview. With 

Bridgeman were Cecil and Admiral Field; and the cruiser question 
was debated at length, somewhat tensely by the British delegation. 
In answer to Cecil’s heated inquiry whether the statement delivered 
to the technical committee (my telegram No. 60, July 5) was an 
ultimatum, I replied that our negotiations were not carried on by 
ultimata but that Admiral Field had requested Admiral Jones for 
his reaction to the British proposals during the debate on the cruiser 
question in the technical committee. 

Following this, Cecil reiterated the well-known arguments con- 
cerning the British need for protection of food lines and Admiral 
Field outlined the reaction of the British Navy to the American 
proposals. Stressing the Empire’s vital necessity for numbers 
in the matter of cruisers, he interpreted the American proposal of 
400,000 tons to mean that Britain could only construct fifteen 10,000- 

ton ships to our twenty-five and that the remainder of their tonnage 
would be used in vessels too small to be of value, that is, about sixty 
ships of about 7,800 tons each. This he said would make them only 
equal to the Japanese in 10,000-ton cruisers and far below the United 
States in combat strength, and any further decrease in larger cruisers 
to permit more smaller vessels would actually leave the Japanese 
superior to them in this regard. 
We were then pointedly questioned as to our real aims in pressing 

for the building of 10,000-ton 8-mch-gun cruisers, which they criti- 
cized as constituting the large offensive type. It was our insistence 

® Telegram in two sections.
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upon this type of cruiser, which they claimed they eventually wished 

to eliminate, that compelled them to demand such high tonnage 

levels as were imputed to them. In conclusion, we were closely in- 

terrogated as to our reasons for mentioning this type of cruiser and 

they warned us that the result of our suggestions would either be 

to give the United States an absolute supremacy in offensive cruisers 

or compel the British to abandon construction of the small defensive 

type, which in view of the Empire’s needs were in their opinion 

essential. 
They held that the reduction of the offensive power of fleets was 

the basic object of the parley; and minimized the importance of 
reduction of total tonnages as not going to fundamentals. Total 
tonnage thesis, they said, would only inspire each country to construct 
the greatest number of maximum-sized ships and increase fleet offen- 

sive power. 
It is my desire in the foregoing to outline the views of the British 

and give them in the tone in which they were rendered. The wisest 
course to pursue, I thought, was to give the British the floor, and in 
answer to their questions as to the need of 10,000-ton cruisers, Ad- 
miral Jones merely emphasized the view of the United States Navy, 

with which you are entirely conversant. 
As a compromise and to satisfy the necessity of the British for 

a great number of cruisers, Admiral Field launched the idea of 
limiting only cruisers under the age of 20 years and permitting the 
retention of all cruisers exceeding 20 years. 
We dispersed without a solution having been reached, but decided 

that we should all review the entire question with great care. The 
meeting lasted an hour and a half, towards the end of which the 
atmosphere had brightened considerably and Bridgeman on leaving 
remarked in a friendly way that our general attitude was clear to 
him and only time was needed to solve matters. His demeanor, 
which throughout had been good-natured, formed a marked contrast 

to Cecil’s. 
On Friday, the executive committee will meet to hear the report 

of the technical committee outlining tentative agreements reached 
in reference to destroyers and submarines, such agreements being 
of course dependent upon the outcome of the cruiser problem. 

In the meantime, the British proposal for the retention without 
limitation of cruisers over 20 years old will be considered and 
we shall also discuss privately and technically with the English 
the proposal that cruiser-building programs up to 1936 should be 
dealt with by the treaty. | 

GIBSON
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500.A15 a 1/377 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Geneva, July 6, 1927—9I ». m. 
[Received 10:10 p. m.] 

64. The British and American delegates, at the invitation of Vis- 
count Saito, met informally with the Japanese delegates at the Hotel 
Beau-Rivage, at which time the memorandum given below was circu- 

lated by the Japanese delegation. Viscount Ishii stated that the Jap- 
anese delegation desired to lay their views informally before the 
other two delegations as they had not given any intimation at the 
meeting of the technical committee regarding the total tonnages 
which Japan considered adequate. The views expressed by the Jap- 
anese at this informal meeting would be presented to the executive 
committee in a more formal way at a later period, he said. (For 
an outline of developments during the meeting of the technical com- 
mittee, see my telegram No. 65, July 6.) 

Following is text of Japanese memorandum: * 

“It will be remembered that in the statement made by the Jap- 
anese delegation at the first plenary meeting emphasis was laid upon 
the existing status which they proposed should form the basis of 
any allocation of tonnages that might be decided upon at the present 
Conference. 

According to the basis of calculation as submitted by the Japanese 
delegation the surface auxiliary strength of the British Empire 
would be 472,000 tons. 

The tonnage allocation suggested by the American delegation in re- 
gard to surface auxiliary vessels is from 450,000 to 550,000 tons for the 
United States and British Empire, subject to the intimation that the 
United States would welcome any proposal for still lower tonnage 
evels. 
Limitation being our main object it would seem to the Japanese 

delegation that the adoption in principle of the minimum figure pro- 
posed by the United States delegation as a basis of our discussion would 
be a course most conducive to a speedy consummation of the task 
before the Conference. 

If consequently we may take the figure of 450,000 tons for the 
United States and British Empire as a basis, the Japanese delega- 
tion would propose for the tonnage to surface auxiliary vessels to be 
allotted to Japan a figure of somewhat above 300,000 tons; it being 
understood that they are quite prepared at the same time to accept 
reduced figures in concert with the other delegations. 

In addition to this the Japanese delegation desire now to propose 
a figure of around 70,000 tons for Japan in respect of submarines.” 

GIBSON 

Memorandum not paraphrased.
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500.415 a 1/379 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

GENEVA, July 6, 1927—10 p.m. 
[Received July 7—1:15a.m.] 

65. My No. 64, July 6,9 p.m. At the conclusion of the statement by 
Saito, I said that it was gratifying to learn that the proposals made 
by the Japanese called for low figures for surface craft falling generally 
within the tonnages originally proposed by the American delega- 
tion and that we thought the most careful consideration should be 
given them. Immediately Lord Cecil, Bridgeman, and Admiral Field 

began an attack upon the proposals of the Japanese, giving the impres- 
sion that they deemed it impossible for Great Britain to consider the 
tonnage advocated by the Japanese. It was pointed out by them 

that a destroyer tonnage of 220,000 tons had been tentatively agreed 
upon by the technical committee for the United States and Great Britain 
and that under the Japanese proposals only 230,000 tons of cruisers 
would be allowed them. 

Viscount Ishii, in a most emphatic manner, said that the Japanese 
delegation had come to Geneva to lower naval armaments, and not to 
increase them, and that he trusted that the Japanese proposals would 
be accepted as a basis for future discussion by the Conference. 

As evidently being too remote from the cruiser requirements to 
merit consideration, the British appeared to be unwilling to partici- 
pate in any discussion of the Japanese proposals. The idea of a 
possible treaty to define and limit cruiser-building programs until 
1936 was again brought forward by them and it was also suggested by 
Bridgeman that the possibility of permitting retention without limi- 
tation of cruisers exceeding 20 years in age be made the subject of 
further study. It was agreed that these proposals should be infor- 
mally considered by experts, but the discussion was not completely 
finished. The Japanese, both informally and formally, have insisted 
upon tonnage levels which would represent genuine limitation; and 
the American delegation is firmly convinced of their sincerity in this 
regard. It is true their memorandum intimates a desire for an exten- 
sion of the 5-3 ratio, but it is not far removed from that ratio and it is 
believed that their figures might be scaled down through appropriate 
negotiation. 

Through their fear as to their position in resisting the American 
and Japanese proposals for low tonnage, the British are attempting to 
cloud the issue by emphasizing that it is extremely difficult for them 
to reduce their total tonnage levels when considering our demand for
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a large number of cruisers of the 10,000-ton class. They endeavored, 
with some success, several times during this afternoon’s conversation 
to obtain the Japanese support to their opposition to continued con- 
struction of the bigger cruisers. It is evident that the British have 
no intention of accepting anything along the lines of the Japanese 
proposals, but it may be the means of making them more reasonable 
to learn that they stand alone in their demands for a large cruiser 
tonnage and, with this idea in view, I propose on Friday at the meet- 
ing of the executive committee to make a statement that the American 
delegation is entirely in agreement with the Japanese delegation con- 
cerning the general lines to be followed if we expect to achieve any 
real naval limitation at the present conference. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/881: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Houghton) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Lonpon, July 7, 1927—noon. 
[Received July 7—10:05 a. m.] 

156. Department’s No. 147, July 5, 11 a. m. Nothing could be 
gained at this time, in my opinion, by approaching either Baldwin or 
Chamberlain along the lines indicated. 

I do not know whether the figures given at Geneva do really dis- 
close the minimum demand of the British in cruisers, but I am con- 
vinced that once that minimum is made known, no considerations of 
economy will be permitted to interfere with carrying it into effect; 
in that respect Bridgeman undoubtedly voices the policy of the 
Cabinet. 

I doubt, moreover, if any pressure here will prove effective; but if 
you want me to try I suggest that I emphasize following points in 
event that no agreement is in sight: (1) American people will look 
upon the very material sacrifices they made to achieve the Washington 
treaties as having been made in vain; (2) they would assume with 
reason that the British, instead of seeking limitation, were simply 
attempting to substitute multitude of small naval units in place of 
fewer and larger units; (8) American interests, by reason of our lack 
of naval bases, would be better served through use of larger battle 
cruisers; (4) in all probability this means scrapping of the Washing- 
ton treaties in 1931; (5) extent of ill feeling aroused will be incalcula- 
ble and will no doubt have world-wide effect; (6) among other results
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any possibility which now exists of debt settlement revision as far as 
Great Britain is concerned would be definitely and finally ended. Of 
course I should merely indicate such arguments as outlined and keep 
my interview as personal as possible, and I should endeavor to give 
Impression that interview came about because of my personal anxiety 
over situation. If you approve please advise. 

As I have said, it is my own belief that the British are working 
towards a well-matured plan which both Cabinet and Admiralty 
have already approved and the essentials of which will not be modified. 
It seems to me that under these circumstances we have but two alter- 
natives: either accept British proposal and content ourselves with 
insisting upon parity, or try to postpone all action until 1931 when 
the entire question of naval armament can once again be brought up. 
If first alternative be chosen I suppose the larger the British demands 
ure the more reasonable will our position appear before the world. 

T have no doubt that at present the British Government can put 
the matter before their people in such a way as to obtain acceptance 
of their program. 

If you wish, I shall repeat to Geneva. 
HovucutTon 

500.A15 a 1/381: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Houghton) 

{Paraphrase] 

WasHinoton, July 7, 1927—4 p. m. 
151. Your No. 156, July 7, noon. It would be useful, I think, for 

you to try to see either Baldwin or Chamberlain and discuss entire 
situation in accordance with your six suggestions, except that I should 
deplore any mention of the debt settlement as open to serious misin- 
terpretation. It seems to me that you also should add that public 
opinion in the United States is unanimously opposed to idea conveyed 
by the very extensive British cruiser program and that public opinion 
here is likely to see in that program a threat to this country, as there 
can be no other power against whom Great Britain would feel necessity 
of protecting herself to the extent she seeks, and as any projected 
treaty would include safeguard clause which would make possible 
examination of treaty for revision in the event of threatening building 
programs by any other powers. 

KELLOGG 

258346—42—vol. I——11
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500.A15 a 1/383 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 

of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Geneva, July 7, 1927—II1 p.m. 
[Received 11:15 p. m.]| 

68. Mr. Saburi, of the Japanese delegation, called on me this evening 
to inform me that Viscount Saito intended to submit to the executive 
committee meeting on Friday the Japanese proposals reported in my 
telegram No. 64 of July 6. He wished to impress on me the fact 

that the Japanese were entirely sincere in their desire to arrive at an 
agreement that would approximate the lower figures for tonnage con- 
tained in the original American proposals; that substantial increases 

from those figures would necessitate large building programs, and that 

Saito, with the approval of his Government, had decided to abandon 
the Conference rather than go back to Japan with any agreement 
which would add to the burden of taxation. He stated that the 
Japanese delegation would make this aspect of the situation absolutely 

clear. 
Should the Japanese delegation remain inflexible, I doubt very much 

that the British would be willing to reduce their figures to a degree 
sufficient to enable any agreement to be brought about. 

GiBson 

500.A15 a 1/384 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

GENEVA, July 7, 1927—midnight. 
[Received July 8—3:38 a. m.**] 

69. Should there be absolute inability to agree and consequent 

breaking up of the Conference in spite of our sincere endeavors to 
arrive at an agreement, it is important that we should not be un- 
prepared to deal with the situation thus created; and should this 
eventuality occur, we have, after careful study, worked out the follow- 

ing line of action which we beg to submit for your consideration: 

Should the closing of the Conference become inevitable as a result 
of the uncompromising stand of Great Britain in the matter of vastly 
increased cruiser tonnage, we would suggest, in the first place, a private 

® Telegram in two sections.
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conversation with the chief delegates in order to bring out strongly 
the fact that the promotion of good understanding between Great 
Britain, Japan, and ourselves constituted the basic object of the Presi- 
dent in convening the Conference; that such an understanding was to 
the highest interests of all of us and that no other factors should permit 
us to forget this; that therefore a public session be held to give out 
frankly and impartially the news of the breaking up of the Confer- 
ence; and that each delegation should be free to set forth in any man- 
ner it pleased its own particular difficulties and the reasons which 
rendered the agreement impossible. 

Should this procedure be acceptable, 1 would, with your approval, 
repeat in the strongest terms the basic wish of the United States 
to foster amity between the three powers and our disinclination to 
permit our friendly relations to be in any way diminished by the 
failure to reach an accord at Geneva; that if our respective view- 

_ points were published in an amicable way so that the questions 
could be studied in the coming four years by public opinion which 
might assist in finding an answer thereto, the Conference would not 
have been held in vain; that the opinion of our delegation was that 
a basic divergence in our concept of maritime armaments and not a 
mere difference of opinion as to technical matters was the cause of our 
inability to agree; that we believe the naval necessities of one 
country to be conditioned upon the strength of other nations, whereas 
the British consider maritime requirements to be absolute and not 
proportioned upon the armaments of other powers; that no Confer- 
ence would in our view be necessary should the British conception 
be correct, since, according to it, each nation would decide upon its 
own absolute requirements and no abatement or reconsideration of 
these needs could be entertained; that our view, however, of relative 
naval requirements, in which the Japanese concur, permits a mutual 
downward revision so far as possible with proper regard to the 
fleets of those powers not party to the treaty and that it was upon 
the cruiser tonnage level that our insistence lay. The strength 
maintained by any one of the three powers concerned would neces- 
sitate readjustments by the other powers in corresponding measure; 
that viewed from this standpoint, the insistence of the British dele- 
gation upon high levels of tonnage in cruisers would revise our needs 
automatically upward to such an extent that no real limitation would 
be achieved but, rather, should a treaty result, a program of naval 
expansion would be legalized; that while the American delegation 
would be glad to sign a treaty which could be defended as. providing 
for limitation, it was our opinion that it would be more honest to 
the American people and to the world, and more likely to promote 

intelligent consideration of. naval questions, to. dissolve the Conference
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without arriving at an accord rather than to reach an agreement 
providing for a limitation which would not be genuine. 

We should be able in conclusion to evidence a proper appreciation 
of the attitude maintained by the different delegates during the 
Conference and could indicate the hope that those views which all 
of them had set forth would in any event bring about the stimula- 
tion of our different nations to view in a friendly manner each 
other’s problems and to work out some equitable and sensible limita- 
tion or reduction of naval armaments before the 1931 Conference. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/384: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

J Paraphrase] 

WasHINGTON, July 8, 1927—Z p.m. 
30. Your No. 68, July 7,11 p. m., and No. 69, July 7, midnight. 
1. Department approves suggested conversation with the chief 

delegates with view of impressing on them in every reasonable way 
fact that disruption of Conference would be disastrous for all parties 
and would inevitably be the beginning of a competitive building pro- 
gram which would make any agreement in 1931 more difficult to reach. 

2. If you finally come to point where agreement seems impossible, 
I think you should adjourn for a week at least and give Department 
results of your final conferences together with figures of limitation 
on which British insist, as the Department would wish to submit 
entire matter to the President. A week of adjournment might afford 
opportunity for mature consideration of existing proposals as well 
as for sober reflection on part of all the Governments concerned. 

3. If Conference fails and public meeting is called for purpose of 
permitting each delegation to state its position, or, should no public 
meeting be called and each delegation is left to make its position 
public, the Department believes you should make full statement of 
position of this Government. General statement you propose is well 
enough as far as it goes, but the Department believes that you 
should emphasize point that the President called Conference for pur- 
pose of limitation of armament, not to lay foundation for world- 
wide naval expansion. It is all right to lay emphasis on fact 
that a favorable outcome of Conference would enhance good feeling 
among the three countries parties to it and would create favor- 
able impression throughout world, but I do not think that this 
was fundamental purpose back of calling Conference, which
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was, rather, to obtain a reasonable limitation on naval construc- 
tion and to prevent competition. If the only powers which have 
considerable navies are willing to make reasonable limitations, 
the United States is not able to understand why the British Giov- 
ernment finds it necessary to create so large a sea force when the 
United States and Japan are the only countries against which there 
is any necessity for building large navies. Neither British safety, 
nor British trade routes, nor British foreign possessions could pos- 
sibly be endangered by navy of any other power, and should any 
other power start a building program of proportions to constitute a 
danger, the treaty would contain clause protecting not only Great 
Britain but any other signatory power. 

I suggest also that you consider wisdom of including in your state- 
ment mention that the British accepted Secretary Hughes’ proposition 
at Washington Conference in 1921 for limitation of 450,000 tons on both 
cruisers and destroyers (Proceedings of Washington Conference on 
Limitation of Armament, pp. 86 and 100). The Department is utterly 
unable to understand why, five years later, there is any justification for 
a cruiser tonnage which alone exceeds this combined figure. If re- 
sult of Conference cannot be fairly interpreted by world opinion as 
self-denying ordinance entered into freely by the great naval powers, 
it then possesses no value whatever and will do endless harm. If the 
three great naval powers are unwilling to make concessions in order to 
stop competitive construction in sea forces, what can be expected of 
the other countries? The example to the lesser powers would cer- 
tainly be very unfortunate. 

Great stress is being laid by British press on view that Great Britain 
has proposed great economies through reduction of size and extension 
of life of battleships; but no mention is made of fact that no economy 
can result from any agreement on that score before 1931. I offer 
suggestion that it might be well to state that the United States had 
been willing to discuss with the other two powers at this Conference 
a program of reduction in size and of extension of life of battleships 
in 1931, but that as all the parties to the Washington treaty are not 
present and as no country can build any new battleships until after 
1931, 1t would be useless to hold Conference for that purpose at 
present. Certainly, the increased building program of cruisers and 
the cost of their maintenance would more than offset any possible 
economies in battleships. If regrettable position is reached that Con- 
ference must be abandoned, careful consideration should be given to 
any statement to be made and time allowed for its consideration at 
Department and by President. 

The foregoing is to assist you in preparing a statement to be sub- 
mitted here for approval. 

KeELLoGe
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500.A15 a 1/388 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Houghton) to the Secretary 
of State 

{Paraphrase] 

Lonpon, July 8, 1927—5 p. m. 
[Received July 8—2: 25 p. m.] 

157. Department’s No. 151, July 7, 4 p.m. I saw Chamberlain at 
noon today, making it clear to him that I had come on my personal 
responsibility since I believed that it was my duty to acquaint him 
with the unfavorable impression created by the British naval pro- 
posals in the United States. I stated that while the change of sen- 

_ timent there could not be forecast, there was a growing fear lest 
sacrifices made at Washington with regard to naval bases and ships 
had been in vain; and said that the belief appeared to be increasing 
that Great Britain was now endeavoring to return to her dominant 
position, after having succeeded in limiting the size of battleships, 
by constructing a quantity of small ships which were suited to her 
needs but not to ours. I encountered a most sympathetic attitude on 
the part of Chamberlain, who set forth the causes for the present 
position taken by Great Britain and stated that the tonnage de- 
manded was based upon careful calculations which had been favor- 
ably passed upon by three succeeding governments of different 
parties. In reply I indicated that while I recognized their duty 
and right to provide for ships which might be necessary, I felt never- 
theless that since the German fleet had virtually disappeared and 
other nations were unable financially to provide for extensive build- 
ing programs, it was difficult to see the necessity for so great an 
increase in British tonnage at this time, especially since treaty stipu- 
lations would meet any necessity which might arise by reason of an 
important building program on the part of any other nation. I 
then asked Chamberlain whether, under any conceivable circum- 
stances, Great Britain could regard America as an enemy and re- 
ceived a vehement answer in the negative, together with a statement 
that any war between America and the British Empire would inevi- 
tably lead to the disintegration of the latter. In the subsequent 
discussion of a possible program Chamberlain made the complaint 
that whenever an offer was advanced by the British to reduce total 
tonnage the American representatives insisted that the United States 
would build only cruisers of a large size. He said further that Great 
Britain had already conceded equality in ratio but was unable to 
yield in the matter of permitting superiority in large cruisers to be 
established by the United States. In answering this objection I
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stated that, while I was unable to speak authoritatively, the assump- 
tion that if a low enough total tonnage were agreed upon the ad- 
justment of classes of cruisers should not present any insuperable 
difficulty seemed to me mere common sense. At the end of our con- 
versation Chamberlain expressed his thanks and indicated that the 
gravity of the situation was fully appreciated by him and that, while 
not hopeful, he would at once consult Baldwin and Lord Balfour. 
He added that within a day or two he would see me again. Any 
further developments will, of course, be fully reported to you. 

By reason of my talk with Chamberlain, I am again impressed 
with the fact that a very mature and carefully worked out plan is 
being followed by the British delegates at Geneva. Nevertheless, 
IT am certain that what I said about the effect of British proposals 
on the people of the United States, as well as on the other peoples 
of the world, did not fail to impress Chamberlain. I believe that : 
should it be possible to keep total tonnage under 400,000 tons it will 
be regarded in London, and should be regarded by us, as a material 
concession to the American views. I venture to suggest that our 
own representatives do nothing meanwhile to weaken the position 
taken by me. 

HovuaHtTon 

500.A15 a 1/395 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Houghton) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, July 9, 1927—10 a. m. 
[Received July 9—7:22 a. m.] 

158. Last evening I received the following communication from 
Chamberlain : 

“I immediately communicated to the Prime Minister and the col- 
leagues whom I named to you the substance of the conversation of 
this morning, and this evening we met to discuss it with the close 
attention which it required. 
We are at this moment expecting further telegrams of great 

importance from our delegation at Geneva which may have a very 
important bearing on the points you and I discussed. We must, 
therefore, await them before taking any decision. It is possible 
that they may require personal consultation with the representatives 
and that we may, therefore, have to ask for a short adjournment 
at Geneva, but I hope in any case to be in a position to make a 
further communication to you on Monday. 

* Arthur James, Lord Balfour, Lord President of the Council; Lord Balfour 
was head of the British delegation at the Washington Conference on the Limita- 
tion of Armament, 1921-1922.
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We greatly appreciate the friendly feelings which inspired your 
initiative. We, ourselves, are much concerned at the course which 
the public discussion of these questions has taken and we shall, 
vou may be sure, do anything we can to find a solution on which 
all can agree.” 

HovucHtTon 

500.A15 a 1/402 

The British Embassy to the Department of State 

MermoranpUuM 

His Majesty’s Ambassador has been desired by His Majesty’s 
Principal Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs to make the follow- 
ing communication to the Secretary of State in explanation of the 
attitude adopted by His Majesty’s Government at the Three Power 
Naval Conference now proceeding at Geneva. This communication 
is practically identical with that which was made two days ago at 
Geneva by Mr. Bridgeman, First Lord of the Admiralty, to the 
American Delegation. 

His Majesty’s Government in Great Britain has always sympa- 
thized with President Coolidge’s desire to carry out yet further work 
of naval disarmament which was begun at Washington in 1921- 
1922 with such happy results. Geneva Conference was therefore be- 
gun under fortunate auspices and has, so far as His Majesty’s 
Government are able to judge, been doing much valuable work. 
But they note with regret that in certain quarters their policy has 
been misunderstood and in consequence misrepresented. 

The essential principles accepted at the Washington Conference 
referred only to capital ships and aircraft carriers: and with re- 
gard to these it was agreed between three leading naval Powers that 
they would accept for a period of at least ten years certain limita- 
tions as to numbers, armament, tonnage and replacement. 

If the Washington policy is now to be extended it can only be in 
one or both of two ways. The cost of capital ships may be still 
further reduced and limitations may be devised in respect of vessels 
other than capital ships—i. e., vessels about which the Treaty of 
Washington is silent. On both of these possible lines of advance the 
British delegation was instructed to lay suggestions before the 
Conference. 

In regard to the first of them, however, they desire to say nothing 
at the present moment. In deference to what they understand to 
be the desire of the Conference they reserve their proposals until a 
later stage. His Majesty’s Government do not think these proposals 

** Presumably the conversations reported by Mr. Gibson in telegram No. 68, 
July 6, 6 p. m., p. 64.
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are likely to occasion any serious difficulty, but it is clear it 1s under 
this head that the most important economies may be anticipated. The 
questions raised by any proposal to limit the number of cruisers are 
of a more complex character. The suggestions of His Majesty’s Gov- 
ernment are broadly as follows: 

They propose to divide cruisers into two classes—heavy and light; 
and to adopt for heavy class the same principles as those adopted 
at Washington in the case of capital ships. They think, in other 
words, that their size and armament migl:t with advantage be limited 
and that the numbers permitted to each treaty power should be in 
the Washington ratio. 

This seems to His Majesty’s Government to be a reasonable appli- 
cation of an accepted principle to the case of heavy cruisers. But 
when light cruisers come to be considered wholly different condi- 
tions must be taken into account. 

It is of course true that a fleet of a given size requires auxiliary 
vessels of a given number whatever may be the position of the 
country to which the fleet belongs or seas in which it is required 
to operate. On this point there need be no dispute. But in addition 
to these auxiliary vessels cruisers are required by all maritime coun- 
tries to perform duties quite unconnected with organized fleets and 
by no country so much as by the British Empire. 

Special position is of course due to a geographical subdivision 
which has no parallel in history. In times of peace small difficulties 
and disorders wholly without international significance which in states 
differently situated would be dealt with by police or a frontier guard 
may often make it necessary to send cruisers. In times of war the 
insular position of Great Britain and the seas which divide it from 
its colonies and from self-governing communities with which it is 
associated within the Empire present even greater difficulties—diff- 
culties not always present to the imagination of those who live and 
think in terms of great continents. During the Washington Confer- 
ence this point was dealt with by Mr. Balfour in words which it may 
be worth while to recall.” “Most of my audience (he said) are 
citizens of the United States. The United States stands solid, im- 
pregnable, self-sufficient, all its essential lines of communication com-: 
pletely protected from any conceivable hostile attack. 

“It is not merely that you are a hundred and ten million population; 
it is not merely that you are the wealthiest country in the world; it 
is that configuration of your country is such that you are wholly 
immune from particular perils to which from nature of the case the 
British Empire is subject. 

* For text of Mr. Balfour’s address at the second plenary session of the Wash- 
ington Conference, see Conference on the Limitation of Armament, Washington, 

1999), ho ag pret Bebruary 6, 1922 (Washington, Government Printing Office,
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“Suppose for example that your Western States were suddenly re- 
moved ten thousand miles across the sea. Suppose that the very 
heart of your Empire was a small and crowded island depending upon 
overseas trade, not merely for its luxuries, but for the raw material of 
those manufacturers [sz¢] by which its superabundant population lives 
and for the food upon which they subsist. Suppose that it was a 
familiar thought that there was never a moment of the year when 
within the limits of your state there was more than seven week’s food 
for its population and that food could only be replenished by overseas 
communication. If you will draw this picture and if you will realize 
all that it implies you will understand why it is that no citizen of the 
British Empire, whether he be drawn from the far Dominions of 
the Pacific or lives in a small island in the North Sea, can ever forget 
that it is by sea communication that he lives and that without the sea 
communication he and the Empire to which he belongs would perish 
together.” 
How can an Empire thus situated voluntarily surrender its right to 

live? How can it abandon by formal treaty the possibility of coopera- 
tion in mutual defence between communities which owe a common 
allegiance though divided from each other by all oceans. 

These are considerations which may surely appeal to all. Yet it 
has been stated that the objection felt to surrender of the liberty to 
construct a fleet required by the special conditions of the British Em- 
pire is due, not to inevitable necessities of self-defence, but to an 
arrogant desire for maritime superiority. Great Britain, it has been 
said, refuses “parity” to the United States. The statement has already 
been formally contradicted. It is wholly without foundation. What 
are the facts? The President of the United States has invited the 
British Government to take part in a conference summoned to dimin- 
ish the burden of naval armaments. They gladly responded to the 
call. They accept the principle announced by Mr. Gibson (who pre- 
sides over the Conference) the principle “that the navies should be 
maintained at the lowest level compatible with national security”. 
They do not dispute the right of the United States to build cruisers 
in numbers sufficient to secure this object, but they cannot surrender 
a similar right for themselves. It is their manifest interest to build 
no more than they must; it is not less their duty and their intention 
to promote the world’s desire for a diminution of armaments. They 
do not for a moment suppose the United States, which has summoned 
the Conference to further this great ideal, will ever be influenced in 
their naval policy by any motive but desire for national security or 
that in their estimate of naval requirements of different states the 

geographical considerations will be ignored. | 

WasHineron, 9 July, 1927.
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500.415 a 1/394 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

WASHINGTON, July 9, 1927—3 p.m. 
33. Your 68 and 69, together with my reply No. 380, were telegraphed 

to the President yesterday. This morning the following telegram was 
received from him: 

“Tell Gibson what is needed is not excuse or soft words but clear 
strong statement of American position. Let blame fall where it may. 
Your plan approved.” 

Do not construe this to mean that you should not give expression 
to sentiments of friendly attitude and good feeling but our position 
should be made perfectly plain when necessity arises. You are at 
liberty to use your discretion in using any suggestions contained in 
my telegram No. 30, July 8, 2 P. M. at plenary session on Monday. 
Unless you see reason to the contrary and the British Government 
makes their position clear, think you should do the same. 

KELLoce 

500.A15 a 1/400: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, July 9, 1927—11 p. m. 
[Received July 10—4: 39 a. m.]| 

78. Bridgeman suggested to me that we have a private conversa- 
tion to discuss political and nontechnical phases of our work with a 
view to seeing whether we could open any avenues for investigation 
by technical experts. As I wished to explore every method of dis- 
cussion I readily agreed; and, accompanied by Dulles, I met privately 
today with Bridgeman and Cecil, Saito and Ishii. 

Cecil suggested as a possible way out of the impasse regarding 
cruisers that we should study building programs between now and 
1931 which would control completed cruiser tonnage as over 1984. 
Bridgeman indicated that they would be prepared to abandon their 
projected program of 10,000-ton 8-inch[gun?] vessels and perhaps 
stop work on one vessel just commenced in the hope that no further ves- 
sels of this character would be constructed, that of course we should be 
accorded the full liberty of constructing 10,000-ton vessels up to the 
number which they might have completed under present plans by 
1984. As I interpret'this suggestion the British would complete seven 
vessels of the 10,000-ton.Aent class:and three.or four vessels of the 
London class and that their other 10,000-ton cruiser program would
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be abandoned. Cecil and Bridgeman indicated that their building 
program, including 1931, could be restricted within 400,000 tons and 
foresaw the possibility that such a limit might be possible for a treaty 
which would terminate in 19384. They emphasized that the 1931 Con- 
ference would in any event deal with the whole subject and that if we 
now provided for programs between now and 1931 we would have 
met the problem particularly confronting us. 

I indicated that while I was not in a position to pass on this sug- 
gestion our naval experts would study it, and pointed out that in the 
last analysis building programs must be translated into total tonnages 

and that we could not profitably discuss anything over 400,000 tons. 
Ishii indicated that they were planning eight 10,000-ton vessels but 

could eliminate one of these vessels not yet laid down in the event that 
the United States and Great Britain agreed within this period that 
they would not lay down or complete more than the eleven contemplated 
by the British. 

While the foregoing may offer a way out of the cruiser dilemma 
it will not represent any very real limitation, although it may repre- 
sent renunciation on the part of Great Britain of the construction 
of further 10,000-ton 8-inch[-gun?] vessels and give us freedom to build 
up to them in this class without restriction as to the future. The British 
have not at any time indicated a willingness to limit their final total ton- 
nage to less than 465[,000] in 1936 and ultimately to over 550,000 tons. 

As I felt that Bridgeman in the Monday plenary session would 
probably try to throw upon us the onus for impeding the work of the 
Conference by insistence upon twenty-five 10,000-ton vessels, I told 
him that the number of such vessels would be subject to negotiation 
provided that this would render it possible for them to bring their 
total needs to figures which constituted a real limitation. I em- 
phasized that Great Britain was far in the lead in the construction 
of 10,000-ton vessels and had set the pace and that it was futile to talk 
of the reduction in the number of such vessels as long as they either 
had or were about to acquire a large number of vessels of this 
character. 

I report the foregoing to show the efforts which are being made 
here to fortify [se] a way out of the cruiser impasse and I have 
not abandoned hope that a solution may be reached. The Japanese 
delegates this afternoon gave no indication as to whether they were 
prepared to revise upward their total tonnage figures for cruisers so 
as to make negotiation between the British and Japanese possible. 

Captain Egerton of British delegation and Captain Toyoda of 
Japanese delegation this evening called on Admiral Schofield for infor- 
mal discussion of cruiser problem. Captain Egerton proposed as a 
possible solution a building program as to vessels laid down between
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now and 1931 for each of the three powers as a means of escaping the 
present apparent impasse. Both he and Captain Toyoda agreed that on 
the basis of total tonnage limitation or limitation by numbers there 
was no possibility of reconciling the Japanese and British theses 
or of reconciling our thesis with the British inasmuch as the British 
requirements translated into total tonnage reach 465[,000] tons in 
1936 and the Japanese approximate maximum tonnage in combined 
destroyer and cruiser classes for themselves for the same period is 
310,000 tons. Both Captain Egerton and Captain Toyoda said that 
they were stating their views but could not be considered as binding 
their delegates. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/409 : Telegram 7 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, July 11, 1927—1 p. m. 
[Received 4:35 p. m.| 

80. Late last evening I received a letter from Mr. Bridgeman as 
follows: 

“You and your colleagues will by this time have looked into the 
question of an agreed program of cruiser construction as a basis 
for arriving at a settlement sufficiently to form an idea whether or 
not it gives a hopeful prospect of success. 

Both you and Viscount Ishii expressed some doubts as to the 
wisdom of having a plenary session tomorrow though you both | 
kindly gave way to my desire for an opportunity of explaining, as 
I hope to be able to explain, the British position more fully. 

But if your chief delegates and those of Japan are able to say 
that you think the new scheme holds out real prospects of success 
I should be willing to postpone my statement of the British case 
for a day or two so as to admit of the possibility of being able to 
come to the plenary conference with some agreed policy. 

I called on Viscount Ishii this morning and he hoped to be able 
to give me his reply this evening. Should you be able to do the 
same and both answers were distinctly hopeful I would ask you to 
postpone this plenary session if you think fit.” 

For explanation of first paragraph of Bridgeman’s letter see my 
78, July 9, 11 a. m. 

|Paraphrase.| Previously, when Viscount Ishii and I objected to 
calling a plenary session, stating that we considered it wisest to 
discuss our divergent views in private session and then announce 
to the public our decision, Bridgeman, you will recall, insisted upon 
a plenary session. Only upon his statement that he desired that 
the British views be given at a plenary session did Viscount Ishii 
and I agree to this. Under these circumstances, I considered that
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the responsibility for calling off the meeting should be placed upon 
Bridgeman and not upon the American or Japanese delegations. 
Therefore, I sent the following reply to Mr. Bridgeman, after con- 
sulting Saburi, who was entirely of my opinion: [End paraphrase. ] 

“T have just received your note of this evening in regard to the 
. desirability of deferring the plenary session called for tomorrow. 

As I stated yesterday afternoon, I should be glad [to] explore 
any possible method of meeting our present difficulty with regard to 
the cruiser question. Frankly, as you will understand, there has not 
been sufficient time to determine whether the methods discussed 
yesterday afternoon, and also between our experts, will hold out 
a substantial hope of settling our present problem. For that reason 
I hesitate to hazard an opinion with regard to your suggestion of 
delaying tomorrow’s meeting on this account. 

If, however, you feel that it would be wiser to defer the public 
meeting for the present I shall be glad to acquiesce in your decision 
and I would only suggest that you send word this evening to Hugh 
Wilson in order that he may know whether to continue preparations 
for tomorrow or to cancel the orders which have been given and 
notify the various delegates accordingly. As I say, I shall readily 
abide by any decision you may reach.” 

[Paraphrase.] While no reply was addressed to me last night by 
Bridgeman, he intimated that he was desirous of consulting Cecil and 
the various Dominion delegations this morning. . . . I understand 
that there was a divergence of opinion among the British delegation 
and that postponement of the meeting had been urged upon Bridge- 
man by his own associates. [End paraphrase. | 

The morning papers carry the news of the assassination in Dublin 
of Mr. O’Higgins, Irish Minister of Foreign Affairs, their represent- 
ative at this Conference, who had only recently participated in our 
work here. I therefore immediately sent word to Mr. Bridgeman 
that, in view of this tragic event, I, as President of the Conference, 
suggested, if Mr. Bridgeman approved, a postponement of the plenary 
session. Mr. Bridgeman replied by letter as follows: 

“My colleagues, representative of all parts of the British Empire, 
join me in expressing to you our appreciation of your kind thought 
in suggesting the postponement of the plenary meeting today as a 
token of respect for our colleague, whose tragic death we all so deeply 
deplore.” 

The following communiqué has consequently been issued. 

“The Secretary General of the Conference begs to announce that 
on account of the tragic death of Mr. Kevin O'Higgins, the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs for Ireland and former delegate to the Conference 
[for] the Limitation of Naval Armament, the plenary session sched- 
uled for 3 p. m. today at the Hotel Des Bergues has been indefinitely 
postponed.” 

Mailed to London. GiBson
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500.A15 a 1/412a: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

{[Paraphrase] 

Wasuineton, July 11, 1927—6 p.m. 
41. Article by Wythe Williams printed in today’s Vew York Times 

was made subject of protest to the Department by the British Ambas- 
sador. He particularly took exception to the following: 

“On the eve of what may turn out to be the break-up of the Con- 
ference, the American experts have planned a ‘countersurprise’ which, 
if launched, is likely to produce a tremendous sensation.” 

The article went on to say that if British bring up question of 

capital ships ** 

“the searchlight of publicity will be trained on the mass of documents, 
lists and figures now in possession of the Intelligence Depart[ment] 
of the United States Navy tending to prove that the British Navy is 
actually overtonned in battleships on the basis of the 5-5 ratio estab- 
lished between the British and American fleets by the Washington 
treaty, and that it has, in fact, shot up to a 6-5 ratio or even higher.” 

Williams then continued to discuss tonnage of the different ships 
with obvious intention of proving that terms of Washington treaty 

have not been kept by British. 
Sir Esme Howard said it seemed clear that someone in American 

delegation had been giving out alleged facts and that such an article 
could only result in causing intense feeling in Great Britain to degree 
that might break up Conference. 
Howard was informed that undoubtedly writer of the article had 

knowledge of naval matters which he interpreted as he pleased, and 
that it was most improbable that anyone in the American delegation, 
in face of repeated statements by officials of the Government of the 
United States that all nations concerned had loyally fulfilled terms of 
the treaty of Washington, would have made any of the alleged 
assertions. 
Howard added that majority of articles published under Williams’ 

signature were, in his opinion, provocative and many times written 
for purpose of disrupting Conference. 

The Ambassador was informed that statement of his protest would 
be cabled you. 

KELLoce 

* Quoted passage not paraphrased.
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500.A15 a 1/406: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Japan (MacVeagh) to the Secretary of State 

Toxyo, July 11, 1927—6 p. m. 
[Received July 11—9: 05 a. m.] 

100. The Minister for Foreign Affairs called me into conference 
today and asked me to transmit to Washington his earnest desire for 
a successful result of Geneva Conference and his strong feeling that 
the situation had reached the stage where the action of the delegates 
should be guided more by political considerations and less by technical 
ideas. He was afraid that the present outlook was more in the direc- 
tion of expansion of armament than limitation and if the Conference 
resulted in any such agreement he knew that the people of Japan 
would not approve it and he believed 1t would not be approved by the 
people either of the United States or Great Britain. He said the 
people of Japan were strongly in favor of limitation of naval arma- 
ment, both because of their desire for peaceful relations with the 
United States and other nations and also for economic reasons, as they 
desired to limit their own expenditure on naval armaments as far as 
consistent with safety. The Minister for Foreign Affairs therefore 
begged me to ask the good offices of my Government in assisting the 
Japanese in bringing about some agreement which will not call for 
material increases in naval armaments. I stated that I would trans- 
mit his views to my Government but would be glad to know whether 
the most effective means for bringing about the desired result would 
not be to persuade the British to act in the same direction and he 
agreed that this was so and thought that this possibly could be done 
by a common attitude on the part of the United States and Japan. 

At the close of the conference he reiterated his desire that I should 
impress upon my Government his feeling that this matter should now 
be taken up from a political standpoint rather than a technical naval 
standpoint. 

MacVrscu 

500.A15 a 1/413: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

GENEVA, July 11, 1927—11 p. m. 
[Received July 12—12: 37 p. m.] 

81. After postponement of plenary session I called this morning 
on Viscount Ishii to discuss several matters. Among others I urged 
him to indicate clearly both to us and to British how far the British 
would have to come down to reach a level which would afford a
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profitable basis of discussion to Japanese. Ishii stated that he had 

this morning informed Bridgeman in definite terms that the Japanese 
were practically rigid on figure of 450,000 tons for cruisers and de- 
stroyers combined for United States and Great Britain. Ishii said 
that Japanese delegation felt very strongly on subject; they were 
quite willing at present moment to return home without an agree- 
ment, if necessary, but that they were not willing to conclude agree- 
ment which would call for program of naval expansion. 

Bridgeman called on me after lunch in a much more conciliatory 
mood than he has shown heretofore. He said that he felt a plenary 
session on Thursday was needed in order to state British position as 
he was under serious home criticism on account of the general mis- 

representation of the British attitude abroad. Bridgeman assured 
me that he would confine himself to statement of British case and 
would take no action which could be considered provocative. He 
would ask no questions or he might ask certain general questions 

which would not be embarrassing and which I could answer or not as 
I chose. I said that I thought this was the preferable way when we 
were endeavoring to arrive at a working agreement, but that if he 

set pace I was quite ready for plain talking. I told him that I 
thought it was regrettable that we should consume both our time and 
energy in trying to find a common British-American basis of agree- 
ment if, after we reached it, it was not acceptable to the Japanese, 
and that we ought to have clearly understood what levels would 
prove acceptable to the Japanese; once there was agreement between 
British and Japanese on tonnage levels it would probably not be 

difficult for us to make agreement complete. Bridgeman replied that 
Anglo-Japanese agreement would present no difficulty as the Japa- 
nese would come up to the British figures, only they would demand 
a quid pro quo and he had not yet been able to ascertain from them 
what it would be. I said that Viscount Ishii had stressed fact that 
Japanese would rather have no agreement than to revise materially 
their figures but Bridgeman said he did not regard that seriously. 

Later on in day Saburi of the Japanese delegation came to see 
me. I asked him if his delegation had fully impressed on the Brit- 
ish the fact that Japanese were in earnest about their tonnage levels 
figures. Saburi said that they had, and he repeated that the Jap- 
anese would rather go home without an agreement than materially 
to revise these figures upward. He then added significant remark 
that if our delegation could reach agreement with British on high 

tonnage level and cared to conclude a treaty with them, no objection 
would be offered by Japan but that she should not care to become a 
party to such a treaty. 

Delegation feels that our efforts now should be directed to con- 
centrating attention on need for finding common ground for agree- 

258846—42—vol. 112
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ment between Japanese and British, and emphasizing consistently 
our preference for Japanese levels. Unless the two extreme posi- 
tions can be reconciled, and until they are reconciled, British-Ameri- 
can negotiation is fruitless. At present our delegation proposes to 
make a British-Japanese agreement our objective, and we feel that 
you may wish to impress on both the other parties to this Conference 
the necessity for their finding common ground for discussion. 

A copy of this telegram has been sent by mail to London. 
Gipson 

500.A15 a 1/418: Telegram | 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Geneva, July 12, 1927—10 a. m. 
[Received July 18—1:55 a. m.]| 

84. Your No. 41, July 11, 6 p. m. The Wythe Williams article was 
founded on pure conjecture as we had no intention of referring to 
question of overtonnage of capital ships in plenary session or anywhere 
else. As far as I am aware we have no mass of documents on subject of 
capital ship tonnage, though the British themselves circulated a confi- 
dential document containing figures. Correspondents have discussed 
the figures referred to from time Conference began. I now learn that 
they were published last January in Gallic American by William 
Baldwin Shearer. I am able to say that the members of the Ameri- 
can delegation have been most scrupulous in not revealing confidential 
information to press and in refusing to discuss committee proceedings 
or proposals of other delegations. 

Only statements that either Admiral Jones or I have made which 
could bear in any way on this subject have been to effect that signa- 
tories of treaty of Washington have scrupulously observed its pro- 

visions. 
GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/414a : Telegram 7 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasuineton, July 12, 1927—noon. 
42. The press in this country has several times reported from 

English sources statements similar to that which appeared Sunday, 
July 10, in New York Times, as follows: 

® Quoted passage not paraphrased.
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“According to the reports received here (i. e. London) the official 
American experts at Geneva have been strongly reinforced by un- 
official representatives of great concerns whose probable interests lie 
in the direction of contracts for steel plants and other indispensable 
concomitants of a big navy. Much of the pugnacious spirit in which 
reports to the American press from Geneva have been conceived is 
attributed here to the activities of these unofficial propagandists.” 

Does statement that representatives of steel plants or manufactur- 
ing concerns are in Geneva or are interfering in any way with delib- 

erations contain any truth? 
The New York Times also has an editorial based on British infor- 

mation that the United States, Great Britain, and Japan would 
have been saved $750,000,000 through British extension of age limit 

alone, and that reduction on the size of cruisers would have been a 
great saving. The first statement is, of course, absurd, and second 
is wholly inaccurate unless total tonnage is reduced; cost of building 
small cruisers is more proportionately than to build large ones, and 
they cost more to maintain. These points should be borne in mind 
in event of statements at plenary session or at any other time, in your 
judgment, when press statements are given out. 

KeELioae 

500.A15 a 1/414 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Houghton) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonvon, July 12, 1927—noon. 
[Received 1:24 p. m.] 

162. My 158, July 9,10 a.m. Chamberlain asked me to meet him 
last night at the House of Commons. He told me he had conferred 
with Baldwin, Balfour and Beatty © yesterday morning and again 
late yesterday afternoon. Their reports from Geneva he said were 
not complete but he thought a reasonable hope of agreement still 
existed. 

Chamberlain then went on to explain the differences as he saw 
them between the British and American demands and concluded by 
saying that there seemed to be almost insuperable difficulties in a 
three-power negotiation in getting an agreement on a ratio of total 
tonnage based on the theoretical needs of each. As an effort to sur- 
mount this difficulty his Government offered the following suggestion: 

“Instead of endeavoring to fix maximum overhead tonnage for all 
time, based on theoretical needs and embracing far larger construc- 
tion than any of powers now had in contemplation, solution should 

® Admiral of the Fleet David Beatty, Earl Beatty of the North Sea and 
of Brooksby.
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be sought on lines of an agreement as to total in each class beyond 
which each party would not go up to 1936, to wit, date of expiration 
of Washington treaty at which time whole subject must again be 

considered. If the United States Government approve this sugges- 
tion and will issue [instructions to] Mr. Gibson to seek solution on 

these lines British Government will send similar instructions to Mr. 
Bridgeman.” 

{Paraphrase] 

Chamberlain made certain significant statements during the con- 

versation above-mentioned : 

(1) That the American delegates in the Conference had not yet 
stated that, owing to lack of naval stations, American ships needed a 
larger cruising radius, and that therefore 10,000-ton cruisers were 
necessary. 

(2) That if we were willing to limit our own total to twelve 
10,000-ton cruisers during this period Great Britain, although she 
now has twelve such cruisers in addition to two building and one laid 
down, is willing to scrap those now being constructed and to limit 
herself to the same number as the United States. 

(3) That the British Government will ask a short adjournment 
of the Conference and order Bridgeman home for consultation if 
agreement cannot be reached along the lines suggested above. 

(4) That should you request it, Chamberlain is willing to meet 
you in Geneva in case of absolute need. 

In transmitting the above I desire to offer no comment except that, 
in my opinion, the British Government will endeavor to reach a com- 
promise since it is now keenly aware of the importance of public 
sentiment developing abroad and at home. 

This telegram has been sent to Geneva for the information of our 
delegation. 

HovucHron 

500.A15 a 1/415 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation, (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, July 12, 1927—S8 p. m. 
[Received July 18—1:45 a. m.]| 

82. With a view to exploring every phase of cruiser difficulty from 
political as well as from technical angle there has been set up by 
agreement between the chief delegates an [omission] group to examine 
the question untrammeled by instructions from the chief delegates. 
This committee composed of Dulles and Smyth for us, Campbell and 

“The mixed committee, a small committee composed of one naval officer and 
one civilian from each delegation.
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Egerton for the British Empire, Saburi and Captain Hori for Japan, 
met last night. Following discussion took place: 

British indicated willingness to study cruiser-building programs 
and, as far as [zc | 10,000-ton vessels, to take as a basis of construction 
prior to 1931 either 10, 12 or a higher number. If we insisted on the 
basis of 10, they would scrap 3 on which work was just starting. We 
indicated we conceived a limitation of building programs as one 
method of arriving at a definite total tonnage during the life of the 
treaty and not as an end in itself and asked British to explain how, 
on any of foregoing bases respecting 10,000-ton vessels, they would 
come within 400,000 tons in 1936. British explained that they had 
received new instructions from London to reduce their number of 
cruisers from 75 to 66 and if necessary to fix a maximum of 6,000 tons 
for other than 10,000-ton vessels. On this basis and assuming only 
10 or 12 new 10,000-ton cruisers constructed, they could accept a total 
tonnage limitation of about 400,000 tons for 1936. If we desire a 
larger number of 10,000-ton vessels the total tonnage would be cor- 
respondingly raised or it would be necessary to have the treaty end 
in 1984. 

We suggested that real difficulty in our discussions was caused by 
British effort to force other navies to accept same standard of type 
as themselves even though conditions vary and we felt that if we 
could get away from this insistence on their part, rapid progress could 
be made. We felt that it was most unlikely that any program of 
construction would be adopted by the United States which Great 
Britain could consider as a menace even though full liberty were 
given to the construction of 10,000-ton cruisers within a reasonable 
total tonnage limitation. It was tentatively suggested that if the 
British really feared such a contingency it might be possible to 
cover this by an article contemplating the case of a building pro- 
gram of powers not party to new treaty; such an article might 
provide that if at any time any of the powers considered their 
safety threatened by the building programs in 10,000-ton vessels by 
any of the contracting parties a Conference should be called and 
if agreement not reached reasonable provision be made for termina- 
tion of the treaty. 

It was stated frankly to the British and Japanese that in our opinion 
we were now in a position where we might be able to find basis of 
agreement with either the British or the Japanese but that no one had 
yet suggested a basis on which those two powers could get together; 
that naturally we preferred the Japanese basis which corresponded 
closely to our own. .
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In the discussion between the British and Japanese which followed, 
the British seemed surprised at the firm stand the Japanese took on 
a total tonnage limitation for all surface craft of 450,000 for the United 
States and Great Britain, and British again reiterated that this was 
entirely unacceptable to them. 

Conversations are being continued today. 
Mailed to London. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/417: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, July 12, 1927—9 p.m. 
[Received July 183—6: 42 a, m.] 

83. Group mentioned my 82, July 12, 8 p. m., continued discussion 
today. Upon examination of Japanese tonnage in surface craft in- 
cluding tonnage under construction or projected it was found that 
this would total approximately 315,000 tons. On basis 5-5-3 ratio 
this would give 525,000 tons of cruisers and destroyers for the United 
States and the British Empire. British representatives indicated that 
they felt that this total tonnage of 525,000 for the United States and 
Great Britain and 315,000 for Japan held out some hope of offering 
a basis for negotiation and said that they would investigate whether 
there were any conditions under which they could accept it. This 
afternoon they produced the following draft: 

“The British Empire to agree not to exceed 550,000 tons of auxiliary 
surface combatant craft under the following ages: cruisers 16 years, 
destroyers 12 years, subject to the following conditions: 

(a) The right to retain in addition 20 percent of this total 
tonnage in vessels over the age limit referred to above. 

(6) Limitation of 10,000-ton cruisers to 12-12-8. 
(c) York, Hawkins, Frobisher, Effingham, Vindictive, 4 Furu- 

katas and 10 Omahas not to be retained beyond the year 1945 
or some other year to be agreed upon. 

(2) Subject to the right to complete up to the agreed number 
of 10,000-ton cruisers no auxiliary combatant surface vessels to 
be constructed of greater displacement than 6,000 tons (standard 
displacement) or to mount a gun exceeding 6 inches in caliber.” 

The Japanese when they saw that British had raised the figures 
tentatively suggested in the morning said that proposals were unac- 
ceptable and immediately reverted to the discussion of 450,000 tons 
for the United States and Great Britain. Saburi added that Viscount 
Saito had said to him that of course if Great Britain and the United 
States wish to reach an agreement along the lines indicated Japan
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would be happy to see it but could not go to any such tonnage figures 
as proposed. 

As you will appreciate, the suggestion quoted above is highly un- 
acceptable to us in many particulars, particularly in fixing the limit 
of one class of cruisers at 6,000 tons. Further, the scheme of retain- 
ing vessels over the low age limits proposed by the Japanese while 
ingenious is really nothing more than a disguised attempt to increase 
total tonnage. However, a slight advance has been made in that the 
British even with unacceptable provisos proposed to consider ton- 
nage figures considerably below what they have heretofore been 
discussing. 

In all combined tonnage of surface craft we of course make it clear 
that it would be necessary to separate cruiser and destroyer class in 
any treaty. 

Discussions described in my July 12, 8 p. m., and in this telegram 
were entirely informal and are not in any sense binding upon any of 
the delegations. The results of these meetings will however shortly 
be considered by the delegates to see whether they offer any possible 
way out of the difficulty. 

Mailed to London. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/414: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Houghton) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHINGTON, July 12, 1927—11 p. m. 
159. Your No. 162, July 12, noon. I am in entire agreement with 

Chamberlain not to attempt to fix for all time maximum overhead 
tonnage based on theoretical needs, but to limit agreement to total 
tonnage in each class beyond which, up to the date on which Wash- 
ington treaty can be terminated, namely 1936, each party should 
not build. The whole subject can be reconsidered in 1931, under 
the Washington treaty. 

By each class, I assume that Chamberlain means cruisers, destroy- 
ers and submarines. Our delegation already has instructions along 
these lines as they are basis of our original proposal. I am sure that 
our delegation has not failed to make clear in some way during Con- 
ference necessity for our having 10,000-ton cruisers in view of long 

cruising radius which is necessitated by lack of naval bases, a fact 
which affects capacity to carry sufficient defensive armor and arma- 
ment. The 7,500-ton cruiser is not the most useful type to the 

United States for the reason that to obtain cruising radius without
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naval bases, armor must be sacrificed and if equipped with 6-inch 
guns the smaller cruiser is approximately on parity with a con- 
verted merchantman, a class of vessel of which the United States has 
relatively few. | 

The United States does not object to smaller-size ships for Great 
Britain if the latter deems them necessary to her needs, provided 
they come within reasonable total tonnage limitation to be agreed on. 

The Government of the United States is pleased at evident desire 
of British Cabinet to endeavor to find some basis of agreement; their 
desire is reciprocated here, and American Government feels that 
brief adjournment at Geneva to allow for proper analysis of various 
schemes and for mature consideration by Governments might serve 
a useful purpose. I have twice suggested to Mr. Gibson the desira- 
bility of a brief recess of that kind. After such recess as suggested, 
time might be ripe to decide further steps which would be necessary 
in accordance with Chamberlain’s suggestions. The wide divergence 
between the British and the Japanese demands is one of the essential 
factors which the British Government and this Government should 
keep in mind; I have every reason to believe that Japanese are 
very anxious to have a low tonnage limitation. Substance of fore- 

going may be conveyed to Chamberlain. 
Copy sent to Geneva. 

KELLoGe 

500.A15 a 1/421 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) ® 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHInetTon, July 13, 1927—5 p.m. 
45. Ihave received following telegram from Houghton dated July 13, 

6 p.m.: 

“Your No. 159, July 12, 11 p.m. I hesitate to transmit substance 
of your message to Chamberlain for following reasons: (1) As result of 
conversation with Chamberlain, British Cabinet has transmitted 
through me for you a definite proposal which I think ought not to | 
be either accepted or declined. I have no way of knowing whether 
proposal possesses any merit, but on its face at least it constitutes 
offer to modify original instructions to the British delegation; (2) 
if I now tell Chamberlain that you think brief recess advisable he 
will probably act on suggestion, although you also say you have twice 
already made same suggestion to Gibson who has not, apparently, felt 

“Last two paragraphs telegraphed to Great Britain as Department’s No. 160, 
July 13, 5 p. m., after an introductory sentence reading: “Have repeated your 
message to Gibson and added the following.”
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it wise; (83) it is my belief that if adjournment takes place and Bridge- 
man is called home for consultation, Admiralty will again obtain 
command of situation and we shall lose whatever gains we have made 
by intervention in London. It is wholly within range of possibility 
that the British will then take the position that as result of our posi- 
tion any further Conference at this time is useless.” 

Only definite proposition suggested by Chamberlain is to agree on 
maximum tonnages each class of ships until 1936. No proposition — 
regarding tonnages of each class was made, so J am unable to under- 
stand what is meant by “definite proposals”. 

I have no desire whatever to take from the delegation the authority to 
decide whether or not it is advisable to take short adjournment at this 
time. One would certainly be preferable to having Conference break 
up in deadlock. I have already apprised Sir Esme Howard of sub- 
stance of my telegram to Mr. Houghton. Howard asked me if he 
might say to Chamberlain that I had suggested adjournment to you. 
I said he could, but that decision would wholly rest with delegation. 
Please telegraph Houghton any suggestions you have in mind to make 
about my message and on possible adjournment. 

KELLOGG 

500.A15 a 1/422 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

{ Paraphrase] 

Geneva, July 13, 1927—5 p.m. 
[| Received 5:22 p. m.] 

86. Houghton’s telegram No. 162, July 12, noon. See my telegram 
No. 87 to follow. Chamberlain’s first proposal, as we understand it, 
is precisely what we have consistently urged, to wit, the fixing for a 
period concurrent with the life of the Washington treaty of a total 
tonnage for each class, reserving to each of the signatories the right 
to construct in accordance with its requirements. Chamberlain may, 
however, have intended to suggest a limitation as to types of cruisers 
which would have the result of forcing upon us certain kinds of 
vessels unsuited to our needs. 

With respect to the four assertions made by Sir Austen, I desire to 
make the following observations: 

1. It is perfectly well understood by the British delegation that 
because of the requirements for extensive cruising radius and the 
greatest protection obtainable in conjunction therewith, the largest 
sizes of cruisers are of the most value to us. 

2. There can be no advantage in discussing the matter of restricting 
the number of cruisers of maximum size until the British shall have
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consented to a total figure for the whole cruiser category. Although 
the matter has been kept open for subsequent discussion, we cannot of 
course in the absence of definite assurance of an embracing and real 
limitation, make any commitment on this matter. 

8. An adjournment of the Conference or the recall of Bridgeman 
would not appear to be advisable in the event of Bridgeman’s being 
instructed to arrive at an accord on a sensible tonnage figure by 
classes. Whether a common meeting ground can be found for the 
Japanese and the British is the real and relatively simple point at 
issue. We ourselves occupy an advantageous middle ground. The 
delegates appear to be in a better frame of mind and the moment to 
urge a decision seems opportune. While we should naturally not 
withhold consent to, we do not recommend compliance [sic] with a 
British request for adjournment, should such be made. 

4. It is too early to venture an opinion concerning the advisability 
of your meeting Chamberlain in Geneva until we know whether 
any concessions will be consented to at this time by the British. Unless 
unforeseen eventualities occur, we are of the opinion that your in- 
fluence can be of greatest value in Washington where it has to date 
been extremely efficacious. 

Copy sent to London. 
GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/423 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Geneva, July 13, 1927—6 p. m. 
[Received 8:40 p. m.| 

87. This morning Bridgeman, Cecil, Ishii, and I consulted together 
privately. Considering that disguised repetitions are the only pro- 
posals that have been brought forward by the British thus far, I 
was ready to tell Bridgeman that the United States had only one 
positive condition, i. e., that the cruiser requirements of the British 
Empire should come within a total tonnage that could be considered 
as actual naval limitation, but that up to the present every British 
proposal had in effect asked us to sanction by an international treaty 
their idea of a naval building program, which was already a burden, 
and at the same time they had attempted to make the United States 
use types and characteristics that were not at all suitable to our 
requirements. 

To my gratification, both Bridgeman and Cecil were in a most 
friendly mood and while endeavoring in every possible way to over- 
come any real reduction in their cruiser figures, gave me the impres-
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sion that they were becoming convinced that they must make a real 
effort to meet the American viewpoint. In consequence, I refrained 
from following the plan I had in mind. Bridgeman still insisted 
upon a plenary session for Thursday, but he promised that he would 
send me before the meeting a copy of his contemplated statement in 
which he would only attempt to make clear the British position with 

the hope of reaching an agreement. 
The following proposal was suggested by Ishii: * 

“If the three powers retain the existing ships, complete the ships 
under construction, and execute all of the authorized programs, the 
displacement tonnage of auxiliary surface craft, in the near future, 
will be represented by the following figures: For Great Britain 
691,000 tons, for the United States of America 648,000 tons, for 
Japan 442,000 tons. 

If the three powers were successful in arriving at an agreement 
to cut down approximately 30 percent respectively from the above 
figures, it may be said that an effective limitation has been realized. 

In such an event the strength which will be allotted to the respec- 
tive powers will be as follows: For Great Britain about 484,000 tons, 
for the United States of America about 454,000 tons, for Japan about 
310,000 tons.” 

With reference to the above I would add that the Japanese, in 
discussing their proposition, recognized the principle of parity be- 
tween Great Britain and the United States and the slight difference 
in the American and British total tonnages would be adjusted on that 
basis in their opinion. 

It was impossible, Bridgeman stated, to discuss by telegraph any 
such extreme reductions. He assured us that he would have his ex- 
perts make a study of the entire question. 

At the end of the conference, I stated most emphatically that until 
the Japanese and British reached some common meeting ground, it was 
useless to discuss secondary matters; that I considered this the prime 
and essential problem now before us. This seemed to be realized 
by the British and as a consequence the conversation was mainly 
between the Japanese and themselves. They finally decided that 
the Japanese suggestion above quoted should be given further 
consideration. 

This telegram has been repeated to London for Embassy’s 
information. 

GIBSON 

“ Quoted passage not paraphrased.
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500.A15 a 1/430: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

{Paraphrase] 

Geneva, July 14, 1927—noon. 
[ Received 2: 07 p.m. | 

91. Your No. 42, July 12, noon. Stories of similar nature emanat- 
ing from British sources have been circulated here in regard to activi- 
ties of representatives of steel interests and others who are interested 
in the building of a big navy.© I have several times had questions 
asked me about this by British press correspondents, but nobody has 
been able to point out who these representatives of special interests 
are. We know of no one who answers description. It is my own 
opinion the assertions made are effort by British to explain attitude 
of American press. The aggressive spirit evinced by American corre- 

spondents here comes not from any outside inspiration but, so they 
tell me, wholly from their indignation at what they regard as raw 
efforts of one of the other delegations to use them against interests 
of their own country. This reaction among our correspondents has 
been unanimous regardless of politics and to us it seems obvious that 
this is correct explanation. The British have not handled press well 
throughout Conference, and seem unable to understand that American 
journalists are fundamentally self-respecting and patriotic. Re- 
peated to London. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/428: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Houghton) 

{[Paraphrase] 

Wasurineton, July 14, 1927—5 p. m. 
163. British Ambassador called on me this morning and read tele- 

gram containing same suggestion quoted in your telegram No. 162, 
July 12, noon. Ambassador is equally at loss to know precisely what 
Chamberlain means by “class”, and whole confusion seems to arise 
on that point. I think it would be best, nevertheless, if you would 
give Chamberlain an answer to his suggestion in which you would 
make clear how his words are understood here and by our delegation 
at Conference. This Government’s original proposal was clear and 

* For subsequent inquiries into this subject, see Alleged Activities at the 
Geneva Conference: Hearings before a subcommittee of the Committee on Naval 
Affairs, United States Senate, 7ist Cong., 1st sess., pursuant to S. Res. 114 
(Washington, Government Printing Office, 1930).
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definite and was not subject to misunderstanding, and we should be 
especially careful that no confusion be permitted to arise from use of 
same terms in different senses by the American and the British 
Governments. 

In regard to adjournment of Conference, I did not intend in my 
telegram to you to overrule our delegation’s decision, but merely to 
suggest to Gibson and his colleagues that we thought that if they 
came to an impasse or if the British Government wished to consult 
with Bridgeman, then an adjournment might serve a useful purpose; 
certainly if British Government wanted an adjournment, we should 
not object. At present Gibson thinks progress is being made, so there 
is no immediate necessity for adjournment. 

KELLOGG 

500.A15 a 1/437: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[ Paraphrase] 

Geneva, July 15, 1927—3 p. m. 
[Received July 15—1: 51 p. m.] 

99. As you request comments in your telegram No. 45 of July 13, we 
have, after giving a great deal of thought to the matter, decided that 
as a last resort you might accept Chamberlain’s suggestion that you 
meet him in Geneva. 

However, we are of the opinion that this suggestion may be a part of 
the effort now being made by the British to postpone a decision in the 
hope that the issue may be obscured thereby. The passing of time 
may be of great assistance to them in achieving this point. Do you 
not think that you might bring the British to some decision by stating 
to Chamberlain in a friendly manner your idea that it would be use- 
less for you to meet him in Geneva; that no concessions have thus far 
been made by the British which would bring them within what the 
Japanese consider an effective limitation; that we have at Geneva a 
delegation to consider any reasonable proposal, if the British are pre- 
pared to make concessions; that it 1s useless for you to travel all the 
way from America merely to note the fact that they have no such pro- 
posal to offer. Such a statement might be the means of causing them 
to reach a quick decision as to whether they will accept responsibility 
for breaking up the Conference or will consent to real naval limitation. 

It may also be well to suggest to Chamberlain that it would scarcely 
be appropriate for you to come to Geneva to endeavor to reach a solu- 
tion for the British in determining differences which are blocking all 
progress at the present time.
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With reference to the above, Admiral Jones and I have just received 
a visit from Saito who told us definitely that the Japanese refuse even 
to discuss a figure exceeding 315,000 tons in the combined destroyer 
and cruiser classes for Japan. This point, he further said, was today 
being brought unequivocally to the British delegation’s attention. 
Thus it will be up to them to decide whether they will reduce their 
figures to approximately 500,000 tons for the combined cruiser and 
destroyer classes or accept whatever consequences may result from 
their refusal. 

GIBson 

500.A15 a 1/414: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Houghton) © 

{Paraphrase] 

WasHincron, July 16, 1927—I1 p. m. 
166. Your No. 162, July 12, noon. This morning the British Am- 

bassador explained to me that by class of ships Sir Austen Chamber- 
lain meant the different classes of cruisers rather than the categories 
of naval craft; explanation renders his proposal valueless and of no 
significance to us. 

KELLOGG 

500.A15 a 1/437 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

[ Paraphrase] 

WasHineton, July 16, 1927—1 p. m. 
50. Your No. 99, July 15,3 p.m. I do not have any intention of 

going to Geneva and telegraphed to Houghton at noon as follows, 
in accordance with your suggestion: 

“165. If any possible feeling on Chamberlain’s part that the Sec- 
retary of State may be willing to enter Conference in last moment 
attempt to effect settlement should cause him to delay search for 
some real compromise, I think that you should make plain to him 
in friendly way that I do not foresee any circumstances which would 
make advisable my going to Geneva, that I see no necessity for 
going, and that I do not intend to go. Question is now reduced to 
simple proposition, 1t seems to me, as to whether British can reduce 
their figures on total. cruiser tonnage in order to enable the other 
two delegations to find necessary basis for real limitation agreement 

* Sent also to Geneva, July 16, noon, as No. 49. a
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which would be acceptable in their countries. The American propo- 
sition was very carefully considered and was worked out in con- 
ferences between N avy Department and Department of State, and 
American delegation has already expressed its willingness to agree 
to much larger total tonnage than either the American or Japanese 
Government believes essential. If Great Britain can, for her part, 
make concessions, the American delegation has full authority to 
act. 

I have informed British Ambassador here that I am cabling you 
along these lines.” 

KELLoae 

500.A15 a 1/439: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

GrnEva, July 16, 1927—2 p. m. 
[Received July 16—10: 30 a. m.] 

100. It would be helpful for my guidance if [2%] such future 
statements as may be necessary on short notice if I could have your 
criticisms of my statement before [at] second plenary meeting,” 
with indication of points which should in future statements be omit- 
ted, modified or stressed. As the situation arose on a few hours’ 
notice I had to act on my best judgment, with full realization of 
the responsibility; but you will of course understand that whenever 
time permits I shall submit full text of remarks for your approval. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/445 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Geneva, July 18, 1927—3 p. m. 
[Received 4:10 p. m.*] 

105. This morning Bridgeman, Cecil, Ishii, and Saito met with me 
privately. The conversation was begun by Ishii by referring to 
previous informal talks between Admiral Field of the British dele- 
gation and Admiral Kobayashi of the Japanese delegation. He laid 
stress on the tentative nature of the previous conversations and said 
that naturally no definite agreement had been concluded but that the 
Japanese had cabled Tokyo a complete résumé of what had taken 

* The second plenary session of the Conference was held July 14, 1927. Mr. 
Gibson’s statement is printed in S. Doc. 55, 70th Cong., 1st sess., p. 48. 
“Telegram in three sections.
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place. Viscount Ishii then gave me a memorandum which contained 
all the items of their conversation. After looking over the Japanese 

memorandum, Mr. Bridgeman said that it was an exact résumé of 
the discussions as he had understood them. Substance of the 
memorandum follows: 

1. Tonnage totals to be allocated to auxiliary fighting ships other 
than undersea craft : 

(a) Admiral Kobayashi of Japan made the following suggestions: 
ren000 tons for Great Britain, and 315,000 tons for the Japanese 

mpire. 
(b ) Admiral Field suggested the following figures: Japan 325,000 

tons, and Great Britain 500,000 tons. 
2. One-fourth of the tonnage totals in obsolete vessels shall like- 

wise be retained. 
38. There shall be a limitation in number fixed for cruisers of 

10,000 tons: For America and Great Britain 12 each, and for the 
Japanese Empire 8. 

4, Ships mentioned below shall be retained: 
By the British Empire: The York, and 4 of the Hawkins type of 

cruiser ; 
By the United States: 10 Omaha-type cruisers; 
By Japan: 4 of the Purutaka type. 
5. Problem of building other cruisers mounting 8-inch guns: The 

Japanese Empire does not intend to lay keels of any more 8-inch-gun 
ships before January 1, 1937. 

6. There shall be a maximum percentage agreed on to be allocated 
to cruisers and to destroyers. 

7. Concerning submarines: 
(a) According to the statement of Admiral Kobayashi, Japan 

would need approximately 70,000 tons of submarines. 
(6) The figure of 60,000 tons of undersea craft for each of the 

three countries was proposed by Admiral Field. 

This, you will observe, is almost identical with the report in my 
telegram No. 101 of July 17.° Ishii, in explaining the memorandum, 
laid emphasis on the fact that the Japanese had reached the figure of 
325,000 tons by adding 10,000 to the former total beyond which they 
had declared themselves resolved not to go, and by eliminating, on 
Admiral Field’s suggestion, 10,000 tons of submarines. This change, 
he believed, would be welcome to the Japanese Finance Ministry since 
the cost per ton of submarines was far greater than for surface 
vessels, 

I inquired, with reference to point 2, what the age limit of vessels 
was to be. The American suggestion of 16 years for destroyers and 
20 years for cruisers was acceptable to Japan, Ishii replied. Bridge- 
man appeared uncertain as to this point but Cecil stated that it was 
his idea that the original Japanese proposal of 12 years for destroyers 
and 16 years for cruisers had been adopted. (While the matter seems 

” Not printed.
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to have been left unsettled it is evident that the British would prefer 
the Japanese suggestions as to age limits to their own in view of their 
desire to retain a certain number of ships having reached the age 
limit.) 

The ships named in point 4, it is pointed out, would come within 
the total limit of 500,000 tons. They were specially mentioned in 
order to indicate that they would be kept despite their being above 
the 6,000-ton figure desired by the British as the largest size below 
10,000 tons. They would, of course, not be numbered among vessels 
dealt with in point 3, displacing 10,000 tons. 

I was assured that there was no intention to depart from the idea 
of a treaty which should end in 1936. The Japanese delegation were 
asked by Cecil whether they attached great importance to parity in 
submarines mentioned in point 7 (6). Ishii unhesitatingly replied 
that Japan needed at least 60,000 tons but would raise no difficulty 
if the United States and Great Britain desired for themselves a larger 
figure. (Ishii’s calm and lucid declaration leads me to infer that, 
despite the fact that Admiral Field had suggested it, Japan did not 
intend to stand out for equality in submarines.) 

Concerning point 5, the American delegation stated that they would 
have opinions to give upon this, as the Japanese situation was different 
from that of the American in that on the basis of the proposals made 
the Americans would have available tonnage for 8-inch-gun cruisers 
whereas the Japanese would have no such tonnage. However, until 
we had had an opportunity to study the entire memorandum, I thought 
it wisest to postpone discussion of the question. 

The communiqué which I quoted in my telegram No. 104, July 18,7° 
was drawn up in agreement between us at the end of the Conference 
and an arrangement was made for a meeting tomorrow morning for 
further discussion. 

This telegram has been repeated to London for Embassy’s 
information. 

GIBSON 

500.415 a 1/439 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHINGTON, July 18, 1927—6 p. m. 
53. Your No. 100, July 16,2 p.m. Appreciate fully the circum- 

stances which necessitated preparation of your statement so as to 

” Not printed ; for text of the communiqué, see S. Doc. 55, 70th Cong., 1st sess., 
p. 172, par. 3. 
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conform to situation at last moment; there was, I know, insufficient 
time for you to submit it to me. I think it was a dignified, compre- 
hensive, and moderate speech, and American press agrees with me 
in this opinion. My general criticism of it would be that there was 

tendency throughout to use general instead of specific terms in those 
places where exact meaning of a reference could not fail to be clear 
to hearers around the table but which might conceivably be obscure to 
world at large for whose benefit it was that British had urged the 
plenary session. That is to say, I see no reason why particular facts 
which display British attitude should not be set forth; for example, 
reference to fact that speedy, armed merchantmen are equivalents of 
cruisers with 6-inch guns and that United States has comparatively 
small number of such merchant vessels. I should also have laid 
stress on fact of British acceptance of cruiser and destroyer tonnage 
which was agreed to at Washington Conference on Limitation of 
Armament, at which no claim was made for greater tonnage, and that 
world conditions since that Conference have certainly not been more 
threatening than they were then and do not justify the enormous 
tonnage increases demanded. At point where you suggested that 
United States did not commence the building of 10,000-ton cruisers, 1 
should have made specific statement that Great Britain had four 
9,750-ton cruisers built between 1918 and 1925, of which two were 
built after Washington Conference; that since then twelve have 
been built, that two are now building and one laid down. These 
figures are taken from Chamberlain’s statement to me. I should 
inquire what country would raid British commerce; against whom 
could British Government require increases in cruiser tonnage? 
Especial emphasis should be laid on question of economy which 
British have been constantly bringing forward; it is important to 
show as you did that there is no economy in reducing unit sizes of 
battleships where the total tonnage remains the same, and the same 
observation applies to cruisers. 

Should another plenary session become necessary I believe that a 
downright statement of facts to justify our conclusions is espe- 
cially desirable; it 1s our desire, of course, to be courteous, but the 
facts should be stated no matter whom they hit. 

Against the event that question of commerce raiders be again 
brought up in public session 1t is possible that it might be well to have 
prepared a list of the entire cruiser strength of all countries outside 
the three powers present at the Conference in order to see from what 
quarter Great Britain might have cause to fear that disturbances 
might come. 

If Conference breaks up, then you should make a clear, specific 
statement of our position, stressing the points on which disagreement
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exists, pointing out particularly the enormous increase that Great 
Britain may demand; the increase in original cost and maintenance; 
and that instead of decreasing or limiting burdens of taxation Great 
Britain’s position would increase them. Statement should be as 
brief as can be, and should eover salient points; time should be taken 
for its preparation. It is difficult, I know, to frame such statement 
now, as first you have to know exactly points on which Conference 
might fail to arrive at agreement. 

KELLoGa 

500.A15 a 1/446: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Geneva, July 18, 1927—11 p. m. 
[Received July 19—5:03 a. m.] 

106. A decision on certain specific matters will clearly be necessary 
if the memorandum cited in my telegram No. 105 of July 18 is to 
be outlined as a groundwork for further debate respecting surface 
vessels. These matters which we ask you to consider and upon 
which we would like to have instructions from you are: (1) The 
proportion allotted to Japan with relation to our own; (2) the 
question of guns of 8-inch caliber; (3) maximum unit tonnage of 
the suggested smaller cruiser type. 

With regard to the first point, a proportion of 5-38.25 would result 
from the suggested figure of 500,000 tons of surface craft for the 
United States and Great Britain and 325,000 tons for the Japanese 
Empire. This ratio in the opinion of the naval advisers concedes 
too much and might gravely endanger the American western Pacific 
position. ‘They believe that no departure from the 5-3 ratio should 
be permitted and draw your attention to the Navy General Board 
papers on the subject. A small advance over the 5-8 ratio might 
possibly be made if one or several smaller vessels were named or 
concession in destroyers were made but this is only proposed because 
the Japanese would be offended by our intransigence on the subject 
of ratio, which might frustrate further efforts to arrive at an 
agreement. 

The proposed smaller category of cruiser and the nature of its 
armament is the really crucial point involved in the question of the 
8-inch gun. Throughout the negotiations the British have been in- 
sistent that this category should be limited to guns of 6 inches, 
while our Naval advisers all agree that we must strictly maintain 

the right of placing 8-inch guns on the smaller class. This entails
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the necessity of a maximum unit tonnage of at least 8,300 tons. 
Since the Japanese would have no extra tonnage within which to 
build this type of cruiser until 1936 we can scarcely expect them 
to support our position to any great extent, although we believe 
them to be in agreement with us in principle and think that they 
would have no objection to the maximum displacement above-men- 

tioned with respect to the smaller type of cruiser. We desire to be 
instructed regarding the maximum size of the lesser type of cruiser 
and as to the question of the 8-inch gun. There can be no advantage 
in discussing any remaining questions until a decision is reached 
on these two matters. It is, moreover, on these very questions that 
the British might try to break up the Conference should we be firm 
in standing on our position. While we interpret our instructions 
as directing us strictly to maintain, in respect to all future cruisers, 
our class of armament, your definite corroboration of this is desired. 
With reference to the retention of obsolete vessels, the British 

suggestion is clearly a camouflaged means of bringing total limita- 
tion to 625,000 tons, which 1s, however, within a figure which can 
be discussed by us. Certain factors such as quantity are susceptible 
of being changed, in order to render the plan more agreeable to 
us until 1936, but until the points mentioned in the preceding para- 
graph are settled it is idle to go into these features of the situation 
and this also applies to the question of the number of 10,000-ton 
vessels which each country might have. 

It is seriously within the bounds of possibility that the Conference 
might be wrecked on any one of these matters, and we accordingly 
seek your instructions thereupon. While, of course, we are ready 
firmly to hold our ground, we are of the opinion that the entire sub- 
ject should be studied by you both in its technical and its political 
aspects before we take up our final position. 

GIBSON 

500.A15.a 1/448: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Geneva, July 18, 1927—12 p.m. 
[Received July 19—3:15 a. m.] 

107. My No. 106, July 18,11 p.m. We are now so near to basis of 
| discussion that 1t may readily be reached provided that either: 

1. The British were to renounce their demand for small-type cruisers 
and their insistence upon restricting the 8-inch gun; or,
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2. The Americans were to withdraw demand for liberty of arma- 
ment, which we do not believe you have any intention of doing. It is 
our opinion that the British delegation in Geneva is so influenced by 
Admiralty tenets that it is unable duly to consider the broader sug- 
gestions which are not sponsored by some ulterior motive. Therefore, 
it is thought you may care to consider discussing this problem with 
the British Ambassador in a very informal and personal way, point- 
ing out to Sir Esme the insistence of the British in thrusting upon the 
United States a class of cruiser for which our country has practically 
no use in their endeavor to abolish the 8-inch gun and the resentment 
that will be engendered in the United States by such a maneuver; 
that due to previous construction it is plainly to be seen that the 
British will continue to have a superior strength in cruisers during 
the existence of the treaty under discussion; that should the United 
States consent to withdraw her demands concerning the 8-inch gun 
the British superiority would be definitely increased by reason of the 
fact that Great Britain has 49 merchant ships and our inferiority 
would be most evidently accentuated by a strict limitation as to ships 
concerned. Should the British Government recognize freely our right 
to decide the type of armament required by us, which in any case would 
be exercised only in regard to a small part of the tonnage allocated to 
us, the British Ambassador could judge for himself whether, under 
ordinary circumstances and without irritation of an artificial nature, 
the United States would be likely to build a sufficient number of 
8-inch-gun cruisers to give Great Britain any serious concern. The 
disruption of the Conference over this issue, on the other hand, could 
not fail to give rise to a popular demand for the building of cruisers 
armed with 8-inch guns to such an extent as to be disagreeable to us 
and to constitute the contrary of what the British seek to bring about. 
We naturally could give no undertaking regarding the future actions 
of Congress in case of agreement, but the British Ambassador should 
realize that the most sensible manner of dealing with us in the premises 
is to avoid raising any question as to our freedom in matters of arma- 
ment which would result only in marked resentment accentuated by 
the knowledge that, since the Japanese share our views, the British 
are alone in seeking to limit us to 6-inch guns. 

If you approve of this, the effect of such action might be increased 
if you could telegraph Houghton the substance of the conversation 
for confirmation to Chamberlain and to me so that I might inform 
Bridgeman in the premises. 

GIBsoN
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500.A15 a 1/447 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Houghton) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Lonpon, July 19, 1927—noon. 
[Received July 19—7: 51 a. m.] 

168. Pursuant to instructions in your telegram No. 165, July 16, 
noon,” I had an interview with Chamberlain and gave him an outline 
of its contents. 

He stated that he was fully of the opinion that nothing would be 
accomplished by a meeting at Geneva between you both. Chamber- 
lain further said that he had only suggested this because he had been 
told through informal sources in Washington that you had given 
consideration to such a meeting. 

He considered that it would be more advisable to allow the dele- 
gates at Geneva to discuss any British concessions as regards the size 
of cruisers or the total tonnage thereof. 

This telegram has been transmitted to Geneva for delegation’s 
information. 

HovucutTon 

500.A15 a 1/446: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 

| (Gibson) 

{Paraphrase] 

WasuHineton, July 19, 1927—4 p.m. 
55. Your No. 106, July 18, 11 p.m. After discussion of matter 

with the Secretary of the Navy and with the naval experts, our 
opinion is outlined as follows: 

1. We must adhere to 5-5-3 ratio as qualified by your suggestions 
in regard to slight concessions should exact ratio be impractical ; 

2 and 3. After reaching agreement on total cruiser tonnage, we 
must retain right to construct number and type of cruisers up to 
10,000 tons together with liberty to arm such cruisers up to 8-inch 
guns, within total tonnage agreed upon, or as with new construction 
our needs may require; 

4. We do not understand Japanese delegation’s suggestion set forth 
in your No. 105, July 18, 3 p. m. Please cable explanations and 
additional figures. We fail to see how the 25 percent of the total 
tonnage of old vessels would make it possible for us to use destroyer 

™ Quoted in telegram No. 50, July 16, 1 p. m., to the chairman of the American 
delegation, p. 108.
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tonnage until we should have built up in cruiser tonnage. We should 
have to scrap these, apparently, and would be unable to build any 
more. We do not understand, moreover, why the British proposi- 
tion has it that we build only twelve 10,000-ton cruisers when the 
British themselves have larger number if their 9,750-ton cruisers are 
included. 

5. We do not believe that the British actually intend to limit tonnage 
of cruisers to extent which will be satisfactory, but have in mind 
to break up Conference on matter of size of guns and cruisers. It is 
our belief that British should first agree on total cruiser tonnage not 
to exceed our 400,000 tons. 

KELLoae 

500.A15 a 1/458: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, July 19, 1927—65 p.m. 
[Received 11:05 p. m.7?] 

108. Meeting this morning with Bridgeman, Cecil, Ishii and Saito to 
continue discussion memorandum quoted in my 105, July 18, 3 p. m. 
I pointed out that in my opinion the suggestion of 500,000 tons surface 
craft and the retention in addition thereto of 25 percent over-age 
vessels was in effect a camouflage method of increasing total tonnage 
to 625,000 tons; that while latter figure was within range of figures 
we had reluctantly indicated a willingness to discuss I felt that it might 

be more candid to give the total tonnage including so-called over-age 
ships, particularly if the age limit fixed was to be 16 years for 
cruisers and 12 for destroyers. I said that it might be different if 
the age limits were 20 and 16 years. Bridgeman said that their sug- 
gestion had been on the bases of 16 and 12 years respectively but 
that these ages might be open to negotiation. Ishii stated that Japa- 
nese delegation had felt that for ships constructed prior to Washington 
Conference and which had gone through the war the figure of 16 
and 12 years might be equitable but that for post-Washington ships 
they would desire age limits to 20 and 16 years respectively. Ishii also 
indicated that the idea of a separate class of over-age vessels would 
be convenient for them, [that they?] could accept a reasonable ratio 
to 500,000 tons for the United States and Great Britain but could not 
agree to a ratio to 625,000 tons. (Apparently the camouflage facili- 
tates Japanese position as it would not require new construction on 
their part to reach approximately 300,000 tons of surface craft other 
than the 10,000-ton cruisers contemplated.) 

™ Telegram in three sections. |
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I pointed out that except for destroyers and certain decrepit armored 
cruisers we would have nothing that would go into the over-age class 

but that if we could reach agreement on other questions I would be 
prepared to discuss a formula for retention of over-age ships but 
could not commit myself to it at the present juncture. 

I then stated that I wished to get down to the real question upon 
which our whole discussion hinged, namely, the 8-inch gun; that if 
this question was discussed solely from the technical point of view 
it was doubtful if a solution could be realized; that the only possible 
way to reach a solution was through discussing the problem from the 
point of view of its practical application to the relations of the two 
countries; that it was nothing more than the question of how we were 
likely to use a part of our cruiser tonnage and that I wished to 
present to them the broad political aspects of this question rather than 
its technicalities. 

I made it clear that on the basis of 300,000 tons of cruisers and 
assuming twelve or more 10,000-ton cruisers were constructed and with 
retention of Omahas we would have available only 100,000 tons or 
less for other cruiser construction and that as a practical matter during 
the life of the treaty it was in my personal opinion problematical 
whether we would avail ourselves of all of this tonnage in 8-inch-gun 
cruisers in addition to the construction of a given number of 10,000-ton 
cruisers. 

In view of Japanese situation which on the basis under discussion 
would permit no new construction of vessels other than specified 
10,000-ton vessels the issue was clearly one between the United States 
and Great Britain and I asked the British delegates to clearly consider 
our probable course of action in the way of construction of 8-inch 
[-gun] vessels; first, if we reached friendly agreement and had a 
treaty ; and second, if our negotiations broke down because of British 
attempt to impose on us a type of vessel which is unsuitable for us. 

I said that in my opinion if an attempt were made to deny our 
liberty of armament within tonnage limitation there was danger they 
would find they had driven us into an extensive building program, 

I made it quite clear that in my opinion treaty which deprived us 
of our liberty of action with respect to arming the proposed second 
class of cruisers as we saw fit would not be ratified; that Great Britain 
had assured cruiser supremacy for many years to come, an overwhelm- 
ing merchant fleet which could be armed; that we could not be expected 
to accept restrictions as to arming cruisers and that an attempt to deny 
us our liberty of action would be the best method of arousing popular 
resentment and driving us into a big building program. 

Cecil seemed to be considerably impressed by this statement, Bridge- 
man less so. Latter stated that our insistence upon right to build
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8-inch [-gun] cruisers would force them to readjust their tonnage 
levels upward; that they had already made considerable concessions 
to get down to tonnage levels which we could all discuss and that this 
had been conditioned upon elimination of 8-inch gun except on speci- 
fied number of 10,000-ton cruisers. 

I asked Bridgeman to look at this whole problem along the lines 
I had indicated; that the crux of the whole problem was whether they 
thought we were likely to dispose of 100,000 tons or less of cruisers 
tonnage in such a way as to threaten the security of the British Empire. 
If so, we ought to know it. If not, there should be no strong reason 
for contesting our right to build as we like. 

I then reemphasized that in my opinion British insistence was based 
on fear of a situation which was not likely to arise, namely, a building 
program of 8-inch-gun vessels which would be source of apprehension 
to the British Empire, and I again suggested the possibility of some 
political clause in the treaty which would permit reexamination of 
the cruiser provision in the event that our construction of 8-inch-gun 
vessels was a cause of apprehension to either of the other contracting 
powers. Cecil took up this suggestion and we had a brief discussion 
as to the form which such an article might take and then adjourned 
until tomorrow when we will give the matter further consideration. 

[Paraphrase.] <A stipulation of this nature may conceivably afford 
an escape from the present difficulty and I shall today or tomorrow 
cable you a proposed solution in accordance with this idea. Addi- 
tional instructions from his Government are awaited by Bridgeman 
and he is not urging an early decision on the matter of 8-inch guns. 
Sending copy to London. [End paraphrase. ] 

GrpBson- 

500.A15 a 1/457 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

{Paraphrase] 

Geneva, July 19, 1927—midnight. 
[Received July 19—10:20 p. m.] 

110. I was informed this evening by Bridgeman that Cecil and 
he had received instructions to proceed to London for consultations 
which would consume about a week’s time, but that he trusted he 
would be able to return to Geneva by Monday to resume his duties. 
It seems to me that while Bridgeman and Cecil are discussing mat- 
ters with the Cabinet in London it would be a most opportune time 
for a plain presentation of the American attitude as regards essen- 
tials to be placed before the British. My reason for suggesting this
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is that from the commencement of the Conference both the Japanese 
and American delegations have felt that Bridgeman was loath to be- 
lieve that the statements made by our two delegations were the real 
opinions of the American and Japanese Governments, and that we 
would eventually accede to the British proposals if some method 
could be found to disguise the main issues. We therefore undertake 
to suggest that you present to the British Ambassador or to Mr. 

Chilton a full statement of our views in the premises, or, if you do 
not consider this advisable, that you have Mr. Houghton transmit 
a résumé of our position to Chamberlain in London so that during 
their conferences with Bridgeman the Cabinet may have our opinions 
before them. It is further suggested that a plain statement be 
made that we consider the following points absolutely essential and 
that we have no intention of foregoing these, and that we do not 
consider it at all necessary to continue discussing other matters if 
the British are unwilling to have a discussion on this basis. 

1. In order to negotiate a treaty which would be acceptable to us 
it would be necessary to fix a tonnage level which would represent 
real limitation, i. e., very slightly greater than tonnage now in use 
by the British plus the surface combatant vessels they now have 
under construction. 

2. Under an amount to be determined upon, the United States can- 
not agree to a limitation of unit displacement of cruisers which 
would render impossible mounting what we consider efficient 8-inch 
gun batteries. 

Definite announcement by the British regarding their stand on the 
above matters would make it possible for us to decide whether any 
advantage would be gained by proceeding further with our negotia- 
tions. Therefore, we entertain the hope that Mr. Bridgeman will, 
upon his return from London, be able to give us definite replies. 

In my conversation with him this evening I said that I hoped 
the British would find it possible to meet us on some common ground 
and that he would not return with their old proposals under different 

guise. 
GIBson 

500.A15 a 1/457 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) | , 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasuineton, July 20, 1927—3 p. m. 
57. Your No. 110, July 19, midnight. After my telegram to 

Houghton last week,” it is somewhat embarrassing to take matter up 

7 Quoted in telegram No. 50, July 16, 1 p. m., to the chairman of the American 
delegation, p. 108.
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again with British Government. I am willing, however, to do any- 
thing that will be of assistance in bringing about an agreement. 

In regard to your suggestions, the first seems to be taken care of 
by my telegram to Houghton; do not fully understand the second. 

If I go no further than to say to the British that we cannot 
accept limitation of unit displacement of cruisers which would pre- 
clude armament of efficient battery of 8-inch guns, would not British 
assume that we are willing to make agreement to build cruisers 
below 10,000 tons with 8-inch guns? 

KELLoGe 

500.A15 a 1/460 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Geneva, July 20, 1927—4 p. m. 
[Received July 20—1: 40 p. m.] 

111. Your No. 55, July 19, 4 p. m., points 2-8, states that we were | 
to reserve the liberty, after agreement on total tonnage for cruisers, 
to construct within the agreed tonnage any type and number of 
vessels up to 10,000 tons with the right of placing thereon 8-inch guns 
or such armament as our requirements might call for. 

This would constitute, and we feel it our duty to draw your attention 
to the fact, a more unbending attitude than was envisaged in the 
course of the conversations we had in Washington when it was deter- 
mined that our rights should be upheld to the allocation in maximum 
size cruisers of 60 to 70 percent of our total cruiser tonnage. The 
statement under reference, further, runs counter to Admiral Jones’ 
declarations in the technical committee and to my own statements in 
the plenary session and to those of the other chief delegates, to the 
effect that we would be willing to examine the subject of the percent- 
age of largest size cruisers if desired. We feel quite certain, should 
we at the present time flatly declare our right to allocate our entire ton- 
nage to 10,000-ton vessels, that the British would claim that we had 
gone back on our previous promises in the matter and would be 
quick to use this as an excuse for wrecking the Conference. In the 
event of a rupture, we should be most careful not: to furnish them 
with a pretext. My telegram No. 106, July 18, contained a suggestion 
concerning the smaller class of cruiser which had been elaborated 
by the naval advisers of our delegation. They are now in receipt 
of the Navy Department’s studies, transmitted in your telegram No. 

56, of July 19,’* which show that our needs can be efficiently met by 

% Not printed. a |
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an 8,300-ton cruiser, and we therefore believe that it would be far 
more advisable not to depart from the attitude hitherto adopted of 
being willing to examine the possibility of a smaller category of 
cruiser, upon which 8-inch guns could be effectively mounted. Should 
the British then decline to entertain conversations on this basis our 
position would be a strong one. 

A declaration of our insistence upon our power of allocating all the 
tonnage which we have available to 10,000-ton cruisers would be 
most unfortunate. Upon this point the entire delegation is agreed. 
We are equally agreed as to the essential necessity of avoiding any 
sacrifice whatever of primordial interests but we also wish to avoid 
the possibility of being blamed for declining to examine the sug- 
gestions which are reasonable. 

The other matters discussed in your telegram No. 55, of July 19, 
are receiving careful attention and our comment thereon will be tele- 
graphed to you shortly. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/467e: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHIncton, July 21, 1927—2 p. m. 
59. There is no intention to restrict you to more rigid stand than 

was thought of during discussions in Washington in regard to the 
use of about 70 percent of total tonnage in the construction of 10,000- 
ton cruisers. Remaining cruiser tonnage would include 10 cruisers 
of the Omaha class and the class of efficient 8-inch-gun cruisers of an 
agreed tonnage. Department does not desire you, of course, to refuse 
to discuss any plan or proposal which you have agreed to discuss. 
Department feels, however, that recommendation made by naval ad- 
visers (see your No. 106, July 18, 11 p. m.) on right to arm all new 
cruisers with 8-inch guns should be adhered to. 

KELLoce 

500.A15 a 1/467c: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

* [Paraphrase] 

Wasurncron, July 21, 1927—3 p. m. 
60. Sir Esme Howard called on me today, primarily, so he said, to 

let me know that Mr. Chilton was returning to Washington, but that
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Sir Esme himself was going back to Manchester, Massachusetts, but 
would come down any time I wished. He then remarked, incidentally, 
that he had observed in the press that the British and Japanese dele- 
gations had reached agreement on equality of submarine tonnage, and 
that he wished to deny truth of report. I said that I did not under- 
stand that the two delegations had come to such an agreement, al- 
though the British had proposed one which the Japanese had stated 
they did not desire. I thought it well that I should let him know I 
was aware of the British proposition. The Ambassador then dis- 
cussed the Conference very generally, saying he was not very hopeful 
in regard to it and that he felt Great Britain had made great conces- 
sions but that the American delegation had not made any. I stated 
very emphatically that our delegation had made extensive concessions 
by suggesting we might agree to tonnage level much higher than we 
had originally proposed ; that it was true that if the British demanded 
over 400,000 tons there would be no object to making a treaty, and that 
we did not believe that the Japanese would accept this. As far as 
concerns Great Britain’s position in trying to force this Government 
to build the greater portion of its cruisers in small tonnage with 6-inch 
guns, the British Government might as well understand that the Gov- 
ernment of the United States could not and would not accept it. I 
explained to him again the necessity for larger unit cruiser displace- 
ment and for 8-inch-gun armament, particularly in view of larger 
number of merchantmen which Great Britain has which she can arm 
with 6-inch guns. Howard said that British Navy denied this. I 
replied that I depended on our Navy for our opinion. I also took ad- 
vantage of this occasion practically to comply with your No. 110, July 
19, midnight, and to inform Howard that Great Britain must not 
only agree to a total tonnage, if any treaty was to be made, but must 
also agree to the mounting of 8-inch guns. I do not doubt that he will 
report immediately to his Government what I said. 

KeEtLoce 

500.A15 a 1/463 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Japan (MacVeagh) to the Secretary of State 

Toxyo, July 21, 1927—6 p.m. 
[Received July 21—10:20 a. m.] 

102. A member of my staff who had an informal talk with the Vice 
Minister for Foreign Affairs today took the occasion to refer to the 
reported agreement on July 16th at Geneva by the Japanese delegation 
with the last British proposal. The Vice Minister for Foreign Affairs 
stated that Admiral Kobayashi had expressed the opinion to Admiral 
Field that the Japanese Government would accept these proposals.
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Mr. Debuchi said that the Japanese Government had not however 
given its assent and that the proposals were still subject to tripartite 
discussion. He intimated that the Japanese Government still hoped 

to bring the maximum combined cruiser-destroyer tonnage down to 
450,000 tons and stated that the British 6-inch gun proposal had not 
received the approval of the naval experts here. He said that the 
Japanese Government also realized that the obsolete cruiser tonnage 
clause presented difficulties. As regards submarine tonnage, he said 
that the Japanese had hoped for 70,000 tons. The Vice Minister for 
Foreign Affairs reiterated, however, that no decision had been reached 
by the Japanese Government and that they especially wished our 
Government to understand, as he having [had] made and felt sure 
Saito had made plain, that they have no intention of placing us in 
a difficult position by reaching a preliminary accord with the British. 
He said that this was a three-power Conference and would remain so. 

MacVracH 

500.A15 a 1/486a 

The Secretary of State to President Coolidge 

Wasuineoton, July 22, 1927. 
My Dear Mr. Presipenr: I have not written you of late about 

the Geneva Conference, as I thought the paraphrase of telegrams we 
are forwarding would keep you fairly well posted, that is, if you have 
time to go through them. I know it is quite a job and the discussion 
is often more or less technical. Everything that comes from Geneva 
is taken up with the Navy Department and I am keeping in close 
touch with the Secretary and with Admiral Eberle and his Assistants. 
I cannot say that I am very hopeful of any practical result from the 
Conference. As you will notice, there seems to be very little trouble 
about an agreement so far as submarines and destroyers are concerned, 
although no definite understanding has yet been reached by the Con- 
ference, but there are very grave difficulties over the question of 
cruisers. The principal points raised are, first, the total tonnage of 
cruisers, and second, the size of cruisers and the gun caliber of their 
armament. As to the first proposition, as you know much to the 

surprise of everybody, Great Britain’s demands as to the tonnage of 
cruisers were exorbitant. Japan would not think of agreeing to 
anything of the kind and so far as the United States is concerned it 
would be perfectly ugeless, in fact, injurious to make such an agree- 
ment. Admirals Jones and Long and Mr. Gibson, who had been in 
touch with the British during the Preliminary Conference and with 
the British Admiralty in London, were very greatly suprised and 
disappointed. We had, in fact, no reason at all to think Great 
Britain would demand any such thing.
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You will notice that they started in with a suggestion of about 
600,000 tons. One of their experts even suggested 750,000 tons. 
They then came down to 562,000 tons and finally stated they would 
be willing to accept 462,000 tons up to 1936, but should build to 
062,000 tons after that. Of course neither Japan nor the United 
States was willing to agree to any such proposition and after a long 
time I think the British Government came to the conclusion that 
it was useless to negotiate on that basis. Finally the British, after 
discussing it with the Japanese, suggested that they might agree 
to 500,000 tons of cruisers and destroyers, under sixteen years of age 
for cruisers and twelve years of age for destroyers, provided they 
were permitted to keep twenty-five percent of their total tonnage 

(500,000 tons) in addition to this in vessels over these ages. Why 
this was put in this form I cannot understand and neither do the 

Navy, and I am awaiting detailed explanation from Geneva. We 
could agree to 500,000 tons which could be divided, say 200,000 tons 
for destroyers and 300,000 tons for cruisers, and, in fact, I suppose 
we might make an agreement for 625,000 tons divided between the 

two. But it all depends on what we can build in the place of our 
old cruisers, all of which are over twenty years of age except 75,000 

tons, and whether we would have to scrap a large number of modern 
destroyers. On this subject we have not yet received any information. 

Second, the question of the size of cruisers and armament is a 
more difficult problem. Great Britain insists that the three powers 
agree on the number of 10,000 ton cruisers which the countries shall 
reserve the right to build during the life of the treaty and the num- 
ber of smaller cruisers and the size of guns. Great Britain would 
like to have 6,000 ton cruisers or 7,500 ton cruisers, armed with six 
inch guns. Our experts in Geneva and the Navy here insist on the 
right to build 10,000 ton cruisers armed with eight inch guns, their 
reasons being that we need cruisers of wider cruising range than 
a 6,000 or 7,000 ton cruiser can have, and that Great Britain has a 
large number of merchant ships, over fifty I believe, which are fast 
and can be armed with six inch guns, while we have but few. 
Great Britain has many naval posts all over the world, which enables 
her to use smaller cruisers with shorter cruising range. 

In answer to this the British say that if we build all our cruisers 
hereafter 10,000 tons, they will be compelled to build a large number. 
Great Britain already has something like seventeen cruisers between 
9,750 tons and 10,000 tons, mostly the latter. Geneva has asked 
instructions as to whether we insist on the right to build all our 
tonnage in 10,000 ton cruisers armed with eight inch guns. After 
a long session yesterday, the Navy concluded that as we already 
had ten 7,500 ton cruisers that we could agree that during the life
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of this treaty we would not build over about seventy percent of 
our total tonnage in 10,000 ton cruisers. I take it from all that was 
said yesterday that we probably could not do it anyhow, and this 
would be a perfectly safe agreement, at least the delegation at Geneva 
and the Navy authorities here agree so, but they insist that if they 
build cruisers less than 10,000 tons they shall have the right to arm 
them with eight inch guns. Of course this is a technical question 
on which I am not qualified to speak and I am governed by the 
opinion of the Navy officials. However the fact that we have 75,000 

tons of these modern cruisers makes it safe for us to agree on the 
| percentage I have suggested. I think the Navy would be willing, if 

we desired to build more than seventy percent of our total tonnage, 
to build 7,500 or 8,000 ton cruisers if they could arm them with 
eight inch guns. Personally, I am under the impression that if 
we desire more cruisers we could use some smaller cruisers at home 

bases, I mean by that in the neighborhood of the United States 
and Hawaii, just as well as the British Government would do, but 
I do not feel competent to decide this question myself. 

We sent a telegram yesterday authorizing them to agree that we 
would not build over about seventy percent of our cruisers in 10,000 
ton size before the expiration of this treaty in 1936, but insisted on 
arming all our cruisers except those we already had with eight inch 
guns. Of course, there is absolutely nothing in Great Britain’s claim 
that the building of small cruisers is an economy, because taking a 
certain tonnage, say 300,000 tons of cruisers, of course it is more 
expensive to build small cruisers than large cruisers and it is just the 
same with battleships if you wish to maintain the same total tonnage. 
This economy program which Great Britain is putting forward is 
without the slightest merit and is put forward in my judgment to 
camouflage a demand for an enormous tonnage of cruisers. 

The British delegation have been called home to consult the Cabinet. 
What the result will be I cannot say, but I doubt very much whether 
Great Britain will be willing to make any agreement which our Navy 
officials would be willing to make and which we could get ratified by 
the Senate. I told the British Ambassador yesterday that the Ameri- 
can delegation had made great concessions in raising the total tonnage 
of cruisers, that we did not believe that the Japanese would even come 
up to this basis, that if the British Government was trying to force 
the United States to build a major portion of its cruisers in small 
tonnage armed with six inch guns they might as well understand 
that we would not do it, that Britain must not only make a limitation 
in total tonnage to which we could agree, with the right to arm with 
eight inch guns, or no treaty could be made. I am doing, of course,
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everything I can to make the Conference a success, practically spend- 

ing all my time at it, but I am somewhat disturbed by the situation 

over there and by the insistence of the British Government on its 

demands. I cannot understand against whom Great Britain feels it 

necessary to have such sized armament. There are no other navies 

in the world which could possibly endanger her commerce or her 

colonies, or could possibly threaten her present navy and we have 

offered to put a clause in the treaty which would release all parties 

if any country laid down a building program which would threaten 

the building program of any of the signatory powers. 
It is hard to keep you posted from day to day as things change so 

rapidly and the flood of telegrams is so great I do not feel justified 
in sending all of them to you by telegram. 

Faithfully yours, 
Frank B. Keiioce 

500.A15 a 1/469 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

GENEVA, July 22, 1927— p. m. 
[Received 7 p. m.7*| 

112. Point 4, your 55, July 20 [79],10a.m. [4 p.m.] Memorandum 
quoted my 105,75" should not be construed as a Japanese suggestion. 

It represents points discussed by British and Japanese delegations 
and indicates a method the British hope may serve to reconcile 
differences between British and Japanese regarding total tonnage. 
Following is in explanation of heading 2 respecting retention of 

an additional 25 percent over and above 500,000 tons of surface craft 
for the United States and Great Britain and approximately 300,000 
tons for Japan. In executive committee meeting July 9th Viscount 
Ishii said that the Japanese delegation were prepared to consider 
favorably a suggestion made by Mr. Bridgeman that if a number 
of ships were allowed to be retained after they had reached their 
replacement age this would facilitate discussing the questions of 
total tonnage and total number of smaller cruisers. This idea of 
retaining over-age vessels has previously been incorporated in various 
proposals presented by the British (see my 83, July 12, 9 p. m.; 
101, July 17 noon; also see comment thereon in my 105 and 106). 
The essence of the proposal is: 

% Telegram in three sections. 
™a Ante, p. 109. 
® Telegram No. 101 not printed. 
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First, neither the United States nor Great Britain shall maintain 
more than 500,000 tons of auxiliary surface craft including cruisers 
and destroyers which are under the age limits of 16 and 12 years; 

Second, the two powers may each maintain an additional 125,000 
tons of ships which have passed the ages of 16 and 12 years; 

Third, as ships pass from the first to the second group they may be 
replaced in the former by completed new construction; but in the 
event that the tonnage of the second group had already been entirely 
taken up by over-age vessels an equivalent tonnage from the second 
group would have to be scrapped ; 

Fourth, the total tonnage of the first group could be filled up to its 
limit by new construction and thereafter new construction could only 
proceed as vessels of the first group passed the age limit. 

Insofar as our present situation 1s concerned such a proposal would 
not require immediate scrapping. In the allowed 500,000 tons of 
surface craft we could retain 10 Omahas, 60,000 tons, also approxi- 
mately 50,000 tons of old cruisers and all our 307,000 tons of de- 
stroyers. In the over-age tonnage of 125,000 we could place our 
remaining 115,000 tons of very old cruisers or we could maintain 
such other subdivision of cruisers and destroyers as appeared de- 
sirable. As new cruisers are completed we could fill up the first group 
to the allowed 500,000 tons and thereafter transfer over-age vessels 
to the second group as required and scrap the oldest vessels when the 
125,000-ton limitation is reached. (All figures in Washington stand- 
ard tons.) 

This proposal as advanced is of advantage to Great Britain in 
that the total tonnage figure is camouflaged and permits her to build 
up to a total of 500,000 tons of cruisers and destroyers below their 
proposed age limits of 16 years for cruisers and 12 years for destroy- 
ers. Great Britain is in a position to fill the supplementary group of 
125,000 tons during the life of the treaty with efficient vessels which 
are now less than 16 years old (which we could not do) and gives 
them a clear advantage over the United States of all vessels placed 
in the second group. Before we could discuss such a plan we should 
have to devise modifications which would give us adequate compensa- 
tion in second group. 

The Japanese do not desire a total tonnage limitation which will 
lead to new construction on their part, as they have stated that their 

people would force them into building if the treaty permitted it. 
On the basis of approximately 300,000 tons of surface craft in first 
place they would not have any free tonnage available for construc- 
tion other than that tonnage required for the completion of the 
10,000-ton cruisers now building or projected by them. Further they 
would not have any considerable number of vessels which would
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pass into the second group thus making room for new construction. 
The vessels which the Japanese would be able to place in the second 

group are generally of low combatant value and it is judged from their 
previous propositions that they feel they would be as satisfactorily 
situated without these vessels as with them. The Japanese have 
upparently acquiesced in this proposal in an endeavor to facilitate 
solution of the British problem. The only features of this plan 
which might make it deserving of consideration with a view to modi- 
fication to meet our situation are that it tends to restrict new con- 
struction on the part of the nations and brings the tonnage of 
cruisers in first group within figures Japanese are apparently pre- 
pared to discuss. 

An unsatisfactory feature of this proposal as presented is that 
the cruisers we have available for placing in the second group are of 
low combatant value and it will be impossible for us to derive any 
considerable benefit as far as cruisers are concerned from the addi- 
tional [125,000 tons] during the life of the treaty as compared with 

Great Britain unless some satisfactory modification can be found. 
The Japanese, like ourselves, secure no substantial benefit from 
second group but they seem more interested in restricting first group 
to approximately 300,000 so as to make further new construction 
unnecessary. 

In unofficial conversations, members of the Japanese technical ad- 
visory group have stated that they do not favor the plan for them- 
selves and further that they recognize the plan as being obviously 
unfair to the United States in its present form. Ishii and Saito on 
the other hand seem favorably disposed to the plan but probably 
would not oppose modifications which would make it more equitable 
for us if such modifications did not force them to demand changes 
for themselves which would require new construction. 
We are giving careful attention to this scheme and to modifications 

necessary to make it even a possible basis for discussion as we object 
to its camouflage features. We are working on modifications which 
will fully guard our interests and limit tonnage in a straightforward 
manner. 

With respect to further point raised in paragraph 4, your 55, we 
think that British and Japanese would agree to some arrangement 
satisfactory to the United States for retention by Great Britain of 
the four Hawkins. This question has not yet been discussed as its 
solution will depend on the establishment of two classes of cruisers. 

GIBSON
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500.A15 a 1/474: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Geneva, July 22, 1927—1 p.m. 
[Received July 23—11 a. m.7"| 

114. Your No. 55, July 19, 4 p.m., in regard to adherence to the 
5-8 ratio with Japan, asset forth in my telegram 106 of July 18. 

In a recent informal conversation with some of the members of the 
Japanese delegation they expressed their regret that we had not taken 

up the question of ratio with them in detail and they indicated their 

fear that other questions would be settled, leaving unsettled only the 
question of ratio with Japan, and that if the Conference should then 
fail on account of American-Japanese disagreement on ratio this 
would bring about bad feeling between the two countries which they 

were most desirous of avoiding. 
Hitherto we have refrained on purpose from discussing the ratio 

question with the Japanese in detail since our disagreements with 

British delegates seemed of such a fundamental nature that it would be 

bad policy to raise difficulties with the Japanese as well, particularly as 

we hoped for their support in reducing the exaggerated British ton- 

nage demands and the maintenance of our freedom to arm with 8- 
inch guns. However, in view of the possibility that the British 

delegation will be in a position to negotiate on these points upon their 
return it may be necessary for us to discuss ratios and tonnage with the 

Japanese at a very early date. 
As you know, even before the Conference the Japanese were em- 

phatic in their demands that they could not take home a treaty based 
on the minority ratio with any hope of obtaining ratification. Never- 
theless, I have every reason for hoping that even the encouragement 
which British have given them to ask for a substantial modification of 
the ratio will not lead them to forget the fact that we for our part 
cannot expect ratification of any treaty which might substantially 
impair the principle of the ratio. This much has already been made 
very clear tothe Japanese. 

In all our discussions the Japanese have indicated that they hope 
to take home a treaty which will not require that they indulge in new 
construction other than that already planned. It is obviously to 
our interest that they maintain this position, particularly as it is their 

feeling that if the treaty gave them latitude in building, popular 
opinion would very likely compel them to do so. 

“Telegram in two sections,
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It is my opinion that a careful balance should be struck between the 
unfavorable results of a small change in the 5-3 ratio and the tangi- 
ble gains arising from an agreement. Changes of a minor nature which 
would enable the Japanese Government to overcome their domestic 
political criticism while not invalidating the ratio principle should, 
I believe, receive careful study. 
Would you object to expanding the instructions you originally gave 

us in such a way as to allow Jones and me to discuss with the Jap- 
anese, and refer to you for your decision, our ideas as to methods 
which might be adopted for reaching a compromise which would 
satisfy our justifiable demand for the maintenance of the 5-3 ratio 
as well as satisfying the Japanese necessity for meeting their domes- 
tic political objections? 

You are, of course, aware of the Japanese dislike for the term 
“ratio” and we have therefore endeavored to discuss the matter in 
terms of tonnages while at the same time remaining hopeful of 
maintaining the actual ratio figure. You might consider coming 
to some reasonable adjustment on tonnage basis. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/475 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Geneva, July 23, 1927—2 p.m. 
[Received July 23—1: 50 p. m.] 

115. Reference is made to my telegram No. 82, of July 12, 8 p. m., 
and to the next to the last paragraph of my telegram No. 108 of July 
19,5 p.m. The draft which follows is submitted with the hope that 
you will let us have your comments as to whether you consider objec- 
tionable a political clause similar to the one contained therein. The 
American delegation is conscious that a treaty without such a clause 
would be preferred and will suggest such a clause only should it prove 
to be the sole way of harmonizing our positive stand concerning free- 
dom of action on armament with the British insistence that they will 
be compelled to ask for some rearrangement of the total tonnage lim- 
itation for cruisers if the United States persists in maintaining its 
right to build cruisers which will carry 8-inch guns. 

As a practical thing, I do not believe the British would ever wish 
to make use of such an article or that our construction program would 
ever cause them any actual uneasiness and this was the only reason I 
suggested the possibility of such a clause. However, it is quite possible 
that an article of this nature might assist materially in obtaining
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British ratification of any treaty which might be negotiated between 
the three powers at Geneva. 

It should be understood, of course, that the draft given below is 
only a rough form of what such an article might include and an 
expression of your views in the premises would be appreciated :* 

“In event that prior to December 31, 1936, any one of the contracting 
powers shall consider that the tonnage allocation in the cruiser class 
has been utilized by any other of the contracting powers in a manner 
to call for an adjustment of the total tonnage allocation of that class, 
such high contracting party may at any time, subsequent to January 
31, 1931, convoke a meeting of the Powers parties to the present treaty, 
with a view to ascertaining whether such an adjustment can be made 
by mutual agreement. In the event that no agreement is reached 
at such a conference, any of the high contracting parties may give 
notice of the desire to terminate the present convention and this 
notification shall be effective within one year after the receipt thereof 
by the other parties to the treaty. In such an event, the treaty shall 
terminate with respect to all of the parties thereto.” 

When this matter was discussed in the American delegation, the 
opinion was expressed that while it was improbable, from a prac- 
tical standpoint, that a conference would be convened by reason of 
any program of American naval construction, nevertheless, such a 
clause might give rise to the objection that a pretext is given to bring 

diplomatic pressure designed to hamper legitimate construction. 
This objectionable feature might be overcome by an article in which 

more general phraseology was used, similar to the rough draft given 

below : 8 

“If, during the term of the present treaty, circumstances should 
arise which, in the opinion of any contracting power, materially 
threaten its national interests, the contracting powers will at the 
request of such power, meet in conference with a view to the recon- 
sideration of the provisions of the present treaty and its amendment 
or abrogation by mutual agreement, provided that such request be 
made not less than 6 months prior to the time of meeting and the 
reasons for the request are fully set forth.” 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/475 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHineTon, July 25, 1927—11 a. m. 
61. Your No. 115, July 23,2 p.m. I observe no particular objec- 

tion to first political clause if necessity arises for it. In view of long 

™ Quoted paragraph not paraphrased. :
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distance the Japanese have to travel and time required by both coun- 
tries to prepare for conference it might be well that 6 months’ notice 
be required before any meeting called under this clause be held; or, 
the clause might be made a part of general revision clause of the 
treaty. 

KELLOGG 

500.A15 a 1/474: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasuHinctTon, July 25, 1927—12 noon. 
62. Your No. 114, July 22,1 p.m. My No. 55, July 19, 4 p.m, 

answering your No. 106, July 18, 11 p. m., was intended to allow lati- 
tude for slight variations which were recommended by naval experts 
at Conference and reported in your No. 106, and which were approved 
here. Naturally we have no interest in the word “ratio” and would 
be willing to have it interpreted into actual tonnages. I should like 
to have recommendation of your naval advisers on how much varia- 
tion they would recommend. Political question which must finally 
be decided is how far we could vary from Washington treaty with- 
out endangering treaty itself. Any substantial variation from the 
Washington treaty, as you can readily see, would at once be seized 
upon for opposition; on the other hand a variation arising naturally 
from inclusion of a certain number of cruisers would not be serious. 

KxLLoce 

500.A15 a 1/487 

President Coolidge to the Secretary of State 

Rapip Crry, 8. Dax., July 25, 1927. 

[Received July 27.] 
My Dear Mr. Secrerary: So far as I have been able to follow the 

course of the Conference, I have nothing but commendation for the 
position you have taken and the ability with which Mr. Gibson and 
the Admiral have presented our position, We have made a per- 
fectly straightforward and candid presentation of a plan for limita- 
tion. I do not think we should deviate from it. If others are unwill- 
ing to accept it, we can very well be content with having made a fair 
proposal and leave others with the responsibility for its rejection. 
We should by all means keep our right to build such 10,000 ton cruisers
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as we wish and arm our vessels with such 8 inch guns as we wish. This 
statement, of course, 1s limited by any agreement we can make with 
others and the right of the British to build a like number. I am not 
in favor of the 6 inch gun and small cruiser proposals. JI must confess 
that it 1s very disappointing to have the British position revealed to 
us, as it apparently shows a state of mind on their part which I did 
not suppose existed. In my opinion they are very shortsighted and 
can not hope to secure any advantage by building a navy larger than 
ours. Of course, there is no other navy against which they need to 
build. 

Very truly yours, 
CatviIn CooLipcE 

500.A15 a 1/482b: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasurineton, July 26, 1927—I1 a. m. 
63. The press of Great Britain is evidently trying to impress the 

British public with view that their Government are seeking economy 
in advocating small cruisers. Daily Mail says that if the Conference 
breaks down it will be clear to world that it was brought about not 
through British intransigence but by ambitions of the United States 
to build a big navy. While I do not wish to interfere with any ami- 
cable discussion which you may be having at Geneva, I shall neverthe- 
less be compelled, if this sort of thing continues, to say publicly that 
Great Britain is the only country which is seeking a large naval pro- 
gram carrying with it an enormous increase in cost; that this Gov- 
ernment offered to restrict total tonnage of cruisers to 250,000 to 
300,000 tons and is still willing to accept this restriction, but that the 
British demand practically twice that amount; that with each country 
given a total tonnage limitation there is no economy whatever in build- 
ing small cruisers but an increase in expense instead; that Great 
Britain can construct as many small cruisers as she wishes, but that 
this Government does not wish to construct a large number, not only 
because they are unsuitable to our needs but also because they are more 
costly. If Great Britain wishes to build such a size navy she is at 
liberty to go ahead and do it without a treaty. The United States 
views the Conference as one for naval limitation, not for naval expan- 
sion, and will insist on right to equality in the Navy with any other 
power. 

KeEtLoce
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500.A15 a 1/485 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Geneva, July 26, 1927—5 p.m. 
[ Received July 26—1: 40 p. m. | 

116. Several alternative naval arrangements may be proposed should 
we fail to arrive at a complete accord with the British and Japanese. 
The following have been hinted at on numerous occasions: 

1. That the United States enter into a two-power arrangement with 
either the Japanese or the British; 

2. That cruisers should be unrestricted and an agreement nego- 
tiated covering only the two categories of submarines and destroyers ; 

8. That small cruisers shall be unrestricted and restriction placed 
upon 10,000-ton cruisers; 

4, That an arrangement based on building program up to 1931 
might be negotiated. 

Am not sympathetic towards any of the above proposals and have 
given no indication that I am. Therefore, unless I receive instruc- 
tions to the contrary, I shall assume the attitude that the United 
States is only concerned with an arrangement which would be general 
enough to comprise all categories of naval craft. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/485 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

{Paraphrase] 

Wasuineron, July 27, 1927—noon. 
65. Your No. 116, July 26, 5 p.m. 
1. There is nothing to be gained by entering into a two-power pact. 
2. The United States will not make an agreement on destroyers 

and submarines unless cruisers are included also. Certainly there 
would be no object in our agreeing to limitation of destroyers of 
which we have a large number and where we should have to scrap 
live craft. 

3. The United States will not enter into an agreement whereby 
10,000-ton cruisers alone are restricted, and thus leave smaller cruisers 
unrestricted. Such an agreement would limit us on those cruisers 
we expect to build and would allow Great Britain to build an un- 
limited number of smaller cruisers.
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4, We do not see that there is much to gain from a building program 
until 1931, as it is impossible for the Department to predict what 
the Congress will do. We should be glad to have you inform us what 
you have in mind on No. 4. 

KELLOGG 

500.A15 a 1/493: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Houghton) to the Secretary 
of State 

Lonpon, July 28, 1927—10 a. m. 
[Received July 28—7:53 a. m.] 

173. My 172, July 27, 1 p. m.*° Sir Austen Chamberlain made 
Government statement yesterday afternoon outlining British position 
at Geneva. His remarks included the following statement: 

“In the opinion of His Majesty’s Government there need be no diffi- 
culty in arriving at a temporary arrangement about the immediate 
future of cruiser building. But the British Empire cannot be asked 
to give to any such temporary arrangement the appearance of an 
immutable principle which might be treated as a precedent. Any 
other course would inevitably be interpreted in the first article as 
involving the formal surrender by the British Empire of maritime 
equality, a consummation which His Majesty’s Government are well 
assured 1s no part of President’s policy.” 

Repeated Geneva. 

HovucHtTon 

500.A15 a 1/494 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

{Paraphrase] 

GENEVA, July 28, 1927—2 p.m. 
[Received July 28—10:05 a. m.]| 

122. This morning Bridgeman called and, although he did not reveal 
full details of the new British proposals, he did not indicate that any 
substantial change had been made in the previous British insistence on 
small cruisers and armament of 6-inch guns. The delegates of the 
three powers are having a meeting this afternoon. 

We consider it extremely unlikely, in view of the foregoing, that a 
break-down can be avoided, and this afternoon shall telegraph a 

” Not printed.
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general outline of our proposed statement for the final plenary session. 
We shall insist that sufficient time be allowed us before plenary session 
in order to communicate fully with you and to receive your finul 
instructions. 

Gipson 

500.A15 a 1/499: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 

of State 

Geneva, July 28, 1927—9 p. m. 
[Received 11:50 p. m.*] 

126. Private meeting this afternoon of the delegates excepting those 
in the British Dominions. After apologizing for having delayed the 
proceedings of the Conference for over a week, Mr. Bridgeman said 
that they were prepared to continue the discussions on the basis of 
the memorandum quoted in my 105, July 18, 3 p. m., by adopting 

certain variations. He then circulated a memorandum quoted my 
125, July 28, 8 p. m.*” 

As having seen that this memorandum contained the same objec- 
tionable provision with regard to 6,000-ton 6-inch-gun cruisers I 
asked Mr. Bridgeman whether he had presented to the British Gov- 
ernment the view I had made clear to him. See my 108, July 19, 
5 p. m., as to freedom of armament of all cruisers with 8-inch guns. 
Both he and Cecil said that they had discussed this question in great 
detail while in London and that the British Government was of 
the opinion that it was desirable to limit for the future the armament 
of cruisers to 6-inch guns. Bridgeman added that they could not 
agree to a clause which left open the question of constructing other 
than certain specified 10,000-ton vessels with 8-inch guns. They then 
added that their last admonition from the Cabinet [was that] “unless 
the treaty provides for the limitation of the 8-inch gun the British 
Government feel that it would be a treaty not for a limitation but for 
an increase of armaments.” We then made it clear that under these 
circumstances we were apparently at a deadlock and I asked whether 
this was their final word on this question as I was unwilling to trans- 
mit their proposals with a statement that their position on the 8-inch 
gun was one of complete finality unless this were the case. They then 
reaffirmed their position and stated that they could not go further than 
as indicated in paragraphs 4 and 5 (a) of their memorandum. 

As we wished to place before them for submission to the British 
Government political clause quoted my 115, July 23, 2 p. m., amended 

* Telegram in two sections. 
“* No. 125 not printed, but see S. Doc. 55, 70th Cong., 1st sess., p. 177.
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pursuant to your 61, July 25, 11 a. m., copy was thereupon distributed 5 
but Bridgeman stated that it would not meet their situation and he 
was sure it would not be acceptable as it indirectly countenanced 
the construction of a type of vessel which they desired to suppress. 

Cecil then asked Viscount Ishii what they had to say with respect 
to 8-inch-gun question. Ishii replied that they did not wish to be 
bound by any engagement for the future but have no plan to con- 
struct further 8-inch-gun cruisers prior to 1936 other than 10,000-ton 
vessels specified. 

There was then a discussion as to when a plenary session could be 
held in order that British might “explain their proposals to the 
world.” While we did not offer objection we said that if they wished 
to give us time to indicate our consent with respect to their proposals 
after having communicated them to our Government it would be 
necessary to wait until Monday. Ishii supported this view and Mon- 

day has been tentatively fixed for a plenary session. 
Viscount Ishii then expressed some surprise at the new British 

proposal regarding submarines, pointing out that instead of parity 
at. 60,000 tons a ratio of 90,000 to 60,000 was proposed and included 
in a total tonnage for all categories. The British delegates made a 
rather unsuccessful effort to explain their withdrawal of Admiral 
Field’s earlier proposal to the Japanese. Admiral Jones and I felt 
that as we had reached a deadlock on 8-inch-gun cruisers (para- 
graph 5) there was no useful purpose to be served by discussing other 
features of British proposal. 

GIBsoN 

500.A15 a 1/503 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to President Coolidge 

Wasuineton, July 29, 1927. 
Gibson has wired * suggesting that Monday may be too early 

a date for us to decide on the language of his speech, especially 
as we may desire to consult with you, and as we waited ten days 
for the British it is entirely reasonable for us to ask for more time. 
Have wired him® that we do not think there is sufficient time 
from now to Monday to properly consider the final speech of the 
delegation, so I have no doubt he will get additional time. With 
concurrence of the Secretary of the Navy we have sent following 
message to our Mission at Geneva: * 

“I think the consequences of the break-up and final abandonment 
of this Conference are going to be disastrous, not only to the 

* Telegram not printed. 
“Telegram No. 69, July 29, 2 p. m.
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relations between Great Britain and the United States, but dis- 
astrous to all the world as an example that the two leading naval 
powers are unable to come to any agreement as to limitation, and 
will make any agreement in the future, even in 19381, perhaps im- 
possible. The moral effect of such a failure, in my judgment, is 
out of all proportion to the material interests involved. I do not 
suggest that we can accept British proposition, but wish to suggest 
for your consideration and immediate suggestions whether it would 
not be better to abandon the plenary conference on Monday and 
take an adjournment of this conference for a few months to permit 
time for reflection. After a plenary conference and the position of 
both governments stated 1t will be all the more difficult if not im- 
possible to effect any reconciliation between divergent points of 
view. I should wish time to consult President about this move, 
but while I am convinced that no treaty could be ratified on the 
British basis I view with great alarm a final break-up in this con- 
ference.” 

This of course is simply asking for their views. We feel here 
that perhaps a reasonable adjournment would be better than a com- 
plete break-down but would like your opinion before proposing it 
definitely. 

KELLoce 

500.A15 a 1/519¢: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

WasuHineton, July 29, 1927—4 p. m. 
71. The President at his press conference this afternoon said: 

“T think the Press has all the information that has come to me 
relative to the Naval Conference at Geneva. The proposals that 
have been made by the representatives of Great Britain seem to us 
to call for the building of a much larger Navy than we think is 
necessary, so that we haven’t been able to agree. Now, whether these 
proposals may be modified as the result of conference and discus- 
sion, I don’t know. The proposals that have been presented, as I 
understand them, call for the building of a varger Navy than we 
should wish to agree to. I think that is the main obstacle. There are 
some other collateral questions about the tonnage of ships and the cal- 
ibre of the guns, but I think the main difference is in the size of the 
Navy. We called this Conference, thinking that it might result 
in placing a limitation on Armaments which would perhaps help 
the countries interested to reduce some as years went by the size 
of their Navies, which would result in making economies, and 
secondly, what I thought was of even more importance, the promo- 
tion of a spirit of peace and good will and better understanding. 
I have placed that, of course, as the main object in view. The 
matter of the removal of the burden of taxation and the economic 
benefits would be the natural consequences of peace and good will 
among the Nations. But up to the present time the expressed
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desire on the part of representatives of the British Government 
is for so large a Navy that our representatives and our government 
haven’t been able to agree. 

As I said before, I want to emphasize that discussion may modify 
it to such an extent that we can agree.” 

KELLoce 

500.A15 a 1/510: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Geneva, July 30, 1927—1 p. m. 
[Received July 30—10:10 a. m.] 

137. Your No. 69, July 29, 2 p. m.*° The delegation is in complete 
agreement with you on disastrous consequences of final break, with 
public statements made of the differing positions. Delegation feels 
very strongly, however, that it would be equally as disastrous were we 
to let it appear that after having reached a deadlock over a clear-cut 
question we had avoided issue with inference that we lacked confidence 
in our position. Any initiative on our part for an adjournment would 
inevitably leak out and would be interpreted as admission by us that 
there would be possibility of making concession to British on question 
where on one hand there is nothing but surrender of a principle and 
on the other its maintenance. We understand that our position has 
the almost unanimous backing of the American press. We question if 
this backing may not be jeoparded for first time if we take the 
initiative to adjourn. 

If we were to accept a proposal for adjournment, clearly emanating 
from another government, however, this difficulty would be avoided; 
it would, in fact, be obvious that our acquiescence in such a proposal 
would be only reasonable. If you desire, suggestion can be made to 
Japanese delegation (not revealing our initiative) that they propose 
an adjournment to us and to the British. We believe the latter would 
be very glad to accept such proposal; we should have to make clear, 
however, that adjournment and plenary session are mutually exclusive. 
Once a public stand had been taken an adjournment would be of no 
purpose. On other hand, if adjournment be agreed on, it is obviously 
not desirable to prejudice further discussion by making definite public 
statements. 

Please instruct without delay. 

| GIBSON 

* Quoted in telegram to President Coolidge, July 29, p. 138.
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900.A15 a 1/510: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

Wasuineton, July 30, 1927—7 p. m. 
76. I wired the President our No. 69 to you reference to adjourn- 

ment * and said: “We feel here that perhaps a reasonable adjournment 
would be better than a complete breakdown but would like your 
opinion before proposing it definitely.” The President replied as 
follows: “Adjournment probably means continuing recriminations 
with little prospect of better result. Have clear, firm statement made 
of our position. Ask for time to prepare it.” 

This morning I wired to the President your reply, No. 137, July 20, 
1 p.m. Have not yet had any further word from the President.** 
If either of the other countries makes suggestion of adjournment, 
cable us and we will consider it. 
Have not heard from you about postponement of meeting on Mon- 

day. If Bridgeman insists on making his speech at that time you 
should go ahead with yours, as they should both be made at the 
same time. 

KELLOGG 

500.A15 a 1/519f : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

WASHINGTON, July 31, 1927—4 p.m. 

82. New York Times this morning has despatch from London that 
a new naval holiday plan is understood to be the result of the hastily 
called Cabinet meeting yesterday and that the deep concern of the 
Cabinet meeting was how to avoid and check propaganda in Great 
Britain, the United States and Japan if present conference is doomed. 
The article further states that the main point of the British plan will 
be to impose a limit during an agreed provisional period during which 

building of big fighting cruisers should not go on. British Navy 
would undertake not to lay down further 10,000 ton cruisers during the 
period in exchange for an American agreement not to exceed the 
British number and a Japanese undertaking said to be already ob- 
tained not to exceed three-fifths proportion in that category of 
warships. Ifthe American delegation would accept such a temporiz- 

*° Quoted in telegram to President Coolidge, July 29, p. 138. 
* At 9:20 p. m., a telegram from the President was received reading: “Message 

relative to adjournment received. Use your own discretion as to instructions. 
Calvin Coolidge.” (File No. 500.A15 a 1/516.)
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ing agreement an effort would be made during the period of grace to 

organize a second attempt to obtain a treaty of naval limitation. It 

is the British view that conferences ought to be continued persistently 

even though the gathering of admirals and diplomats at Geneva 

disbands. 

[Paraphrase.] Any suggestion for a naval holiday during a pro- 

visional period should be given careful consideration before breaking 

up Conference. [End paraphrase. ] 
KrLLoce 

500.A15 a 1/512: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State | 

{Paraphrase] 

Geneva, July 31, 1927—7 p.m. 
[Received 9:20 p. m.**] 

139. I received a call from Ishii this morning; he informed me 

that he had had an interview with Bridgeman last night in an endeavor 
to learn whether there was not some way to find a basis of discussion 

so that we might proceed with our conversations. He said it was 
quite apparent that Bridgeman did not. believe the American dele- 

gation was serious in saying that it would accept no transgression of 
the principle of freedom of armament and that he was confident that 
at the last moment some radical concession would be granted by the 
United States. The views expressed by the American delegation, 
Ishii said, he was firmly convinced were those of the American Gov- 
ernment and that he did not believe unless I knew them to be those 
of my Government that I would have been presumptuous enough to 
state definitely that the proposals made by the British, concerning 
cruisers large enough to mount 8-inch guns, were totally unacceptable 

to the United States. I paid Bridgeman a visit after Ishii’s call on 
me and told him that I considered that I should inform him that I 
was in receipt of a full confirmation from my Government of the 

opinion I had given him that the British proposals concerning the 
armament of cruisers were absolutely unacceptable to the United 

States. He was further informed by me that I considered it necessary 

to request a delay of the next plenary meeting, so that I might be 
fully informed as to the views of the American Government before a 
final session of the Conference, and I said most emphatically that 

should such a plenary session be held it must be looked upon as the 
end of the Conference at Geneva. 

In reply Bridgeman said that on the contrary he considered that 

it would be favorable if a full statement of our opposite opinions was 

* Telegram in four sections.
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expressed, after which a final appeal to the public might be made by 
Cecil and that we could then have a private meeting at which a final 
endeavor could be made to reconcile the views of the different delega- 
tions. The American delegation, I said, was ready to accept any 
means of accomplishing an agreement and that 1t was only too willing 
to give all its efforts and ingenuity to this end, but if any real success 
was to come from such a private meeting the endeavor should be made 
before another plenary session was held; that it would be useless to 
begin negotiations all over again after we had stirred up public opinion 
by stating in a positive manner our divergent opinions. 

The political clause proposed by us,** Bridgeman said, was entirely 
unsuited to British needs as they were of the opinion that Governments 
would procrastinate in assuming the rights allowed them by such a 
clause. Ifthe United States would consent not to construct more than 
a small number of cruisers capable of carrying 8-inch guns, say two 
or three, besides the 10,000-ton vessels to be specified, Bridgeman said 
he thought some solution might be found, or, if the United States 
should incorporate in the treaty a statement to the effect that it was 

not our intention at present to construct any cruisers capable of 
carrying 8-inch guns besides those 10,000-ton vessels to be decided 
upon, but that ample notice would be given should we decide later to 
construct these cruisers. In reply I stated that I thought such a state- 
ment, which could only be a conjecture, would be subject to serious 
opposition and really had no proper place in a treaty. I said I saw 
no objection concerning the provision for giving advance notice and 
that as far as that provision alone was concerned it seemed entirely 
proper. (The United States would doubtless notify the other parties 
to a treaty of any new construction undertaken by it. See Washington 
treaty, part 3, section 1 (6).°°) The above was not deemed to be sufti- 
cient by Bridgeman. 

The question was then raised by Admiral Jones whether the British 
intended, when discussing 10,000-ton cruisers, to include any craft 
of sufficient size to allow the mounting of effective 8-inch-gun_ bat- 
teries. In reply Bridgeman stated that such was his intention and 
that the maximum class could include even 8,000-ton vessels carrying 
8-inch guns. 

At this juncture, I stated that the whole question seemed to have 
very little relation to realities, as the only question seemed to be 
whether any construction we might undertake within the limits of 
tonnage allowed us would be of interest to the British Empire and 
that considering our present and past policy we were absolutely sure 
that this was not so. The reply made by Bridgeman, in a very dry 

* See telegram No. 115, July 23, 2 p. m., from the chairman of the American 
delegation, p. 131. 

” Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, p. 258. 
258346—42—vol. 1——15
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manner, was that this was not the way the British look upon the 
matter. 

I was then asked by Bridgeman if I would interview Cecil this 
morning and see if he had anything to suggest. Of course I con- 
sented to do so and paid Cecil a visit during which he proceeded 
to repeat just what Bridgeman had previously told me. I took 
the matter of the postponement of the plenary session up with Cecil, 
as I knew Bridgeman’s consent to this depended upon Cecil’s 
assent. His reply was he would have no objection to this provided 
I could give him some hope of agreement, but if we were asking for 
this delay so that we might prepare an aggressive and effective speech, 
he would certainly object. My reply to this was that the American 
delegation did not require any time for the latter purpose, as I was 
ready to make a full and definite statement concerning the American 
position should they desire the session to convene tomorrow, but 
that neither the Japanese nor American delegations considered this 
a wise course to pursue. He then stated that he could not oppose 
delaying the plenary session and in accordance with this an arrange- 
ment has been made to postpone it until Wednesday or Thursday. 
The British said that they might give preference to Thursday, in 
order to allow Lord Jellicoe to be present, he having been detained 
in London due to the death of his brother. 

It was the Americans’ turn, Cecil then said, to put forth some 
suggestion as to how the present impasse could be overcome. My 
reply was that I considered that a maximum proposal had been made 
by the Americans when they suggested the clause relieving the 
British of the obligations of the treaty should they decide that the 
American construction program of cruisers capable of mounting 
8-inch guns was too offensive, and that I did not see, when this had 
been put aside by the British as not offering ground for discussion, 
how any minor suggestion would meet the situation, but that if there 
was any reasonable way to smooth matters out I was quite willing, 
as I had been from the first, to consider it. 

Absolutely on his own accord, Cecil then stated that he would 
offer the suggestion that the situation might be overcome by our con- 
senting to give advance notice of our intention to construct cruisers 
capable of mounting 8-inch guns. My reply was that I had assented 
to this during a conversation which Bridgeman and I had previously 
had. The attention of both Cecil and Bridgeman was called to the 
fact that the appeal which Cecil proposed to make to public opinion 
would be addressed to the world at large and not to the delegations 
at Geneva; that the United States needed no such appeal to influence 
it to study what it considered fair proposals and that I would not 
deem it wise to acquaint the public with our divergent views before 
attempting to come to an agreement, as such public airing of our dif-
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ferences would only vex public opinion in the United States and 
England and make it still more difficult for us to reach an agreement. 
All his experience in public life, Cecil stated, however, had been that 
when things apparently became hopeless, the day was often saved by 
an appeal to public opinion. The British appear to be very averse to 
wrecking the Conference on this issue but they have shown no dlis- 
position to grant any concession up to this period. Cecil and Bridge- 
man both informed me that they were most positive concerning the 
restriction to a small number of maximum size cruisers capable of 
carrying 8-inch guns and that there could be no departure from their 
suggestion. ‘Therefore, we are preparing the last American state- 
ment with the amendments suggested by you, as I cannot see how 
the American and British views can be reconciled. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a1/513: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State 

{Paraphrase] 

Geneva, July 31, 1927—12 p. m. 
[Received August 1—4:10 a. m.] 

141. There are very insistent press reports in Geneva that Baldwin 
is considering going to Washington to consult with you as to what 
course may be followed to prevent the collapse of Naval Conference 
here. Should there be any truth in this report, you may think it 
best to postpone plenary session until after your meeting with the 
Prime Minister. The American delegation trusts that conversations 
between you and Baldwin may be means of bringing to his attention 
the broader aspects of the problem. Candidly, our efforts to treat 
problem in broad manner are restricted by Bridgeman’s incapacity 
to see any broader scope to question. We see no prospect of slight- 
est British concessions if matter is left entirely in his hands, as he 

- has no patience with any views except those of a purely technical 
nature. 

GIBSON 

500.A15421/518 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasuineton, August 1, 1927—7 p.m. 

87. Your 141, July 31, 12 p.m. I have had no indication from 
either British Government or Baldwin of any desire to confer with
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me on subject of the Naval Conference. I do not think that any 
useful purpose would be served by my going to Canada to see him, 
for I have no idea that he would change program adopted by British 
Cabinet; in any event, he would interpret this action on my part as 
a weakening on the part of this Government. I shall see him Sun- 
day afternoon, of course, and after the dedication exercises at Buf- 
falo® shall ride with him to view Niagara Falls, and although we 

may naturally have a conversation on the subject I assume it will 
be too late to talk about anything at that time. Howard called on 
me this morning and was apparently without instructions to make 
any concessions or any further propositions. I said that Bridgeman 
and Cecil insisted on making speeches at plenary session not for 
purpose, seemingly, of arriving at any compromise but avowedly 
of making appeal to public opinion. I said that I thought that if 
British Government desired an agreement, the making of public 
speeches of this kind could do no good. Howard quite agreed, but 
did not indicate that British Government intended to do anything 
about it. I went over whole situation with him and said candidly 
that in my opinion the increase in naval construction Great Britain 
proposed was not a good policy; that I failed to see why any such 
building at this time was necessary to safeguard the British Em- 
pire. I went over again the arguments for real limitation of naval 
armaments as opposed to expansion. 

Referring to article in the Zimes on snbject of naval holiday, 
Howard did not indicate whether or not British Government had 
inspired it but he said he thought that it might offer basis on which 
the Governments might be able to agree. 

KELLOGG 

500,A15 a 1/526: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 

of State 

. [Paraphrase] . 

Geneva, August 1, 1927—I11 p. m. 
: [Received August 2—4: 46 a. m.] 

147. The present situation may be summarized as follows: 
1. Pursuant to your suggestions concerning my telegram No. 133, 

July 29,9? we are proceeding with preparation of the statement to 
be made at the plenary meeting on Thursday afternoon ** and to bring 
the Conference to an end. 

"The ceremonial dedication of the International Peace Bridge between the 
United States and Canada, Aug. 7, 1927. 

“Not printed... - - - . 

“Postponed from Monday, August yt.
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2. No proposals for a few months’ adjournment without a definite 
termination have been made and while this idea has been indirectly but 
clearly conveyed to the Japanese delegation they have not been respon- 
sive to it to the extent of even broaching it to us and they apparently 
do not wish to take any part in such a suggestion. | 

3. Bridgeman, I understand, paid Ishii and Saito a visit this morn- 
ing during which he stated that he had no further proposals to offer 
and then proceeded to inquire pointedly whether the Japanese had any 
they wished to suggest. The impression which the Japanese dele- 
gation seemed to draw from this inquiry was that Bridgeman seemed 
anxious for them to propose some suggestion, possibly of a compromise 
nature, and consequently they have today been studying the situation 
to see whether they could evolve anything. Also, in an indirect man- 
ner, they have endeavored to Jearn just what our opinion would be 
regarding the submission of such proposals should the Japanese delega- 
tion succeed in discovering any to offer. The American delegation 
has made it plain that we would naturally welcome any proposal which 
would be the means of accomplishing a successful outcome, but that 
there could be no question of our conceding the fundamental prin- 
ciple which was the cause of the deadlock between the British and 
ourselves, 

4. It will doubtless be necessary to convene a meeting of the chief 
delegates in order to compose an agenda for the closing meeting before 
having the final plenary session. It is possible on this occasion that 
the British or Japanese may make some suggestion that, instead 
of a debate and statement of the divergent positions of the different 

delegations, a statement be drafted setting forth the work accomplished 
by the Conference for which no solution could be found at the present 
time and the recommendation that the problems which have vexed the 
Conference be given study by the different Governments represented. 
It may further be advocated that the Conference recommend to the 
three powers represented that, should it not be possible to consider them 
at an earlier date, the limitation of auxiliary craft be discussed at the 
Conference to be held in 1931. (The Japanese delegation has indicated 
on different occasions that, should the Conference fail, they would 
favor some resolution concerning a discussion of auxiliary craft before 
or during the Conference of 1981.) Acrimonious debate would natu- 
rally be prevented by such a final act of the Conference, but it would 
likewise prevent our making a clear statement, such as that already 
drafted, concerning the American attitude. Do you desire me to 
support or oppose such a proposal should it be suggested and accepted 
by the British and Japanese? If such a proposal should be made’ 
and supported by the British and Japanese, you may wish to give 
consideration to the effect of rejecting it.
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5. In considering the program for the final session, it 1s also pos- 
sible that a proposal may be made that three inoffensive speeches should 
be made after being circulated and approved by the three delegations 
represented. This is not favored by me and I consider that the 
method of procedure indicated in point 4 is much more dignified. 

Early instructions concerning this point would be greatly appreci- 
ated, as I may be asked to deal with any of the matters presented 
above by Wednesday morning. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/525: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to President Coolidge 

Wasuinoton, August 3, 1927. 
Following very urgent telegram received from Gibson yesterday : * 

‘No. 149. Saito and Ishii called upon us tonight and stated that 
they had been studying the possibilities of finding some measure 
of agreement which would avert complete failure; that they had 
worked out hastily an idea in tentative form which they would like 
to submit to us before submitting it to the British Delegation; that 
they realized it had many shortcomings but was meant merely as 
an indication of a general scheme for dealing with construction up 
to the time of the 1931 conference while avoiding the irreconcilable 
difference in regard to the eight inch gun. The document they sub- 
mitted reads as follows: 

‘1. The British Empire and Japan to undertake that before December 31, 
1931, they shall not lay down, except for replacement, any more auxiliary 
vessels besides those included in their authorized programs, it being under- 
stood that the said programs shall not be altered except in so far as is 
provided for in the next following article. 

2. The number of cruisers of the ten thousand ton class shall not exceed 
twelve each for the United States and the British Empire and eight for 
Japan. 

The British Empire shall be at liberty to utilize in such a way as she 
may see fit the remaining cruiser tonnage in her authorized programs. 

The maximum unit tonnage of cruisers of smaller class shall be eight 
thousand. 

3. The United States to undertake that at no period before December 31, 
1931, cruiser tonnage shall exceed that of the British Empire. 

The contracting parties to undertake that they shall furnish to one another 
information concerning such building plans and programs as may be decided 
upon before December 31, 19381; provided that in the event that any of the 
contracting parties shall consider that readjustment of the present agreement 
is required as a consequence of any plans or programs adopted by any of the 
other contracting parties a conference shall be called with a view to secure 
such readjustment. 

4. Questions regarding auxiliary vessels not provided for in the present 
convention shall be settled in a later conference to be held as soon as possible 
and not later than the beginning of 1931.’ 

I stated that I wanted to assure them of our very warm appre- 
ciation of the helpful spirit which had prompted them to seek a 
solution; that we were sincerely desirous of some reasonable agree- 

“Sent Aug. 1, midnight, received Aug. 2, 4:18 a. m.
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ment and that we shared their view that it would be deplorable 
if the only result of the President’s invitation should be (as a result 
of disagreement over a technical problem) a renewal of competitive 
building and they could be sure that their proposal would be exam- 
ined in the most sympathetic spirit. 

Admiral Jones raised a number of questions as to points in the 
proposal and said that we should, of course, have to study it very 
carefully before we were in a position to discuss it intelligently. 
We suggested that we should call on them tomorrow morning for 
further discussion. 

Further comments on this proposal in the morning.” 

The following is a paraphrase of the delegation’s comments on the 
Japanese idea outlined above: * 

“I think you understand that this proposal is based on the idea that 
Great. Britain and Japan should not undertake to construct any 
cruisers, other than those authorized at present, before the end of 
1931 and during this time should the United States desire she will be 
able to bring her cruiser strength up to the British strength. Of 
course, the word ‘authorized’ should be defined most carefully and 
should, it is our opinion, include only those vessels under construction 
and for which appropriations have been made, which would give, 
according to their figures, a British tonnage in cruisers of approxi- 
mately 378,000 tons. We are also of the opinion that the proposal 
would be more acceptable if the authorized programs were expressed 
in total tonnage figures not to be exceeded before 1931 by either the 
United States or Great Britain. 

As the Japanese themselves were the first to state, the draft sub- 
mitted by them is only a rough outline and would need many altera- 
tions, additions and amendments. 

Concerning paragraph four, we are of the opinion that it might be 
well at least to give consideration to the question of whether an 
agreement could not also be concluded now concerning destroyers 
and submarines so that we might have a better basis on which to work 
out and consolidate the limitation of auxiliary craft in 1931. 
We find it difficult to understand how the Japanese suggestions could 

prove acceptable to the British even as a basis for discussion since 
this would necessitate surrender by the latter in regard to the question 
of eight inch guns and such a surrender would be mitigated only by 
the fact that the agreement would contain no mention of such guns. 
Therefore, even though as far as we are concerned certain points of 
the proposal would have to be modified, we believe that the responsi- 
bility for rejecting it, if this is done, should rest with the delegates 
of Great Britain, and if the latter are in reality ready to avail them- 
selves of the suggestion of the Japanese delegates to meet our position, 
we ought not ourselves assume the responsibility for rejecting the 
initiative taken by the Japanese. Such rejection on our part might 
lend itself to the interpretation as a declaration that it is only upon 
our own terms that we are prepared to negotiate. 

I saw Saito this morning with Admiral Jones and informed him 
that since the exchange of views last night between the American 

* Telegram No. 150, Aug. 2, 1 p. m.
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and Japanese technical advisers it appeared that the results of such 
a scheme would have to be carefully studied and elaborated in greater 
detail before it would. be possible to estimate whether it would bring 
about a naval holiday in reality. We suggested that Saito should 
communicate his idea to Bridgeman in view of the short time remain- 
ing tous. This morning he is seeing Bridgeman for this purpose.” 

I replied yesterday, after consultation with the Navy, as follows: * 

“Should a proposal such as that contained in your telegram No. 
149 be put forward, it ought to be given very thoughtful considera- 
tion. Lacking more particulars it is not possible to judge of it here. 
Surely, we would be unable to concur in the proposal that the British 
Empire should build up to the program which it has authorized, which 
would bring its total tonnage up to approximately 465,000 tons, nor 
is it our understanding that America’s laying the keels of 10,000 ton 
cruisers would be considered to prevent us from bringing our Navy 
to an equality with Great Britain in 9,800 ton ships or other classes 
of cruisers. Naturally, it would be far wiser to permit Great Britain 
to turn down this proposal than for us to do so.” 

Frank B. Ketxoce 

500.A15 a 1/5381: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to President Coolidge 

WasHincton, August 3, 1927. 
We received a telegram yesterday afternoon reading in part as 

follows: 
[Here follows a paraphrase of paragraphs 4 and 5 of telegram 

No. 147, August 1, 11 p. m., from the chairman of the American 
delegation, printed on page 146. | 

It was important to answer at once so after consultation with the 
Navy we wired as follows: %” 

“If the Japanese or British delegations should make a suggestion 
such as that contained in paragraph four of the foregoing telegram 
that the conference might end without any prolonged and detailed 
speeches but merely with a statement issued on the part of the con- 
ference and concurred in by all three of the delegations and put out 
by the Secretary General of the conference which should recommend 
that the whole question be considered in 1931 I think that such a 
proposition ought to be given your support. I agree also with the 
ideas you set forth on the subject contained in paragraph five.” 

I received another message in which the delegation stated that: % 

“If Japanese initiative is rejected by the British or fails for other 
reasons our delegates are prepared to go ahead with their speeches. 
However, our delegations recommended a substitute for Japanese pro- 

*'The quotation iS a paraphrase of telegram No. 91, Aug. 2, 8 p. m. 
Telegram No. 90, Aug. 2, 6 p. m.; paraphrased. 

* Telegram No. 152, Aug. 2, 4 p. m.; paraphrased.
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posal in paragraph four and five of this telegram, which the delegation 
feels would be approved by public opinion and leave an opportunity 
open for future negotiations. This would require an authorization to 
go to see the British delegation and that of Japan and show them 
that public discussion on the differences of opinion could only bring 
about ill feeling and make matters complicated in the future. Like- 
wise that the course of broad-mindedness and common sense would 
be to issue a joint statement stating that we had come to an impasse 
on technical matters but that as all three countries are united in a 
desire to arrive at an agreement we are not willing that any mere 
interchange of points of view should be taken as final. That on this 
account we are agreed that the only possibility now open is to issue 
a joint public statement that we have been unable to reach agreement 
with respect to the question of cruisers. That on that account we 
agree to adjournment in an effort to give a chance for negotiations 
directly between governments in the hope that united efforts and 
common devotion to the cause of naval lmitation will lead in the 
end to the type of reasonable understanding which could alone be 
considered worthy of three great nations on friendly terms. 
We think that a statement of this nature read at the public meet- 

ing by the Chairman of the conference would be altogether dignified 
and would have the tendency to sound a more reasonable note between 
the governments and might bring about a calming down of the 
recriminations which at present or in the near future make the carry- 
ing on of negotiations extremely difficult if not impossible. 

As there is only a very short time now before the plenary session 
we hope that you can give us a decision very shortly on this subject.” 

In view of the shortness of the time I have sent the following tele- 
gram as they had to have the answer this morning. I consulted with 
the Secretary of the Navy and answered as follows: ” 

“Your 152, August 2, 4 p. m., has just arrived very late this after- 
noon with many portions considerably garbled. However I believe 
I fully understand your suggestions. 

1. Should the Japanese proposal for a compromise be turned down 
by the delegation of the British Empire or should it fail for any other 
reason you have stated that you are ready to proceed with your public 
statement in accordance with my instructions. I approve of this 
course. Should, however, a public plenary session be held and the 
British state their views naturally we must follow the same course. 

2. Your calling in the delegations of Great Britain and Japan to 
suggest to them a joint statement of the fact that you are unable to 
arrive at an agreement and that on that account you are in accord 
that an adjournment should be taken in order to give a chance for 
negotiation directly between the interested governments appears to us 
to be statesmanlike. Both the Secretary of the Navy and I give our 
approval to the idea.” 

Neither one of these propositions contemplates an adjournment for 
a few months but practically an ending of the conference with a 
reference of their work to the 1931 conference, thus leaving it open 

” Telegram No. 92, Aug. 2, 10 p. m.; paraphrased.
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for diplomatic negotiations if possible. We have, as you know, de- 
sired to avoid recriminations but, of course, if the British insist on 
making speeches we will do the same. To make a treaty recognizing 
a large building program on the part of Great Britain of course is 
inadvisable. I am in hopes that this may be avoided. 

Just been notified by the British Ambassador that British Govern- 
ment insists on speeches being made. This probably ends any attempt. 

Frank B. Keiioae 

§00.A15 a 1/539b : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Delegation 
(Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHIneton, August 3, 1927—2 p.m. 
95. This morning the Democratic leader in the Senate (Robinson) 

called on me. I discussed with him the entire situation at Geneva. 
Thoroughly approving our course, he says he will support it. If 
speeches are made, he said we should state our position fully and 
frankly. 

KELLoae 

000.A15 a 1/535 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Gibson) to the Secretary 
of State* 

GENEVA, August 4, 1927—2 a.m. 
[ Received 3 a. m. | 

155. Your No. 92, August 2,10 p.m.1* British and Japanese dele- 
gates were unable to meet us until this evening because of other ar- 
rangements and Bridgeman’s lack of instructions in regard to Japanese 
suggestion. 
We first took up Japanese suggestion and, in answer to question as 

to what was meant by “authorized programs,” Bridgeman confirmed 
our view that this would call for approximately 458,000 tons of cruisers 
by 19381; that their understanding was that this would involve their 
stopping on completion of present construction of 10,000-ton cruisers 
but utilizing other available tonnage for other cruisers so that this was 
merely a substitution of programs and not in any sense a reduction of 
tonnage. I was obliged to say this did not seem to offer any real 
limitation and after I had thanked the Japanese delegation for their 
friendly effort to find a basis of agreement Viscount Ishii stated that 

* Although this telegram was despatched on August 4 at 2 a. m., it was appar- 
ently drafted late in the evening of August 3. 

** See footnote 99, p. 151.
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the idea outlined by the Japanese delegation would not be put forward 
in the form of a proposal. 

I then asked Bridgeman and Ishii if they had any further proposals 
to bring forward. They replied in the negative. 

I then raised the subject of tomorrow’s meeting and outlined very 
fully the desirability of making a joint statement rather than separate 
and controversial statements. I went so far as to read them large 
part of my 152, August 2, 4 p. m., and last part of your 92, August 2, 
10 p. m.?- Bridgeman and Cecil were unwilling to discuss any aban- 
donment of their present plan and stated that they had the most cate- 
gorical instructions from the Cabinet which had been fully confirmed 
in a telegram received this evening, that they must make a statement 
setting forth their point of view and justifying their position. I went 
as far as [I] could in insistence, urging the possibility of Bridgeman’s 
telephoning to London to indicate that a preferable method had been 
suggested and asking authority to refrain from making his statement 
but he was unwilling to do this. In view of their obvious determina- 
tion to make their prepared statement we felt that it was futile to 
make any further efforts. We then took up the question of procedure 
for tomorrow’s meeting. It was agreed: 

1. That I should make a brief introductory statement to be approved 
by the other delegations stating the progress made thus far, adding 
that we had reached the end of our labors, and indicating the impor- 
tant points with regard to which we had reached disagreement. 

2. That statements should then be made by Bridgeman, Saito, and 
- myself and in that order. 

3. That there should be no debate after the statements. 
4. That a joint declaration should then be read and approved by 

the Conference recognizing the deadlock which made it wise to adjourn 
the present Conference with a frank statement of divergent views 
and also stating that these views would be submitted to the respective 
Governments with the recommendation that they be carefully studied 
in the hope that consultation may lead to an eventual agreement. 

The text of this declaration now being prepared and will he 
telegraphed shortly. 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/540: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to President Coolidge 

WASHINGTON, August 4, 1927. 
At the conclusion of the Plenary Session, Gibson read the following 

declaration, text of which had been approved by all three delegations: 

2 See footnotes 98 and 99, pp. 150 and 151.
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“J. In pursuance of the suggestion of the President of the United 
States, the plenipotentiary delegates of the President of the United 
States, His Britannic Majesty, and of His Majesty the Emperor of 
Japan, met at Geneva on June 20 to discuss the limitation of auxiliary 
naval craft. 

2. Meetings have been held from that date until the 4 of August, 
during which period the delegates and their advisers have considered 
in detail various methods of effecting this object. On many important 
questions provisional agreements have been reached, certain of which 
are embodied in the annexed report of the technical committee of the 
conference. These points of agreement relate particularly to the lim- 
itation of destroyers and submarines, and it was only when the con- 
ference took up the question of the limitation of cruiser class that 
difficulties were encountered. These difficulties proved to be of a 
character to render it desirable to adjourn the present negotiations 
until respective governments have had an opportunity to give further 
consideration to the problem and to the various methods which have 
been suggested for its solution. 

3. The American delegates presented the view that within total 
tonnage limitations, [which they] initially suggested should be be- 
tween 250,000 and 300,000 tons in the cruiser class for the United 
States and the British Empire and between 150,000 and 180,000 tons 
for Japan, each of the powers should have liberty to build the num- 
ber and the type of vessel which they might consider best suited to 
their respective national needs, with freedom, subject to limitation of 
the Washington Treaty, to arm these vessels as they saw fit. 

4. The British delegates, whilst putting proposals tending to a 
limitation of the size of vessels of all classes, have opposed the prin- 
ciple of limitation by total tonnage alone on the ground that the 
largest [larger] ship and the heaviest gun permissible must inevitably 
become the standard. They desired first a strict limitation of the 
number of 10,000 [-ton] 8 inch gun cruisers, and secondly the estab- 
lishment of a secondary type of cruiser of a maximum [displacement 
of 6,000 tons, carrying guns of a maximum] calibre of 6 inches. The 
British delegates contended that the establishment of this type 
[would] alone enable the British Empire, within a moderate figure 
of total tonnage, to attain the numbers which it regards as indis- 
pensable to meet its special circumstances and its special needs. 

5. The Japanese delegates presented the view that low total ton- 
nage levels should be fixed which would effect a real limitation of 
auxiliary naval vessels. As for the question of the 8 inch gun 
cruisers, while the Japanese Government could not agree to any 
restriction as a matter of principle, they had no difficulty in declar- 
ing that, provided a tonnage level of 315,000 tons for auxiliary sur- 
face vessels were fixed for Japan they would not build any further 
8 inch gun cruisers until 1936, except those already authorized in 
existing programs. 

6. Various methods were considered of reconciling the divergent 
views indicated above but, while material progress has been made and 
the points of divergence reduced, no mutually acceptable plan has 
been found to reconcile the claim of the British delegates for numbers 
of vessels, for the most part armed with 6 inch guns, with the desire 
of the American delegates for the lowest possible total tonnage limi-
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tation with freedom of armament within such limitation, subject to 
the restriction as to armament already set by the Washington Treaty. 

%. Faced with this difficulty, the delegates have deemed it wise to 
adjourn the present conference with this frank statement of their 
respective views, and to submit the problem for the further consid- 
eration of their governments, in the hope that consultation between 
them may lead to an early solution. 

8. Further, the delegates agree to recommend to their respective 
governments the desirability of arranging between the signatories of 
the Washington Treaty that the conference to be called pursuant to 
paragraph 2 of Article 4 [21] of that Treaty should be held earlier 
than August 1931, the date contemplated under the terms of that in- 
strument, in order that any decision reached by such a conference may 
come into force before the capital ship construction program com- 
mences, namely in November of that year. 

9. In making these recommendations and in submitting this state- 
ment of the points of agreement as well as of the points on which 
agreement has not yet been achieved, the delegates desire to place on 
record a statement of their conviction that the obstacles that have 
been encountered should not be accepted as terminating the effort to 
bring about a further limitation of naval armament. On the con- 
trary, they trust that the measure of agreement which has been 
reached, as well as the work which has been done in clarifying their 
respective positions, will make it possible after consultation between 
the governments to find a basis for reconciling divergent views and 
lead to the early conclusion of an agreement for the limitation of 
auxiliary naval vessels which will permit of substantial economy 
and, while safeguarding national security, promote the feeling of 
mutual confidence and good understanding.” 

Frank B. Kertoce 

500.A15 a 1/545a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to President Coolidge 

WASHINGTON, August 4, 1927. 
T gave the following statement to the Press this morning concerning 

the final session of the Conference: 

“T regret of course that the Geneva Conference did not succeed in 
making an agreement for limitation of naval armament. The Con- 
ference was suggested by the President in the hope that he could ac- 
complish a real reduction in building programs. He also believed if 
the three great naval powers could succeed in such limitation it would 
prevent competitive building, lft enormous burdens from the coun- 
tries involved, and be a great moral example to the world. We be- 
lieved that there was no condition today which could threaten the se- 
curity of the powers interested or justify increased building programs. 
It was found impossible to get an agreement either to reduce naval 
armament or to limit 1t within what we considered reasonable bounds. 
What was sought was to extend the principles of the Washington trea- 
ty to other naval auxiliary craft. This was found impossible without
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greatly enhancing a cruiser building program, which we thought nei- 
ther necessary nor wise. I do not think the United States can afford 
to give its moral approval to such an expansion with allitimplies. We 
proposed as a maximum 300,000 tons of cruisers and were not prepared 
to increase this by 126,000 tons and probably more in order to make a 
treaty. Pursuant to the Washington treaty, the United States made 
drastic cuts in its capital ship program and scrapped the largest capi- 
tal ship navy in the world. It made greater sacrifices than any other 
country; in fact it scrapped 780,000 tons of capital ships. It had every 
reason to believe that the British government was prepared to carry 
out a real reduction and our delegates labored earnestly and conscien- 
tiously along these lines. Japan was anxious to go even lower than 
the maximum set by the United States. I do not believe, however, 
that the general discussions which have taken place at Geneva will be 
fruitless and I am certain that the failure at this time to enter into an 
agreement will not impair the cordial relations existing between the 
British Government and the United States. I do not consider the 
failure to make an agreement now as final; and I am confident that 
the work done at Geneva will make it possible after consultation be- 
tween the governments to find a basis for reconciling the divergent 
views and lead to the early conclusion of an agreement for the limita- 
tion of auxiliary naval vessels.” 

Frank B. Ketioce 

500.A15 a 1/555 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[WasHineton,| August 5, 1927. 
The Japanese Ambassador called on me today and wished to know 

if I had any news from Geneva of which T wished to inform him. I 
told him that we were very much pleased with the attitude of the 
Japanese Delegation and congratulated them on their work there. 
That there had been no trouble to agree with Japan but that we could 
not agree to such an enlarged building program as the British gov- 
ernment wanted. That the lowest proposition they made would per- 
mit them to build at least 426,000 tons of cruisers and even more if 
they did not build up to what they wished in submarines and de- 
stroyers. They said they wanted 90,000 tons of submarines and 221,000 
tons of destroyers. This would leave 426,000 tons for cruisers and 
even more if they should not build up im the other two classes. We 
could not agree to any such program. We thought the maximum 
proposed by us of 800,000 tons was adequate. We could not under- 
stand that there was any danger to British commerce or foreign 
possessions, since the only navies in the world amounting to anything 
were the Japanese, the British and the United States. That if they 
had accepted 300,000 tons and allowed us to build the same number 
of 10,000 ton cruisers and 9,800 ton cruisers as Great Britain had, 
with the cruisers we had already there would only be 60,000 tons to
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build and there probably would not have been any trouble to agree 
on what size they should be. He said his government was very anx- 
ious not to have a big building program and wanted to know if we 
would have a big one. I told him I had no expectation of it, but of 
course I could not tell. He said he had seen in the papers that the 
President was going to call another conference. I told him I had 
seen the President’s press statement this morning which stated that 
he had no expectation of calling another conference before 1929, and 
as he would go out of office in March, 1929, there seemed to be little 
possibility of it, but said I did not wish to make any statement that 
would bar him if he should wish to do so. I told the Ambassador 
that I had no intimation from the President that he wished to do so. 
I asked him if the Japanese Delegation was coming back this way 
and he said that he hoped they would but he was not sure. This was 
about the substance of what he said. 

[Frank B. Ketxoce | 

500.A15 a 1/578a 

Lhe Secretary of State to President Coolidge 

Wasuinoton, August 10, 1927. 
My Dzar Mr. Presipenr: I suppose with the telegrams that we 

received from Geneva and instructions we gave, together with the 
report which the Secretary of the Navy made to you, you are well 
informed on what took place at Geneva and the reason for the failure 
of the Conference. While the British Government assured Mr. 
Houghton they were perfectly willing for the United States to have 
parity on all classes of ships, Bridgeman did not make this offer in 
Geneva at all until he was instructed by London and even in that case 
I am assured by one of the press men who was present that when he 
was asked the question as to whether Great Britain was willing to make 
a treaty for parity in ships other than the 10,000 ton class, he said 
“Well, we would have to consider that”. Undoubtedly he went there 
intending not to grant it and every proposition there made was in- 
tended to deprive the United States of an equal, effective navy. .. . 
It became more and more evident that the only possible way to have a 
treaty with Great Britain on this subject. was to agree to a total ton- 
nage beyond all reason and one which would not be a limitation but an 
expansion. Furthermore, the Navy insists that we do not want small 
cruisers and to agree to build them would give the British a superi- 
ority owing to her naval bases and make it impossible for us to have 
as effective a navy as Great Britain. The lowest possible limit which 
Great Britain proposed was 426,000 tons of cruisers which might 
be increased by building fewer destroyers and submarines. In
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other words, they proposed the global or total tonnage system 
which they had opposed strenuously at the Preliminary Conference. 
This would give them the right to build cruisers in tonnage not built 
in the other classes. Of course, the New York World and the Tzmes 
have frequently suggested that there should have been diplomatic cor- 
respondence preceding the Conference so that each country would have 

known exactly what the other country was willing to agree to. If 
that could have been done, no Conference would have been necessary. 
Of course, there is no ground for this except the statements of the 
Times and the World and Vice President Dawes’ speech.* . . . The 
most careful preparations were made, as you know. The British 
Government was sounded out and a letter from Jones states that the 
British went back on everything they had agreed to with him in 
London.t We had every assurance from the British Government 
that they desired an agreement on equal terms with the United States 
and any such tonnage as they proposed was far beyond any suggestions 
they had ever made and beyond the tentative understanding made at 

the Washington Conference. 
Of course, I did everything in my power to make some agreement 

but I could not recommend an agreement that did not give us parity 

in fact as well as in principle or that would provide for an enormous 
expansion in cruiser building. Any such tonnage as was demanded by 
the British Government was absolutely uncalled for and unnecessary. 
We demonstrated to them that there was not over two hundred thou- 
sand tons of cruisers in all the rest of the world outside the United 
States and Japan; that there could be no possible threat to the British 
Government, her commerce or her possessions. Either the British 
Navy has gone mad or Great Britain has felt compelled to continue 
ship building to furnish employment. Perhaps both had something 
to do with it. I, of course, regret the outcome but I do not see how 
we could have prevented it. Personally I think it would have been 
perfectly simple to have entered into an agreement for a building 
program prior to 1931 on the following bases: that Great Britain 
should not build any additional ships beyond those already laid down; 
that the United States would not build more 10,000 ton ships than 
Great Britain has built or is building. This, of course, to include the 
9800 ton ships, four of which Great Britain has. This is all we could 
build or could reasonably expect to build between now and 1931 but 
if we did desire to build more than this, we should build the smaller . 
size cruisers. As near as I can find out from the Navy, they do not 
think there 1s any possibility of our building more before that time. 
Great Britain did not agree to this. Apparently she did not intend to 

*At Buffalo, N. Y¥., on the occasion of the dedication of the International 
Peace Bridge, Aug. 7, 1927. 

“Letter not found in Department files.
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agree to anything. It is evident that British opinion is not unanimous 
on this subject. I enclose you an article published by a man by the 
name of Bywater who I understand is an authority in Great Britain 
on naval affairs.» I cannot say that this represents a majority of 
British opinion. I do not think it does. I think the majority of the 
British opinion is that Great Britain ought to have supremacy on the 
sea. I do not know what effect this is going to have on our building 
program before the Congress but I think there is a pretty strong 
feeling that we should extend our building program. 

Faithfully yours, 

Frank B. Ketoce | 

PARTICIPATION OF THE UNITED STATES IN THE WORK OF THE 

THIRD AND FOURTH SESSIONS OF THE PREPARATORY COMMIS- 

SION FOR THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE ‘* 

500.415 b/39 

The Secretary of the American Representation on the Preparatory 
Commission (Marriner) to the Secretary of State 

No. 190 Berne, December 9, 1926. 

[Received December 23.] 
Sir: I have the honor to refer to the second paragraph of the De- 

partment’s telegram No. 79, of December 4, 1 p. m.,’ relating to the 
submission of a written communication to the Secretariat of the 
League commenting on the report of the Joint Commission. It had 
not been my intention to submit any communication in writing without 
specific instructions from the Department and I had intended to 
embody my suggestions on this subject in the general report on the 
work of this session of Subcommittee “B”. However, as the pressure 
of work for translators in the Secretariat has been very great due to 
the meeting of the Council, the Legation has not yet received the 
documents incident to the session in question. Therefore, inasmuch as 
any communications to be submitted should be in the possession of the 
Secretariat by December 31st, I have decided not to await the receipt 

*Hector Charles Bywater, naval correspondent for the English Daily News 
and Observer, and European naval correspondent for the Baltimore Sun; en- 
closure not printed. 

*For correspondence concerning the first and second sessions, see Foreign 
Relations, 1926, vol. 1, pp. 40 ff. For proceedings of the third and fourth sessions 
and related documents, 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 Armaments, Series IV 
(C.310.M.109.1927.IX) and Series V (C.667.M.225,.1927.1X). 

"Not printed. 
*The report of the Joint Commission is printed in League of Nations, Pre- 

paratory Commission for the Disarmament Conference: Sub-Commission B, 
Report No. 1 (C. P. D. 29), p. 4. 

258346—42—vol. I-16
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of the procés-verbaux and copies of the report before submitting my 
suggestions on this particular subject. 

As stated in the first paragraph of my telegram No. 159, November 
29, 6 p. m.,° the preamble of the report of Subcommission “B” reserves 
“for all the governments represented on it the right to make any 
observations that they may think fit, either in documents to be sub- 
mitted before December 31st for distribution to the Preparatory Com- 
mission, or orally in the course of the discussions which will take 
place in the Preparatory Commission on the questions dealt with in 
the report”. The position of the American Delegation was made 
especially clear by the inclusion in the same section of the report of 
the following sentence: 

“In particular, the United States Delegation, having had no con- 
nection with the work of the Joint Commission and hence no opportu- 
nity to express its views, desires to make it clear that the views of the 
United States Delegation on each of the questions referred to Sub- 
commission ‘B’ are those set forth by it on each of these questions in 
the report of Subcommission ‘A’.” 

Therefore, since the relation of the American Government to the 
report of the Joint Commission is made clear, and since all rights for 
either oral or written comment in the future are reserved, it does not 
seem to me that there is any necessity of submitting written comment 
on the subject matter of the Joint Commission report before December 
31st. However, in the event that the Department should desire to 
make any observations in writing at this time and to amplify in any 
such document the statements of the American Delegation already 
contained in the report of Subcommission “B”, I am giving below, for 
the Department’s convenience, and as a possible basis for such a com- 
munication, specific references to the position of the American Delega- 
tion as set forth in the report of Subcommission “A” on each of the 
questions dealt with in the report of the Joint Commission. 
With reference to Sections I and II of the Joint Commission 

report, “with regard to the Proposal submitted by the Belgian 
Delegate to the Preparatory Commission” relating to the insertion 
in any possible convention of provisions similar to those contained 
in the Statute of the International Labor Office (Articles 411-420 
of the Treaty of Versailles), the point of view of the American 
Delegation is contained in a text submitted by the delegations of 
Chile, Italy, Japan and the United States on page 8 of document 
C. P. D. C. A. 170 (f), and in a declaration by the delegations of 

° Not printed. 
* The report of Subcommission A is printed in League of Nations, Preparatory 

Commission for the Disarmament Conference: Report of Sub-Commission A 
(Military, Naval and Air) (C.7389.M.278.1926.IX.—C.P.D.28).
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the British Empire, Chile, United States, Italy, Japan and Sweden 
on the same subject on page 16 of the same document.” 

In connection with Section III of the Joint Commission report 
“with regard to the proposal submitted by the Delegate of the 
British Empire to the Preparatory Commission” concerning poison 
gases, the position of the American Delegation is contained in 
document C. P. D. C. A. 170 (d) of the report on the same subject 
by Subcommission “A’’.?? 

With reference to Section IV of the Joint Commission report 
“with regard to the Note relating to the Preparatory Commission’s 

Commentary on Questions II (6) and III”, which deals with the 
question of military expenditure, the position of the American Dele- 
gation has been set forth in the statement of the delegations of the 
Argentine, Germany, Japan, the Netherlands and the United States 
of America on page 49 of document C. P. D. C. A. 170 (2) and in the 
declaration of the delegations of Germany, the Argentine, Japan, 
the Netherlands, Sweden and the United States of America on 
page 97 of the same document. 

With reference to Section V of the report of the Joint Commission 
“with regard to the Preparatory Commission’s Commentary on 
Question V (a)”, concerning the principle on which it is possible 
to draw up a scale of armaments taking into account certain speci- 
fied factors, the American Delegation’s position is contained in 
documents C. P. D. C. A. 170 (6) * and C. P. D.C. A. 73 (0) page 3. 

With reference to Section VI of the Joint Commission report 
“with regard to Question I (a)” on the influence of the material re- 
sources of a country on its war strength, the point of view of the 
American Delegation is to be found in the text submitted by the 
delegations of the British Empire, Bulgaria, Finland, Germany, the 
Netherlands, Spain, Sweden and the United States of America on 
page 2 of document C. P. D. C. A. 170 and in the explanatory 
statement of the Delegation of the United States on pages 9 to 14, 
inclusive, of the same document.*® 

In connection with Section VIII of the Joint Commission report 
“with regard to Question VII” on the subject of regional self- 
sufficiency, the attitude of the American Delegation has been set forth 
in a statement of the Delegation of the United States on page 8 of 
document C. P. D. C. A. 170 (c).1° 

4 Report of Sub-Commission A, pp. 165 and 167. 
* Tbid., p. 172. 
* Tbid., pp. 124 and 139. 
“ Thid., p. 144. 
* Tbid., pp. 11 and 19. 
* Tbid., p. 160.
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Should the Department desire to submit any written communica- 
tion containing comment on the report of the Joint Commission, it 
will be necessary that I be so informed by telegraph in order that 
the document may reach the Secretariat before December 31st. 

I have [etc.] J. THEODORE Marriner 

500.415 b/39 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Secretary of the American Representa- 
tion on the Preparatory Commission (Marriner) 

Wasuinoton, December 29, 1926—6 p.m. 
85. Your despatch No. 190, December 9, and your telegrams Nos. 

159 and 160, November 29 and December 1, 1926," regarding Sub- 
committee B and Joint Commission report. Please address immedi- 
ately to the Secretariat a letter in the following general terms, with 
the request that it be circulated to the governments concerned : 

Refer to the decision of Sub-committee B of the Preparatory Com- 
mission for the Disarmament Conference providing for the sub- 
mission in writing before December 31 of the views of the governments 
on the Joint Commission Report. State that your government has 
received copies of the Joint Commission report only within the past 
few days, and has not yet had sufficient time to study it and make, 
before December 31, a detailed statement of its views thereon, as it 
will desire to do. Therefore, your Government hopes that when its 
views have been transmitted to the Secretariat, which it hopes will be 
within a month, the Secretariat will cause these views to be circu- 
lated to the various governments. Pending the above-mentioned 
submission of its detailed views on the Joint Commission report, your 
Government wishes to draw attention to the statement in regard to 
the American position appearing in the preamble to the report of 
Sub-committee B (page 2 your despatch No. 190),1® and to add that, 
while this statement refers to the American position in regard to those 
questions considered both by Sub-committee A and the Joint Com- 
mission, there were certain questions before the Joint Commission 
which were not before Sub-committee A. With respect to these latter 
questions your Government wishes you to make it abundantly clear 
that it does not accept the conclusions of the Joint Commission’s 
report, and that in its forthcoming commentary concerning the Joint 
Commission’s report, it will set forth its detailed views as to the whole 
of the report in question. 

Department will endeavor to forward by pouch, to reach you not 
later than the end of January, statement in question. 

KELLoGe 

* Telegrams not printed. 
* Third paragraph of despatch No. 190, printed supra.
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500.A15 P 48/115b 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs of the House of Representatives (Porter) 

WasHINGTON, January 11, 1927. 
My Dear Mr. Porter: I learn that certain Members of Congress feel 

some misgiving as to the desirability of appropriating funds for our 
further participation in the work of the Preparatory Commission on 
the Limitation and Reduction of Armaments, which was recommended 
in the President’s message of January 7..° These misgivings appear 
to be based on the feeling that the Preparatory Commission has 
achieved nothing in the way of the limitation and reduction of arma- 
ments. It is clear that this is due to a misapprehension as to the task 
of the Preparatory Commission and it seems to me that I can not do 
better than to outline briefly for your information the purpose of the 
Preparatory Commission and the work thus far performed by it. 

In the first place, the Preparatory Commission was not convened for 
the purpose of concluding agreements for the reduction and limitation. 
of armaments. It was felt that if the representatives of all govern- 
ments met in a conference to seek a solution of the complicated 
problems of disarmament on land, sea, and in the air, and conclude 
definite agreements for the limitation and reduction of armaments it 
would prove to be a hopeless task and no definite results could be 
achieved. It was therefore considered desirable to convene the repre- 
sentatives of a limited number of states to conduct a preliminary 
survey of the general problems involved and to draw up, if possible, 
an agenda which could serve as the basis of discussion of a final con- 
ference. The American Government felt that it could not fail to 
give its full cooperation to any effort of this sort, particularly in view 
of the fact that it has at all times earnestly advocated practical 
measures looking to the effective reduction and limitation of arma- 
ments, and accordingly a full and well equipped delegation was sent 
to Geneva with instructions to cooperate in the most generous and 
friendly spirit. 

You are doubtless familiar with the questions which were submitted 
for the study of the Preparatory Commission and I need not, there- 
fore, go into them in detail. However, a copy of the Questionnaire 
is transmitted herewith for your convenience in reference.” It can- 
not be justly said that there has been no progress although it is as 
yet too soon to prophesy with any certainty as to how far definite 
achievement will prove practicable, but it is the view of this Govern- 

ment that so long as there is any hope of attaining definite results 

* S. Doc. 192, 69th Cong., 2d sess. ; also Congressional Record, vol. 68, p.1201. 
Not printed, but see memorandum incorporating the questionnaire, trans- 

mitted os gine Chargé in Switzerland, Apr. 29, 1926, Foreign Relations, 1926,
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it would be inconsistent with our traditional policy for us to with- 
hold our full cooperation. 

When the Preparatory Commission met there were many divergent 
views expressed as to what constituted practical solutions for the 
various problems set forth in the Questionnaire. These problems 
were referred to various technical subcommittees which, after dis- 
cussing them during several months, succeeded in eliminating a num- 
ber of conflicting views and narrowed the field to two principal 
schools of thought. 

One school of thought, which is representative of the views of a 
group of governments chiefly situated within a limited area of the 
European Continent, may be generally indicated by five of its funda- 
mental principles: 

(1) That security must be guaranteed by some form of military 
assistance against aggression as a necessary condition precedent to 
the reduction and limitation of armaments; 

(2) That agreements for the reduction and limitation of arma- 
ments must be guaranteed by an international inspection and control 
of the military establishments to ascertain whether treaty obliga- 
tions were being faithfully executed. 

(8) That there exists a complete interdependence of armaments 
and that it is impossible to deal with any single category (land, sea, 
or air) without simultaneously dealing with the others; 

(4) That it is not sufficient to deal with the actual peace-time — 
armaments of nations but that industrial, financial, economic, and 
other factors must be taken into account in any general scheme that 
may be drawn up; 

(5) That any agreements on the limitation and reduction of arma- 
ments in order to be effective must be universal and that there must 
be a single standard system applicable to all countries of the world. 

This scheme appears to us to involve so many complicated and 
difficult factors that its adoption would retard rather than forward 
the limitation and reduction of armaments. Consequently at the 
beginning of the Conference the American Delegation presented 
certain principles for consideration which may be briefly stated as 
follows: 

(1) That there should be a direct approach to the question of 
limitation and reduction of armaments without awaiting complicated 
measures for providing security, in the belief that the cause of security 
will be promoted through the reduction and limitation of armaments 
and the elimination of suspicion and ill-will which can be expected 
to follow; 

(2) That in order to be really effective agreements for the reduction 
and limitation of armaments must be founded upon a respect for 
treaty obligations and a belief in the good faith of the contracting 
parties. It is our belief that any agreements founded upon distrust 
and providing for a machinery of inspection and control will not 
only fail to achieve its purpose but will create new elements of 
suspicion and ill-will;
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(3) We believe that insistence upon a joint consideration of land, 
sea, and air armaments will tend to render needlessly complicated 
the task of a final conference and will tend to render more difficult 
achievement in regard to the limitation and reduction of any single 
category of armament. For that reason we feel that ultimate success 
hes along the line of isolating from the general problem as many 
concrete questions as possible and dealing with them in a direct and 
practical manner ; 

(4) We feel that the only practical approach to the question of the 
hmitation and reduction of armaments is through dealing with visible 
armaments at peace strength. We feel that this is a relatively simple 
problem where we are dealing with known quantities and where, 
through the exercise of patience and good will, we can hope for 
constructive achievement. We feel, on the other hand, that any 
scheme involving the complicated and variable industrial, financial 
and economic factors would tend to inject a needless complication 
into the problem and render more difficult any hope of real 
achievement; | 

(5) It 1s our view that there is no possibility of devising a system 
for the limitation and reduction of armaments which could be made 
either applicable or acceptable to ali countries of the world and that 
any attempt to reach such a solution would merely mean an indefinite 
postponement of achievement. We feel that land and air armaments 
constitute an essentially regional problem and that different solutions 
can best meet the needs of different regions; that naval armament can 
best be dealt with through direct agreement among a limited number 
of naval powers. 

I may state, for your information, that when we entered the 
Preparatory Conference in May, 1926, we had no previous arrange- 

ments or understandings with any government. Our representatives 
stated our views at the opening meeting and we feel that the six months 
discussion which followed have only served to confirm the soundness 
of the stand taken by our representatives. This is further confirmed 
by the fact that from a position of almost complete isolation at the 
beginning of the conference our thesis has so far commended itself 
to other delegations that before the recent adjournment in November 
almost half of the conference voluntarily came to support our views 
without any ehanges, concessions, or abandonment of principle on 
our part. 

It seems to me that it has been a distinct step in advance to eliminate 
many divergent views and narrow the field down to a choice between 
two schools of thought. This work has been carried as far as it could 
be by the technical representatives who conducted most of the discus- 
sions at the first meeting. At the meeting in March the entire prob- 
jem will be taken up by our political representatives, whose essential 

duty is, so far as possible, to conciliate the conflicting views which I 
have set forth for your information and to prepare an agenda for a 
general conference. I may say that we believe that such conciliation
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is possible in that we feel that some features of the other thesis while 
not acceptable to us may be entirely applicable to the special needs of 
other countries. Our thesis is tolerant in that it seeks to understand 
the problems and requirements of other countries and other regions, 
and we believe it is best calculated to lead to direct and practical 

achievement. 
My purpose in outlining these two schools of thought is to bring 

out the necessity for the sort of preliminary work that is being done 
by the Preparatory Commission and the hopelessness of trying to call 
a general world conference to conclude treaties until we have reached 
some measure of agreement as to the problems to be discussed. Until 
such agreement is reached, it would be impossible even to draw up a 
programme for a conference and, accordingly, the Preparatory Com- 
mission will have achieved a full measure of success if it is able to 
present a definite agenda acceptable to all governments. I feel very 
strongly that in view of our consistent advocacy of the limitation and 
reduction of armaments we can not withhold our full and cordial 
cooperation in any effort of this sort to explore the subject and facili- 
tate a practical approach to the problem. Furthermore, I desire to 
point out, for your consideration, that if after participation in the 
work of the Preparatory Commission during the six months we now 
withdraw for lack of necessary funds, it would not be surprising if 
the inference were drawn in some quarters that we were not sincere 
in our advocacy of the limitation and reduction of armaments. 

I am [etc. ] KELLOGG 

500.A15 b/39 

The Secretary of State to the Secretary of the American Representa- 
tion on the Preparatory Commission (Marriner) 

No. 8 Wasuinoton, February 10, 1927. 
Sir: Reference is made to the Department’s telegram AmMission 

No. 85, of December 29, 1926, and to the letter, dated December 30, 
1926, which you addressed to the Secretary General of the League of 
Nations pursuant thereto.” 

There is transmitted herewith a memorandum containing observa- 
tions on the Report of the Joint Commission, and you will forward this 
to the Secretary General of the League with the request that it be 
circulated to the governments represented on the Preparatory Com- 
mission. 

I am [etc. ] Frank B. Ketioce 

* Letter not printed.
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[Enclosure] 

Memorandum Contaiming American Observations on the Report of 
the Joint Commission ** 

The Report of the Joint Commission represents, of course, merely 
the views of a group of individuals as to the economic effect of the 
reduction and limitation of armament and conversely as to the influ- 
ence of certain economic and financial factors upon the problem of 
reduction and limitation of armament. The views of the individuals 
on the Joint Commission are interesting and represent a considerable 
amount of labor. However, the applicability of the conclusions 

reached by the Joint Commission and indeed the appropriateness of 
taking into account the economic factors suggested by the Joint 
Commission in approaching the concrete problem of the reduction 
and limitation of armament are matters solely for consideration 
and decision first, by the Preparatory Commission for the Disarma- 

ment Conference, and, second, by the governments represented 
thereon. 

The American Government has noted that Sub-Committee B of 
the Preparatory Commission has been careful to reserve for all the 
governments represented on the Preparatory Commission the right 
to make any observations they may think fit either in written docu- 
ments or orally in the course of the discussions at the forthcoming 
meeting of the Preparatory Commission. The American Govern- 
ment desires to make the following remarks relative to the subjects 
considered in the report of the Joint Commission, reserving the right 
to amplify those remarks before the Preparatory Commission, 

Section I 

This Section of the Joint Commission’s Report contemplates the 

supervision or regulation of certain essential national industries, and 
international agreements among such national industries looking to 
the divulgence of certain information and the rationing of manu- 
factures. There is also contemplated a system for the collection 
and publication of statistics of manufactures. 

The American Government, as has been repeatedly stated by 
the American Delegation at Geneva, does not view favorably any 
proposal partaking of the nature of international supervision of 
the administration of an agreement limiting armament. It believes 
that the surest foundation upon which to construct such an agreement 
is that of international good faith and respect for treaties. It 
believes that the introduction of the element of supervision and control 
is calculated to engender suspicion and. illwill, the disadvantages 

™ Circulated by the Secretary General of the League to the Preparatory 
Commission and to members of the League, under date of Mar. 10, 1927.
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of which would far outweigh any advantages to be derived from such 

supervision or control. 
With regard to the specific suggestion of agreements between 

national industries, it may be pointed out that in the United States, 
at least, there might be grave legal and constitutional objections 
to an international agreement whose effect was to compel American 
industries to enter into agreements with industries of other 

countries. 
It may further be pointed out that it is the practice of many 

countries, including the United States, to publish periodically statis- 
tics covering the production of various industries. 

Section IT 

This Section of the Joint Commission’s Report may be divided into 

two parts: 

(1) The advisability of the insertion in a General Disarmament 
Convention of provisions similar to those contained in the Statute of 
the International Labor Office (Articles 411 to 420 of the Treaty of 
Versailles) and 

(2) The effect, economically, of inserting such provisions in a 
convention regarding the prohibition of certain forms of warfare. 

As regards the insertion of such provisions in a convention limiting 
armaments, it is noted that the Joint Commission recommends a 
comprehensive plan of procedure, providing for investigation of 
complaints by a commission of experts and action upon the recom- 
mendation of that commission by the Council of the League of 

Nations. 
Quite aside from the fact that the United States is not a member 

of the League of Nations and that consequently proposals calling 
for the submission of disputes to the Council for investigation and 
action would necessarily not concern it, the American Government 
desires to call particular attention to the declaration in which the 
American Delegation at Geneva joined with the Delegations of 
Chile, Italy, and Japan in the Report of Sub-Committee A on the 
questions contained in paragraph 2B of the report of the Preparatory 
Commission to the Council.2 The objections there set forth from 
the military point of view to a system of control similar to that con- 

tained in the Statute of the International Labor Organization would 
seem to be equally applicable from the economic point of view. 

In regard to this general question, the American Government 
believes it appropriate to reiterate here the declaration which the 
American Delegation at Geneva made jointly with the Delegations 
of the British Empire, Chile, Italy. Japan and Sweden, with respect 

* Report of Sub-Commission A, p. 165.
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to the question of international control and supervision, the substance 
of which was as follows: 

“ ,.. any form of supervision or control of armaments by an 
international body is more calculated to foment ill-will and suspicion 
between states than to create a spirit of international confidence, 
which should be one of the more important results of any agreement 
for the reduction and limitation of armaments. The execution of 
the provisions of any convention for the reduction and limitation of 
urmaments must depend upon the good faith of nations scrupulously 
to carry out their treaty obligations.” 

With reference to a proposal for commissions of inquiry, et cetera, 
submitted by certain delegations,—generally similar to the proposals 

of the Joint Commission,—the six delegations above mentioned 
submitted the following observations: 

“(1) The work of the proposed Commission would be complicated 
in the highest degree. It should not only be regarded from a technical 
point of view (military and economic), but should also be regarded 
from a political point of view, since, as Sub-Committee A has already 
shown, the primary criterion as to whether the armaments of a 
country are designed for defensive or offensive purposes lies in an 
appreciation of the political intentions of the Government interested. 
The Commission in question would, therefore, be called upon care- 
fully to take account not only of military and economic considera- 
tions, but also political considerations. In other words, the Commis- 
sion should be composed of quite exceptional representatives of each 
country, and, if it were to do its work effectively, it should in fact 
be a kind of International General Staff. 

“It would be extremely difficult for such a body to carry out its 
duties. It would be inevitably driven to encroach on the legitimate 
functions of these bodies which, in all countries, are entrusted by 
Governments with the duty of advising on the measures to be taken 
to ensure the safety of the State and to place it in a position to 
fulfil its international obligations. 

“It has been contended by others that the above use of the term 
‘International General Staff? can not really be applied to a Com- 
mission of this sort; it was further contended that the powers of such 
a Commission would not differ appreciably from those of many 
existing commissions. The six Delegations submitting this declara- 
tion do not share this opinion; they know of no body whose duties 
would be comparable to the duties of the Commission proposed. 

“(2) It would be very difficult for the proposed Commission to 
arrive at unanimous reports. More often there would be two or 
more divergent opinions, the choice between which would have to be 
taken by appeal to a higher body. In any case, in order to ensure the 
supervision of the execution by a State of its obligations, the Commis- 
sion would require to investigate further and to complete its informa- 
tion and to invite that State to furnish observations and explanations. 
This would require considerable time, during which the situation 
under examination might change.
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“(3) If this organization were composed of all the States signatories 
of the Convention, it would be unduly numerous and its procedure 
would, therefore, be very slow. If, on the other hand, it were com- 
posed of some only among these States, the difficulty would arise of 
settling which of the countries adhering to the Convention should 
be represented on it. 

“It has been contended by others that it cannot be claimed that the 
creation of supervisory organizations is impossible on material or 
practical grounds since many precedents already exist. It 1s further 
contended that a precedent could be found in the Opium Convention 
and in the Statute of the International Labour Organization. The 

_ six Delegations submitting this declaration wish to point out that 
there is no analogy between Opium and Disarmament, and as to the 
extension of the Statute of the International Labour Office to Dis- 
armament, this could not be invoked as a precedent; on the contrary, 
Sub-committee A had been asked to examine whether the applica- 
tion of that statute was possible or not. 

“(4) It is very doubtful whether the method of procedure contem- 
plated for the proposed Commission can be in practice applied. An 
example will best explain the position. The commission receives 
reports which may possibly lead to the suggestion that in country X 
there are certain indications which might be considered to show that 
that country is not fulfilling its formal obligations, or to show the 
growth of aggressive intentions against country Y. What will be 
the position of the proposed Commission? They will find themselves 
obliged at once to study questions which have not only a technical, 
but a political aspect, and it is safe to assume that in many cases 
the members of the Commission will find themselves influenced by 
divergent political considerations. If the case is quite clear, these 
political considerations may be disregarded; but if, as is more prob- 
able, the position is a complicated one, then it is safe to say that these 
political considerations are bound to hamper an impartial inquiry. 
In such a situation it is to be feared that. divergent opinions will come 
to light and the only way of removing them would be by verifying 
the situation on the spot. This means that a proper application of 
the proposed method would frequently lead to inquiries on the spot. 
The Delegations subscribing to this declaration consider that most 
unfortunate results both political and technical would follow from 
these inquiries. It is impossible to disregard the possibility that, in 
certain circumstances, one country might bring a charge against 
another in order to obtain, unjustifiably, information about the secret 
defensive organizations of the country accused. Moreover, the Dele- 
gations of the British Empire, Chile, the United States of America, 
Italy and Japan, are entirely unable to accept for their own Govern- 
ments anything in the nature of itinerant inquisitorial Commissions. 

“It was contended during the deliberations on this question that the 
‘unfortunate results both political and technical’ mentioned above, 
which the six delegations submitting this declaration claim would 
follow from these inquiries, would in fact not exist since ‘inquiries 
of this kind have already been carried out to the general satisfac- 
tion’. Since, obviously, no such inquiries of this nature have ever 
been carried out in the past, it is difficult to understand how such a 
contention can be held,
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“(5) Further, it may be pointed out that if, in fact, it were decided 
to limit the task of the proposed Commission to examining, comparing 
and drawing conclusions from the variety of information at their 
disposal, the reports drawn up by the Commission would give rise to 
further objections. 

“From the technical point of view, any conclusions at which the 
Commission might arrive ‘without inquiry and direct control likely 
to affect the secret military preparations of the different States’ would 
be liable to be completely erroneous and misleading. The result might 
be that technical Commission would be writing reports impugning 
the good faith of nations without having at their disposal the essential 
facts such as could only be gleaned from a first-hand study of the sit- 
uation on the spot. And, in general, it is inconceivable that Govern- 
ments can view, without irritation, the requests for explanations which 
would be the result of insufficient data and which might, therefore, be 
regarded, according to the different circumstances of the case, as vexa- 
tious, disingenuous, or actually provocative. 

“(6) The work so far carried out by Sub-committee A proves in 
the opinions of the Delegations subscribing to the present declaration, 
that the only basis on which it is possible to hope for satisfactory and 
permanent results is the creation of an atmosphere of good faith. It 
cannot be denied psychologically and from all experience that the 
introduction of restrictions upon the sovereign rights of each State, 
tends to militate against the creation of this atmosphere. It is com- 
mon knowledge that in every country restrictions of all kinds are 
necessary, but these restrictions have only been imposed as the result 
of experience and by the nation itself in the exercise of its sovereign 
powers. The Delegations of the British Empire, Chile, the United 
States, Italy, Japan and Sweden consider that restrictions of this 
nature should not be contemplated in international engagements ex- 
cept where absolutely necessary and with the fullest consent and ap- 
proval of the nations concerned. 

“With regard to this entire declaration, it developed during the 
proceedings on this question in ‘Subcommittee A that others contended 
that the authors of this declaration in setting forth their observations 
had stressed political and psychological arguments and omitted tech- 
nical arguments. The signatories of this declaration are of the opin- 
ion, on the contrary, that they have submitted both technical and polit- 
ical arguments; but in any case it will be for the Preparatory Com- 
mission to make this distinction if it sees fit?.” 

In regard to the second part of the Joint Commission’s answer to 
this question, relative to the insertion in a convention for the prohi- 

bition of certain forms of warfare of provisions similar to those in 
the Charter of the International Labor Office, it is observed that the 
recommendations of the Joint Commission confine themselves to the 
typical case of chemical warfare. It is further observed that these 
recommendations are conditioned upon agreements among the national 
industries concerned. The Americah Government does not consider 
that such agreements are in any way germane to the question of the 
limitation of national armaments. - It is well known that the great
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majority of the chemical products which may be utilized for military 
purposes in time of war are essential to the daily peace-time life of 
industry. 

Section III 

This Section of the Report relates to questions concerning the con- 
vertibility of chemical factories for the manufacture of poison gas, 
and means for hindering their conversion to such use. Proposals to 
that end are made by the Joint Commission. 

The views of the American Government as to the appropriateness 
of the conclusion of industrial agreements among chemical industries 
have been stated above. With respect to the proposal that each state 
undertake to establish as a crime at common law any exercising or 
training by military persons or civilians in the use of poisons or 
bacteria, and, in particular, the exercising or training of air squad- 
rons, it is the opinion of the American Government that such a pro- 
posal is impracticable. In this connection, it may be pointed out 
that no nation could safely agree to refrain from preparations for 
defense against attack by chemical warfare regardless of the existence 
of international conventions prohibiting the use of such warfare. In 
order to prepare against attack by such warfare, training in chemical 
matters is essential. To forbid absolutely training in the use of poisons 
and bacteria would, in the broadest meaning, put an end to chemical 
and medical research. Such a measure would be impossible to 
administer. 

Section IV 

This Section deals with the possibility of using military expendi- 
ture as a criterion for the comparison of armaments, and of effecting 
arms limitation by a limitation of such expenditure. 

The conclusions reached by the Joint Commission relative to the 
usefulness of taking into consideration military expenditures in the 
comparison or limitation of armaments serve to emphasize the point 
of view which has been expressed by the American Delegation on the 
Preparatory Commission, namely, that military expenditure consti- 
tutes neither a real measure for the comparison of armaments nor an 
equitable basis for the limitation of armaments. The Joint Commis- 
sion’s report points out that certain groups of countries having similar 
military organizations, similar wage levels and standards of living, 
might profitably use expenditure as a standard for the comparison of 
their armaments. The American Government does not doubt that it 
might be possible for certain countries to employ such a method of 
comparison profitably as among themselves. 

Without commenting in detail upon the conclusions reached by 
the Joint Commission on this subject, the American Government
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believes that the true relation of budgetary expenditure to the com- 
parison of limitation of armaments is accurately stated in the declara- 
tion made by the Delegations of Germany, the Argentine, Japan, The 
Netherlands, Sweden and the United States at the meeting of Sub- 
Committee A of the Preparatory Commission as follows: 

“The Delegations of Germany, the Argentine, Japan, The Nether- 
lands, Sweden and the United States of America are of the opinion 
that while the reduction in national expenditure on armaments is 
highly desirable as one of the results to be attained by the reduction 
and limitation of armaments, this result would automatically follow 
from any effective reduction and limitation of armaments. 

“They are strongly of the opinion that monetary expenditure for 
the creation and maintenance of armaments does not afford either a 
true measure of armaments or a fair basis for limitation of armaments. 
They hold this opinion for the following reasons: 

“(1) The direct and indirect costs of personnel under the con- 
scriptive and voluntary systems are so variable in different countries 
and in their overseas possessions and are influenced by so many dif- 
ferent factors that these costs are practically impossible of simple 
and equitable conversion to a common basis. 

“(2) Due also to differences in rates of pay, production costs, main- 
tenance charges, costs of labour and material, varying standards of 
living, variations in the rates of exchange and lack of uniformity in 
the preparation of budgets, any attempt to apply this method of 
limitation would be unfair and inequitable. 

“(3) The method of limitation of expenditure is an indirect method 
of obtaining a limitation or reduction of armaments. AJl methods 
heretofore considered have been positive and direct; the application 
of an indirect method seems highly undesirable as a means of accom- 
plishing what might better be accomplished by direct methods. 

“The above mentioned Delegations maintain their opinion that from 
a technical standpoint armaments can be effectively limited by direct 
methods. 

“(4) While comparison without limitation is possible, obviously 
there can be no equitable limitation of expenditure by international 
agreement without a comparison. In other words, comparison of 
expenditure is a pre-requisite to equitable limitation of expenditure. 
Therefore, since comparison cannot be made between budgets of dif- 
ferent countries, as has been agreed upon in the study of standards 
of comparison, it will be impracticable to use a budgetary method in 
any formula for the reduction and limitation of armaments. 

“For these reasons the above Delegations are firmly of the opinion 
that the method of limitation of armaments based upon the lmita- 
tion of budgetary expenditure is impracticable, inequitable, and hence 
inadmissible. 

“Since the mandate of the Preparatory Commission calls for a 
reply to this question only in case the limitation of expenditure is 
considered practicable, and since in the opinion of the above-men- 
tioned Delegations the method seems inapplicable, it would appear 
that the reply to the question submitted should be, that the limitation 
of expenditure is not a practicable method for the limitation or reduc- 
tion of armaments.”
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Section V 

This Section relates to the principle upon which it will be possible 
to draw up a scale of armaments permissible to the various countries, 
taking into consideration population, resources, geographical situa- 
tion, length and nature of maritime communications, density and char- 
acter of the railways, et cetera. 

The views of the American Government are in general accord with 
the reply to this question contained in the Report of Sub-Committee 
A and it does not appear to be necessary to restate those views in 
this document. It may be observed, however, that the conclusions 
reached by the Joint Commission in reply to this question indicate 
with a fair degree of clearness that the only factor which can be 
applied with any accuracy is that of population and that the applica- 
tion of this factor in the matter of limitation or reduction of arma- 
ments should be merely a basis for the determination of the maximum 
allowable amount of personnel in the armed forces. 

Section VI 

This Section deals with the influence of the material resources of 

a country on its war strength. 
It is noted that the Joint Commission has approached the con- 

sideration of this question apparently with a view to pointing out 
those factors which it would be necessary to equalize or to compensate 
for in order to allow the various countries of the world to wage war 
upon one another on a more or less equal footing. 

The American Government does not desire to comment in detail 
upon the observations of the Joint Commission in this regard since 
it will be readily admitted that in order to wage an effective war a 
country must have either within its own borders or accessible to it 
elsewhere the necessary supplies of raw materials, manufactured goods, 
and financial resources. With respect to these materials, each country 
is faced with a separate problem which, in a general sense, can never 
be solved by artificial international agreements. Those countries rich 
in raw materials and industrial facilities cannot be deprived of that 
wealth nor can countries poor in such wealth be provided with it 
except through the normal course of agricultural and industrial 

development. 

Section VII 

This Section indicates certain elements of a country’s war-time 
power which are, in the opinion of the Joint Commission, capable of 

being expressed in figures. 
It may be pointed out in passing that the list of the raw materials 

indicated by the Joint Commission as essential for waging war does 

not appear to be complete.
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Section VIII 

The final Section of the report contains the Joint Commission’s 
views relative to the possibility of considering areas or regions of the 
world as essentially self-supporting economically. This question was 
raised in connection with the consideration of the practicability of 
regional agreements for arms limitation. 

The American Government believes that the problems of land and 
air armament are particularly susceptible of regional limitation agree- 
ments quite regardless of whether the regions covered by such agree- 
ments might be economically self-contained or not. Whule the obser- 
vations of economic experts on this subject are perhaps of interest, 
the practicability of regional agreements will be determined eventually 
by political conditions and by decisions of governments as to whether 
they wish to adopt a policy which promises an immediate limitation 

of land and air armaments. 

§00.A15a 1/77: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Houghton) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Lonvon, March 7, 1927—6 p.m. 
[ Received March 7—3: 30 p. m. | 

5%. The following is authoritative, but is not yet to be made public. 
On assembling of Preparatory Commission on March 21, Cecil *4 
has been authorized to lay before it a draft convention which embodies 
following plan: The high contracting parties are to bring their pro- 
posals on strength in land, sea, and air forces before the final Confer- 
ence, and appropriate subcommittees are to consider these proposals 
separately. That this plan is squarely opposed to French idea of 
interdependence of arms is recognized, but it is conceded to Cecil so 
that League may have all possible opportunity to reach practical result 
through the Preparatory Commission. Admiralty believes that Cecil’s 
draft convention will not be acceptable and that impasse will be reached 
before Easter holidays. At all events, no great time will be permitted 
for discussion. The Admiralty expect that the Three-Power Naval 

Conference will meet in June.” 
HovucHTon 

% Viscount Cecil of Chelwood, British delegate on the Commission. 
> See pp. 1 ff. 

258346—42—vol. }——17
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500.A15/440 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 

Commission (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, March 21, 1927—9 p.m. 
[Received March 22—1:56 a. m.] 

186. Preparatory Commission convened this afternoon. Cecil pre- 
sented his draft convention outlined in my 176, March 14, 6 p. m.,”° 
with statement that this was merely a framework for discussion and 
that he would welcome alternative drafts from other delegations and 
proposed that any effort to reconcile them be made by special subcom- 
mittees. Paul-Boncour?’ in conciliatory speech stated that he pre- 
ferred beginning by general discussion of the reports of technical 
subcommittees but that under the circumstances he was prepared to 
adopt British method and would tomorrow or Wednesday press the 
alternative draft embodying French views and expressed his hope 
that the other delegations would present drafts and suggestions.” 
The Italian delegate read long prepared statement to the general 
effect that Italy would not consider present armaments as a basis 
of discussion and that regardless of the forces of other Kuropean coun- 
tries Italy would demand total strength equal to that of any other 
European country. Japanese delegate read a declaration in which 

he associated himself with Italian view that the armaments of each 
country must be settled entirely by that country. I took no part in 
the discussions aside from expressing satisfaction over the agreement 
to take British and French drafts as a basis of consideration and 
added that the generous manner in which the French delegate subor- 
dinated his preference in the method of work was a good augury for 
future success. 

There is no work before the Preparatory Commission until the 
French draft is made available but a meeting will be held tomorrow 
merely because of the fear which was openly expressed that failure to 
hold a meeting might have an unfortunate effect upon public opinion. 

GIBSON 

6 Not printed ; see telegram No. 57 from the Ambassador in Great Britain, supra. 
7 Wrench delegate on the Commission. 
* The texts of the British and French drafts are printed in Great Britain, 

Cmd. 2888, Miscellaneous No. 4 (1927): Report of the British Representative to 
the Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs.
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500.A15/438 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chief of the American Representation 
on the Preparatory Commission (Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasuineton, March 22, 1927—6 p.m. 
95. In reply to the inquiry made February 24 in your private letter 

to Mr. Dorsey Richardson of the Division of Western European Af- 
fairs,”° on position to take should necessity arise of defining this Gov- 
ernment’s attitude toward an economic blockade which the Council 
of the League of Nations might declare under article XVI of the 
Covenant of the League, you will be guided by the following statement : 

“1. The Government of the United States cannot become a party to 
any agreement involving an undertaking on its part to sever either 
trade or financial relations with any state in any contingency, nor can 
it participate in any blockade which may be decreed by any power or 
by any group of powers, whether the blockade is decreed under the 
auspices of the League of Nations or otherwise. No arrangement 
directly or indirectly contemplating possibility of prohibiting or re- 
stricting carrying on of trade or commerce by American citizens with 
any other country or countries by institution of an economic blockade 
can be entered into by the Government of the United States. 

2. This Government will not agree to any form of international 
supervision or control of armaments. This Government considers 
that, as far as it 1s concerned, sole sanction for reduction and enforce- 
ment of any convention for reduction or limitation of armaments is 
the good faith of all the nations which are concerned; this good faith 
naturally requires scrupulous observance on their part of their treaty 
obligations.” | 

KELLoce 

500.A15/444 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 
Commission (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

{Paraphrase] 

Geneva, March 23, 1927—11 a. m. 
[Received 12:30 p. m.] 

191. The entire character of the proceedings of the Preparatory 
Commission will change with the presentation of the British, French, 
and possibly other texts as basis for work instead of the original 
agenda. 

The French draft is based entirely upon the idea of enforcement 
of the Treaty of Versailles by the League of Nations; nominally the 
British draft is also largely based on League enforcement but in this 

° Not printed.



178 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1927, VOLUME I 

respect its provisions are more readily susceptible of being worked 
out by organizations and procedure which does not bear the label 
of the League, as Cecil has indicated in his statement. Such action, 
however, would meet, with determined opposition from the French 
bloc. We must decide how far our course of action is to be affected 
by this change. We have two courses open to us, In my opinion: 
(1) To continue to present our views on all questions with view to 
having them adopted in draft of convention; (2) to set forth our 
views making known the sort of treaty we would be in position to ac- 
cept and leave to other delegations adoption, or otherwise, of such a 
draft, placing on them the responsibility for adoption of a draft 
which would make our participation impossible. 
Adoption of first course would lead inevitably, I think, to deadlock, 

providing those who hold other views with pretext for throwing on 
us responsibility for failure to solve problem of disarmament; cer- 
tainly the tension with the French would be increased, as well as with 
nations supporting them, and it would lead to multiplicity of argu- 
ments, merits of which a large part of the continental press and 
possibly a portion of the American press would inevitably distort. 
I do not see how, by such methods, we could arrive at a generally 
acceptable treaty draft. 

Second method, if well presented, would enable us, on the other 
hand, to state our views with equal clarity and would at same 
time allow for recognition of fact that measures which we could 
not accept for constitutional or legal reasons might be desirable 
and practicable for other countries. Essential obstacle to a plan 
generally acceptable is that large number of delegations desire to 
have entire machinery of disarmament placed under supervision and 
control of League in order to make disarmament contingent on 
security under League, on international inspection and control, and 
to put measures of sanction under jurisdiction of the League Council. 
We might express desire to enter into general scheme for limitation 
and reduction of armaments and then leave to the others the decision 
as to which was more important: Abandonment of use of League in 
this matter in order to obtain American participation, or agreement 
upon what they deemed to be effective measures under League, with 
full knowledge that this action would thereby eliminate us from any 
final arrangement. 

IT shall cable you a tentative outline of statement on this subject 
for your consideration. If it proves acceptable I should appreciate 
your full instructions for exact form in which matter is to be pre- 
sented. Urgent that I have instructions early, as the situation may 
develop so rapidly that our attitude will have to be made clear in 
course of next few days. 

GiBson
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900,A15/446: Telegram 

The Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 
Conumission (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, March 23, 1927—midnight. 
[Received March 24—1:23 a. m.] 

194. My 191, March 23, 11 a.m. With reference to second course 
proposed. At today’s session of Commission, Boncour in presenting 

his draft declared that it was only in an earnest determination to 
meet American position that he framed provisions of his draft con- 
cerning carrying into effect of convention and embodying erection 
of Permanent Disarmament Commission; otherwise he would have 
preferred to utilize already existing League organs. French draft, 
unlike British, still provides for supervision and control of contract- 
ing parties’ territory. 

[Paraphrase.] If second course should be adopted, however, Bon- 
cour 1s so conciliatory that I feel that I might suggest the possibility 
of dividing the convention into two parts, the first part to contain 
the absolute provisions for the limitation and reduction of arma- 
ments and the second to comprise those provisions which members 
of the League of Nations might be desirous of having enforced by 
those agencies under the control of the League. It is believed that 
under such circumstances the members of the League could apply 
the second convention as among themselves while we might adhere 
to the first with such additional undertakings as might make our 
adherence acceptable to those states members of the League. [End 
paraphrase. | 

GIBSON 

500,A15/447 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 

Commission (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, March 24, 1927—11 a. m. 
[Received 3:50 p. m.°°] 

195. If you decide upon the adoption of the second course indicated 
in my 191 March 23, 11 a. m. I would suggest that I take an early 
occasion to make a statement somewhat along the following lines. For 
example, I have sought to avoid on the one hand appearing to be 
obstructive and on the other the appearance of a swan song. There 
are some repetitions but they are intentional to make sure of driving 
home essential points. 

“With the submission of the drafts, which are now before us, the 
work upon which we are engaged has assumed a new aspect. Here- 

” Telegram in three sections.
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tofore we have been engaged upon the discussion of a number of tech- 
nical questions but now we have before us texts which embody not only 
technical views by [but] the political views of various Governments 
as to the practical solution of actual problems of the limitation and 
reduction of armaments. I cannot [but] feel this is a distinct step 

| forward on the basis of very valuable technical work which has already 
been done. We are now in a position to begin the thorough exami- 
nation of the still more difficult and involved political problems. 
While the American delegation does not feel that it can usefully sub- 
mit an additional draft convention, it welcomes the candor which has 
prompted the presentation of the drafts now before us which are of 
the greatest value in that they indicate how far certain Governments 
are disposed to go, and secondly, the methods which they feel can best 
solve these problems. I think I can say that in a general way the drafts 
before us indicate certain schools of thought which have been devel- 
oped in the course of lengthy discussions as to the most acceptable 
methods of limiting and reducing armaments. It may best serve the 
avowed purpose of these drafts and facilitate the work of the Con- 
ference if I offered at this time certain frank comments on a type of 
provisions common to all of them. I refer most particularly to those 
provisions in both drafts which envisage utilizing the machinery and 
authority of the League of Nations in carrying out the provisions of 
a final treaty either through providing for security, the punishment 
of an aggressor state, or international inspection and control of 
armaments. 

During the discussions of the past few days I have been greatly im- 
pressed by the obvious conviction of many delegations [that] the solu- 
tion of the armament problem can best be found through utilizing in 
full measure the machinery and authority of the League of Nations. 
The sincerity of this conviction commands our fullest respect, not only 
our respect, but a growing belief that this very confidence in the 
efficacy of the League as an organ of peace may indicate that these 
nations are feeling their way forward surely to a solution of their 
problem. The American delegation believes that the possibilities of 

: such a solution deserve the most careful friendly examination and if 
it be found that this 1s the way to accomplish the task it will rejoice 
in every measure of success that may be achieved. Moreover, my 
Government is deeply and genuinely sensible of the friendliness and 
good will which has been shown throughout these discussions in an 
effort to deal in a practical manner with the problem created by the 
fact that the United States is not a member of the League of Nations. 
As has been brought out in these discussions this constitutes a difficult 
problem and it may be that even infinite goodwill will not suffice to 
obtain the advantages sought by those who wish to use the authority 
of the League and at the same time make adequate [provision?] for 
the existing difficulties created by America’s nonmembership. I am 
confident, however, that if this extremely difficult problem cannot be 
solved it will be through no lack of careful study and goodwill. There 
are other governments which are not members of the League, but the 
American Government is the only one among them which 1s here rep- 
resented to bring forward this point of view. The fact that my Gov- 
ernment is not a member of the League imposes very definite limitations 
as to the undertakings which it is in a position to give in connection with
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a convention of this sort. In the course of the discussions in the Pre- 
paratory Commission and its subcommissions, it has repeatedly been 
made clear that any convention, in order to be acceptable to my Gov- 
ernment, must take full account of the fact that it is not a member of 
the League and further that it 1s not in a position to subscribe to inter- 
national agreements based on supervision or control. I trust it will be 
clearly understood that I am not bringing up this question in any spirit 
of criticism or with a view to raising doubts as to the effective measures 
or desirability of the methods. I am merely calling attention to a fact. 

I realize that there is a broad difference in the possible types of 
conventions which might be drawn up. On the one hand there is 
the type of convention which some delegations here might be ready to 
accept in which they would utilize in a very extended form the authority 
and supervision of the subtreasurer. At the other extreme is the 
form of convention which would be acceptable to my Government, 
namely, a general international convention binding as between the 
contracting parties and depending for its fulfillment upon interna- 
onal good faith and respect for treaties without recourse to the 
eague. 
Regardless of the views of any delegation or group-meeting of 

delegations and regardless of the particular situation of any delega- 
tion, what this Commission is chiefty concerned with is the elaboration 
of a convention which will most effectively deal with the problem of 
the limitation and reduction of armaments. In the view of my Govern- 
ment everything should be subordinated to that end. After the very 
exhaustive studies which may be made by the members of this Com- 
mission it may be felt by many delegations that the problem can best 
be solved by the adoption of a text which involves the full use of 
League machinery and the [conferring?] of definite and extensive 
powers on the League. If in the reasoned opinion of this Commission 
that course will accomplish the purpose for which it has been convened, 
my Government would not wish its special situation to be considered 
an obstacle to general agreement. We quite realize, as I have said, 
that a treaty utilizing to the full the machinery and authority of the 
League might best be calculated to meet the problem even if the United 
States should be unable to become a party to it. On the other hand a 
treaty which takes full account of the special situation of the United 
States in such measure as to make it acceptable to us might be con- 
sidered of doubtful value in dealing with the situation in other parts 
of the world and my Government above all desires that its special 
position shall not impede the adoption of the most effective convention 
ossible. 

. I have ventured to set forth these views in explanation of my Govern- 
ment’s position but I have not done this with the desire to ask the 
Preparatory Commission to give its immediate attention to this special 
problem. It will, I hope, be taken care of in the normal course of 
discussion incident to the preparations of a draft convention in which 
work the American delegation will take its full share, since any decision 
of the Commission not to make special provision for America’s status 
would in no way diminish our interest in the general problem. 

In this connection the Commission will wish to consider how far the 
general question or problem of armaments will be affected if a draft is 
adopted to which the United States cannot become a party. It may
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perforce be felt that the armaments of my country hardly require the 
measures of supervision and control prescribed in the preposed conven- 
tion. It may also be borne in mind that with respect to naval arma- 
ments we are already strictly bound as regards certain classes of ships 
by a treaty which still has a number of years to run.*1 Under pro- 
posals which have recently been made by the President ** we are seek- 
ing to reach an agreement which we hope will result in limitation of 
the classes of ships not already dealt with in the Washington treaty. 
As regards our land armament, it 1s well known that it has been re- 
duced to a figure far below that of any other country with anything 
[approximating] our population and that our whole history and tradi- 
tion is in the direction of a military establishment reduced to a mini- 
mum. While I am of course in no position to give any undertaking on 
behalf of my Government at this time, I am authorized to say that 
there is no present intention of materially increasing our land forces. 
I do not wish to urge this view upon the Commission but merely submit 
it for consideration in connection with the general problem which I 
have raised. 

My Government is thoroughly alive to the very real problems which 
confront many of the countries here represented. It quite realizes the 
great complexity of the query which they are now called upon to meet. 
It is this recognition of the difficult position of other countries which 
has led my Government to authorize this declaration of its position. 
It feels that the problem at issue is so great that it will willingly sub- 
ordinate its own desire to join in this convention to its still stronger 
desire to witness the successful conclusion of a concrete achievement 
which, even if it should fall short of the utmost desirable, would still 
be a most noteworthy contribution to the cause of peace and an allevia- 
tion of armament burdens and, it may well be hoped, constitute an 
incentive to further accomplishments in the same field. This is a task 
which will call not only for intelligence and industry but for great 
courage and indefinite [infinite?] tolerance. My Government is most 
anxious to contribute its full share and will work wholeheartedly for the 
success of this effort in that spirit. 

A number of my colleagues have referred in very friendly terms 
to their anxiety to draw up a text which can be accepted by my Gov- 
ernment. Monsieur Paul-Boncour in his admirable presentation of the 
French draft showed clearly that he had made an earnest effort to 
reconcile his belief in the efficiency of League authority with his desire 
to bring America into the final treaty. We are deeply sensible of the 
friendly spirit which prompted him to go to the lengths [to] which 
he has gone in [preparation ?] of his draft. In examining Lord Cecil’s 
draft it is obvious that he has been animated by the same spirit. My 
Government on its part is most anxious to find some solution of the 
problem which will enable it to accept a draft convention which com- 
mends itself to the other members of this Commission as effective and 
desirable. I recognize that the problem is difficult but with the good 

Treaty for the Limitation of Naval Armament, signed at Washington, Feb- 
ruary 6, 1922, Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, p. 247. 

* See the Department’s telegram No. 26, Feb. 3, 8 p. m., to the Ambassador in 
France, p. 6.
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will which has been shown here it may be possible to find a way out. 
One thought which occurs to me is that some method might be devised 

: of dividing the text toward which we are working into two parts— 
one of them to contain merely the actual provisions for the limitation 
and reduction of armaments and the other to consist of those provi- 
sions which members of the League may desire to apply for their 
enforcement through League agencies. This might be worked out in 
such a way that my Government could give its adherence to the first 
convention accompanied by such separate undertakings as might make 
this adherence acceptable to the states members of the League while 
they could apply the second convention as among themselves. I am 
not offering a carefully elaborated plan for it is my purpose to avoid 
this and to offer this as one possible means of meeting the problem 
in a way acceptable to all. It may be that other delegations can sug- 
gest a still better solution and I shall be very grateful if they will 
be good enough to give me the benefit of their suggestions on this 
subject.” 

GIBSON 

500.A15/449 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 
Commission (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Geneva, March 24, 1927—4 p. m. 
[Received 4:48 p. m.] 

196. Reference is made to my No. 194, March 238, midnight. The 
idea of a double convention similar to the one I outlined to the 
Department has suggested itself to some of my colleagues who were 
most anxious to broach the subject this morning. To prevent this, I 
suggested that such a proposal would be premature and that it would 
be embarrassing to me if presented before my Government had had 
an opportunity to examine the drafts which had been submitted. for 
consideration. It is apparent that most of the value of this contribu- 
tion would be lost to us if before I can present the matter it is even 
hinted at by others. I would, therefore, request that you let me have 
your decision regarding my suggestion at the earliest possible 
moment in order to minimize the risk of losing the initiative in the 
matter. 

I am firmly convinced that our position now and in the future 
would be greatly strengthened if the suggestion which I have outlined 
were adopted. 

GrIBson
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500.A15/450 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chief of the American Representation 
on the Preparatory Commission (Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasuincton, March 25, 1927—5 p.m. 
98. Owing to late arrival of your telegrams on statement you 

propose to make, it is impossible for me to examine matter carefully 
and advise you tonight. I think, however, that in main it is too 
much an endorsement of League supervision, as our argument has 
always been not only that such supervision could not be accepted 
by us but that it is vicious in principle as its only effect will be to 
create distrust and suspicion between nations. In addition I do 
not think that we are justified in saying that we have no intention at 
present of materially increasing our land forces. Your draft will 
be considered and reply sent some time tomorrow. 

KELLOGG 

500.A15/453 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 
Commission (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

{Paraphrase] 

Geneva, March 26, 1927—11 a. m. 
[Received 12:36 p. m.*°] 

199. Department’s 98, March 25. The statement could not, I am 
confident, be interpreted as a departure from the consistently main- 
tained American position. Throughout the discussions, as you will 
recall, the statement by us that we deemed supervision vicious in 
principle and declined to accept it for ourselves was coupled in- 

variably with the statement that no objection would be offered by 
us if others wished to apply it among themselves. If we are not 
to be illogical, we must take an occasion to reiterate our position 
either now or as soon as the question of supervision comes up. 

Should all the other powers consider that supervision by the League, 
applied to themselves but not to the United States, does not create 
suspicion but is, on the contrary, the only method to allay their 
mutual suspicions, opposition by us would not be consistent and would 
make our position untenable. The whole delegation, however, be- 
lieves the statement in my 195, March 24, 11 a. m., or something like 
it, should be made promptly. Three courses remain open to us: 

“Telegram in two sections.
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(1) Make such a statement, thus removing any pretext for charg- 
ing us with obstruction. This would leave us free to concentrate on 
trying to obtain in a separate convention what we regard to be 
essential. Also, this would clearly reveal our sincere desire for the 
promotion of achieved results. 

(2) Await the same proposal from France or Belgium (see my 
196, March 24, 4 p. m.). Unless we anticipate them, they intend to ~ 
make it in a day or so, thereby creating the impression of going to 
extreme limits of concession in order to make the convention acceptable 
to us. A refusal would be difficult, and agreement would make it 
appear that we accepted a favor conferred upon us. 

(3) Refuse the proposal in (2) above and fight for a general con- 
vention which would be acceptable to us. This course, in our opinion, 
is not to be considered. Most of the other delegations favor the use 
of League machinery to a greater or lesser extent, and most of them 
wish to apply supervisory measures among themselves. The best 
possible pretext to accuse us of rendering disarmament measures 1m- 
possible would be afforded them 1f we oppose this course. 

It should be kept in mind that the prospect of success for the 
Conference is problematical at best and that, if we do meet the situa- 
tion handsomely, we shall leave to others the shouldering of their 
share of responsibility for the failure. Should we advance this pro- 
posal, the clearest indication will have been given that we are not 
fighting them politically, though we may not agree with them on 

technical matters. 
Another consideration is that some indecision is evident among the 

French regarding their reply to our last naval invitation.** Should 
we remove, in a conspicuously friendly way, what they consider to be 
the chief present obstacle in the way of their extreme League program, 
this may help in convincing them that, though on technical questions 
we have opposed them, no hostility to France was involved and we 
are anxious to treat with them in a friendly and generous way. AI- 
though this is pure conjecture, their decision regarding naval matters 
might be affected thereby. 

Nolan * approves as accurate the statement that we do not intend a 
material increase of our land forces, but this I do not deem of any 
consequence in comparison with the main point developed by me. 
If you prefer, therefore, this sentence could be omitted without the 
value of the statement being affected. . 

A general statement has been made by each delegation, except 
those of Argentina and Colombia. Owing to the special position of 
the United States respecting the League, it is felt that, until our views 
become known, no general discussion can profitably begin. While 
awaiting our statement, the Conference now marks time. Yesterday, 

*See pp. 1 ff. | . 
® Maj. Gen. Dennis E. Nolan, military expert with the American delegation.
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however, I was informed by the Conference that it would be difficult 
to wait later than Monday. Although I do not desire to seem unduly 
insistent or nervous, I cannot conceal the whole delegation’s feeling 
that the situation is the most crucial developed so far during the 
Conference and that this factor has, under the circumstances, become 
of the utmost importance. Therefore, I trust that I may be enabled 
to make a general statement no later than Monday morning. 

The delegation has most earnestly studied the entire problem 
but has not been able to evolve an alternative course. I cannot see 
how any other course than the one proposed by me will prevent the 
United States from incurring the odium of blocking the Conference. 
If the present recommendations are not approved, I beg to be fur- 
nished with the earliest instructions possible regarding the attitude I 
am to adopt in case another delegation proposes the double conven- 
tion idea and also with specific instructions regarding the delegation’s 
future course. 

GIBSON 

500.A15/447 : Telegram a 

The Secretary of State to the Chief of the American Representation 
on the Preparatory Commission (Gibson) 

[Paraphrase} 

Wasuincton, March 26, 1927—4 p. m. 
99. Your No. 195 has been considered with all care possible in 

short time given, and I do not think that your suggested statement 
contained therein should be made to plenary conference. 

(1) Fundamental objection is that other powers are deliberately 
encouraged to set up scheme of international supervision and control; 
and (2) very definite impression is given that only reason this 
Government cannot join is that the United States is not a member 
of the League. 

Perhaps you do not really intend statement to have that effect, 
but certainly that 1s impression made on my mind, and I fear that 
the other delegations and the public as well would receive it the same 
way. 
(3) One of our principal objections to both the French and Brit- 

ish drafts is the provision they carry for international supervision— 
in your words, based on punishment of an aggressor state—or for 
international inspection and armament control. Military action or 
economic boycott is only punishment that could be inflicted, and each 
is not only impractical and unacceptable to this country, but, in my 
opinion, very likely to be rejected by other countries. We have 
insisted constantly that control of armaments as far as this country 
is concerned must be left to the good faith of nations. 

(4) I think that the American delegation should put diplomati- 
cally before the plenary conference the arguments set forth in section 
8, report of subcommission A,** by the delegates representing the 

* Report of Sub-Commission A, p. 167.
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Governments of the British Empire, Chile, Italy, Japan, Sweden and 
the United States. I cannot see why these nations should not urge 
upon plenary conference the arguments advanced in the report. 

(5) I do not think that we impliedly should advocate a plan even 
for other nations which we would be unwilling to accept for ourselves. 

(6) I cannot go over your statement in detail, but in many pas- 
sages it seems to me that idea of approval of international super- 
vision for other countries is conveyed. In section 2, for instance, 
you state that if in the reasoned opinion of the Preparatory Com- 
mission complete League control will accomplish purpose for which 
it was convened, the Government of the United States would not 
wish its special position to be looked upon as obstacle to general 
agreement; and that it is fully realized that a treaty utilizing to 
fullest extent the machinery and authority of the League of Nations 
could best be calculated to meet problem, even should the United 
States not be able to be party to it. Our point is that we do not wish 
to be put in position of saying that international supervision is good 
thing for other nations but not for ourselves. 

I have no objection to offer to your making conciliatory and diplo- 
matic statement within limits here set forth and stated already in our 
instructions. The position of this Government, reduced to its lowest 
terms and stated in language which perhaps can be modified and put 
in more conciliatory form may be described thus: The Government of 
the United States cannot agree, for its part, to any form of interna- 
tional supervision or control of armaments. This Government holds 
that, as far as 1t is concerned, sole sanction for execution and enforce- 
ment of any convention for reduction and limitation of armaments lies 
in the good faith of all nations involved, naturally obligating them 
to a scrupulous observance of their treaty obligations. The United 
States would have no concern, therefore, in what other powers may 
decide to do toward establishment of an international supervision or 
control applicable to themselves. 

Principle involved here is of broader significance than any question 
having to do with efficacy of League machinery or of our nonmember- 
ship in League of Nations. The Government of the United States is 
unable to find itself in accord with proposals for any form of super- 
vision or control of armaments by any international body, whether 
League of Nations or any other organization. We do not object, of 
course, to plan of publicity proposed in section 1, part 3, Washington 
Disarmament Conference.*” 

Do not construe this message as an instruction to make no statement 
at all. We think you should use your own judgment as to that, but 
any statement which you may make on international supervision by 
League of Nations or any other body should conform to lines indicated 

above. Ketioce 

“Treaty for the Limitation of Naval Armament, ch. 1, pt. 3, sec. 1, par. (0) ; 
Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, p. 258.
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500.A15/454 ;: Telegram 

The Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 
Commission (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

{[Paraphrase] 

| Geneva, March 27, 1927—6 p. m. 
[Received 9:04 p. m.] 

201. Your No. 99 sets forth six main objections to statement I pro- 
posed in my No. 195. We understand and are in agreement with 
them as they tend to make our original intention clearer. 

Objection No. 1. We shall amplify statement so as to make it clear 
beyond doubt that our Government adheres fully to position set forth 
in declaration to which you refer published in section 3 of subcom- 
mittee A report; we shall state that we thoroughly disapprove, as 
wrong in principle and not workable in practice, of international 
supervision and control of armament; that not under any conditions 
will we accept it; and that we are convinced that it is upon the good 
faith of nations and respect for treaties that the execution of any 
international agreement for the limitation of armaments must depend. 

Objection No. 2. This objection will be obviated by statement as 
amplified under No.1. _ 

Objection No. 3. Amplification of statement will make clear that we 
will not accept sanctions of nature indicated. 

Objection No. 4. We are adhering fully to declaration published 
in section 3 of Subcommittee A report. Our adherence will be made 
clearer in statement when rewritten, and when discussions reach sub- 
ject of control will be dealt with more fully. On this issue Germany, 
Italy, and some of the other powers will continue to oppose the French ; 
the better part for us is to state our position and leave it to them to 
protect their own interests, 

Objection No. 5. We are not impliedly advocating a plan “even 
for other nations which we would be unwilling to accept for our- 
selves”. We are adhering strictly to statements made repeatedly in 
pursuance of your written instructions which make it clear that should 
other powers desire to apply to themselves a regime of inspection or 
control, this is not a matter which concerns the United States. 
Statement I proposed will not in any way go beyond this position re- 
Peatedly taken and is merely logical development of that position. 
My No. 199, March 26, 11 a. m. indicated urgent necessity of this 
course from strategical point of view, and our position will be very 
greatly strengthened if we adopt it and will be seriously impaired if 
we do not. 

Objection No. 6. Your quotation from my proposed statement read 
“machinery and authority of the League of Nations could best be cal- 
culated to meet problem”; my statement read “might” instead of 
“could” but nevertheless this portion will be omitted. 

The above changes in the proposed statement seem in large measure 
to meet your views and at same time to carry out our original intent. 
The Preparatory Commission has begun a detailed discussion on the
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coordinated Anglo-French draft on land armaments, and until we shall 
have enunciated a general policy we are in an awkward position to 
press our views. We request your authority to redraft the statement 
in conformity with above changes and present it as soon as we can. 

The fact that the issue is not confined to the question of control 
should be borne in mind. All the other delegations on the Prepara- 
tory Commission are prepared to use the League of Nations machinery 
in forms which would not be acceptable to us and which range from 
the obligation to report activities to the League to provisions of elabo- 
rate nature for security and sanctions. We clarify the situation and 
at same time relieve ourselves of necessity for cooperating in any of 
these matters if 1t is agreed that the convention is to be restricted 
broadly to limitation provisions to which you could adhere. Members 
of the League would be left free to take whatever measures they can 
negotiate to make the convention operative among themselves. We 
have frequently declared that any such arrangements do not concern 
us, and if the Conference is to break down on disagreements on 
League matters among European powers it seems highly important 
that we should avoid taking sides beyond a statement of our views. 

The cross-currents and tension here are difficult to describe. Speak- 
ing with our knowledge of the situation, we feel strongly that the 
course we propose should be taken without delay, as tension here will 
largely be relieved as far as we are concerned and we shall be left free 
to maintain our full thesis on what should go into a draft convention 
which is restricted to provisions of limitation; at same time we shall 
be free from resentment which is inevitable if we take part in what 
is now becoming a European political fight. 

All of us attach the utmost importance to idea of a double conven- 
tion as only means of avoiding participating in delicate discussions 
of League of Nations problems, and as means whereby others will be 
left free to reach agreement among themselves. As I stated in my No. 
199 it is important that you communicate your views without delay, 
for it would be unfortunate were we anticipated in this proposal and 
I were not in position where I could make some sort of response. 

GIBSON 

500.A15/454 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chief of the American Representation 
on the Preparatory Commission (Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasuineton, March 29, 1927—4 p.m. 
101. Your No. 201, March 27,5 p.m. What we do not wish to have 

come about is to appear before Conference and world as originators
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and proponents of a formula that would hereafter be known as the 
“American Plan”, which in effect calls for joint international super- 
vision and control of armaments for every power except ourselves. 
Although distinction between affirmative proposal and passive acqui- 
escence may seem fine in this matter it is real nevertheless. Double 
treaty formula may be well worth considering although in working 
it out and putting it in practicable shape serious difficulties may be 
encountered, but after having given question mature consideration we 
are convinced that we ought not to accept responsibility of originat- 
ing suggestion. On other hand we so genuinely appreciate possible 
embarrassment which it is evident that you are feeling keenly that 
we are anxious to go as far as we can towards meeting your views. 
It seems to us that our position before the Conference would be quite 
understandable and tenable were you to speak to your associates some- 
thing along following lines: They have proposed some form of in- 
ternational supervision and control; we do not believe in this (give 
reasons) and cannot accept it; if, however, they want it and insist 
upon it for themselves and if they can find any way by which to ac- 
complish what they desire for themselves and can at same time elimi- 
nate, as far as the United States is concerned, the feature of interna- 
tional supervision and control, then you are ready to cooperate with 
them in sincere endeavor to find solution of that problem. 
In our judgment, statement along these lines represents limit to 

which we can go. Other delegations will then be able, as you expect, 
to come forward with the double convention suggestion. 

KELLocG 

500.A15/462 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 
Commission (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 4, 1927—8 p. m. 
[Received April 5—2: 40 a. m.38] 

914. Proceedings of the present Commission forced ahead at such 
a pace as to preclude careful work or any effort at negotiation or 
compromise. ... If work was being carried on at a normal rate 
most of the things we wanted would be brought out in the discussions 
but now we must state them each time lest the discussion be closed 
before our views are made known. We are agreed that the best course 

for us is to let other people state our views where they will; otherwise, 
to state them ourselves as briefly as possible and in an entirely objec- 
tive manner and further to keep out of controversial debates except 

* Telegram in two sections.
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where it is essential to make our views on technical matters clearly of 

record. 
Thus far the discussions have been on technical matters but at rate 

we are proceeding we shall probably reach discussion of a number of 
highly controversial subjects of a political character by Wednesday 
evening. These include budgetary expenditures, supervision and con- 
trol, matters involving the use of League machinery in administering 
disarmament provisions of treaty and in all probability discussions of 
security under the authority of the Council. 

These questions will arise one after another and will be the subject 
of bitter controversy; as controversies increase in bitterness there will 
be a fresh effort to choose a scapegoat for any failure of the Commis- 
sion. We are at a stage of distinct jockeying. As matters now stand 
there are so many delicate European questions that need adjustment 
that so far as I can gather the inclination of those countries would be 
if possible to avoid recriminations among themselves and seek the 
scapegoat elsewhere. If on each of the contentious questions about 
to be considered we adopt an antagonistic attitude with no constructive 
or conciliatory offers we must expect that there will be a serious and 
perhaps plausible effort to hold us primarily accountable for failure. 

We can of course make a statement in connection with each of these 
problems that on account of our special conditions and special views 
we will not accept or be a party to any solution involving use of 
League machinery. But if this attitude of bare opposition is adopted 
we fall into a very dangerous situation. It is of course possible 

that delegations may give us a way out by suggesting a separate con- 
vention but it is becoming increasingly likely that they will emphasize 
and give wide publicity to our opposition to every proposal irrespec- 
tive of the League, which many of them claim is the only way of 
bringing about effective measures of disarmament and thus make a 
concerted effort and saddle upon us the responsibility and blame for 
rendering agreement impossible. 

I am still of the opinion that a bold suggestion of a treaty limited 
to disarinament provisions, accompanied by a protocol for its enforce- 
ment, would be the most sure means of warding off the real danger 
above set forth. In view however of your repeated instructions dis- 
approving this, the force of which I entirely appreciate, it remains to 
be seen if the same result cannot be reached by other means. One way 
still appears to offer hope of bringing us safely out of the delicate 
situation I have described, while it likewise conforms to the limits laid 
down in your recent telegraphic instructions. I therefore venture to 
recommend that we take occasion whenever the first of these enforce- 
ment questions arises to make a general statement which applies not 
only to that particular question but to the purpose of the whole idea 

258346—42—vol. I——18
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of League machinery and authority; to make it perfectly clear that we 
will not accept any measure of League jurisdiction, any obligation to 
the League for information or otherwise, and that the whole idea of 
sanctions, supervision, et cetera, whether carried out under the League 
or not, is thoroughly unacceptable to us; that on the other hand we 
must recognize the fact that all the other members of the committee 
are members of the League and that we cannot stand in the way of 
their adopting such measures as they may deem desirable no matter 
how impractical or unworkable they may appear to us; that we would 
be wanting in frankness if we did not make it clear that our failure to 
accept these reasonable measures was not due solely to our nonmember- 
ship in the League but primarily because we believe them unsatisfac- 
tory and unworkable; that we hope our views to this effect will be 
given their earnest consideration as we are reluctant to see them adopt 
any measures which in our opinion can lead to no practical results; 
that the fundamental part of our doctrine is that the way to disarm 
is to disarm and that the most effective sort of treaty is only one which 
specifies the disarmament provisions upon which governments are able 
to agree and leaves to their good faith the enforcement of these provi- 
sions. In this connection I purpose to refer to the Washington treaty 
as a successful example. We believe that any attempt to control, 
direct or spy will inevitably tend to foster mistrust and suspicion and 
take us farther away than ever from our common goal. However if 
the other members of the Commission are able to reach agreement 
among themselves for measures of this sort and really believe that they 
will be efficacious, the American Government would not stand in the 
way of such agreement; that of course we could not become a party to 
it and that they might feel they preferred such an agreement among 
themselves to an entirely different agreement to which the United 
States could become a party; that in this event we should of course 
offer no objection and should warmly welcome any measures of success 
which might be achieved by their agreement. We might then say 
that we were sincerely desirous of becoming a party to a general limi- 

tation treaty and that we hoped some method could be found which 
would enable them to suggest the measures they deemed desirable 
while at the same time recognizing our special position and our con- 

victions, 
At this point I should throw out the suggestion that the treaty 

should contain merely disarmament provisions leaving its enforcement 
to the good faith of each Government. This would obviate the objec- 
tion in your telegram to suggesting a double convention but would 
leave it open to some other delegate to suggest that there be a separate 
protocol as to enforcement among the other League members. How- 
ever, aS indicated above, the situation has so changed from that set 
forth in my earlier telegrams that we cannot rely confidently upon



GENERAL 193 

other delegations’ helping us out in this manner. The situation needs 
some active stimulation. I would therefore propose to take steps with 
a view to insuring that when I make my statement and suggestion as 
above set forth another delegation will propose that my suggestion 
of a limited treaty be complemented by a protocol [of] enforcement as 
between those believing in supervision and control, and I can then 
accept this suggestion. I feel fairly confident that I can satisfactorily 
handle this phase of the situation. | 

It seems clear to me that the proposal of a single treaty confined to 
disarmament provisions and with no proposals on our part of a sepa- 
rate agreement among League members obviates the objection raised 
in your 101, March 29, 4 p. m., that this would be called an American 
plan. We should be confining ourselves to a suggestion which could 
not be distorted as you feared would be the case with my original 
suggestion. 

Any general statement of this sort, in order to have its maximum 
effect, should be made whenever the first question involving the use 
of League machinery or authority arises. It will come with much 
lessened effect if we have made reservations on one or more points 
and then come out with a general statement. It will then look as 
though we had been forced into it as a matter of self-protection, 
whereas if we do it spontaneously we may get the credit of trying to 
find some helpful way of meeting one of the definite problems of the 
Conference, and furthermore any stand we later take on technical 
problems will bring less resentment than if we are opposed to the 
continental thesis all along the line. 

Commission finished first reading of air armaments today and begins 
naval armaments tomorrow morning. I do not see how we can help 
getting on to the question of enforcement of the treaties by Thursday 
at the latest. An immediate action is therefore essential. Marriner 
will be able to explain the very involved situation here which makes it 
imperative that we lose no time in divorcing ourselves from these Euro- 
pean quarrels and confine ourselves strictly to the technical aspects of 
disarmament which in themselves I fear offer insurmountable obstacles. 

I therefore request your authorization to pursue the course outlined 
above which, moreover, I believe falls within the limits of your instruc- 
tions. I may be required to take a stand on one or more of these ques- 
tions by Wednesday evening and hope you can give me your full 
instructions by that time. I earnestly hope you can agree with the 
foregoing as none of us can see any other effective way of emerging 
with credit from the present delicate situation. 

GIBSON
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500.A15/462 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chief of the American Representation 
on the Preparatory Commission (Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHinoton, April 5, 1927—6 p. m. 
109. Course you outline in your telegram No. 214, April 4, 8 p. m., 1s 

approved, and I authorize statement along lines indicated at time you 

deem most opportune. Begin statement at point reading “I therefore 

venture to recommend.” I suggest that it might be desirable to omit 

portion beginning “that of course we could not become a party” and 

ending “which might be achieved by their agreement.” This portion 

might be open to misinterpretation and does not seem to be necessary. 
KeELLoce 

900.A15/464 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 
Commission (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 5, 1927—9 p.m. 
[Received April 5—7: 43 p. m.] 

216. Commission in this morning’s session took up question limi- 
tation of naval effectives. After general discussion in which I briefly 
stated our position, the question was reserved as Cecil declared that he 
could take no further part in discussion until he received an answer to 
his request for instructions. While he in no way committed himeelf, 
this tends to indicate that he may go some distance in meeting French 

thesis. 
Remainder of morning session and entire afternoon session devoted 

to discussion comparative methods of limitation of naval units by 
classes or by total tonnage. The majority of delegates set forth their 
views on the general subject without deviation from the position taken 
by them in subcommittee A. Paul-Boncour, however, at the end of a 
speech delivered with what seemed clearly deliberate moderation of 
tone stated that France might be prepared to envisage the publication 
of its naval building program within the total tonnage to be allocated 
to her. Having purposely refrained from speaking until after Paul- 
Boncour, I took occasion, after making a statement as to our attitude 
on this question, to observe that the suggestion made by Paul-Boncour 
and the general spirit of the remarks in which he had couched it, opened 
up most interesting and hopeful possibilities and that we should be 
glad to examine any proposal he might bring forward. Cecil ex- 
pressed himself in the same sense and requested Paul-Boncour to put 
his suggestion precisely in writing. This the latter agreed to do.
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Marinis *** then said that as regards publicity respecting naval build- 
ing programs he thought the pertinent provisions of the Washington 
treaty might afford a basis of agreement. He also will submit his 
proposal in writing. 

These two written proposals will probably come before the Commis- 
sion tomorrow and I shall then be able, 1f necessary, to ask for instruc- 
tions thereon. 

GIBSON 

500.A15/465 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 
Commission (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, April 6, 1927—5 p. m. 
[Received April 6—2: 48 p. m.] 

221. Cecil informs me his Government is prepared under certain 

conditions to yield to the French in regard to the limitation of naval 
effectives. He is informing Boncour that he will be prepared to 
discuss acceptance of such limitation provided (1) that acceptable 
agreement can be reached in regard to some compromise such as that 
outlined in my 216, April 5, 9 p. m., and (2) that limitation of effec- 
tives is accepted by the United States and Japan. He feels that 
while limitation of naval effectives is not a sound method he can 

see no vital objection to it and 1s disposed to make certain concessions 
to the French if this will lead them to reciprocal concessions on naval ~ 
tonnage. 

Although we believe that the method of limitation by limiting effec- 
tives unnecessarily complicates the problem and have so represented 
to the Conference, we are not prepared to contend that it is wholly 
inadmissible. The views of the Navy Department are especially 
desired on the subject in view of the fact that the effectives of the 
Marine Corps and Coast Guard will necessarily be included in naval 
effectives. Due consideration of the fact that our air effectives are 
integral components of the naval effectives also is necessary. This 
latter not being the case with Great Britain or Italy will naturally 
affect the number of effectives necessary for us in comparison with 
those two countries. 

Gipson 

3 Italian delegate on the Commission.



196 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1927, VOLUME I 

500.A15/465 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chief of the American Representation 
on the Preparatory Commission (Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHineton, April 7, 1927—6 p. m. 
110. Your telegram No. 221, April 6,5 p. m. Navy Department does 

not find acceptable the principle of limitation of naval effectives. 

KELLOGG 

500.A15/480 : Telegram DO 

The Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 
Commission (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 9, 1927—10 a. m. 
[Received April 9—8:15 a. m.] 

225. Department’s 110, April 7, 6 p. m., and my 221, April 6, 5 p. m. 

Cecil repeats that his Government is prepared to yield to the French 
on naval effectives, providing that acceptable agreement can be reached 
with respect to limitation of tonnage. While fully realizing that limi- 
tation of naval effectives is not a good or even a practical method I 
feel that the question has now reached a brighter phase where you 
may feel it advisable to consider making concessions if by so doing an 
acceptable compromise agreement can be reached on the more funda- 
mental important question of tonnage limitation. Department will 
of course bear in mind situation created if British yield and leave us 
alone in opposition. The possible effect of any agreement on the con- 
templated three-power conversations will be watched and you will be 
kept fully advised of progress. I therefore request the Department’s 
instructions at its earliest convenience. 

Gipson 

500.A15 a 1/171: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Houghton) to the Secretary 
of State 

[Paraphrase} 

Lonpon, April 9, 1927—4 p.m. 
[Received April 9—3:16 p. m.] 

83, Text of memorandum from naval attaché of Embassy follows: 

First Lord of Admiralty informally requested naval attaché to see 
him, and attaché called last evening. Bridgeman emphasized that he 
was speaking only for the Admiralty not for the Government but 
expressed his views as follows: 

He feared that divergent positions might be taken by the United 
States, Japan, and Great Britain as a result of certain proposals now
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being made at Geneva and thought that an effort was being made to 
prejudice the success of the Three-Power Naval Conference by causing 
discord among the powers concerned at the present time. ‘The Frenc 
proposals he considered clever though impossible of acceptance and 
was confident that the present discussions at Geneva would yield noth- 
ing tangible. He trusted that unanimity in replying to questions 
raised at the present session of the Preparatory Commission might 
always be preserved among the three delegations. While deeming it 
best that no change be made in the attitude adopted last summer as 
regards opposition to theory of total tonnage or personnel limitation, 
he believed that modifications in details might for diplomatic reasons 
be made and that he would have no objection to them on the condition 
that the United States and Japan acted identically. Bridgeman laid 
emphasis, however, on fact that no pressure was being exerted by the 
Admiralty upon either of these powers to make them depart from 
agreements in principle already arrived at. 

It was the naval attaché’s opinion that the First Lord appeared 
hopeful of results which the Three-Power Naval Conference might 
yleld but that he also appeared to think that a prerequisite to its 
success was that the three powers should not enter upon it committed 
to different engagements arising out of the present negotiations. 
Bridgeman stated that he expected to head the British delegation, ac- 
companied by naval officers including Vice Admiral Field. He added 
that the British delegation would present to the Conference proposals 
of an easily comprehensible kind. Commenting upon this, the naval 
attaché thought that the British scheme that has been formulated 
is not In accordance with some of the recent proposals at the present 
session of the Preparatory Commission which have been partially 
approved by some of the powers. 

As Bridgeman felt that cooperation in the matter was of impor- 
tance he emphasized the fact that he would be grateful if his views 
were communicated to the appropriate American authorities. 

HoveHtTon 

500.A15/480 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chief of the American Representation 
on the Preparatory Commission (Gibson) 

Wasuinoton, April 10, 1927—6 p. m. 
118. Your 225, April 9,10 a.m. The Navy Department feels that, 

while the French method of limitation of naval effectives is not ac- 
ceptable, if a workable form of limitation of total strictly naval 
personnel, unhampered as to assignment or employment at home or 
abroad, could be devised some compromise on this subject might be 
accepted, possibly in exchange for some other concession. 

Should Great Britain and Japan consent to limitation of naval 
effectives as one of the elements to be taken into consideration in the 
limitation of naval armaments, you are authorized to yield on this 
point as a matter of conciliation, after restating our opposition to 
the principle and after outlining the difficulties of estimating the
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number to be used as a basis for such limitation in the United States, 
es the Navy includes the Marine Corps and also aviation units. 
Furthermore, the position of the coast guard, which comes under the 
Treasury Department, would have to be especially considered. You 
should likewise inform the Conference that you will be compelled to 
insist on the exclusion of the above mentioned classes of naval per- 
sonnel from consideration in the total for purposes of limitation 
when the question shall arise. 

KELLOGG 

500.A15/483 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 
Commission (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Geneva, April 10, 1927—6 p. m. 
[Received April 10—4:10 p. m.] 

927. I have been informed that instructions to state that the French 
proposal is quite unacceptable have been received by Cecil today. 

Unless and until some agreement is reached on naval matter, Boncour 
holds that it is futile to continue discussion of the other phases of 
the draft convention under consideration. 

In strict confidence I was told this afternoon by Loudon, chair- 
man of the Commission, that he believes these facts will be announced 
to the Commission tomorrow during the morning session. It is 
believed that the French and British will recognize each other’s 
honest effort towards compromise and will come to an agreement 
that the best course to pursue will be to adjourn immediately, in 
order to give the Governments time to negotiate some form of agree- 
ment, in the hope that it may be possible sometime in June to 
reconvene the Preparatory Commission. The belief is heid by 
Loudon that every effort will be made on both sides to leave the 
door open for eventual compromise and he seems confident that there 
will be no recriminations. 

GIBSON 

600.415 a 1/171: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Houghton) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHIneTon, April 11, 1927—2 p. m. 
71. Your No. 88, April 9, 4 p.m. The Department appreciates 

Bridgeman’s frank statement of his views. You may inform him
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unofficially that the American delegation at Geneva is fully aware 
of the desirability of the three chief naval powers maintaining united 

front in discussions now going on at Geneva. 
KELLOGG 

500.A15/483 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chief of the American Representation 
on the Preparatory Commission (Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasuineton, Apri 11, 1927—2 p. m. 
114. Your No. 227, April 10,6 p.m. The Department, as might be 

expected, disagrees entirely with Boncour’s position that to continue 
discussion of other phases of draft convention would be futile without 
an agreement on naval matters. If, however, an adjournment is 
desired, the Department perceives no objection. 

No conflict with the Three-Power Naval Conference is to be feared, 
In any event, as the Department has maintained the feasibility of 
carrying on these conversations during the work of the Preparatory 
Commission. 

KELLOGG 

500.A15/487 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 
Commission (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, April 11, 1927—11 p. m. 
[Received April 12—1:50 a. m.] 

230. My 229, April 11, 10 p. m.*° Without any previous warning 
to me, Cecil injected the subject of the forthcoming Three-Power 
Naval Conference squarely into the Commission’s discussions at the 
outset of this morning’s session. While stating that he was prepared 
to abandon the British contention that only shore-based aircraft 
should be limited, he made the expressed proviso that this should not 
prejudice any discussions to be had or decisions to be reached at the 
forthcoming Conference and the general tone of his remarks in this 
connection at least laid them open to the interpretation that in naval 
matters the three powers in question were more concerned with what 
might happen at the said Conference than with the present labors of 
this Commission. In his reply Boncour took note of this and 
although he did not overemphasize the point, referred to “the ap- 
proaching Conference which hovers above all our work here.” Saito * 

® Not printed. 
*° Japanese delegate on the Commission,
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said that he would not have permitted himself to refer to this subject 
if Cecil had not already done so but that he now felt that he might 
properly do so. He then spoke in laudatory terms of the Washington 

Conference, the way it had been carried out, the complete appreciation 
in his country of the high purpose of President Coolidge in calling 
this new Conference and the independent and unconflicting nature of 
the latter with respect to the work of this Commission. 

In a brief speech I declared that although I could not believe that 
my colleagues were under any misapprehension, yet as the matter is 
such a vital one I wished if any such misapprehension existed com- 
pletely to dissipate it. I quoted from the memorandum annexed to 
the President’s message of February 10th* showing that our dele- 
gation was under instructions to work wholeheartedly for the success 
of this Commission and that the conception of a further Naval Con- 
ference was as stated “in addition” thereto. I assured my colleagues 
that our delegation had never deviated from these instructions and 
that its efforts to contribute to the conclusion of a satisfactory agree- 
ment here were not in the remotest degree subordinated to preoccu- 
pation over what might eventuate in the forthcoming Conference. 
I added that we were judging every question that comes before us 
here strictly on its merits but that I should be lacking in frankness did 
I not make it clear that our deep-rooted conviction of the essential 
soundness of the principle of limitation by categories necessarily con- 
stituted for us a dominant factor in considering the merits of methods 
of limitation of naval armaments. 

Gipson 

500.A15/493 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 
Commission (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 13, 1927—1 p.m. 
[Received April 183—11:55 a. m.] 

234. My 233.47 Statement follows: 

“Mr. President: The French and British draft conventions which 
we have now been engaged in examining for the past fortnight have 
unquestionably constituted a noteworthy contribution to the solution 
of the disarmament problem. Whereas in last year’s stage of the work 
of the Preparatory Commission and its subcommissions we were nec- 
essarily engaged in the discussion of technical questions, these drafts 
now embody not only the attitude taken on technical questions, but 
also the political views of various Governments as to the most prac- 

“ Memorandum transmitted in telegram No. 25, Feb. 3, 7 p. m., to the Ambas- 
gador in France, p. 1. 

“Telegram dated Apr. 13, noon: “My 214, April 4,8 p.m. Made statement this 
morning.”
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tical methods of solution of the actual problem of the limitation and 
reduction of armaments. During the course of our present delibera- 
tions many delegations have again found occasion to reaffirm their 
technical views on points under discussion; nevertheless we are be- 
coming more and more engaged in consideration of the still more 
dificult and involved political problems which the preparation of 
a final draft convention necessarily presents. The American dele- 
gation has not felt that it could usefully submit an additional draft. 
convention but it has welcomed the presentation of the drafts now 
before us which are of the greatest value in that they indicate how 
far certain Governments are disposed to go, and, further, the methods 
which they feel can best. solve the question at issue. In a general way 
the drafts before us indicate certain schools of thought which have 
been developed in the course of lengthy discussions as to the most 
acceptable methods of hmiting and reducing armaments. It might 
best serve the avowed purpose of these drafts and facilitate the work 
of the Conference if I offered at this time certain frank comments 
on a type of provisions common to both of them. I refer most par- 
ticularly to those provisions in both drafts which envisage utilizing 
the machinery and authority of the League of Nations in carrying 
out the provisions of a final treaty. 
During the general discussion it was clearly the obvious conviction 

of many delegations that the solution of the armaments problem can 
best be found through utilizing in full measure the machinery and 
authority of the League of Nations. My Government, however, is 
deeply and genuinely sensible of the friendliness and food will which 
was shown throughout the general discussion in an effort to deal in a 
practical manner with the problem created by the fact that the United 
States is not a member of the League of Nations. As was brought out 
in the discussion, this fact constituted a difficult problem. I am confi- 
dent, however, that if this problem cannot be solved it will be through 
no lack of careful study and good will. There are other governments 
which are not members of the League but the American Government is 
the only one of them which is here represented. The fact that my Gov- 
ernment is not a member imposes very definite limitations as to the 
undertakings which it is in a position to give in connection with a con- 
vention of this sort. In the course of the discussions in the Preparatory 
Commission and its subcommissions it has repeatedly been made clear 
that any convention, in order to be acceptable to my Government must 
take full account of the fact that it cannot accept the jurisdiction of the 
League and further that it is not in a position to subscribe to inter- 
national agreements based on supervision or control. 

It will be recalled that in the discussions above referred to the dele- 
gates of the United States, as well as those of the British Empire, 
Chile, Italy, Japan and Sweden, set forth their views that any form of 
supervision or control of armaments by an international body would be 
extremely complicated and impractical; they also affirmed their con- 
viction that such measures would be more calculated to foment ill will 
and suspicion between states than to create the spirit of international 
confidence which should be one of the most important results of any 
agreement for the reduction and limitation of armaments, and that the 
execution of any convention must depend upon the good faith of 
nations scrupulously to carry out their treaty obligations. I will not
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take up the time of the Commission in reviewing the detailed objections 
of these delegates to any such form of supervision or control, but I 
should be wanting in frankness if I did not make it clear that our non- 
membership in the League is not the only reason for our unwillingness 
to accept measures of this character. We are opposed to them pri- 
marily because we believe them unsound and unworkable. We cannot 
divest ourselves of the idea that the only practical way to disarm is 
actually to disarm, and that the most effective sort of treaty is one which 
specifies the disarmament provisions upon which governments are able 
to agree and leaves to their good faith the enforcement of these provi- 
sions. In this connection I desire to remind the Commission that there 
is a disarmament treaty which has now been in effect for four years 
and which, dependent for its enforcement solely upon international 
good faith, has been observed by all the high contracting parties in the 
most faithful and scrupulous manner. 

I trust it will be understood that I am not attempting to open up 
again the whole question here involved but I believe it, however, my 
duty to state fully and frankly the opinion of my Government as to 
the best method of enforcement of international conventions irrespec- 
tive of the consideration that it is not a member of the League of 
Nations. Nevertheless, this nonmembership is a fact which bears upon 
the framing of any convention in which my Government is to take part 
and I feel it advisable at the present moment once more to call attention 
to this fact. 

A number of my colleagues have referred in very friendly terms 
to their anxiety to draw up a text which can be accepted by my 
Government. Monsieur Paul-Boncour in his admirable presenta- 
tion of the French draft described the efforts he had made to rec- 
oncile his belief in the efficacy of the League authority with his 
desire to bring America into the final treaty. We are deeply sensible 
of his friendly spirit. In examining Lord Cecil’s draft it is obvious 
that he has been animated by the same spirit. My Government on 
its part is most anxious to find some solution of the problem which 
will enable it to accept a draft convention which commends itself to 
the other members of this Commission as effective and desirable. 

I realize that there is a broad difference in the possible types of 
conventions which might be drawn up. On the one hand there is 
the type of convention, which some delegations here might be ready 
to accept, in which they would utilize in a very extended form the 
authority and supervision of the League. At the other extreme is 
the form of convention which would be acceptable to my Govern- 
ment, namely, a general international convention binding as between 
the contracting parties and depending for its fulfillment solely 
upon international good faith and respect for treaties without re- 
course to any international agency for its enforcement. 

I have already set forth, and I trust with adequate clarity, the 
reasons why my Government is opposed to any measures of inter- 
national supervision and remains firmly of the opinion that any 
attempt to control, direct, investigate, or inquire within the territory 
of a high contracting party will inevitably tend to foster mistrust 
and suspicion and take us farther away than ever from our common 
goal. I am, therefore, constrained once more to affirm the belief 
of my Government that a convention of the kind which we are now
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attempting to frame should confirm jconfine?| itself to provisions 
of disarmament pure and simple, leaving its enforcement to the good 
faith of each Government. Nevertheless I fully recognize the fact 
that all the other members of this Commission are at the same time 
members of the League. If they are able to reach agreement among 
themselves on measures for utilization of League machinery and 
believe that they will be efficacious we would not stand in the way 
of their adopting such measures as they may deem desirable, no 
matter how impractical they may appear to us. If, therefore, 
all the other Governments here represented desire the machinery 
of an international body to deal with the enforcement of the treaty, 
and insist upon it for themselves, and if any way can be found to 
accomplish what they desire for themselves and at the same time 
to eliminate the feature of international machinery so far as the 
United States is concerned, my Government is ready to cooperate 
with them in a sincere endeavor to solve that problem.” 

GIBSON 

500.A15/486 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Argentina (Cable)* 

(Paraphrase] 

WasHineton, April 13, 1927—4 p.m. 
16. During the meetings of subcommission A, Preparatory Com- 

mission for the Disarmament Conference, Argentine representa- 
tives associated themselves with the representatives of the United 
States, Great Britain, Japan, and Chile in a declaration which sup- 
ported proposal to limit naval floating material by classes of ships 
(the method followed in the Washington Conference on Limitation of 
Armament) in contradistinction to French thesis of limitation of 
total tonnage only. 

Our representation on Preparatory Commission at Geneva has tel- 
egraphed ** that at Commission’s meeting on April 11 Argentine 
representative declared, to Gibson’s surprise, that he accepted a modi- 
fied French proposal; meaning of this action is abandonment by 
Argentina of thesis of limitation by classes. 

You will endeavor discreetly to ascertain reasons for apparent 
change of front; also if it was result of instructions. Bring matter 
informally to attention of Minister for Foreign Affairs and inform 
him of your surprise that abandonment in this way of our common 
position should so suddenly take place. 

KeELLoce 

“Similar instructions, in regard to similar action taken by Chilean represent- 
ative, were sent to the Embassy in Chile in telegram No. 18, Apr. 18, 4 p. m. 

“No. 229, Apr. 11, 10 p. m., not printed.
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500.A15/505 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Argentina (Cable) to the Secretary of State 

{Paraphrase] 

Buenos Arrss, April 20, 1927—3 p.m. 
[Received 7:40 p. m.] 

40. Department’s No. 16, April 13, 4 p. m. I found it impossible, 
because of Easter vacation, to obtain the information desired until 
yesterday. I have now learned that Pereza, the representative of 
Argentina, in accepting the French proposal on April 11 was acting 
under instructions from his Government. I was informed by the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, Doctor Gallardo, that the revised 

French thesis, which permitted four classifications of naval units, 
met the Argentine requirements and accordingly their representative 
at Geneva had been instructed to accept in principle the French pro- 
posal. The Minister for Foreign Affairs further stated that, owing 
to the lack in the Argentine Navy of modern light units and the 
absorption of tonnage by their two dreadnaughts, which would cur- 
tail the units desired by them, they originally had refrained from 
supporting the French plan. My personal impression is that the con- 
templated Argentine naval program is responsible for the decision 
and the instructions issued by the Ministry. 

A confidential conference was held in the afternoon of yesterday 
between the Ministers of Finance, Marine, and Foreign Affairs. It 

is believed that the financing of the proposed naval program must 
have been the subject of this conference. See the last paragraph of 
my telegram No. 38.* 

CABLE 

500.A15/519 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory 
Commission (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 26, 1927—9 p. m. 
| [Received April 26—7: 40 p. m.] 

260. Preparatory Commission adjourned this evening. In closing 
speech President singled out American delegation alone for warm 
tribute to our helpful attitude which had promoted good understand- 
ing. He alluded to the forthcoming three-power conversations as 
calculated to facilitate the further approach to the problem of dis 
armanent. 

GIBSON 

“Not printed. - oo
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500.A15/534 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Sant1aco, May 16, 1927—4 p. m. 
[Received 8:50 p. m.] 

65. Upon the day of receipt of your 18, April 13, 4 p. m.,*° I went 

to Foreign Office to get necessary information. Sickness of Minister 

for Foreign Affairs delayed consideration several days, then Under 

Secretary assured me Chile’s policy since prior to last Pan American | 

Conference *7 had been limited by categories and he did not believe 

personality had changed but he would consult Navy Department in 

which instructions originated. This was subsequently confirmed by 

Minister for Foreign Affairs. A few days ago Under Secretary gave 

me a memorandum stating that, though Chilean policy had not 

changed, its Navy Department had construed the French proposition 

as a compromise fixing limit for total tonnage with a liberty of varying 

within it the limit fixed for each class, thus serving what the memoran- 

dum calls “a freedom for the distribution of tonnage”. ‘This was a 

desire entertained by Chile even at the time of Pan American Confer- 
ence. The memorandum of Under Secretary of Foreign Affairs says 
he believes that there is a contradiction between the terms “limitation 

of tonnage by categories” and “distribution of tonnage among the 

different types of ships” and that as a result of this misunderstanding 

Chilean policy had been changed. By this the Under Secretary evi- 

dently meant that instructions inconsistent with Chilean fixed policy 

had been given. The Under Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs 

communicated these views to Under Secretary of the Navy who in turn 

consulted General Staff of Navy whose reply had not been received at 

the time the memorandum was handed me a few days ago. Yesterday 

Under Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs told me Under Secretary 
of the Navy told him that evidently the French proposal had been mis- 
construed and the Chilean delegate had been erroneously informed but 

that shortly correct instructions would be given to oppose all proposi- 

tions inconsistent with the idea of limitation by categories. Under 

Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs has promised to send me copy 

of memorandum of Navy Department or its proposed instructions as 
soon as received by him. I will send full text of his memorandum in 

the next pouch.*® 
CoLLIER 

46 See footnote 43, p. 203. 
47 Hifth International Conference of American States. For proceedings, see 

Report of the Delegates of the United States of America to the Fifth International 
Conference of American States (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1924). 

*® Despatch No. 1081, May 21, not printed.
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900.A15 a 1/524 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation to the Naval Conference 
(Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

[Paraphrase] 

GENEVA, August 1, 1927—noon. 
[Received August 2—3:19 a. m.] 

148. In conversation with one of the members of our delegation this 
[Zast?] evening, Clauzel, one of the French Mission @Information, 

stated that, if the Naval Conference should fail, necessity would arise 
of postponing meeting of the Preparatory Commission scheduled for 
next November, and that he intended to consult Cecil in regard to 
this. It was suggested to him that until Naval Conference adjourned 
it seemed somewhat premature to discuss matter. Clauzel said he ap- 
preciated that fact but that he would like to speak to us about it after 
the meeting Thursday... . 

GIBSON 

500.A15 a 1/524 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American. Delegation to 
the Naval Conference (Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHIneTon, August 2, 1927—4 p. m. 
89. Your No. 148, August 1, noon. The Government of the United 

States was not responsible for calling the Preparatory Commission 
and should not be responsible for the Commission’s discontinuance 
or postponement. That is a matter which is entirely in the hands of 
the League of Nations. If continuation is desired we shall attend and 
if they wish to postpone we shall make no objection, but they must 
take the responsibility. We do not have any affirmative suggestions 
to make and we do not wish to enter into any agreement on the subject. 

KELLoGe 

500.A15¢c/3 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Belgium (Gibson) 

Wasuineton, October 20, 1927—10 a. m. 
53. The report of the Third Committee of the League Assembly, 

dated September 23, 1927, designated A.108.1927.IX, contains, on page 
5, section 8, what amounts to an agenda of a committee on security 
to be created by the Preparatory Commission during its next meeting 
in November, at which short meeting the United States will be repre- 
sented by Wilson.
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Please telegraph your suggestions and comments regarding the 
attitude of the American delegation to the Preparatory Commission 

concerning the formation of the proposed security committee and 
possible American representation on this committee. 

KELLoca 

500.A15/592 

The Minster in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

No. 144 Berne, October 25, 1927. 

L. N. No. 985 [| Received November 12.] 
Sir: I have the honor to transmit herewith s communication from 

the Secretary General of the League of Nations dated October 24, 
1927, (C. L. 1387 (a) 1927 TX),** in which Sir Eric brings to the at- 
tention of the Department paragraphs of the resolution of the Assem- 
bly and of the decision of the Council providing that states, non- 
members of the League of Nations represented on the Preparatory 
Commission may, if they so desire, sit on the Committee indicated in 
paragraph three of the Assembly’s resolution of September 26, 1927, 
relative to the work of disarmament.®° 

I have [etc. | 

For the Minister: 

Lron H. Extis 
Secretary of Legation 

500.A15¢/5 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Belgium (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

BrvussEts, October 27, 1927—1 . m. 
| [Received 5:30 p. m.] 

76. Department’s 58, October 20,10 a.m. As a practical matter I 
do not see how an American representative could participate fully in 
work of Security Committee. On the other hand I feel that it would 
be unfortunate and afford pretext for criticism if we were to adopt 
attitude of complete aloofness. Would it not avoid these extremes 
and evidence friendly interest if Wilson were to accept invitation to 
sit on Security Committee explaining that while he could not, in view 
of our nonmembership in the League, join in written recommendations 

*Not printed. 
© Resolution No. 5, printed in League of Nations, Official Journal, Octover 

1927, p. 1483. The resolution provides, in part, that: “This Committee would 
be placed at the Commission’s disposal and its duty would be to consider, on 
the lines indicated by the Commission, the measures capable of giving all States 
the guarantees of arbitration and security necessary to enable them to fix the 
level of their armaments at the lowest possible figures in an international 
disarmament agreement.” 

258346—42—vol. I-19
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to Council or Assembly, he would be glad to follow proceedings and 
give from time to time, as they might be desired, our views on matters 
of interest to the other members of the Committee. 

GIBSON 

500.A15c/5 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Belgium (Gibson) 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasuineton, November 8, 1927—6 p. m. 
54. Your 76, October 27,1 p.m. By resolution of the Assembly 

and of the Council of the League of Nations, the Preparatory Com- 
mission is requested to create a subcommittee or commission composed 
of representatives of all the states participating in the Conference. 
Consideration of the subjects of security and arbitration is the de- 

| clared object. It appears from a reading of the resolutions both of 
the Assembly and of the Council together that scope of inquiry is 
broad one; that it includes mutual covenants and guarantees of 

security, treaties of arbitration both bilateral and multilateral, and 
also question of sanctions for enforcement of covenants and guaran- 
tees. Evidently whole subject of Geneva protocol of 1924 is in this 
way sought to be opened again, with a view as well, perhaps, to wider 
application of Locarno formula.** Conclusion is difficult to avoid 
that this proposal is wide departure from (at least, striking enlarge- 
ment of) purposes of Preparatory Commission as these were origi- 
nally laid down. If proposal be adopted, it would virtually establish 
a parallel organization to Preparatory Commission. Assembly’s reso- 
lution clearly expresses opinion that work of Preparatory Commission 
is practically in suspense and that further progress cannot be made 
until problem of security is worked out. It appears that League, 
instead of taking up problem of security as strictly a League matter 
as has been its practice heretofore, is adopting rather peculiar ex- 
pedient of attempting to work problem out through and under Pre- 
paratory Commission. Whether or not this procedure is merely 
device to bring this Government into that discussion, it is certain that 
the United States cannot, in any event, enter into mutual covenants 
that guarantee security or undertake to use either its military or naval 
forces in the application of sanctions or sign arbitration treaties such 
as European nations seem to regard as essential to their particular 
needs. We are inclined to believe, under these circumstances, that this 
Government ought not to be drawn into negotiations of this nature, 
and that should the Preparatory Commission resolve itself, in effect, 

*! See Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, pp. 16 ff.
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into a conference on the subject of security and sanctions, we should 
have to consider possibility of withdrawing altogether. 

Our present judgment (on which we should like to have your opin- 
ion) is that of course Wilson should be authorized to attend forth- 
coming meeting of Preparatory Commission but that he should be 
instructed to take no part in organization of proposed Security Com- 
mission or to accept a place on that Commission on behalf of the 
United States. 

At same time it should be made plain that this Government intends 
to continue its representation on Preparatory Commission, participat- 
ing in deliberations of that body and rendering assistance that it can 
in connection with the matters embraced in the original agenda. If 
Security Committee is eventually to report to Preparatory Commis- 
sion, question of what course this Government would feel obliged to 
follow in that contingency would naturally command our considera- 
tion at that time. 

KELLOGG 

500.A15c/12 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Belgium (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

{Paraphrase] 

Brusse1s, November 10, 1927—5 p.m. 
[Received November 10—5 p. m.]| 

79. Department’s No. 54, November 8, 6 p. m. I consider it im- 
portant that we be represented on Security Committee as discussions 
in that Committee will be constantly referred to in subsequent sessions 
of Preparatory Commission. This in no way commits us, as discus- 
sions in Security Committee will be of purely preparatory character 
like those of Preparatory Commisison ; when strictly League of Nations 
questions are discussed our representative can make our nonpartici- 
pation clear by a reminder of our nonmembership, as we have always 
done in such cases in the past. The Committee will doubtless involve 
itself in inconclusive discussions regarding application of the Cove- 
nant and revival of the Geneva protocol. Our representative, in that 
event, will automatically revert to role of observer. He will be in 

position, however, to correct any misstatements which will be made 
from time to time. 

Should we refuse to participate, past experience justifies belief that 
effort will be made to convince public opinion that it was with a desire 
to further consideration of disarmament that Security Committee had 
been set up to devise some method of creating security that would be 
acceptable to the League and the United States alike; and that because 
of our prejudice against the League of Nations, we had refused even
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to listen to the discussion and that we had thereby blocked effectively 
any further progress. We avoid this by having someone present and 
letting the others demonstrate that they are not able to agree among 
themselves upon any security measures. 

The Department might consider giving authorization to Wilson to 
point out that several years ago we joined in a four-power treaty °° 
and that we consider this treaty (as we hope that the other signatories 
also consider it) is entirely adequate for security in its special ter- 
minology; and also that having accomplished this to meet our own 
needs we view the endeavors of the continental powers to solve their 
difficulties with the greatest sympathy. To do this would focus atten- 
tion on that important treaty, would show our sympathy for the 
efforts of others, and would afford opportunity to indicate how they 
must work out their problem as a practical matter as we have done. 
A statement of this sort, carefully prepared, could demonstrate effec- 
tively that there is no justification for any attempt to hide behind our 
skirts and to assert that the nations of Europe cannot reach agree- 

ments among themselves for the reason that we will not accept League 
jurisdiction. 

Of course, I agree that the discussions in the Committee might 
assume a character which would make desirable our withdrawal alto- 
gether from the Committee, but before that step is decided upon it 
seems to me that it is desirable to get some of the foregoing ideas 
clearly on record. 

. GIBson 

500.A15/592 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) 

{Paraphrase] 

Wasuineton, Vovember 15, 1927—noon. 
94. You are instructed to attend forthcoming session of Prepara- 

tory Commission ** as Chief of the American Representation. You 
will be assisted by Mr. George Anderson Gordon, first secretary of 
embassy at Paris, Mr. Jay Pierrepont Moffat, first secretary of 
legation at Berne and Mr. S. Pinkney Tuck, consul at Geneva, to 
whom you should issue appropriate instructions. 

When proposal is brought up for a Committee on Security and 
Arbitration in accordance with the Assembly’s Resolution of Sep- 
tember 26, confirmed by the Council on September 27, you should 
refrain from expressing any opinion on advisability of proposed 
action; when, in your discretion, it becomes necessary, inform Pre- 

= Treaty between the United States of America, the British Empire, France, and 
Japan, signed at Washington, Dec. 18, 1921; Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, p..338. 

* Fourth session, Nov. 30, 1927.
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paratory Commission that in 1921 this Government concluded what 
might be denominated a security agreement with the Governments of 
Great Britain, France, and Japan for the Preservation of the Gen- 
eral Peace and the Maintenance of Rights in Relation to Insular 
Possessions and Dominions in the Region of the Pacific Ocean. You 
may add that the Government of the United States believes, as we 
hope the other signatories believe, that this treaty is entirely ade- 
quate for security in its special field; that for that reason we look 

with greatest sympathy on endeavors of the continental powers to 
solve their difficulties in some similar manner, having recourse to 
machinery which is at their disposal. The fact is well known, 
furthermore, that the Government, of the United States has always 
favored international arbitration and conciliation in principle and in 
practice; that it has entered into many bilateral treaties of arbitration 
and conciliation with various nations; that at any time it would be 
pleased to add to the number of these treaties which, if observed in 
good faith, it is believed will reduce to a minimum the danger of 
aggressive war. In view of its traditional policy of noninterference 
in European affairs and also in view of fact that it is not a member 
of the League of Nations, the American Government believes that 
it would be unable usefully to cooperate in the labors of the Com- 
mittee the establishment of which is proposed. The American Gov- 
ernment will be prepared, when a general disarmament conference 
may be called, to consider in light of its historic policy the recom- 
mendations made by a Security Committee working parallel with 
the Preparatory Commission, in whose labors this Government intends 

to continue its wholehearted cooperation. 
In regard to Secretary General’s note of October 24, forwarded 

with Legation’s L. N. No. 985, October 25, you may inform Sir Eric 
Drummond that you have been instructed to attend forthcoming ses- 
sion of Preparatory Commission, and on that occasion you will 
express your Government’s views on the proposed Security 

Committee.* 
KExLLoGe 

500.A15¢c/17 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) 

{Paraphrase] 

Wasuineron, Vovember 22, 1927—6 p.m. 

97. It is my belief that American sympathy with all endeavors to 
encourage disarmament can be made evident without representation 
of the United States on the Security Committee. 

* ior statement made by Mr. Wilson, Nov. 30, 1927, see League of Nations, 

Documents of the Preparatory Commission, etc., Series V, p. 18.
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If there are likely to be efforts made to throw on this Government 
the blame for a possible failure to obtain results, it seems that this 

could more plausibly be done if the United States were represented 
on the Security Committee as an active participant; for, by reason of 
the fact that the United States is not a member of the League of 
Nations and also because of other conditions peculiar to this country, 
it would be especially difficult to avoid appearance of obstructing 
Committee’s deliberations in event that representatives of other 
nations made deliberate effort to put the United States in a false 

position. 
Should there be representation by an observer only, appearance of 

obstruction might also be brought about by fact that an observer would 
not be, naturally, in a position to offer constructive suggestions; in- 
stead, he would be compelled to call attention to strict limits which 
circumstances impose upon extent of formal American cooperation. 

At meeting of Preparatory Commission when creation of Security 
Committee is under discussion, you might propose, or arrange to have 
proposed in interests of closer understanding and cooperation that 
procés-verbaux of meetings of the Committee be made available to 
members of the Commission and likewise that the proces-verbaux of the 
Commission be made available to the Committee. 

If the United States should not be represented on the Committee, 
misrepresentation of the American point of view would do little harm 
to this Government if not made public, and if 1t were made public it 
could be answered by appropriate statements to the press either at 

| Geneva or here. 
It is my opinion that a statement on the attitude of the United 

States, which embodies point 1 of Department’s 95, March 22, 6 p. m.., 
to Gibson, could be made if necessary at a subsequent meeting of the 
Preparatory Commission itself next year, or anyway at the final 
disarmament conference toward which both the Commission and the 
Committee will work. 

In view of foregoing instructions, you will follow Department’s in- 
struction 94, telegraphed November 15, noon. Should it become de- 
sirable or necessary, in your opinion, you may add to your statement 
on the American position by pointing out analogy between attitude 
Gibson took at meeting of Preparatory Commission on April 13,°° in 
regard to peculiar situation of this Government vis-a-vis question of 
League of Nations supervision and control of armaments and present 
position of the Government in regard to security pacts. Paul-Boncour, 

°° See League of Nations, Documents of the Preparatory Commission, ete., Series 
IV, p. 273.
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you will recall, showed a clear understanding of position which Gib- 
son took on supervision and control, and with which our attitude on 
security agreements is wholly consistent. 

Repeat to Brussels by mail. 
KELLoce 

500.A15/606 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Representation on the Preparatory Com- 
mission (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, December 3, 1927—3 p. m. 
[ Received December 83—10: 30 a. m.] 

5. Fourth session Preparatory Commission closed today. Security 
Committee meets on or about February 20th, Preparatory Commission | 
March 15th. 

WILson 

MEETING OF THE SPECIAL COMMISSION FOR THE PREPARATION OF 

A DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE PRIVATE MANUFACTURE OF ARMS 

AND AMMUNITION AND OF IMPLEMENTS OF WAR, GENEVA, MARCH 
14-APRIL 25, 1927 * 

500.A16/13 

The Secretary General of the League of Nations (Drummond) to the 
Secretary of State 

: Geneva, 17 December, 1926. 
[Received December 31.] 

Sir: I have the honour to inform you that at its sitting of December 
9th, 1926, the Council of the League of Nations adopted the following 
Resolution: 

“The Council, 
“In view of the Resolution adopted by the Assembly on September 

21st, 1926, with regard to the private manufacture of arms and am- 
munition and of implements of war, 

“Decides: 
“To refer the draft Convention prepared by the Committee to a 

special Commission composed of representatives of the present Mem- 
bers of the Council, on which representatives of the United States of 
America and of the Union of Sovietist Socialist Republics would be 
invited to sit, in order that this Commission may prepare a final draft 
which might serve as a basis for an international conference. 

“This Commission is authorized to forward its final draft, through 
the Secretary General of the League of Nations, to all those States 

For action taken at this meeting, see League of Nations, Report of the Special 
OPAL). to the Council on the Work of Its First Session (C.219.1927.IX,—
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which were invited to attend the 1925 conference on the supervision 
of the international trade in arms and ammunition and in implements 
of war,5’ with a view to holding an international conference which 
might meet in Geneva in the autumn of 1927 if the general Disarma- 
ment Conference cannot take place before the eighth ordinary session 
of the Assembly”. 

I enclose the Report of M. Benes, which was approved by the Coun- 
cil simultaneously with the above Resolution (Document C.701.1926. 
IX), as well as Document A.47.1926.[X, which contains the draft 
Convention mentioned in the Resolution and other documents referring 

to this question.*® 
The preparation of a draft Convention for the supervision of the 

private manufacture of arms and ammunition and of implements of 
war was decided by the Council on December 12th, 1925, as the outcome 
of a Resolution of the Assembly of the League of Nations, in which 
the Assembly endorsed the declaration inserted in the Final Act of the 
International Conference for the Supervision of the International 
Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of War, to the 

effect : 

“that the Convention of to-day’s date must be considered as an im- 
portant step towards a general system of international agreements 
regarding Arms and Ammunition and Implements of War, and that 
it is desirable that the international aspect of the manufacture of such 
Arms and Ammunition and Implements of War should receive early 
consideration by the different Governments”, 

The Assembly and the Council of the League of Nations have sev- 
eral times put on record the importance which they attach to the 
question of the supervision of the private manufacture of arms and 
ammunition and of implements of war in connection with that of the 
supervision of the international trade, and notably in the following 
passage of a report adopted by the Council on September 26th, 1925 :-— 

“The Council has taken note of the Resolution adopted by the Sixth 
Assembly on the supervision of the manufacture of arms and ammu- 
nition and of implements of war. The Council is aware, as pointed 

- out in M. Guerrero’s Report, which was adopted by the Assembly, that 
this Resolution was prompted by two currents of opinion. On the 
one hand, all the Assemblies have shown a desire to put into operation 
the provisions of Article 8 of the Covenant with regard to the super- 
vision of the private manufacture of arms and ammunition and of 
implements of war. On the other hand, at the Conference of May- 
June, 1925, on the Supervision of the International Trade in Arms 
and Ammunition and in Implements of War, there was a strong tend- 
ency to assert the equality of non-producing and producing States. 
The non-producing States pointed out that, as the Convention for the 
Supervision of International Trade subjected the purchase of arms to 

” See Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, pp. 26 ff. 
* Enclosures not printed.
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the regime of publicity, the producing States must, in order to re-estab- 
lish equality, accept the same principle of publicity by concluding a 
Convention on the supervision of manufacture”. 

I beg to draw your attention to the passage in the enclosed Report 
in which the Council refers to the collaboration of your Government 
in the work to be undertaken :— 

“Further, the Assembly has more than once recommended that the 
Government of the United States should be invited to assist in the 
preparation of the proposed draft convention; this assistance, we are 
happily entitled to hope will be forthcoming in view of the formal 
statements made by the representative of the United States of America 
at_ the Conference for the Supervision of the International Trade in 
Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of War”. 

I therefore have the honour to invite you to appoint a Representa- 
tive to sit as a member of the Special Commission created by the 

Council, as specified in the enclosed Report, to meet in Geneva on 
March 14th at 4 p. m. 

I have [etc. ] Eric DruMMOND 

500.A16/15b : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Switzerland (Marriner) 

WasHInoton, February 23, 1927—7 p.m. 
21. Please transmit the following to the Secretary General of the 

League of Nations in the usual informal manner.® 

“The Secretary of State of the United States of America refers to 
the note of the Secretary General of the League of Nations, dated De- 
cember 17, 1926, in which he was good enough to invite the American 
Government to appoint a representative to sit as a member of a Special 
Commission created by the Council of the League of Nations, to meet 
at Geneva, March 14, 1927, to consider a draft convention with regard 
to the private manufacture of arms and ammunition and of imple- 
ments of war, and to prepare a final draft which might serve as a 
basis for an international conference. It has been noted that the 
preparation of such a draft convention is stated by Sir Eric Drum- 
mond to have been decided upon by the Council of the League on 
December 12, 1925, as the outcome of a resolution of the Assembly 
of the League endorsing the declaration inserted in the Final Act 
of the International Conference for the Supervision of the Inter- 
national Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of War, 
the purport of which was that the international aspect of ‘the manu- 
facture of such Arms and Ammunition and Implements of War’ 
should be given consideration by the different Governments. 

It is further noted that Sir Eric Drummond draws attention to a 
passage in the Report adopted by the Council on December 9, 1926, 

° Transmitted to the Secretary General on February 25.
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which based the hope of American participation in the forthcoming 
meeting of the Special Commission upon certain statements made by 
the Honorable Theodore E. Burton, Chairman of the American dele- 
gation at the Conference for the Supervision of the International 
Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements of War. 

The statements of Mr. Burton to which reference is made were sub- 
stantially to the following effect, viz: 1) that the United States Gov- 
ernment has for many years collected and published statistics cover- 
ing the production in this country of arms and ammunition, 2) that 
the United States would be willing to enter a suitable international 
agreement providing for the publication of such statistics by the gov- 
ernments parties thereto, 3) that such an agreement, to be effective, 
should cover the manufacture of arms and ammunition in both private 
and government factories. 

The American Government believes that the principles enunciated 
by Mr. Burton would provide a sound basis for an international con- 
vention, and therefore has been pleased to designate the Honorable 
Hugh 8. Gibson, American Minister to Switzerland, to attend the 
meeting of the Special Commission.” 

GREW 

pvv.A16/21a 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Gibson) 

No. 598 Wasuinoton, Pebruary 28, 1927. 
Sir: In addition to your other duties, you are hereby designated to 

attend, as the representative of this Government, the meeting of the 
Special Commission which. is to meet at Geneva, March 14, 1927, to 
prepare a Draft Convention which might serve as the basis for an 
international conference with regard to the supervision of the private 
manufacture of arms and ammunition and of implements of war. The 
membership of this Commission, which has been formed pursuant to a 
resolution of the Council of the League of Nations, adopted December 
9, 1926, will comprise representatives of the present members of the 
Council and of the United States. It is understood that the Soviet 
Regime has been invited to send a representative to attend this meet- 

ing, but has declined the invitation. A copy of the invitation ex- 
tended to the United States Government by the Secretary General of 
the League, under date of December 17, 1926, and a copy of this Gov- 
ernment’s reply thereto, dated February 23, 1927, are transmitted here- 

with for your information. 
You will recall the history of the efforts which have been made from 

time to time by the League of Nations to bring about an interna- 

tional conference and a resulting convention dealing with the problem 
of the private manufacture of arms and ammuniton. Article 8 of 
the Covenant of the League of Nations provides inter alia as follows: 

“The members of the League agree that the manufacture by private 
enterprise of ammunitions and implements of war is open to grave ob-
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jections. The Council shall advise how the evil effects attendant upon 
such manufacture can be prevented, due regard being had to the neces- 
sities of those members of the League which are not able to manufac- 
ture the ammunitions and implements of war necessary for their 
safety.” 

This problem was discussed at the First Assembly of the League 
which requested the Council to instruct the competent Commissions of 
the League to investigate 1t without delay. The Permanent Advisory 
Commission, with whose constitution you are familiar, reached the fol- 
lowing conclusions in February, 1921: 

(1) No direct action other than that already provided for by the 
treaties of peace can be taken in the case of producing states against 
the right of their private factories to manufacture war materials. 

(2) Even if at some future time measures were contemplated to 
diminish production, no action should be taken to prevent non-pro- 
ducing states from becoming producers if they had the will and the 
means, 

In 1921 the Temporary Mixed Commission took up consideration of 
the problem.” It had before it two proposed methods of dealing 
with the subject: | 

(1) The absolute prohibition of the private manufacture and, 
(2) The control of private manufacture. 

Method (1) was rejected by the Commission as contrary to the inter- 
ests of states which do not produce all the munitions they require. The 
Commission therefore decided to recommend a system of international 
control and suggested the following measures as likely to render that 
control more effective : 

(1) The prohibition of all export of arms without a special license 
from the Government of the exporting country; 

(2) The prohibition of all import of arms without a license from 
the Government of the importing country; 

(3) Such licenses to be published by the League of Nations; 
(4) No munitions or implements of war to be manufactured without 

a Government license, and, possibly, that such licenses should be 
published by the League of Nations; 
h (5) Conversion of bearer shares of armament firms to nominal 
shares ; 

(6) Armament firms to publish, at stated intervals, complete reports 
on their financial situation, and any contracts entered into by them; 

(7 An audit of the accounts of private armament firms; 
(8) No person interested in an armament firm to be permitted to 

hold stock in similar firms in other countries; 
(9) Such persons not to be permitted to publish, or hold stock in 

companies publishing newspapers; 

See League of Nations, Report of the Temporary Mizved Commission on 
Armaments, Geneva, Sept. 15, 1921 (A.81.1921.—C.321.1921), pp. 11-138.
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(10) Non-nationals to be prohibited from holding stock in private 
armament firms; 

(11) No patent relating to munitions or implements of war to be 
issued to non-nationals; 

(12) No warship to be transferred from one flag to another without 
notice being given to the League of Nations. 

It was realized, however, that to institute any system of control it 
would be necessary to base it upon an international convention. There 
appeared to be many difficulties in the way of framing such a conven- 
tion, among them the traffic in arms which at that time was not regu- 
lated effectively. The Temporary Mixed Commission finally came to 
the conclusion that should the traffic in arms and munitions be subjected 
to a sufficient measure of supervision the continuation of private 
manufacture would be of little danger. 

The efforts of the League were for that reason directed primarily to 
the formulation of an arms traffic convention rather than to the control 
of the private manufacture of arms. 

Nevertheless, a considerable number of states members of the League 
consistently expressed the view that an arms traffic convention could 
never be fully effective unless it were accompanied by a convention 
supervising and controlling the private manufacture of arms. This 
view has not been shared by the United States which, while anxious to 
cooperate with all efforts which appeared calculated really to lead 
to the reduction or limitation of armament or to remove causes of 
international discord, did not for many reasons favor the elaborate and 
often impractical proposals that have been made looking to the control 
or supervision of the private manufacture of arms. As you are aware, 
the Arms Traffic Convention signed at Geneva, June 17, 1925, has 
not yet received the requisite number of ratifications and has not 
therefore come into effect. Certain countries which favored the 
simultaneous treatment of the problem of private manufacture with 
the problem of arms traffic have now advanced the belief that the arms 
traffic convention will prove ineffective if not totally useless unless a 
further convention regarding the private manufacture of arms is con- 
cluded. It is in response to this appeal that the Special Commission 
upon which you are to represent this Government has been created. 
In order that you may have clearly in mind the policy of this Govern- 
ment in regard to international agreements regarding the private 
manufacture of arms and munitions and may be in a position to 
explain and carry out that policy at the forthcoming meeting, you are 
advised as follows: 

In its instructions to me while I was American Minister to Switzer- 
land and in subsequent instructions to you in regard to participation 

“ Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, p. 61.
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in the meetings of the Temporary Mixed Commission during 1924,” 
the Department pointed out that manufacture or production is not 
per se commerce and that Congress, under the interstate power, cannot 
control mere manufacture or production within the states. It was 
pointed out that Congress could, however, 

(a) control production of arms in the District of Columbia and the 
territories and possessions of the United States, and 

(0) prohibit shipment of arms in interstate commerce or forcign 
commerce except under Federal license. 

Tn addition, it is clear that this Government may collect and publish 
at stated intervals statistics of arms and ammunition production. 

During the course of the meetings of the Temporary Mixed Com- 
mission certain foreign members thereof persisted in bringing into 
the discussion the question of private manufacture. The American 
representative did not enter into such discussions at any time. 

During the arms traffic conference, when the question of private 
manufacture was again raised—although it was not on the agenda of 
the conference—the Honorable Theodore E. Burton, Chairman of 
the American Delegation, made certain statements in regard thereto. 
These statements taken together set forth the policy of this Gov- 
ernment in regard to a practical manner of dealing with this problem 
and indicate the limit to which this Government would be prepared 
to go 1n an international convention. The statements are quoted below 
for your information as they appear in League of Nations Publication 
A.18.1925 IX “Proceedings of the Conference for the Supervision of 
the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements 
of War”: 

“This pending discussion on the subject of the manufacture of arms, 
and upon the subject of publicity for manufacture by producing 
States, is one of the greatest interest to the delegation from the United 

ates. 
“Some weeks ago I stated that it was the custom in our own country 

to publish statistics of manufacture. That is still our custom, and 
will be for years to come, and, in view of that fact, we should be willing 
to join in a Convention providing for publicity for producing states as 
well as for non-producing states. Having made that statement, I was 
of the opinion that it was for other delegates from other countries to 
follow it up by a concrete proposal if they so desired. 

“I am aware of the objections that have been raised against doing 
anything in that way. It has been said that the present Conference 
was called merely to deal with the control of the trade in arms, of 
which the main feature is publicity. Let me call your attention, how- 
ever, to the fact that if we adopt a liberal construction, control of 
statistics relating to producing countries is within the scope of this 
Convention. The objection has been raised by the non-producing 

“ See Foreign Relations, 1924, vol. 1, pp. 17 ff.
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countries that any agreement would be ineffective if it applied to them 
only or applied particularly to them, and that, in order to secure 
their rights, statistical information must also be given as to production. 

“It seems to me that we are authorized to give a liberal construction 
to the work which this Conference was called upon to do. We are not 
to be bound by any hard and fast rules. If, when the representatives 
of forty nations come together, a proposal or subject suggests itself, 
which is closely associated with the main question before the Con- 
ference, it 1s for us to act upon it, at least by adopting a resolution 
stating the sense of the Conference. I trust, Mr. President, that not 
merely in order to protect the non-producing states, but in order to 
secure an ampler result and to make a more progressive step, some- 
thing will be done in this Conference in this direction.” (Pages 299- 
300). 

“, .. The point of view of the United States is already on record 
in some remarks made here yesterday week, and I welcome the pro- 
posal introduced by the Roumanian delegate in regard to publicity 
in the manufacture of arms. The only question that I ask is whether 
it goes far enough. I could not, however, favour postponement of 
the operation of this Convention until another is adopted. Post- 
ponement of good intentions until some other gathering may meet, or 
some other Convention be concluded, has been the graveyard of some 
of the best aspirations of the human race. 

“We are here for a purpose. The Temporary Mixed Commission 
considered the question of joining up with our agenda a proposal re- 
garding the private manufacture of arms. The Assembly approved 
the conclusion of that Mixed Commission that it was preferable to keep 
the two matters separate. It was with that understanding that the 
delegates came from the United States—that we were to do something 
here of which the central fact should be publicity. And now I must 
run counter to an opinion which is prevalent among lovers of peace 
in regard to the prohibition of the private manufacture of arms. 
“Many of those in Europe and America with whom I have cooper- 

ated for years past in movements for peace think that the solution of 
their problems rests in the prohibition of private manufacture. They 
argue, that so long as private manufacture continues, there will be a 
powerful industrial interest, the prosperity of which will be promoted 
by war, and this they consider to be a barrier in the way of peace. 
They consider also that these private manufacturers have also been 
extremely skilful in the circulation of propaganda unfavorable to 
peace. Thus, they say, the manufacture of arms, muniticns and 
implements of war should be restricted to Governments. 

“Let me point out to you the fallacy of this argument. The private 
manufacture of arms and munitions is flexible and adapted both to 
peace and to war. It may consist of the manufacture of explosives 
and material for industrial purposes, of sporting arms which have 
nothing to do with war, to which can be added in time of conflict the 
manufacture of military arms. Take my own country as an example; 
the manufacture of munitions and military arms was negligible before 
the late Great War, but, during that period, private industry increased 
to enormous proportions; it has now fallen back to what it was before. 
“Government manufacture and control, on the other hand, are 

inflexible and look to a state of war. It involves the maintenance of
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a very considerable force, always engaged in the manufacture of 
implements of destruction. If that force is disbanded the nation is 
helpless, and there is always a strong interest in favour of maintaining 
in any form of Government activity a large force, expanding its 
operations to the maximum. Thus, I say that, at least in a country 
like the United States, the idea that the private manufacture of arms 
should be prohibited, and that such prohibition would promote peace, 
is achimera. More than that, why should a Conference be called for 
the prohibition of private manufacture and leave the Governmental 
or public manufacture alone? Shall the respective Governments of 
the world, whether warlike or peaceful in their intentions, build huge 
structures to make arms, and at the same time prohibit the private 
manufacture? What of the private manufacturers, many of whom 
have the most pacific intentions? What have they done that there 
should be this discrimination against them? What hope have the 
lovers of peace in prohibiting private manufacture if Governmental 
manufacture may still go on to an enormous and unlimited extent? .. .” 
Page 251. 

The American Delegation at the Arms Traffic Conference signed 
the Final Act of that Conference in which was contained the follow- 
ing declaration: 

“That the Convention of today’s date must be considered as an 
important step towards a general system of international agreements 
regarding arms and ammunition and implements of war and that it is 
desirable that the International aspect of the manufacture of such 
arms, ammunition and implements of war should receive early con- 
sideration by the different governments.” 

In reply to a questionnaire received from the Secretariat of the 
League of Nations and prepared by a Committee of the Council on 
the subject of control of the private manufacture of arms and am- 
munition communicated to this government under date of January 
9, 1926,** this Government replied on May 7 [77], 1926, as follows: 

“The Secretary of State of the United States of America has re- 
ceived the communication of the Acting Secretary General of the 
League of Nations, dated January 9, 1926, transmitting a copy of a 
questionnaire concerning the control of private manufacture of arms 
and ammunition and of implements of war. 

“In view of the fact that the Convention for the Supervision of the 
International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Implements 
of War has not yet been ratified this Government does not desire to 
make any comment on the questionnaire at the present time.” 

This Government is not sanguine as to the possibility of reaching 
an international agreement which will effectively control whatever 
evils may be inherent in the private manufacture of arms. It cannot 
escape the conviction that many of the proposals which have been 
made for such conventions are in effect attempts on the part of gov- 

“Not printed.



222 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1927, VOLUME I 

ernments which obtain their armament from government arsenals or 
government controlled factories to place at a disadvantage countries 
such as the United States which obtain the vast majority of their 
ammunition and war equipment from private enterprise. The draft 
convention prepared by the Committee of the Council and transmitted 
to this Government with the Secretary General’s invitation of Decem- 
ber 17, 1926, is for the most part unacceptable to this Government as 

a basis for an international agreement. There is transmitted herewith 
as an annex to this instruction a memorandum commenting in detail 
upon the provisions of the draft convention in question. 

This Government decided to accept the invitation of the Secretary 
General to designate a representative to attend the forthcoming meet- 
ing for two principal reasons: 

(1) It believed that a refusal to attend might be interpreted in 
certain foreign quarters, perhaps disingenuously, as an unwillingness 
on the part of the United States to cooperate in what purported to 
be a sincere effort to solve one of the companion problems of the 
general problem of disarmament. In view of this Government’s par- 
ticipation in the Preparatory Commission to [for] the Disarmament 
Conference ** and in the Arms Traffic Conference and of its long 
established policy of cooperating with all sincere efforts calculated to 
preserve the peace of the world and to remove the causes of war, it 
should give no ground for misunderstandings which might arise out 
of its refusal even to discuss the question of the manufacture of arms. 

(2) The policy of this Government in regard to this question was 
clearly set forth by Mr. Burton, as noted above, and it was on the basis 
of Mr. Burton’s statements that the Council of the League of Nations 
predicated the hope that the United States would be willing to attend 
the proposed meeting. 

You are instructed therefore to make it clear at the meeting that the 
United States is prepared to consider the conclusion of an interna- 
tional convention which provides for the collection and periodic pub- 
lication by the governments parties thereto of statistical information 

covering the production of arms and ammunition and implements of 
war. The specific arms and ammunition to be covered by such a con- 
vention would, in general, correspond to those in the categories estab- 
lished by the Arms Traffic Convention. A separate Memorandum on 
this subject is transmitted herewith, as an annex, for the purpose of 
guiding you in the more detailed discussion of this phase of the 
matter. 

You should resist any effort to include in published statistics the 
names of manufacturers with details of their individual businesses 
and contracts. Such publication resulting from investigation would 
not be acceptable, so far as this Government is concerned. 

* See Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 1, pp. 40 f£; also ante, pp. 159 ff.
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You will observe that in this Government’s reply, dated February 
23, 1927, to the Secretary General’s invitation, the intention of this 
Government not to go beyond the collection and publication of sta- 
tistics is clearly indicated. You should take an early opportunity 

_to reiterate this Government’s point of view. 
Although leaving the matter entirely to your discretion in the light 

of developments which may occur during the course of the forth- 
coming meeting, the Department suggests that it would appear to be 
unwise for you to allow yourself to be drawn into any detailed dis- 
cussion of the various unacceptable provisions of the Draft 
Convention. 

In case the position of the United States in refusing to agree to 
the proposed provisions, other than those covering the publication 
of statistics, is questioned or in any way attacked, the Department 
believes that you should confine your reply first to an allusion to 
this Government’s reply to the League’s invitation and second to a 
statement to the following general effect: 

The Arms Traffic Convention has not yet been ratified and has 
not come into effect. The proposed draft convention for private 
manufacture presents an involved and complicated agreement, the 
provisions of which would be difficult if not impossible to administer 
and the necessity for which is not clear to the United States Govern- 
ment. The American Government believes that an adequate system 
of publicity as to production for both private and government fac- 
tories will furnish valuable information to the governments signa- 
tories to the treaty. Such an agreement, in addition to the Arms 
Traffic Convention, will provide effective machinery for making 
known to the world any abuses either by individuals or governments 
in connection with the manufacture of or traffic in arms. If, when 
such agreements have been in operation, it is shown by experience 
that further and even stricter international agreements are neces- 
sary, 1t will then be appropriate to discuss what further measures 
are possible. 

In this connection, the following remarks made by Lord Cecil at 
the 8th meeting of the First Sub Commission of the Temporary 
Mixed Commission at Paris on March 28, 1924 are of interest: 

“Colonel Carnegie has said that a certain control over private 
manufacture would result from the convention on the control of the 
traffic. He personally agreed, but he thought that they would there- 
fore be much better able to form a judgment after the coming into 
force of the said convention and that the question of private manu- 
facture could only be finally settled in the light of the experience 
derived from the application of the convention on the traffic.” 

The American Government is particularly impressed by the danger 
involved in complicated and detailed international agreements, diffi- 

258346—42—vol, 120
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cult to administer, the alleged breach of any technical provision of 
which would inevitably lead to international mistrust and ill-will. 

Should an attempt be made to separate governmental from private 
manufacture you should insist that any agreement to be acceptable 
to the United States must cover both categories. In this connection, 
you may point out that such a provision would appear to be absolutely 
essential to make an international agreement for publicity useful since 
the contingency might arise wherein a government which followed 
the policy of manufacturing all of its military equipment in govern- 
ment arsenals might engage in practices very similar to those which 
are imputed to private manufacturers and condemned. A memo- 
randum pointing out the distinction between the position of the United 

States Government and of certain other governments in regard to 
methods of supplying needs for military equipment is transmitted 
herewith as an annex to this instruction. 

You will, of course, not join in any report which the Special Com- 
mission may make to the Council of the League of Nations. In this 
connection, you may advise the Commission that you will make your 
report to your government. 

You should make it abundantly clear during the meeting that 
should the other nations represented on the Commission wish to recom- 
mend the formulation of a convention of a more elaborate nature this 
government would, of course, offer no objection, although it would 
naturally reserve its right to abstain from adherence to such a con- 
vention or to adhere to it with reservations in keeping with its an- 
nounced and well known policy in the premises. 

There is transmitted herewith, as an annex to this instruction, a 
memorandum covering in general the statistics of production of arms 
in the United States in recent years.*® By reference to this you will 
observe that the United States has taken a very minor part in this 
type of business. You should emphasize these data in case an attempt 
is made to place upon the United States the onus for prospective fail- 
ure of the Commission’s work or any statements are made to the effect 
that a convention regarding arms manufacture could not be effective 
without American participation. 

The above-mentioned memorandum further contains certain sug- 
gestions as to the statistical material that will be most readily and 
economically obtainable and also suggestions as to the frequency 
of collection and publication which should be provided for in any 
convention. 

* Not printed.
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There is transmitted herewith as an annex to this instruction a 
memorandum setting forth the existing law and practice of this 
government respecting the collection and publication of statistics and 
indicating the general authority of the government in the premises.** 

I am [etc. | JosePH C. Grew 

[Enclosure 1] 

Memorandum Commenting Upon the Preliminary Draft Convention 
Submitted to the Committee of the Council by the Committee of 
Inquiry 

The following countries .........- 0. cc cee eee neces 
_ Whereas the international trade in arms and ammunition and in 
implements of war is governed by the Convention concerning the 
Supervision of the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and 
in Implements of War signed at Geneva on June 17th, 1925; 
Whereas the International Conference which drew up the said Con- 

vention unanimously declared: 

“That the Convention of to-day’s date must be considered as an 
important step towards a general system of international agree- 
ments regarding arms and ammunition and implements of war, 
and that it is desirable that the international aspect of the manu- 
facture of such arms, ammunition and implements of war should 
receive early consideration by the different Governments” ; 

Whereas the international trade in arms and ammunition and in 
implements of war should be subjected to a general and effective system 
of supervision and publicity ; 

Whereas such a system is not provided by existing treaties and con- 
ventions in regard to manufacture; 

Whereas the manufacture of arms, ammunition or implements the 
use of which in war is prohibited by international law ought not to 
be permitted for such purpose: 

Have decided to conclude a Convention and have accordingly ap- 
pointed as their plenipotentiaries: 

(Here follow the names of the plenipotentiaries.) 
Who, having communicated their full powers, found in good and 

due form, 
Have Acreep as Foiuows: 

This preamble appears to be unnecessarily long and involved. It 
is believed that all necessary purposes could be served by a brief pre- 
amble somewhat to the following effect: 

“Whereas it 1s desirable that the international aspect of the manu- 
facture of arms, ammunition and implements of war should receive 
consideration” etc. 

8 Not printed.
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Categories 

Article 1 

(Same as Chapter I of the Convention for the Supervision of the 
International Trade in Arms—document A.16.1925.1X, pages 5 
and 6.) 

This Article is satisfactory. 

Supervision and Publicity 

| Article 2 

For the purposes of the present Convention, private manufacture 
shall be considered to mean manufacture taking place in establish- 
ments of which the State is not the sole proprietor. 

This Article should be eliminated, since any convention to which 
the United States would desire to become a party would necessarily 
cover both governmental and private manufacture. 

Article 3 

The High Contracting Parties undertake not to permit in the ter- 
ritory under their jurisdiction the private manufacture of the articles 
included in Categories I, II, III and IV and paragraph 1 of Category 
V without the written authorization of the Government. 

This authorization shall be given in the form of a licence, which shall 
be valid for a period to be determined individually by each High 
Contracting Party and which shall be renewable for a further period. 

This Article is not acceptable from the point of view of the United 
States. The constitutional possibility of establishing a licensing sys- 
tem for manufacturers of arms and ammunition is to say the least 
extremely doubtful. As has been pointed out in the body of the in- 
structions it would probably be possible to require manufacturers to 
obtain Federal licenses to manufacture arms in the District of 
Columbia and in the Territories, and also to obtain licenses for inter- 
State or foreign commerce in arms and ammunition. The possibil- 
ity of obtaining legislation of this character, however, seems so remote 
that it is not desirable for the American representative even to dis- 
cuss the possibilities in this regard during the course of the coming 
meeting. 

Article 4 

The High Contracting Parties undertake not to grant a licence for 
the manufacture of the material referred to in Article 3 and to with- 
draw such licence if it has been granted to any firm which is in a 
position to influence a newspaper either because it holds a sufficient 
portion of its capital or because it conducts the management or any 
other part of its work, or because its directors, managers or high offi- 
clals are in a position to exercise such influence.
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The High Contracting Parties undertake to withdraw the licence 
of any holder who has advertised war material covered by Categories 
I, IL and III or who has advertised war material covered by Categories 
IV and V in the special zones defined in Chapter III of the Conven- 
tion concerning the Supervision of the International Trade in Arms 
and Ammunition and in Implements of War. 

This Article 1s obviously unacceptable for the reason stated under 
the comments on Article 8. Further, the administration of the pro- 
visions contained in this Article or of other provisions directed sub- 
stantially to the same end would appear to be almost impossible from 
a practical point of view. The most elaborate investigational machin- 
ery would be necessary to ascertain the connection of munition manu- 
facturers with the press and it is not believed that an attempt in this 
direction would serve any practical or useful purpose. 

The second paragraph of Article 4 seems likewise impossible to 
administer effectively. 

Article 5 

Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes not to conclude 
any contracts for the supply of the kinds of war material enumerated 
in Article 3 with a private firm one or more of whose directors or 
managers are members of the legislature of that Contracting Party. 

The provisions of this Article, while plausible on first sight, would 
not be acceptable. The war materials included in the Categories of 
the Arms Traffic Convention are manufactured in many types of in- 
dustrial plants, some of which could not be termed strictly munitions 
factories. To endeavor to eliminate from consideration all manufac- 
turing establishments capable of producing any of the articles included 
in the Categories, in which members of the Senate or the House of 
Representatives are directors or managers would be both unwise and 
impracticable. 

Article 6 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish within two 
months after the close of each quarter the licences granted during 
that quarter, together with the following particulars: 

(a) The kind or kinds of war material which the holder of a licence 
is allowed to manufacture; 

(6) The names, styles and addresses of the proprietor or proprietors 
in the case of enterprises belonging to a private individual or to the 
partners in a firm having a collective title, and those of the managers 
or directors in the case of enterprises organised as commercial com- 

anies}; 
P (c) The names of all the enterprises with which the holder has con- 
cluded agreements or associations of any kind whatever, with a view 
to the production of the articles of war material for which the licence 
has been granted. : 

The High Contracting Parties also undertake to publish annually a 
report of each holder’s operations relating to the manufacture of the
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material for which the licence has been granted such report to be drawn 
up by the holder and verified by the High Contracting Parties. 

The United States Government is in favor of a system of publicity 
for manufactures of arms and ammunition. It would appear, how- 
ever, that a more appropriate system of publicity is provided for in 
Article 7 as noted below, than in Article 6. Eliminating the idea of 
licenses from Article 6, there remain merely the provisions that the 
names, styles and addresses of the proprietor or proprietors, partners, 
managers or directors of munition plants, be published, and that the 
existence of all munitions contracts be made known along with an an- 
nual report of the business of each munitions manufacturer. 

It is not perceived how the publication of this information would be 
of great value to anyone save the competitors of the manufacturers in 
question. In so far as the trade of individual plants with foreign 
countries is concerned the Arms Traffic Convention provides adequate 
publicity. 

Article 7 

To complete the general system of publicity for armaments, irre- 
spective of their origin, provided for in the Convention for the Super- 
vision of the International Trade in Arms signed at Geneva on June 
17th, 1925, the High Contracting Parties undertake to publish within 
two months after the close of each quarter a statistical return of the 
articles covered by Categories I, II and IV delivered or held in stock 
during that quarter. 

This return shall be drawn up in accordance with the specimen 
form contained in Annex * to the present Convention and shall show 
under each heading of the said categories in Article 1 the weight, 
the number and the value of the articles manufactured under a licence. 
The first statistical return to be published by each of the High Con- 
tracting Parties shall be for the quarter beginning on the first day 
of January, April, July or October subsequent to the date on which 
the present Convention comes into force with regard to the High 
Contracting Party concerned. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish as an annex 
to the above-mentioned return the text of the provisions of all statutes, 
orders or regulations in force within their territory dealing with 
the manufacture of war material covered by Article 1, and to include 
therein all provisions enacted for the purpose of carrying out the 
present Convention. Amendments and additions to these provisions 
shall be likewise published in annexes to subsequent quarterly returns. 

The provisions of the present article shall also be applied as far 
as possible to articles manufactured in establishments of which the 
State is sole proprietor. 

This Article appears to be acceptable provided always that it is 

extended to cover the production of Government as well as private 

*This Annex has not yet been examined by the Committee of Enquiry. 
[Footnote in original draft convention.]
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factories. The quarterly collection and publication of statistics as 
provided for in this Article, however, might involve an unnecessary 
expense that would not be justified by the object sought to be attained. 
It is believed that annual or semi-annual publication of these statis- 
tics would be adequate. 

Article 8 

The High Contracting Parties, in all cases covered by Category ITI, 
undertake to publish within two months after the close of each 
quarter a return for that quarter, giving the information detailed 
below for each vessel of war constructed, in course of construction or 
to be constructed within their territorial jurisdiction on behalf of 
the State: 

(a) The date of the signing of the contract for the construc- 
tion of the vessel, and the following data: 

Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; 
The principal dimensions, namely: length at water-line, ex- 

treme beam at or below water-line, mean draft at standard 
displacement ; 

(6) The date of laying the keel and the following data: 
Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; 
The principal dimensions, namely; length at water-line, ex- 

treme beam at or below water-line, mean draft at standard 
displacement. 

This Article is acceptable. 

Article 9 

The articles covered by Category V shall only be subject to such 
publicity as may be prescribed by the national legislation. 

This Article would appear to be acceptable. 

General Provisions 

Article 10 

The provisions of the present Convention are completed by those 
of Annex * which have the same value and shall enter into force at 
the same time as the Convention itself. 

The Annex to which this Article refers not being available it is 
impossible to make any comment thereon. 

Article 11 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to conclude no purchase 
contract for the supply of articles covered by Categories I, II and TIT 
in a State which is not a Contracting Party to the present Convention. 

The apparent object of this Article is to force all countries to sub- 
scribe to the convention. It is believed that its inclusion in the con- 

*This Annex has not yet been examined by the Committee of Enquiry. 
[Footnote in original draft convention.]
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vention would operate as a strong deterrent to ratification on the 
part of many Governments which would desire to preserve their 
liberty of action in regard to the purchase of war materials. 

Article 12 

In time of war the application of the present Convention shall be 
suspended as regards belligerents until the restoration of peace. 

This Article is acceptable. 

Article 13 

The present Convention shall not be deemed to affect any rights 
and obligations which may arise out of the provisions either of the 
Covenant of the League of Nations, or of the Treaties of Peace signed 
in 1919 and 1920 at Versailles, Neuilly, St. Germain and Trianon, or 
of the Treaty limiting Naval Armaments signed at Washington on 
February 6th, 1922, or of any other treaty, convention, agreement or 
engagement. 

It is believed that phraseology similar to that of Article 34 of the 
Arms Traffic Convention would be preferable in place of this Article. 

Article 14 

The High Contracting Parties will use their best endeavours to 
secure the accession to the present Convention of other States. 

Each accession will be notified to the Government of the French 
Republic, and by the latter to all the signatory or acceding States. 

The instruments of accession shall remain deposited in the archives 
of the Government of the French Republic. 

Article 15 

The present Convention may be denounced by any High Contract- 
ing Party thereto after the expiration of four years from the date 
when it came into force in respect of that Party. Denunciation shall 
be effected by notification in writing addressed to the Government 
of the French Republic, which will forthwith transmit copies of such 
notification to the other Contracting Parties, informing them of the 
date on which it was received. 

A denunciation shall take effect one year after the date of the 
receipt of the notification thereof by the Government of the French 
Republic, and shall operate only in respect of the notifying States. 

Should the Convention be denounced by one of the Powers whose 
ratification is a condition of its entry into force, any other High Con- 
tracting Party may also, within a period of one year from the date 
of such denunciation, denounce the Convention without waiting for 
the expiration of the period of four years mentioned above, and may 
require that its denunciation shall take effect at the same date as the 
first-mentioned denunciation. 

Article 16 

The High Contracting Parties agree that, at the conclusion of a 
period of three years from the coming into force of the present Con-
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vention under the terms of Article 18, this Convention shall be subject 
to revision upon the request of one-third of the said High Contracting 
Parties, which request shall be addressed to the Government of the 
French Republic. 

Article 17 

The present Convention, of which the French and English texts are 
both authentic, is subject to ratification. It shall bear to-day’s date. 

Each power shall address its ratification to the Government of the 
French Republic, which will at once notify the deposit of such ratifi- 
cation to each of the other signatory Powers. 

The instruments of ratification will remain deposited in the archives 
of the Government of the French Republic. 

Article 18 

A first procés-verbal of the deposit of ratifications shall be drawn 
up by the Government of the French Republic as soon as the present 
Convention shall have been ratified by the following Powers .... 

The Convention shall come into force four months after the date of 
the notification of this procés-verbal by the Government of the French 
Republic to all signatory Powers. 

Subsequently, the Convention will come into force in respect of 
each High Contracting Party four months after the date on which its 
ratification or accession shall have been notified by the Government 
of the French Republic to all signatory or acceding States. 

The above Articles are unobjectionable. 

[Enclosure 2] 

Memorandum on the Categories and Statistics of the Proposed 
Convention 

1. The categories appearing in the Convention for the Supervision 
of the International Trade in Arms and Ammunition and in Imple- 

ments of War, signed at Geneva on June 17, 1925, should be taken 
without change as a basis for the categories to appear in the proposed 
Convention on the Manufacture of Arms, for the following reasons: 

a. The proposed Convention is supplementary to the Arms Traffic 
Convention. 

6. No reason exists for any distinction in regard to publicity of sta- 
tistics for export of arms, etc., and for the manufacture of arms, etc. 

c. The Arms Traffic Convention lays the basis for coupling private 
and Governmental production. 

2, While it is realized that certain items appearing in the categories 
as laid down in the Arms Traffic Convention can serve no useful mili- 
tary purpose and in consequence such items might well be omitted, the 
danger involved in tampering with the categories as they now exist 
on account of the possibility of including additional items, is such that 
any attempt to alter or amend these categories should be opposed on 
the grounds indicated above.
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3. As to the type of statistics to be provided for in the proposed 
Convention on the Manufacture of Arms, it 1s believed that the sta- 
tistics required should be, in general, in a form corresponding to the 
type adopted in the Annex to the Arms Traffic Convention. Such 
statistics should, in general, be limited to totals and any effort to 
include the names of firms, either as producers or as purchasers, should 
be opposed as involving a danger of unfair competition and further 
as being an unwarranted interference with the industry concerned. 

4. As regard the periods of time to be covered by the statistics in 
question, it is believed that publication at one year intervals is sufficient 
to serve the purpose of the proposed Convention. While an effort may 

. be made to provide for publication of statistics in conformity with the 

provisions of the Arms Traffic Convention in regard to export, that. is, 
publications within two months of the end of each quarter, it is believed 
that any publication at intervals of less than six months might involve 
so much labor and expense as to be prohibitive. 

5. On the other hand, the Bureau of the Census is undoubtedly in a 
position to collect and publish statistics with as great efficiency as the 
statistical office of any other government. Therefore, while too fre- 
quent collection of statistics should be opposed as unnecessary and 
uneconomical, argument [agreement?| should be given if there is 
unanimous insistence on quarterly publication by the other govern- 
ments. 

6. Every effort should be made to restrict the required statistics to 
those of the production of combined articles. An effort to collect 
statistics of the production of component parts of many of the articles 
listed in the categories of the Arms Traffic Convention would entail 
an excessive amount of labor. If the inclusion of component parts 
is insisted upon, an effort should be made to enumerate such parts, 
and to include ‘in this enumeration only the most important parts, 
essential to the use of the completed article for military purposes. 
For example, regarding fire control equipment, it might with justice 
be pointed out that statistics of the production of lenses suitable there- 
for might be sufficient, without requiring statistics of the other 
component parts. 

[Enclosure 3] 

Memorandum on Methods of Supplying Needs for Military Equipment 

1. The position of the United States in regard to dependence upon 
private manufacture for the supply of its wartime needs in arms, ammu- 
nition, and implements of war is different from that of any other great 
Power. The United States is the only great nation which does not
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maintain Government arsenals in time of peace for the supply of its 
wartime needs in arms, ammunition and implements of war. While 
the United States maintains six so-called arsenals, these plants are in 
reality little more than experimental laboratories. Under the most 
favorable conditions they can be expanded to an extent which will fur- 
nish only a small percentage of our wartime requirements in arms, 
ammunition, and implements of war. During the World War, Gov- 
ernment arsenals as such furnished less than 9% of our munitions 
requirements. Over 91% of our munitions requirements were fur- 
nished by private manufacturers, either on a lowest bidder or cost 
plus basis. 

2. There does not exist in the United States either the large Govern- 
ment arsenals such as are maintained by England, France, Japan, 
Italy, Czecho-Slovakia, and Spain, or the subsidized or quasi-Govern- 
ment plants such as Krupp, Creusot, Armstrong, Vickers-Maxim, 
Schneider, Mitsuibishi, Samara, Skoda, etc. Such relatively small pri- 
vate munitions plants as we have owe their peacetime existence in the 
main to peacetime trade which for various reasons is comparatively 
small. It takes immeasurably longer to create a new industry in time 
of war than to expand an industry already in existence. This time 
element is influenced not so much by the time required to construct the 
plant as by the time necessary to procure and train the skilled personnel 
required in the highly technical operations of munitions production. 

3. The above statement indicates clearly the necessity for coupling 
private and Governmental production in any convention whose pur- 
pose may be to exercise some measure of control upon the manufac- 
ture of arms, ammunition, and implements of war. Measures of re- 
striction if applied solely to private plants would cripple the United 
States by affecting more than 90% of its source of supply. Such 
measures would affect other great nations relatively to a very much 
less degree. 

4. The continuance of our present system of relying upon the 
private munitions industry for meeting war requirements is desirable 
for the following reasons: 

( $3 Such a system is comparatively inexpensive. 
(0) Under such a system quantity production can be obtained with 

a reasonable degree of promptness in the event of an emergency. 
(c) Such industries are susceptible of prompt and satisfactory con- 

version to meet new conditions. 
(d) The private industries concerned can be engaged upon a variety 

of development and production within the same plant according to 
demands. 

(e) Under such a system the existence of reserves of material and 
trained technical personnel will be insured at least to a certain degree.
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(f) Such a system develops well trained organizations composed 
of both personnel and means of production susceptible of quick ex- 
pansion or development to meet unexpected or unforeseen demands 
and conditions. 

5. On the other hand, the construction of Government arsenals of 
sufficient capacity to meet probable war requirements as to arms, am- 
munition, and implements of war under the War Department General 
Mobilization Plan would require an initial expenditure in excess of 
two billion dollars. The creation and maintenance of a war reserve 
of munitions capable of supplying our requirements under the War 
Department General Mobilization Plan from the beginning of an 
emergency until the time when production would meet probable war 
consumption, computed on a basis of expenditure such as existed in 
the World War, would involve the initial expenditure of a sum in 
excess of five billion dollars. This amount does not include the initial 
cost of production plants nor does it include costs incidental to storage. 
It should be noted that on a basis of a 5% annual turnover for de- 
preciation and obsolescence, the maintenance of such a reserve would 
involve an annual expenditure of two hundred and fifty million 
dollars. Since this country is in no position to enter upon a scheme 
which would involve such colossal appropriations and expenditure, 
it seems obvious that the only solution in so far as our own country 
is concerned is to reject any steps which may tend to limit considera- 
tion to the private manufacture of arms, and insist that both private 
and Governmental production must be included. It should further 
be noted that no measures of restriction, control, or supervision other 
than those which may follow full publicity in regard to total produc- 
tion will be acceptable. 

§00.A16/18 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, March 15, 1927—10 a.m. 
[ Received 11 a. m.] 

177. Commission on Private Manufacture met last evening. Bern- 
storff chairman.®* In the course of general discussion I made short 
statement of our views including necessity for publicity for both pri- 
vate and government manufacture. Italian delegate objected on the 
ground that his instructions did not permit him and the Commission 
was not competent to deal with government manufacture and was sup- 
ported by legalistic arguments advanced by several other delegates. 

® Count Johann Heinrich von Bernstorff, German delegate.
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Belgian delegate, who warmly upheld my contention that both cate- 
gories should be dealt with, suggested that inasmuch as certain phases 
of question would probably be considered by the Preparatory Com- 
mission and the final Disarmament Conference it might be well to make 
haste slowly with a view to seeing whether both categories could be 
dealt with either together or separately. J then stated that any agree- 
ment in order to be acceptable to us must provide publicity for both 
private and government manufacture and that if it was decided that 
the Commission could deal only with the one category I should be 
embarrassed in continuing. Japanese delegate said that his instruc- 
tions definitely precluded him from discussing government manufac- 
ture but he expressed readiness to agree to delay in the hope of finding 
a solution. It was finally agreed that the chairman appoint subeom- 
mittee on which we are to be represented and that each delegation is 
to submit to this subcommittee its full views in order that they may 
be examined and an attempt made to reconcile them. It is not antici- 
pated that there will be any future meetings the Private Manufacture 
Commission for the present. 

GiBson 

500.A16/24 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 21, 1927—4 p.m. 
[ Received 12:57 p. m.] 

248. My 177, March 15,10 a.m. Drafting committee met Tuesday 
afternoon. I had previously informed the chairman, Bernstorff, that 
as long as the committee was not prepared to consider a draft agree- 
ment providing publicity for government as well as private manu- 
facture it was difficult for me to participate. As he made it clear 
that this condition could not be met, I did not attend meeting and 
confined myself to forwarding a memorandum to chairman comment- 
ing on secret [secrecy?] provisions of the draft agreement and em- 

phasizing that any more detailed discussion thereof would be useful 
only 1f the essential principle of publicity for government manufac- 
ture were to be accepted.** As Commission is more or less evenly 
divided, question will probably be referred to June session of Council 
before further steps are taken. 

GIBson 

' §T See League of Nations, Report of the Special Commission, etc., “Observations 
of the Representative of the United States,” p. 13.
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STATUS OF TREATIES CONCLUDED AT THE WASHINGTON CONFER- 
ENCE ON THE LIMITATION OF ARMAMENT, AND OF CERTAIN 

RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THAT CONFERENCE ® 

500.A4/587a 

The Secretary of State to Diplomatic and Consular Officers 

Diplomatic Serial No. 601 
G. I. Consular No. — Wasuineton, May 12, 1927. 

Sm: The Department takes occasion to summarize for your infor- 
mation the status of the several Treaties concluded by the Conference 
on the Limitation of Armament, held at Washington, November, 1921- 
February, 1922, as regards their ratification by the signatory Powers 
and as regards adherences thereto by non-signatory Powers; also the 
status, as regards adherence, to such of the Resolutions adopted by 
that Conference as provided for adherences by non-participating 
Powers. This instruction supersedes Diplomatic Serial No. 271, G. I. 
Consular No. [unnumbered] of May 31, 1924,°° which is hereby 
cancelled. 

TREATIES 

I. Treaty between the United States of America, the British Empire, 
France, Italy and Japan limiting Naval Armament, February 6, 1922 
(Conference Report, pp. 1573-1604) ”— 

Ratifications deposited and Treaty effective, August 17, 1928. 
II. Treaty between the United States of America, the British 

Empire, France, Italy and Japan relating to the Use of Submarines 
and Noxious Gases in Warfare, February 6, 1922 (Conference Re- 
port, pp. 1605-1611) 7— 

Awaiting ratification by France. 
Adherences of non-signatory Powers not invited pending the com- 

ing into force of the Treaty. 

III, IV and V. Treaty between the United States of America, the 
British Empire, France and Japan relating to their Insular Posses- 

sions and Insular Dominions in the Region of the Pacific Ocean, 
together with Declaration, signed December 13, 1921, and Supplemen- 
tary Treaty, February 6, 1922 (Conference Report, pp. 1612-1620) ?— 

Ratifications deposited and Treaties effective, August 17, 1928. 
VI. Treaty between the United States of America, Belgium, the 

“For papers relating to the Conference, Nov. 12, 1921—Feb. 6, 1922, see Foreign 
Relations, 1922, vol. 1. pp. 1 ff. 

” Not printed. 
” Conference on the Limitation of Armament, Washington, November 12, 1921- 

February 6, 1922 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1922). Also printed 
in Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, p. 247. 

“ Also printed in Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, p, 267. 
” Also printed ibid., pp. 38, 36, 46.
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British Empire, China, France, Italy, Japan, The Netherlands and 
Portugal relating to Principles and Policies concerning China, Feb- 
ruary 6, 1922 (Conference Report, pp. 1621-1629) *— 

Ratifications deposited and Treaty effective, August 5, 1925. 
Adherences invited from Austria, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Denmark, 

Germany, Mexico, Norway, Persia, Peru, Spain, Sweden and Switzer- 

land. 
Adherences received from Norway (note of November 16, 1925) ; 

Sweden (note of December 5, 1925); Bolivia (note of November 21, 
1925) ; Denmark (note of December 29, 1925); and Mexico (note of 
January 14, 1927)."* 

VII. Treaty between the United States of America, Belgium, the 
British Empire, China, France, Italy, Japan, The Netherlands and 
Portugal relating to the Chinese Customs Tariff, February 6, 1922 
(Conference Report, pp. 1630-1639 ) *— 

Adherences invited from Brazil, Denmark, Norway, Spain and 
Sweden, in accordance with a Resolution adopted by the Conference 
on February 4, 1922 (Conference Report, p. 1639; explanatory note). 

Ratifications deposited and Treaty effective, August 5, 1925. 
Adherences invited from Denmark, Norway, Spain and Sweden, 

August 6, 1925. 
Adherences received from Denmark (note of August 27, 1925); 

Sweden (note of September 11, 1925) ; Spain (note of September 21, 
1925) ; and Norway (note of September 23, 1925) .74 

RESOLUTIONS 

| V. Resolutions regarding Extraterritoriality in China. (Confer- 
ence Report, pp. 1642-1647) *— 

Adherences invited from Brazil, Denmark, Norway, Peru, Spain 
and Sweden. 

Adherences received from Spain (note of November 7, 1922) ; Den- 
mark (note of May 11, 1923); Sweden (note of June 8, 1923); Peru 
(note of August 22, 1923) ; and Norway (note of November 20, 1925) .”4 

XI. Resolution regarding Existing Commitments of China or with 
respect to China. (Conference Report, pp. 1654-1657) 77— 

Adherences invited from Austria, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Denmark, 

Germany, Norway, Persia, Peru, Spain, Sweden, and Switzerland. 

* Also printed in Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1. p. 276. 
* None of these notes printed. 
* Also printed in Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, p. 282, 
** Also printed ibid., p. 289. 
™ Also printed ibid., p. 296.
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Adherences received from Switzerland (note of June 27, 1922); 
Chile (note of August 9, 1922) ; Spain (note of November 7, 1922) ; 
and Persia (note of November 21, 1922).’° 

I am [etce. | Frank B. Kewitoge 

AMERICAN REPRESENTATION AT THE WORLD ECONOMIC CONFER- 
ENCE, GENEVA, MAY 4-23, 1927 °° 

550.M1/42 

The Chargé in Switzerland (Marriner) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1055 Berne, December 23, 1926. 
L. N. No. 841 [Received January 7, 1927. | 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to my telegram No. 187, of December 

23, 1 p.m. 1926," and to enclose the text of the invitation (with attached 
document C.E.1.6) of the Secretary General of the League of Nations, 
inviting the United States to take part in the appointment of the mem- 
bers of the International Economic Conference which will be held on 
May 4th, 1927. It will be noted that the invitation specifies that each 
country is to appoint not more than five members, who may be accom- 
panied by experts who will have the right to attend the proceedings of 
the Conference, but without the right to speak or vote, except by special 
permission. It likewise specifies that the expenses of the members and 
experts shall be borne by the respective Governments. The members 
of the Conference, although appointed by Governments, will not in any 
way bind their Governments nor be qualified to act as spokesmen of 
an official policy. The Secretary General would be grateful for a 
telegraphic reply to this invitation before the end of February, 1927. 

I have [etc. | J. THEODORE MArRINER 

550.M1/58b: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Switzerland (Marriner) 

| Wasuineton, February 7, 1927—5 p.m. 

11. On February 5 President sent a message to Congress recommend- 
ing that appropriation of $15,000 be authorized to cover expenses of 
American participation in appointment of members of Economic Con- 
ference. He stated in part as follows: 

“T consider it important that the Government of the United States 
participate in the appointment of members of this conference, not only 

* None of these notes printed. 
© For proceedings of the Conference, see League of Nations, Report and Proceed- 

ings of the World Economic Conference, vols. 1 and mr (C.356.M.129.1927.1I— 
C.H.1.46) (Geneva, 1927). See also League of Nations, The World Economic Con- 
ference, Geneva, May 1927: Final Report (C.E.1I.44-1). 

= Not printed. 
* Enclosures not printed. For agenda of the Conference, see League of Nations, 

Report and Proceedings, vol. I, p. 9.
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in order that this Government may be adequately informed of discus- 
sions in their relation to American interests but also 1n order that the 
American point of view may be duly presented and in the hope of con- 
tributing to the development of sound economic foundations of friendly 
intercourse and prosperity. The United States is taking its part in 
study of the problem of arms limitation at the invitation of the League 
of Nations. This country should also stand ready to aid in the study 
of means to promote economic progress. 

This is not the occasion to discuss specific problems outlined in the 
agenda. It is sufficient to note that the conference contemplates an 
inquiry into important problems affecting American interests. This 
Government will have the benefit of its deliberations, but will not be 
bound by its results.” 

Mail text of the foregoing to Embassies London, Paris, Berlin, 

Rome and Brussels. 
KEtLLoGe 

550.M1/68 

Memorandum by Mr. Wallace McClure, Assistant to the Economie 
Adviser 

[Wasuineton,| February 8, 1927. 
On yesterday I had an opportunity to enter into conversation with 

Congressman Cordell Hull of Tennessee and took occasion to remind 
hin of the fact that Dr. Thomas Walker Page, of the Institute of 
Economics, a member of the Preparatory Commission of the Inter- 
national Economic Conference, had telephoned to him in regard to 
this subject shortly after returning from Geneva, after attending the 
second session of the Preparatory Commission. 

Mr. Hull expressed considerable interest in the subject, noting his 
pleasure in the fact that the President had sent a message to Congress 
asking for an appropriation with which to defray the expenses of 
American participation in the appointment of members of the Con- 
ference. When questioned as to what he considered to be the appro- 
priate line of action for such a Conference to take, Mr. Hull confined 
his remarks almost entirely to the question of tariff barriers. He 

spoke at some length in regard to the desirability of a general reduc- 
tion of import duties and appeared to feel that the tariff of the United 
States is the key to the entire world situation. When I suggested that 
perhaps concrete results from this Conference could scarcely go beyond 
the subject of equality of treatment in commercial matters, he ex- 
pressed heartily his interest on this ground. He referred to speeches 
which he had made on the subject in 1916 and on subsequent occasions. 

Mr. Hull expressed the opinion that the only danger connected with 
the desired appropriation would he in the possible objection of some 
individual or individuals to its passage, with consequent delay and 

258346-—-42---vol. 121
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possible failure because of the end of the session. He expressed the 
opinion that whatever Mr. Madden’s Committee recommended would 
be adopted by the House. 

Speaking in regard to an entirely different subject, Mr. Hull ex- 
pressed the opinion that the action of the Democrats in defeating the 
Lausanne Treaty ** was ill-advised; was the result of misunderstand- 
ing and propaganda, and would not result in getting a better treaty 
for the United States with Turkey. 

W[atiace] McC[iure] 

550.M1/319 

The Charman of the American Delegation to the International 
Economie Conference (Robinson) to the Secretary of State 

Wasuineron, June 10, 1997. 
My Dear Mr. Secretary: I have the honor to lay before you, for 

presentation to the President, my report as Chairman of the American 
Delegation to the International Economic Conference held in Geneva. 

I wish in particular to express my deep appreciation of the unfailing 
courtesy and support extended to the Delegation by the representatives 
of the State Department in Geneva. 

I am [etc. | Henry M. Rosrnson 

{Enclosure] 

Report of the Chairman of the American Delegation to the Inter- 
national Hconomic Conference 

The dislocation following the war resulted in instability in cur- 
rencies, interruption of the usual flow of international credits, reduced 
production and difficulties of transport across frontiers; it was accom- 
panied by unemployment and impaired purchasing power, with the 
further result that agriculture suffered from a loss of markets and 
lack of credits. These adversely affected the standards of living. 

The several States, on the theory of protecting individual interests, 
undertook various devices of relief that in the majority of instances 
further retarded the natural flow of credits and trade. 

The first concerted attack on this multiple problem was made at the 
Brussels Conference in September—October, 1920.84 The work of this 
Conference was confined mainly to discussion on the problem of un- 
stable currencies and established fundamental formulae for stabiliza- 
tion that have become effective in all but two important countries. 

This Conference was followed by the “Expert Committees” set up by 
the Reparation Commission and the formulation of the Experts Plan 

* See vol. mt. pp. 765 766, 
“See Forcign Relations, 1920, vol, 1, pp. 88 ff.
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for payment of reparations and the rehabilitation of the German 
economy.*® 

Then followed the Conference at Locarno,** from which resulted the 
treaties which have tended materially to clarify the political situations 

in Europe. 
It may be assumed to have been in the minds of international politi- 

cal and economic leaders in every country that the need existed of 
concerted discussion of various factors still contributing to the un- 
stable conditions in Europe. The League of Nations called this Inter- 
national Economic Conference to discuss and advise upon some of the 

remaining questions. 
From the date of the Brussels Conference to the date of this Eco- 

nomic Conference, continuous improvement has been in evidence 
throughout Europe in practically all social and economic conditions, 
naturally more marked in some countries than in others. 

The Agenda recommended by the Preparatory Committee, and the 
documentation prepared at its request, has portrayed a condition of 
distress in Europe which in the view of the Delegation of the United 
States did not at the time of the Conference obtain in all lines of en- 

deavour. The Agenda was based upon the commercial interdepend- 
ence between nations, more particularly on the interdependence exist- 

ing between the different countries in Europe. The facts developed 
and discussions had at the Conference emphasized not only the neces- 
sary interdependence of all the countries of the world, but the inter- 
dependence of the several social groups as well. 

Within the limits fixed by the Agenda, in the main, discussion and 
the resultant recommendations revolved around European problems, 
though the general resolutions, for the most part, have world-wide ap- 
plication. No discussions were had on governmental debts, reparation 
or movements of population. 

The Conference, looking forward rather than backward, confined 
its attention to tangible problems, viewing nothing as static, with full 
recognition that the weights of the various factors would change from 
time to time. Fundamental policies of national economy, such as free 
trade versus protection and nationalization of resources, were not in- 
cluded in the deliberations of the Conference. Recognizing the defi- 
nite progress, almost to completion, of the stabilization of currencies 
on a gold basis, and that tariff levels were less important relatively 
than the rationalization of tariffs and also that nationalization of re- 
sources was more a domestic than an international question, the 
transactions of the Conference did not include a discussion on these , 
subjects except incidentally. 

"See Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. u, pp. 46 ff., and 1924, vol. 1, pp. 1 ff. 
* See ibid., 1925, vol. 1, pp. 16 ff. .
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The Members of the Delegation were greatly impressed with the 
men who were gathered at this Conference, brought together from 
every quarter to give their experience and information and contribut- 
ing on every phase of economic life. Very helpful had been the work 
of the Preparatory Committee and the Economic Section of the 
League. This gave direction to the discussions and considerations; 
and with this start, the Conference, with its Advisors, supplemented 
and elaborated in a large degree the preparatory work and material. 

The Permanent Secretariat of the League had made careful and 
well organized arrangements and the mechanism provided for carry- 
ing on the work of the Conference was admirable and effective. 

The Members of the American Delegation were accorded full right 
and participation in the work of the Conference. The names of the 
Delegation of the United States, their several responsibilities in, and 
respective official connections with, the Conference, are set forth in 
Annex [. The Experts and Advisers of the Delegation of the United 

States had participation in the discussions and in the preparation of 
materials for the use of the Conference. The names of the Experts 
and Advisers who assisted at the Conference and of the Secretary 
and two Assistant Secretaries of the Delegation are set forth in 
Annex I, ee 

The Conference developed the value of personal contacts with mem- 
bers of the several Delegations and also with the experts and advisers 
accompanying them. ‘There were 194 Delegates and a larger number 
of Experts and Advisers, representing 48 countries. As a result of 
personal discussions, notable progress in clarification and standardiza- 
tion of the use of technical terms was achieved. Through personal 
discussions it became possible for the Delegates from different coun- 
tries to weigh and value points of view of other countries. Further- 
more, through personal discussion it became possible for Delegates to 
better differentiate between economic and political phases of questions. 

It might be fair to say that the indirect discussions of the Confer- 
ence may be of quite as lasting and general benefit as the resolutions 
passed. Many divergencies of opinion existed between Delegations 
and with Delegations; but in spite of these divergencies, there were 
evolved definite formulae for the relief of economic difficulties that 
still militate against international commerce. 

At the opening of the Conference our Delegation was asked to give 
a statement on the character and probable causes leading up to the 
relatively prosperous position of the United States. Europe, which 
possesses rich and varied natural resources, has an area approximately 

that of the United States. The individual States of our country are 
geographically and physically as heterogeneous as the different States 
in Europe; but in trade and industry, we are a homogeneous whole, 
without barriers or currency differences. Europe, on the other hand
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has a series of separate units, each contending for national economic 
independence. Both employers and workers have in the main adopted 
the policy of unrestricted output; and generally workers have accepted 
substitution of machines for hand labor, and employers in turn have 
compensated the workers with appropriate increases in wages. The 
conditions obtaining in our country have been important factors in the 
creation and maintenance of higher wage levels, resulting in higher 
standards of living and, in turn, in greater power of consumption 
and production. A comparison between the situation in the United 
States and the European countries has led certain economists to advo- 
cate an economic United States of Europe. 

It developed in the Conference that “consumers’ goods” were being 
used, even in Europe, at as high a rate per capita as prior to the war; 
but the production and consumption of “capital goods” was consid- 
erably lower and that this, in the main, accounts for unemployment 
and, in turn, had reduced wages and purchasing power to a lower 

level. 
The discussion of the Conference further disclosed the fact that if 

the development of unused or inadequately developed resources 
throughout the world could be initiated and financed, increased con- 
sumption of capital goods would follow, with the result of reduc- 
tion or elimination of unemployment, and the probable increase in 
the wage level and consumption of consumable goods. 

The Conference divided itself into three committees on Commerce, 
{Industry and Agriculture. Each of these divided itself into sub- 
committees for specialized discussion. In the Committee on Com- 
merce the discussion revolved largely about trade barriers. A lim- 
ited discussion on tariff levels disclosed the age old differences of opin- 
ion, but at the same time brought out the fact that even more impor- 
tant than relative differences in levels of custom duties was their 
freqeunt and abrupt alteration. Lack of continuity of policies, dif- 
ferences in the standards of classification, discrimination and other 
unequal treatments are more injurious than differences in tariff levels. 
No recommendation was made in respect of tariff levels but the sup- 
port of all the members was secured approving the principle of “equal- 
ity of treatment” and the “unconditional most-favored-nation” clause 
as well as an accord condemning the policy of artificial limitation of 
raw material exports. The resolutions will also disclose that existing 
trade barriers would be less harmful if general adoption could be 
obtained of improvements in practice resulting in simplification of 
customs formalities, standardization of tariff nomenclature and con- 
solidation of customs charges and other technical improvements. 

On rationalization in industry there was a full discussion; the prin- 
cipal differences grew out of the fact that the European workers re- 
garded rationalization as likely to bring about increased unemploy-
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ment. However, finally agreement was had on a formula based on 
experience of the countries in which rationalization had been most 
highly developed. The conference went on record in opposition to 
indirect and direct states subsidies, but without undertaking critical 
definitions of the terms, urging that subsidies should not be likely 

[déghtly?] invoked. 
In the discussions on Cartels, appeared also differences between 

workers and operators. In addition to this, the subject was relatively 
new and untried, so no accurate definition was possible. 
We recognize that there are certain physical and geographical con- 

ditions in particular situations that might make it desirable and eco- 
nomical for some form of international industrial agreements to be 
made; but we are apprehensive of the dangers of restricted output 
and the tendency to monopolistic exploitation. The resolution on 
Cartels sets out most of the objections and points out that the success 
of Cartels will be conditional on the character and policies of the 

Management. 
Early experience in the United States in agreements of a similar 

character resulted in restrictive legislation. Because of this and the 
conviction that governments would participate in Cartels, our Dele- 
gation felt that we could not by our actions approve international 
Cartels and we took a definite position against international Cartels 
with Governmental participation. 

The Committee on Agriculture adopted resolutions in support of 
international extension of co-operative marketing, in favor of enlarge- 
ment of agricultural credits in countries where these are still inade- 
quate and urging the world-wide collection of comparable statistics 
on production, movement, stocks and consumption of farm products. 

The full text of the resolutions reached by the Conference and in 
each case the degree of agreement reached is shown in Annex 2.% 

In conclusion we have appreciatively to acknowledge the contri- 
butions of the various departments of the Government in Washing- 
ton. Before the departure for the Conference, sub-committees were 
set up to explore the questions set forth in the Agenda on which were 
experts from the following Departments of the Government, State, 
Treasury, Commerce, Agriculture, Labor and the United States Tariff 
Commission. These sub-committees held many meetings before the 
delegation convened in Washington. Before leaving Washington, 
the members of the Delegation had two meetings with the expert 
members of the sub-committees. In the eight days crossing the ocean 
the Members of the Delegation and the experts accompanying the 

*™ Not printed. The resolutions are incorporated in the report of the Conference 
Te 80 on May 23, 1927. See League of Nations, Report and Proceedings, vol. I,
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Delegation held fourteen meetings for the discussion of the docu- 
mentation of the Preparatory Committee and all the facts and statis- 
tics developed by the sub-committees of experts relating to the eco- 
nomic position of the world and particularly with reference to the 
United States. During the course of the Conference, daily meetings 
were held, including Delegates and Experts and Advisors, at which 
the policies of the day were outlined. 

We feel that within the limits fixed for discussion and recommenda- 
tion, the conference has pointed ways for the removal or modification 
of obstacles to the natural flow of international trade, and for the 
lowering of costs of production. We believe if the formula evolved 
should be followed, it will be beneficial to the peoples not only of 
Europe but of the world. We are convinced that improvement in 
economic condition in Europe will make for universal peace. 

[Annex 1] 

Personnel of the American Delegation 

Delegates: 
r. Henry M. Robinson. 

Member of the Dawes Commission, and President of the 
First National Bank, Los Angeles. 

Mr. Norman H. Davis. 
Formerly Assistant Secretary of Treasury and Under Sec- 
retary of State. 

Mr, John W. O’Leary. 
President of the United States Chamber of Commerce. 

Mr. Alonso E. Taylor. 
Director of Food Research Institute, Stanford University. 

Mr. Julius Klein. 
Director, Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce, U. S. 
Department of Commerce. 

Mr. Robinson and Mr. O’Leary served on the Committee on Indus- 
try; Mr. Davis and Mr. Klein served on the Committee on Commerce; 
Mr. Taylor served on the Committee on Agriculture. 

Experts and Advisers of American Delegation to the International 
Economic Conference: 

Dr. Arthur N. Young. 
Economic Adviser to the Department of State. 

Dr. E. Dana Durand. 
Chief of the Research Division, Department of Commerce. 

Mr. Grosvenor Jones. 
Chief of the Finance and Investment Division, Department 
of Commerce. 

Mr. Louis Domeratzky. 
Chief of the Regional Division, Department of Commerce.
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Mr. E. W. Camp. 
Commissioner of Customs, Treasury Department. 

Mr. Asher Hobson. 
Permanent American Delegate to the International Institute 
of Agriculture at Rome. 

Dr. Heresy W. Bidwell. 
An Economist of the United States Tariff Commission. 

Mr. Henry Chalmers. 
Chief of the Division of Foreign Tariffs, Department of 
Commerce. 

Mr. John P. Frey. 
Representing the Department of Labor. 

Secretary : 
Mr. Somerville Pinkney Tuck. 

Consul of the United States of America at Geneva. 
Assistant Secretary: 

Mr, F. C. Finger. 
Representative of the Press: 

Mr. Arthur Bullard. 

Dr. Young, Mr. Camp, Mr. Domeratzky, Mr. Chalmers and Mr. 
Bidwell served on the Committee on Commerce; Dr. Durand, Mr. 

Jones and Mr. Frey served on the Committee on Industry; Mr. 
Hobson served on the Committee on Agriculture. 

INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE FOR THE ABOLITION OF IMPORT AND 

EXPORT PROHIBITIONS AND RESTRICTIONS, GENEVA, OCTOBER 17- 

NOVEMBER 8, 1927 * 

560.M2/— :Telegram | 

The Consul at Geneva (Tuck) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, June 14, 1927—3 p. m. 
[Received June 14—1:54 p. m.]| 

Council today adopted Stresemann report fixing date Diplomatic 
Conference Abolition Export and Import Prohibitions [and] Re- 

strictions for October 17, 1927. This date chosen in order not to 
conflict with proposed meeting Preparatory Commission for Dis- 
armament in November.®® Report calls attention of states invited 
to Conference to conclusion|s] formulated by International Economic 
Conference ® on the subject [of] prohibitions. All countries who 
sent delegations to Economic Conference will receive invitation to 

attend. 
Tuck 

8 Hor official records of the Conference, see League of Nations, International 
Conference for the Abolition of Import and Eaport Prohibitions and Restric- 
tions, ete.: Proceedings of the Conference (C.21.M.12.1928.IT). 

* For correspondence concerning the fourth session of the Preparatory Com- 
mission, see pp. 159 ff. 

© See pp. 238 ff.
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560.M2/3a: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) 

Wasuineoton, July 16, 1927—10 a. m. 
60. Has Legation received an invitation from League requesting 

American representation at Diplomatic Conference for the Abolition 

of Import and Export Prohibitions and Restrictions to be convened 
October 17, 1927? 

You are requested to telegraph a summary of any invitation to an 
International Conference which Legation may receive in future, giv- 
ing date received and date of mailing. 

KELLoGe 

§60.M2/4 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Berne, July 16, 1927—10 a. m. 
[ Received 10:30 a. m.| 

58. Department’s telegram 60, July 15, 10 a. m. Invitation trans- 
mitted to Department by League in circular letter number 29, April 
2, 1927, under cover of Legation’s despatch number 1178 of April 13, 
1927, L. N. number 895,°! whereby United States was invited, on 
behalf of the Council of the League, to send a duly authorized dele- 
gation to take part in an international Conference with a view to 
framing an international convention for abolishing import and export 
prohibitions and restrictions. 

In a communication of June 27 forwarded by last pouch under cover 
of Legation’s despatch number 17 of June 28, League of Nations 919,” 
League requests to be informed whether United States intends to take 
part in Conference. 

WILSON 

560.M2/4 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minster in Suiizeriand (Wilson) 

Wasuineton, July 22, 1927—1 p. m. 
61. Your 58, July 16,10 a.m. League’s circular letter No. 29 trans- 

mitted with Legation’s despatch No. 1178, of April 2, 1927,°? was mim- 
eographed unsigned document in which even the space for the name of 
the invited Government was left blank. Such a blank circular form 
can in no way be considered an invitation to any diplomatic conference. 

" Neither printed. 
” Neither printed; Legation’s despatch No. 1178 was dated April 13, 1927.
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You are therefore requested, in reply to League’s communication of 
June 27, 1927,°* which has not yet been received by the Department, to 
invite the attention of the Secretariat to the fact that this Government 
has received no invitation to the Conference referred to in your 
telegram. 

KeELLoce 

560.M2/10 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

No. 56 Berne, August 4, 1927. 
L. N. No. 933 [ Received August 23. ] 

Sir: Referring to the Department’s telegram No. 62 of July 28, 5 
p. m., 1927, and this Legation’s telegram No. 64 of August 4, 12 noon ® 
relative to an invitation extended by the League of Nations to the 
United States to send a duly authorized delegation to take part in an 
international conference with a view to framing an international con- 
vention for abolishing import and export privileges and restrictions, I 
beg leave to transmit herewith, for the Department’s information, a 
copy and translation of a letter dated August 2, 1927, from the Director 
of the Economic and Financial Section of the League * enclosing a 
signed duplicate of the above referred to invitation of April 2, 1927, 
(C.L.29.1927.IT). The signed duplicate of this invitation is likewise 
transmitted herewith. 

I have [ete. | 
For the Minister: 

Leon H. Ettis 
Secretary of Legation 

[Enclosure] 

The Deputy Secretary General of the League of Nations (Avenol) to 
the Secretary of State 

C.L.29.1927.11 GENEVA, April 2, 1927. 
Sir: On behalf of the Council of the League of Nations I have the 

honour to invite the United States Government to send a duly author- 
ised delegation to take part in an international conference with a view 
to framing an international convention for abolishing import and 
export prohibitions and restrictions. 

This invitation is addressed to States Members and non-Members of 
the League of Nations in pursuance of the following resolution adopted 
by the Council on March 11th, 1927. 

“Not printed. 
* Neither printed. 7
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“The Council, 
a) approves the report of the Economic Committee on its 21st 

Session ; 
6) decides to convene at Geneva a diplomatic conference of duly 

authorised representatives of the Governments Members and non- 
Members of the League of Nations, with a view to the framing of an 
international convention for the abolition of import and export prohi- - 
bitions and restrictions. The invitations to the States will be accom- 
panied by the documents already prepared by the Economic Committee. 
November 14th, 1927, is the date provisionally fixed for this conference.” 

It has been decided provisionally that the Conference should meet 
on November 14th, 1927, but the Council may, if circumstances require 
it, alter this date at its next session. 

At the same time, the Council decided to communicate to all the 
Governments invited to the conference the enclosed document 
(C.I.A.P.1.) drawn up by the Economic Committee to serve as a basis 
for the conference’s discussions.** This document contains a prelimi- 
nary draft international agreement for the abolition of import and 
export prohibitions and restrictions, preceded by a brief historical 
sketch and a summary of the results of the enquiries conducted by the 
Economic Committee with the Governments and the commercial and 
industrial organisations of the various countries, and followed by 
observations on certain articles of the preliminary draft agreement. 

In the two annexes will be found the amendments proposed and 
observations’ submitted by the organisations concerned and by certain 
Governments concerning the individual articles of the preliminary 
draft agreement. 

I should be glad if you would be so good as to let me know whether 
the United States Government is prepared to send representatives to 
this conference. : 

I have [etc. ] J. AVENOL 

{Subenclosure—Extract] 

III. Preniminary Drarr AGREEMENT EsTABLISHED BY THE ECONOMIC 
CoMMITTEE 

ARTICLE 1 

Subject to the exceptions provided for in the following articles, each 
contracting State undertakes within a period of six months to abolish 
all import and export prohibitions and restrictions and not thereafter 
impose or maintain any such prohibitions or restrictions. 

** Document C.L.A.P.1 is entitled: Commentary and Preliminary Draft Inter- 
national Agreement Drawn Up by the Hconomic Committee of the League of 
Nations To Serve as a Basis for an International Diplomatic Conference. Only 
the preliminary draft agreement which it contained is printed infra. For full 
text of C.I.A.P.1, see Proceedings of the Conference, p. 218.



200 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1927, VOLUME I 

In the meantime, the contracting States will adopt all practicable 
measures to reduce existing prohibitions and restrictions to a mini- 
mum and to avoid the imposition of any fresh ones. 

Further, they undertake to adopt all necessary measures to see that 
the provisions of the present Agreement are strictly observed by all 
Governments, central or local authorities, and that no administrative 
regulation is issued in contravention thereof. 

ARTICLE 2 

Should the contracting States in pursuance of their general legis- 
lation subject the importation or exportation of goods to certain regu- 
lations in respect of the manner, form or place of importation or 
exportation, or the imposition of marks, they undertake that such 
regulations shall not be made a means of disguised prohibition or 
arbitrary restriction. 

ARTICLE 3 

In the case of any prohibitions or restrictions which may be applied 
within the limits set by the present Agreement, the contracting States 
shall in the matter of licences comply strictly with the provisions of 
Article 8 of the International Convention for the simplification of 
Customs Formalities signed at Geneva on November 8rd, 1923." 

ARTICLE 4 

The following classes of prohibitions and restrictions are not pro- 
hibited by the provisions of the present Agreement, provided that they 
are applied equally to all foreign countries where the same conditions 
prevail and are not applied in such a way as to conceal measures the 
object of which is purely economic: 

1. Prohibitions or restrictions having in view national defence, 
public safety or order; 

2, Prohibitions or restrictions issued on grounds of public health; 
3. Prohibitions or restrictions having in view the protection of 

animals and plants against disease, degeneration or extinction; 
4, Prohibitions or restrictions imposed for moral or humanitarian 

reasons or for the suppression of improper traffic, provided that the 
manufacture of and trade in the goods to which the prohibitions relate 
are also prohibited or restricted in the interior of the country; 

5. Export prohibitions or restrictions issued for the protection of 
national treasures of artistic, historical or archaeological value; 

6. Prohibitions or restrictions intended, in conformity with the 
national legislation or international conventions, to protect industrial, 
literary and artistic property, and to prevent unfair competition in 
regard to the false marking or appellation of origin, on condition that 
an analogous protection or supervision is applied to national products; 

*" League of Nations Treaty Series, vol. xxx, p. 871.
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7. Prohibitions or restrictions imposed for the purpose of extending 
to imported goods measures of control equivalent or analogous to those 
applying to home products of the same kind; 

8. Prohibitions or restrictions applied to articles which in the in- 
terior of the country are subject to State monopoly or to monopolies 
granted by the State as regards either manufacture or trade; 

9. Prohibitions or restrictions established in pursuance of inter- 
national conventions regulating the traffic in arms, opium or other 
forms of trade which give rise to dangers or abuses, or relating to 
methods of unfair competition ; 

10. Prohibitions applicable to coins, gold, silver, currency notes or 
securities. 

ARTICLE 5 

Nothing in this Agreement shall affect the right of any contracting 
State to take on importation or exportation all necessary measures 
to meet extraordinary and abnormal circumstances and to protect the 
vital economic and financial interests of the State. Nevertheless, in 

view of the grave inconveniences caused by prohibitions and restric- 
tions, they shall only be imposed in cases of exceptional necessity and 
shall not be made an arbitrary means of protecting national products 
or of discriminating against any other contracting State. Their 
duration shall be restricted to that of the causes or circumstances from 

which they arise. 

ARTICLE 6 

Each contracting State agrees not to invoke the provisions of the 
present Agreement as a ground of objection to measures of prohibi- 
tion or restriction applied by another contracting State to the products 
of a third State which imposes on its products prohibitions or restric- 
tions of a kind prohibited by the present Agreement or which subjects 
its commerce or shipping to measures of exclusion or discrimination 
or to unfair methods of competition. 

ARTICLE 7* 

Should a dispute arise between two or more ccntracting States as 
to the interpretation or application of the provisions of the present 
Agreement, and should such dispute not be settled either directly be- 
tween the parties or by the employment of any other means of reaching 
agreement, the parties to the dispute may, before resorting to any 
arbitral or judicial procedure, submit the dispute, with a view to an 
amicable settlement, to such technical body as the Council of the League 
of Nations may appoint for this purpose. This body will give an 
advisory opinion after hearing the parties and effecting a meeting 
between them if necessary. 

*This article reproduces the provisions of Article 22 of the Customs Formalities 
Convention, signed at Geneva on November 8rd, 1928. [Footnote in the original 
draft agreement. ]
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The advisory opinion given by the said body will not be binding 

upon the parties to the dispute unless it is accepted by all of them, 

and they are free, either after resort to such procedure or in lieu thereof, 

to have recourse to any arbitral or judicial procedure which they 

may select, including reference to the Permanent Court of Interna- 
tional Justice as regards any matters which are within the competence 

of that Court under its Statute. 
[If a dispute of the nature referred to in the first paragraph of this 

article should arise with regard to the interpretation or application of 
Articles (. . . .) of the present Agreement, the parties shall, at the 

request of any of them, refer the matter to the decision of the Per- 
manent Court of International Justice, whether or not there has 
previously been recourse to the procedure prescribed in the first para- 

graph of this article.|* 
The adoption of the procedure before the body referred to above or 

the opinion given by it will in no case involve the suspension of the 
measures complained of; the same will apply in the event of proceed- 
ings being taken before the Permanent Court of International Justice, 

unless the Court decides otherwise under Article 41 of the Statute. 

ARTICLE 8 

The present Agreement shall be open for signature for a period of 
twelve months from the present date by any State which is a Member 

of the League of Nations or to which the Council shall have communi- 

cated a copy for this purpose. 
Thereafter any such State may accede to the Agreement by an in- 

strument communicated to the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations, who shall at once notify its receipt to the other parties to the 

Agreement. 
ARTICLE 9 

The present Agreement shall be ratified and the ratifications de- 
posited at Geneva with the Secretary-General of the League of Nations 

as soon as possible. It shall come into effect ninety days after the 
date on which the Secretary-General notifies the parties that it has 

been ratified or acceded to by (....+) States, including those 
mentioned in Appendix.f 

As regards a State ratifying or acceding to the Agreement after it 
has come into force, the Agreement shall come into force ninety days 
after the notification of such ratification or accession by the Secretary- 

*This paragraph is put in brackets to indicate that the Economic Committee 
wishes to leave open the question of its eventual inclusion or omission. [Foot- 
note in the original draft agreement. ] 

+Number to be inserted. [Footnote in the original draft agreement. ] 
tThe list of States to be set out in Appendix will include the principal States 

of Europe whose participation in the Agreement is of greatest importance, having 
regard to the magnitude of their trade or their geographical position. [Footnote 
in the original draft agreement. ]
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(general of the League of Nations. If within two years from the 
present date sufficient ratifications and accessions have not been noti- 
fied to bring the Agreement into force, the States which have ratified 
or acceded to the Agreement will confer with a view to deciding 
whether the Agreement should be put into effect as among themselves. 

ARTICLE 10 

Any contracting State-may denounce the Agreement by a notifi- 
cation in writing addressed to the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations at any time not less than (four) years from the date when 
the Agreement comes into force. Such denunciation shall take effect 
one year after its receipt by the Secretary-General and shall only 
operate in respect of the denouncing State. 

If one of the contracting States named in the preceding article or 
five other contracting States not so named denounce the present A gree- 
ment, any contracting State shall be entitled to request the Council 
of the League of Nations to summon a Conference to consider the situ- 
ation thus created. Ifthe Council declines this request, any contract- 
ing State may denounce the present Agreement by six months’ notice. 
Should the Conference meet under the auspices of the League of 
Nations, any contracting State which dissents from its decision may 
similarly denounce the Agreement by six months’ notice. 

ARTICLE 11 

In order to indicate the progress which has been made in regard to 
the abolition of import and export prohibitions or restrictions, each 
contracting State shall, within twelve months of the coming into force 
in its own case of the present Agreement, furnish the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations with a statement of the steps which 
it has taken for the purpose, with a view to the communication of a 
summary of this information to the various States. 

ARTICLE 12 

If before the expiration of the period of four years mentioned in 
Article 10 one-third of the contracting States notify the Secretary- 
General of the League of Nations of their desire that the present 
Agreement should be revised, the other contracting States undertake 
to participate in any consultation that may take place with a view 
to the revision or maintenance of the Agreement. 

Norse.—The Agreement, if it takes the form of a Convention, will 
need to be completed by the usual articles which have become “com- 
mon form”, dealing with such matters as the position of colonies 
and overseas possessions or of countries which form part of the same 
sovereign State, the relation of the Convention to the rights and 
duties of States as Members of the League of Nations, ete.
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560.M2/10: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland 
(Wilson) 

Wasuineton, September 17, 1927—3 ». m. 
80. Your despatch No. 56, August 4, 1927. Please communicate the 

following to the Secretary General of the League of Nations in the 
usual informal manner: 

“The Secretary of State of the United States of America refers to 
the note of the Deputy Secretary General of the League of Nations, 
dated April 2, 1927, in which he was good enough to invite the Gov- 
ernment of the United States of America to attend an international 
conference with a view to framing an international convention for 
abolishing import and export prohibitions and restrictions. The Gov- 
ernment of the United States is glad to accept the invitation of the 
League of Nations and to participate in this Conference, which, it is 
informed will convene at Geneva on October 17, 1927. The Presi- 
dent has appointed Mr. Hugh Wilson, American Minister to Switzer- 
land to attend the Conference as the representative of the United 
States. He will be assisted by one or more advisers whose names will 
be communicated to you as soon as possible.” 

Full instructions will be transmitted to you later. 
Carr 

560.M2/18a 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) 

[No.] 65 WasHIneton, October 6, 1927. 
Sir: The President has instructed me to inform you of his desire 

that you should represent this Government at the forthcoming con- 
ference on import and export prohibitions and restrictions to be held 
at Geneva beginning October 17, 1927, to consider the adoption of an 
agreement for the abolition of such prohibitions and restrictions. You 
will be assisted by H. Lawrence Groves, Commercial Attaché at 

Vienna; Charles E. Lyon, Commercial Attaché at Berne; Henry F. 
Worley, of the Treasury Department; and Percy W. Bidwell, one of 
the European representatives of the Tariff Commission. Mr. 8. P. 
Tuck, American Consul at Geneva, will serve as secretary of the dele- 

gation. 
The Department desires you to be governed by the following instruc- 

tions as representative of the United States at the forthcoming Con- 
ference on Import and Export Prohibitions and Restrictions, which 
convenes at Geneva October 17, 1927. 

The subject matter of the Conference is the preliminary draft agree- 
ment prepared by the Economic Committee of the League. The fol- 
lowing comments are made in relation thereto.
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Article 1 

Having in mind that the object of the conference is to abolish the 
system of prohibitions and restrictions, it appears that the undertaking 
in the first paragraph to abolish “all import and export prohibitions 
and restrictions” could probably not be construed as extending to 
import duties imposed for the purposes of revenue or protection to 
domestic producers. The Department, however, feels it essential to 
dispel any possible doubt on that score. It is believed that most if 
not all the other governments will share that view. The Department 
therefore desires that an appropriate modification to that effect be 
embodied in the agreement. If an appropriate amendment is pro- 
posed by one of the other delegations you may support it. If not, you 
may suggest that the following be included as a separate article: 

“Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed as affecting the right 
of any contracting state to impose import duties; or to adopt measures 
to prevent or counteract dumping or to offset bounties or subsidies paid 
to foreign producers.” 

It would appear preferable that the proposal of such an amendment, 
if found necessary, be made in the latter stages of the conference, in 
order to avoid giving opportunity for the suggestion to be made that 
import duties be brought within the scope of the conference. 

Article 2 

No observations appear to be called for. 

Article 3 

The provisions of Article 3 of the International Convention for the 
Simplification of Customs Formalities of November 3, 1923, should 
be incorporated in the Article rather than merely included by refer- 
ence. Since the United States is not a party to that Convention, it 
is the more desirable that any agreement to be signed at the present 
Conference be complete in itself. 

You will recall that Article 3 of the Convention of November 8, 
1923, is quoted on page 21 of Document C.LA.P.1,% which con- 
tains the draft agreement under discussion at the present. conference. 

It is suggested that the introductory paragraph of Article 3 of the 
draft Agreement should read as follows: 

“In the case of any prohibitions or restrictions which may be ap- 
plied within the limits set by the present Agreement, the contracting 
States shall in the matter of licenses comply strictly with the follow- 
ing provisions :” 

There should then be inserted paragraphs (a) to (d) inclusive of 
Article 3 of the Convention of November 3, 1928. The Department 

* See footnote 96, p. 249. 

258346—42—vol, 122 .
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feels, however, in the light of its experience in endeavoring to protect 
American trade with countries having a system of licenses, that 
paragraph (e) of that Convention needs to be revised and broadened 
in order to prevent possible abuses. There is transmitted herewith 
for your information a copy of the draft form of Article 7 which is 
being inserted in commercial treaties now being negotiated by the 
United States.°® You will note that the fourth paragraph of Article 
7 deals with the issue of licenses. 

The Department feels that sub-paragraph (e) should be revised, to 
read as follows: } 

“(e) That, in the event of the fixing of rations or quotas, no condi- 
tions or formalities shall be imposed or required, in connection with 
the allocation of licenses for restricted goods authorized for importa- 
tion or exportation, that may prevent according to each other con- 
tracting state an equitable share of such importation or exportation, 
having regard to the normal volume of trade of the respective coun- 
tries in the particular class of goods in question. In the application 
of the provisions of this paragraph no distinction shall be made be- 
tween, direct and indirect shipments.” 

It may be added for your information in connection with para- 
graph (e) of Article 3 of the convention of November 3, 1923, that 
the Department has considered the possible bearing of the practice 
and requirements of the Federal Narcotics Board, which allocates 
among American importers permits to import narcotics. The Depart- 
ment understands that the reference in paragraph (e) to “equitable 
allocation”, refers to allocation in respect of foreign sources of supply, 
and not to allocation among domestic importers, since the latter is 
obviously an internal question. In order to avoid any possible ques- 
tion, it is important that the language adopted on this point be 
entirely clear. 

Article 4 

With respect to the reference in the introductory sentence to the 
possibility that prohibitions and restrictions may have a concealed 
economic purpose, the Department calls attention to the circular in- 
struction recently issued on this subject, copy of which is transmitted 
herewith. This instruction sets forth the position in the matter of 
the United States Department of Agriculture. 

The United States has in force certain prohibitions or restrictions 
coming within all the ten categories of suggested exceptions excepting 
numbers 5, 8 and 10. The views of the Department concerning each. 
of the proposed exceptions are as follows: 

” Not printed; but see art. 7, par. 4, of the draft treaty submitted to France, 
vol. 11, pp. 6389, 642. 

1See the Department’s,diplomatic serial No. 660, Sept. 19, 1927, vol. mu, p. 734.
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Point 1. The legislation of the United States in relation to helium 
gas, copies of which are enclosed,? comes under this point, and the 
maintenance of this exception is necessary from the standpoint of the 

United States. 
Point 2. American prohibitions or restrictions on grounds of public 

health relate, for example, to the importation of viruses or serums, or 
of hay and straw not disinfected. The maintenance of this exception 
is thus obviously necessary. 

Point 8. American prohibitions or restrictions designed to protect 
animal and plant life relate to foreign plants, fruits, seeds, bulbs, wild 
animals, eggs, etc. as well as to the prohibition of importation of 
seal skins from seals and otters taken in prohibited waters. The 
maintenance of this exception is thus necessary. 

Point 4. American prohibitions or restrictions imposed for moral or 

humanitarian reasons or to suppress improper traffic relate inter alia 
to intoxicating liquors, smoking opium and narcotic drugs, lottery 
tickets, obscene and immoral articles, counterfeits, pictorial repre- 
sentations of prize fights and the plumage of certain birds. The main- 
tenance of this exception is therefore necessary. 

Point 5. The United States has no prohibitions or restrictions for 
protection of “national treasures of artistic, historical or archaeologi- 
cal value”, but has no objection to this exception. 

Point 6. American prohibitions or restrictions to protect industrial, 
literary and artistic property or unfair competition relate to infringe- 
ments of trade marks, trade names and copyrights, and also include 
the requirements of the United States regarding marking of the for- 
elen origin of imported goods. 

The Department considers that the language of point 6 requires 
modification in order to cover the necessary prohibitions or restrictions 
enforced in the United States. In connection with this matter, refer- 
ence is made to Section 316 of the Tariff Act of 1922, which relates to 
unfair competition.? Reference is also made to the requirements 
of American law that certain classes and kinds of imports be marked 
to show the country of origin (see the customs regulations of the 
United States, index under “Marking”; a copy of the Customs Regu- 
lations is among the documents left at the American Consulate at 

Geneva by the American delegation to the Economic Conference). 
It is of course impracticable for the United States to require that 
domestic products for sale in the United States be marked in the same 
manner as similar imported products. 

The Department therefore considers that point 6 should be amended 
to read as follows: 

“Not printed; see the act of Mar. 3, 1927, 44 Stat. (pt. 2) 1387. 
* 42 Stat. 858, 948.
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“Prohibitions or restrictions intended, in conformity with national 
legislation or international conventions, to protect industrial, literary 
and artistic property, and to prevent unfair competition in regard 
to the false marking or appellation of origin, on condition that an 
analogous protection or supervision (except in the case of marking 
or appellation of origin) is applied to national products.” 

Point 7. American prohibitions or restrictions extending control 
equivalent or analogous to that applied to domestic products apply, 
for example, in the case of intoxicating liquors. This exception is 
thus necessary. 

Point 8. The United States has no prohibitions or restrictions such 
as those enumerated under point 8,1. e. in relation to monopolies. It 
may be observed that while State monopolies in foreign countries are 
frequently felt to be detrimental to American interests, their estab- 
lishment is in the last analysis a matter of internal policy for the 
country in question, and the Department accordingly feels that it is 
not in a position to offer any objection to the proposed exception. 

Point 9. While the Department has no objection to the exceptions 
embodied in the draft of point 9, it considers that these exceptions 
should not be limited to those made necessary pursuant to interna- 
tional conventions relating to traffic in arms, opium, etc., or unfair 
methods of competition. 

In this connection, reference is made to the Joint Resolution of 
Congress approved January 31, 1922, authorizing the President to 
prohibit or restrict the exportation of arms or munitions of war to 
countries in which the United States exercises extraterritorial juris- 
dition, or in which conditions of domestic violence exist. A copy of 
this resolution is transmitted herewith, together with copies of a ruling 
of the Department of State dated May 3, 1927, concerning the kinds 
of articles requiring individual export licenses when destined to 

Mexico.> A copy of the President’s proclamation of January 7, 1924, 
concerning the restriction of exports of arms or munitions to Mexico 
is also transmitted herewith.® 

The Department accordingly considers that Point 9 should be 
amended to read as follows: 

“Prohibitions or restrictions established in pursuance of interna- 
tional conventions or domestic legislation regulating traffic in arms, 
opium, or other forms of trade which give rise to dangers or abuses, 
or relating to methods of unfair competition.” 

Point 10. The United States has no prohibitions applicable to “coins, 
gold, silver, currency notes or securities”. While the establishment of 
prohibitions such as would appear possible under the exception set 

*42 Stat. 361. 
° Not printed. 
* Foreign Relations, 1924, vol. 11, p. 428.
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forth in point 10 might be subject to abuse, there are circumstances 
in which such prohibitions appear necessary and accordingly this De- 
partment makes no objection to that exception. The Department is 
not clear why exception 10 makes no reference to “restrictions”. It 
appears also that a comma should follow the word “currency”, in case, 
as it appears, that word is intended to cover coins or circulating media 
other than gold and silver. 

Additions to the exceptions listed in Article 4 are necessary to cover 
the following points, in view of American legislation: (a) prohibi- 
tion or restriction of importation of prison-made goods; (0) restric- 
tions and prohibitions pursuant to the so-called grain, cotton and tea 
standards legislation. 

With respect to prison-made goods, the situation might be met in 
one of two ways. The following statement might be included at the 
end of point 9: 

“(including the prohibition or restriction of importation of prison- 
made goods, regardless of whether domestic commerce in such goods 
is prohibited or restricted) .” 

Alternatively, a separate exception having a distinct number might 
be inserted, as follows: 

“Prohibitions or restrictions applied to the importation of prison- 
made goods, regardless of whether domestic commerce in such goods 
is prohibited or restricted.” 

With respect to the grain, cotton and tea standards legislation, it is 
suggested that an additional exception be inserted, as follows: 

“Prohibitions or restrictions in connection with the application of 
standards for classification and grading of commodities in interna- 
tional commerce, provided equivalent measures are applied to national 
products.” 

In connection with this matter, reference is made to the letters from 
the Department of Agriculture, transmitted with the Department’s 
instruction No. 63 of September 30, 1927.’ 

A further prohibition authorized by American law is that provided 
for in Section 510 of the Tariff Act of 19228 to the effect that the 
Secretary of the Treasury may prohibit importation of specific ship- 
ments when the foreign shipper thereof has refused to permit a duly 
accredited officer of the United States to inspect his records pertaining 
to the market value or classification of the goods in question. The 
Department prefers that you should not raise this question until the 
general discussions on the draft treaty have practically crystallized 
the treaty into final form when you should ask specific instructions on 
this point. 

"Not printed. 
* 42 Stat, 858, 968.
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Article 6 

The Department considers that this article, in its present draft 
form is far too broad and vague, and that if permitted to stand might 
practically nullify the convention. If the article were maintained, 
countries that have the system of prohibitions and restrictions might 
feel free to contend that its continual existence is necessary “to protect 
the vital economic and financial interests of the State.” Heretofore, 
such measures have been defended as necessary to protect the currency, 
or to develop industries regarded as “vital”. It is believed that in 
general States considering it necessary to protect their industries 
against foreign competition may do so with less disturbance to inter- 
national trade by employing protective duties than by the arbitrary 
method of prohibitions or restrictions, which so greatly interferes with 
commercial stability. 

The Department suggests the following substitute for Article 5: 

“Nothing in this Agreement shall affect the right of any contracting 
State to apply to importation or exportation all necessary measures 
in case of war or national calamity. The duration of any such meas- 
ures shall be restricted to that of the causes or circumstances from 
which they arise”. 

The Department attaches great importance to effecting the change 
set forth above, and desires you strongly to oppose the original 
wording, even though it appears likely that the State maintaining the 
licence system will try to keep the original draft. 

Article 6 

The Department considers that the provisions of this article are 
necessary. It is doubtless intended to cover the application of prohi- 
bitions or restrictions as penalty measures, as authorized or con- 
templated in Section 317 of the Tariff Act of 1922° and in Section 
26 of the Shipping Act, 1916.%° 

It is, however, necessary to leave out the word “third”. Other- 
wise, it appears that a State party to the Agreement which might 
impose “measures of exclusion or discrimination” would be in a 
position to object to prohibitions or restrictions which another State 
party to the Agreement might adopt for the purpose of penalty or 
retaliation. 

Article 7 

It is believed that the first paragraph of Article 7 would be clari- 

fied if the words “provided they mutually agree to do so” are inserted 
in the fourth line between “may” and “before.” 

*42 Stat. 858, 944. 
“39 Stat. 728. |
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Inasmuch as the United States has not adhered to the Statute of 
the Permanent Court of International Justice, it is essential that the 

United States should not be obligated by the Agreement to submit to 

that Court a dispute arising thereunder. At the same time, the 
United States naturally does not wish to object to the adoption by 
the states adhering to the Statute of such procedure for settlement 
of disputes among them as they may consider appropriate. Nor 

does the Department desire you to take a position that might be 

taken to indicate that it would not in any circumstances submit a 

dispute to that Court. 
The Department would greatly prefer to substitute for the entire 

Article 7 language based upon Article 35 of the Convention for the 
Supervision of the International Trade in Arms and Ammunitions 

and in Implements of War, concluded June 17, 1925,° changing 

“shall” to “may” wherever occurring. If this proves impracticable, 

you should telegraph the Department for further instructions, at 

the same time offering such suggestions as you may deem appropriate. 

Article 8 

The second paragraph of Article 8 is not clear. It provides that 

“such State” may accede to the agreement. The reference is to the 

preceding paragraph which provides for accession by States mem- 

bers of the League of Nations or to which the Council shall have 

communicated a copy of the agreement for purpose of signature. 

It would thus appear that only such States as are members of the 

League of Nations or are invited to sign the agreement may accede. 

Such a provision is adequate only if all States are invited to sign. The 

Department considers that the utility of an agreement on this general 
subject would be the greater if all States should adhere thereto. 

Article 9 

The Department does not at this time desire to give you instruc- 

tions as to the number of States whose ratification is requisite, but 

desires your telegraphic comment on this point after you have had 

opportunity to discuss the matter with your colleagues. 
The Department has no objection to the wording proposed. It is 

presumed that it will not be suggested that the United States be in- 

cluded as one of the States whose ratification shall be requisite before 
the Agreement becomes effective, since the United States does not 
enforce the prohibitions or restrictions against which the Agreement 
is understood to be directed. 

1 Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, p. 61. . |
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Article 10 

The second paragraph of Article 10 refers to the “contracting States 
named in the preceding article.” No States are named in the preceding 
article, in which there is only a reference to countries named in the 

appendix. 
No time is fixed in the second paragraph of Article 10 within which 

the Council must decide whether or not to summon a conference. 
Apparently some clarification of drafting is requisite with respect 
to this matter. 

Article 11 

From the point of view of the countries not members of the League 
of Nations, it seems preferable to omit this article, involving as it does, 
an obligation to make a report to the Secretary General of the League. 
Undoubtedly, Governments, regardless of League membership, would 
be glad to respond to any inquiries which the Secretary General might 
make on the subject. 

Article 12 

The Department feels that this article might appropriately be re- 
drafted with a view to making the obligations thereof more definite 
and clear. 

In reference to the question raised in the note at the bottom of page 
18 of C. I. A. P. 1. as to the application of the Convention to colonies 
and overseas possessions, the following provision which is contained 
as Article 18 in the International Convention for the Unification of 
Certain Rules in Regard to Bills of Lading, signed at Brussels, in 
1924 and 192512 would be satisfactory to this Government: 

“Article —. 

“The high contracting parties may at the time of signature, ratifi- 
cation, or accession declare that their acceptance of the present con- 
vention does not include any or all of the self-governing dominions, or 
of the colonies, overseas possessions, protectorates, or territories under 
their sovereignty or authority, and they may subsequently accede 
separately on behalf of any self-governing dominion, colony, over- 
seas possession, protectorate, or territory excluded in their declaration. 
They may also denounce the convention separately in accordance with 
its provisions in respect of any self-governing dominion, or any colony, 
overseas possession, protectorate, or territory under their sovereignty 
or authority.” 

The Department is concerned lest the various countries attending 
the Conference may introduce so great a number of exceptions such 
as are contained in Article 4 to the provisions eliminating import 

? Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, p. 254.
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and export prohibitions and restrictions that the usefulness of the 
proposed agreement will be threatened. You should particularly 
observe signs of such a tendency during the opening days of the 
Conference and should keep the Department fully informed. It 
seems possible that, in the event that the usefulness of the proposed 
agreement is too seriously threatened, this Government may withhold 
its slgnature, in which case the introduction of exceptions by the 

United States might possibly be omitted entirely. 
The Department has undertaken to reduce as far as possible the 

number of exceptions which it must request in order to conform to 
the requirements of American law. In introducing those brought 
forward in this instruction you may appropriately avoid being 
among the first delegates to propose exceptions not included in the 
draft as prepared. You may also appropriately introduce them one 
by one at times when they will create the smallest impression of piling 
up exceptions. 

The Department calls particular attention to the recommendations 
of the Economic Conference endorsing the draft convention as “a very 
satisfactory basis” for the work of the forthcoming conference. 
The Economic Conference, however, in addition recommended: 

“That, moreover, the application of the principles laid down in 
this draft should not be indirectly defeated by such means as export 
duties, the fixing of quotas, health regulations or any other measures 
not justified by exceptional or imperative circumstances; 

“And, further, that the application of these principles should not 
be indirectly defeated by restrictions on the free circulation of 
capital—including, for example, any system for controlling exchange 
which impedes the purchase or exportation of foreign exchange for 
the purpose of paying for goods imported”. See page 21 of the Final 
Report of the Economic Conference, Document C. E. I. 44 (1).4 

In the same connection reference is also made to the provisions on 
page 81 of the report of the Economic Conference dealing with 
“Export Duties”. 

Accordingly, questions relating to the points quoted above will 
presumably arise at the forthcoming conference. The Department 
will address to you separate instructions regarding the attitude you 
should take concerning these points. 

The Department considers it important that a suitable agreement 
be reached for the abolition of import and export prohibitions and 
restrictions. Such measures have caused material difficulty to Ameri- 
can commerce in the period since the war, by reason of the arbitrary 
and discriminatory manner in which they have been applied. They 
have interfered with that stability of conditions which is so essential 

“League of Nations, The World Economic Conference, Geneva, May 1927: 
Final Report.
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to the development and progress of international commerce. More- 
over, their application has led to a number of diplomatic contro- 
versies and has complicated the negotiation of the commercial treaties 
which the United States has desired to conclude in order to establish 
its commercial relations with foreign countries on a mutually satis- 

factory and permanent basis. 
During the negotiations of the Conference you will of course keep 

the Department closely advised of important developments, including 
the substance of any new proposals that may be seriously considered. 
The Department will endeavor promptly to instruct you in relation 

to such points as may develop. 
It may be that certain of the governments participating in the 

Conference will be disposed to extend in some directions the scope of 
the matters dealt with. As indicated above, the Department is of 
the opinion that in view of the declarations of the Economic Confer- 
ence in relation to export duties, the scope of the Conference may be 
extended to deal with them. But the Department is inclined to the 
view that in principle it would not be advisable to extend the scope 
of the Conference in other directions for example in relation to ques- 
tions affecting import duties and commercial treaties. Apart from 
the fact that certain inquiries pertaining to these matters are being 

conducted by the League of Nations pursuant to the conclusions of 
the Economic Conference, the Department believes that no useful 
purpose will be served by the injection of such controversial matters 
into the present Conference. The Conference is more likely to suc- 
ceed if its objectives are definitely limited. 

Before signing an agreement you will of course report the full 
text to the Department for consideration. 

T am [ete. | Fran« B. Ketioce 

560.M2/37a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chief of the American Delegation 

(Wilson) 

{Paraphrase] 

Wasuineton, October 17, 1927—5 p. m. 
1. Department’s instruction No. 65, October 6, 1927. As presum- 

ably proposal will be made that scope of draft agreement be ex- 
panded to include topics mentioned in quotation from Economic 

Conference report, you are instructed further as follows: 
1. In view of the detriment the American public has suffered 

through foreign export duties and other measures of a monopolistic 
nature, this Government would in principle favor addition of new 
article, toward end of Convention preferably, to be based on first
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paragraph of passage quoted from above report; article might take 
following form: “ 

“Each contracting State agrees to refrain from employing export 
duties, quotas, or other measures applicable to exportation of goods 
in such manner as to defeat the application of the principles laid 
down in the present agreement and particularly in article 1 thereof.” 

If, as we hope, the Conference adopts modification of article 5 
along lines desired by the Department, then reference to “excep- 
tional or imperative circumstances” in first paragraph of quotation 
from report would obviously not be necessary; refer to your instruc- 
tions on article 5. Likewise, first sentence article 4 covers matter 
of health regulations. The words “applicable to exportation of 
goods” are believed to be necessary in order to rule out measures 
which are strictly internal. 

2. The so-called raw materials question involves question of ex- 
port duties. Complete information on the general subject will be 
found in documents left at the consulate by the delegation to the 
Economic Conference in relation to the limitation and monopoliza- 
tion of trade. Export duties have been and are being imposed in 
order to restrict exportation so as to bring about monopolistic prices; 
rubber control is a case in point. Of course, monopolistic measures 
may take some form besides export control, and then would be, 
naturally, quite beyond scope of present discussions. 

8. The Department does not wish to have the controversial ques- 
tion of raw materials injected into the Conference if it would jeopard, 
as seems possible, the primary purpose of the Conference instead 
of resulting in a constructive step forward toward solution of raw 
materials problem. Department does not desire you to introduce 
immediately any proposal, but wishes you to observe carefully the 
tendencies in the Conference and to cable us your advice as promptly 
as is practicable. You may wish to sound out, discreetly, your 
French and Italian colleagues, as the French and Italian delegates 
to the Economic Conference were especially interested in subject 
of raw materials. Department will be glad to have you cable com- 
ment in regard to text of any proposal on this subject which has 
likelihood of being seriously pressed. You will then receive addi- 
tional instructions as may be appropriate. 

4. Suggestion has been made (for example, the view expressed 
by the British in correspondence with this Government on rubber 
restriction) that export duties and import duties alike operate as 
restrictions upon freedom of commerce. As it is possible that sug- 

* Quoted passage not paraphrased. 
* See Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. m1, pp. 358 ff.
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gestion be made that insertion of clause quoted above is not consistent 
with proposed separate article on import duties discussed in Depart- 
ment’s instruction No. 65, October 6, the Department calls attention 
to fact that, while export and import duties may have restrictive 
or even prohibitive effect, duties on exports may cut off supplies 
of particular commodities, raw materials in particular, which may 
be of vital necessity to foreign countries and which are not avail- 

. able elsewhere in sufficient quantities for their needs, while on the 
other hand the restriction of importation into a given market through 
duties on imports is rarely, if indeed it 1s ever, a vital matter to 
the country of origin, which still possesses alternative outlets. The 
material differences which exist between effects of import and export 
duties, as well as fact that latter appear to be much less firmly 
embedded in the economy of countries than import duties are, are 
thought sufficient to warrant their separate treatment. 

. 5. It seems to Department that questions of free circulation of 
capital and of artificial control of exchange operations are outside 
scope of the present Conference. In Department’s view it is prefer- 
able that these questions should not be made subject of seriously 
considered additional provisions, but if proposals of this nature are 
pressed, you will cable comment and recommendations. 

6. Department of Commerce has approved these instructions. 

KELLoae 

560.M2/34 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Delegation (Wilson) to the Secretary 
of State 

GENEVA, October 17, 1927—7 p.m. 
[Received October 17—4:25 p. m.] 

1. First session, morning. In view of cordial reference to presence 
of American delegation, I thanked the President (Colijn, Nether- 
lands), expressed interest of my Government in finding solution of 
difficulties, and assured Conference of earnest cooperation of Ameri- 
can delegation. Acknowledgement was also made by Egypt, only 
other nonmember state. 

Second session, afternoon, devoted to general statements bringing 
out especially on the part of Great Britain a warning against undue 
expectation of complete accomplishment of the entire task at this 
time. Smaller countries expressed general reserve awaiting 
action [of] neighbors and stronger states industrially. I made no 
statement. 

WILson
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560.M2/37 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Delegation (Wilson) to the Secretary 
of State 

Generva, October 18, 1927—10 p.m. 
[Received October 18—9:48 p. m.] 

4. Third session, morning, general discussion continued. Rouma- 
nian delegation introduced following text either to be included in 
urticle 1 or as special declaration: 

“It is understood that the present agreement does not apply to 
export and import, each state reserving the right to determine its 
own customs tariffs.” 

Since this is in some respects similar to your desires as outlined in 
criticism of article 1, contained in your 65, October 6th, I consulted 
Roumanian delegate after session, pointed out difficulty for us to 
urge acceptance of an article mentioning “export duties”? and men- 
tioned our desire to specify right to counteract dumping and bounties. 

Roumanian delegate suggested that if I would introduce, as substi- 
tute for his resolution, the following text he would immediately 
withdraw his and support ours. Text follows: 

“It is understood that the present agreement does not apply to cus- 
toms tariffs, each state reserving the right to establish customs duties 
in accordance with its own necessities.” 

Does Department feel that this text is sufficient for our needs? If 
so, It gives a convenient way to enter this question with full support 
of another nation. Urgent reply requested. 

Dutch delegation stated that if they surrender the right to impose 
restrictions, they would be giving up their only weapon against 
nations of excessive tariffs. Therefore, the cooperation of Dutch 
delegation in this convention could only be expected if the conven- 
tion includes a declaration against excessive tariffs which constitute 
another handicap to free intercourse. 

Fourth session afternoon. President announced that he intended 
to form very small committees of rapporteurs. He had grouped 
the articles of similar nature into four groups and would form even- 
tually four such committees as follows: 

Group 1. Articles 1, 6, 9 and 10. 
Group 2. Articles 2, 8, 11. 
Group 38. Articles 8 and 12. 
Group 4. Articles 4, 5 and 7. 

He added that there would be debate and explanation of amend- 
ments in plenary session; that all amendments would then be re- 
turned to small group for classifying and reporting back to the Con-
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ference with recommendations. He then opened discussion on 
article 1. Amendments were proposed by Italian and British dele- 

gations both tending to emphasize reciprocal character of contrac- 
tual obligations. Since document C.I.A.P.1, page 20, paragraph 
2, assumes obligations could only be held to extend to contracting 
states, a principle corroborated in paragraph 1 of discussion article 
6, on page 24, I offered no objection to this interpretation. Extended 
discussion followed as to rights of noncontracting states under most- 
favored-nation clauses which was inconclusive. This I believe is 
not a question which can be settled by this Conference. 

Discussion of point 6 followed. Some doubts were cast by French 
and British delegations as to necessity for this article. I stated that 
we considered this article necessary and reserved the right to offer an 
amendment and explain it subsequently. 

Debate on article 9 was inconclusive and reverted to the previous 
discussion on rights of noncontracting states under most-favored- 
nation clause, since certain states feared obligation to grant conces- 
sions to such noncontracting states. Great Britain made the only 
tangible proposal, namely, that the number of states in blank should 
be double the number of those holding permanent seats on the Coun- 
cil and states listed in appendix should be those holding permanent 
seats. I desire more time to shape views for recommendations on 
this subject. It may be advisable to await report of reviseurs before 
making recommendations. 

Article 10 was not specifically discussed. 
President announced that at plenary session tomorrow articles 2 

and 8 will be taken up, adding that reviseurs would begin work in 
eroup 1 after morning plenary session. 

WILson 

560.M2/39 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Delegation (Wilson) to the Secretary 
of State 

GrNnEvA, October 19, 1927—2 p. m. 
[Received October 19—2 p. m.] 

5. Fifth session, morning. I offered an amendment striking out 
word “third” in third line article 6 making brief statement embody- 
ing second paragraph your criticism, page 12, instruction 65, and 
pointing out that this amendment was in accord with interpreta- 
tion contained page 24 document C.I.A.P.1. 

President then called for debate on second group (see my 4, Octo- 
ber 18, 10 p. m., reporting fourth session), article 2, some discus-
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sion in which I took no part on scope of article as to whether it 
refers purely to customs or other matters. Debate inconclusive 

and somewhat perfunctory. 

Article 3. I introduced redraft of article and made brief state- 
ment following closely instructions your 65. While no exception 

was taken to the idea of incorporating in some form provisions of 
the convention of November 3, 1923, vigorous debate took place on 
subparagraph (¢), French and Italian delegations opposing its incul- 

sion on the ground that scope is too broad and would necessitate 

another conference to debate it. Austrians and Poles supported 

subparagraph (e) but Austrians desired elimination of phrase 

“having regard to the normal volume of trade of the respective coun- 
tries in the particular class of goods in question.” Being requested 
by the President at the instigation of Dutch delegation to explain 

this phrase, I stated that it is not to be considered as a mathematical 

formula but as a principle which supplements the previous phrase 

“an equitable share of such importation or exportation.” 

Article 11. No debate on this article. In view of the somewhat 

delicate position of America in this matter I preferred not to carry 
out in plenary session instruction on page 14 your 65 but to talk 

over matter informally with President pointing out our difficulty 

and requesting his cooperation. Will report results. 

Chair announced no plenary session for afternoon but meetings 
of groups 1 and 2 of rapporteurs. 

WILSON 

560.M2/37 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chief of the American Delegation 

(Wilson) 

WasHINncTon, October 19, 1927—7 p.m. 
5. Your 4, October 18,10 p.m. As long as there is probability of 

usefully employing the draft article concerning export duties set 
forth in Department’s 1, October 17, 5 p. m., Rumanian text, even 
as revised, would be unsatisfactory because conflicting. Bearing in 
mind that Rumania employs export duties extensively, at least for 

revenue purposes, you may consider whether you would care to sug- 
gest privately to your Rumanian colleague that in view of the Eco- 
nomic Conference recommendations regarding export duties, he would 

wish to substitute “import” for “customs” in his revised text. Alter- 

natively, you might allow the present Rumanian text to be adopted 

tentatively and make the change indicated in case later developments 
should bring about adoption of article on export duties. Department 

leaves to your discretion time and manner of vour introducing, in
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the absence of satisfactory similar declaration by another delegate, 
the addition to Article 1 set forth in its Instruction No. 65, October 6. 
See Department’s comment, page 2 of that instruction. 
Comment on remainder of your telegram follows. 

Kr.Loce 

560.M2/44 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Delegation (Wilson) to the Secretary 
of State 

GENEVA, October 19, 1927—11 p. m. 
[Received October 19-—9: 31 p. m.] 

8. Afternoon, first meeting, group 2. 
Article 8. Discussion hinged on American amendment reported my 

5, October 19, 2 p.m. Detailed information was requested on exact 
interpretation of phrases occurring in subparagraph (e) notably 

“equitable share”, “normal volume of trade” and last sentence. Dele- 
gation was embarrassed by lack of specific interpretation (see my 2, 
October 18, 1 p. m.**). Very determined opposition developed to sub- 
paragraph (€) in the present form, notably, that it involved prin- 
ciples of wider scope than contemplated in draft of convention and 
introduced the question of most-favored-nation to allocation of ra- 
tions. French delegation which in plenary session had opposed 
American alteration in toto, finally offered compromise reading as 
follows: 

“In the event that, during the application of the provisions of the 
present Conference, certain states should be led to maintain certain 
prohibitions and retain a few exceptions (French, derogations) in the 
form of licenses, the following rules shall apply: (a), (6), (c) and 
(ad) of the United States proposal. Point (e) of this proposal shall 
be replaced by the following sentence: 

‘The Conference did not express itself on the method of allocation of quotas, 
but expressed the opinion that an equitable allocation of these quotas is one 
of the essential conditions of equitable commercial treatment of the states’.” 

The foregoing to be inserted in final act. 

Convinced that we could not obtain full satisfaction on this article, 
I stated that I would refer this compromise to you, reserving the 
right to reopen the question in case your decision was unfavorable. 
The Department may prefer the phraseology which seems preferable 
to me, namely, to begin the last paragraph: “The Conference is of 
the opinion that an equitable allocation, et cetera”. If so I should 
nevertheless appreciate instructions as to whether I should accept the 

7° Not printed.
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original phraseology in the event that I am unable to cause the adop- 
tion of this alteration. Furthermore, you may care to provide for 
the difficulty outlined on page 4, middle paragraph your 65, by 
insisting on the insertion after the word “quotas” of the words “to 
other contracting states”. 

Request urgent reply as to the Department’s views on compromise 
and further information as to specific [omission]. 

WiLson 

960.M2/37 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chief of the American Delegation 

( Wilson) 

WASHINGTON, October 20, 1927—7 p. m. 
6. Your 4, October 18, 10 p. m. 

(1) Referring to Dutch suggestion Department feels that question 
of level of import tariffs is outside the agenda and that nothing 
could in any event be gained by bringing into discussion such a 
controversial question. 

(2) Department concurs that under draft convention rights and 
obligations extend to contracting parties only, also that question 
of obligations of individual contracting parties under treaties of 
their own with particular states ought not to be discussed at this 
Conference. For your own information, however, it appears that 
a most-favored-nation provision in the form now being included in 
the treaties we are negotiating, if included in a treaty between this 
Government and a state party to the proposed convention, would 

oblige such state to extend to American commerce any favor that, 
under the convention, it extended to parties thereto, regardless of 
whether the United States were such a party. It should be observed, 
however, that Article VII of the treaty proposed by the United 
States to Austria and to other countries, calls for equitable rather 
than equal treatment in respect of rations or quotas.” 

(3) Department approves your statement in discussion of Article 
6-and awaits your further comment before commenting upon dis- 
cussion of Article 9. 

KELLoee 

“Ror previous correspondence as to the status of negotiations with Austria 
regarding the treaty, see Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, pp. 516-517. The text 
of the draft treaty as submitted to Austria in 1923, printed ibid., 1928, vol. 1. 
p. 400, does not include the paragraph calling for equitable rather than equal 
treatment in respect of rations or quotas. For text of this paragraph in draft 
treaty submitted to France, see ibid., 1927, vol. 1, pn. 639, 642. 

2583 4G—412—- vol, I 23
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560.M2/44 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chief of the American Delegation 
(Wilson) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasuHincotTon, October 20, 1927—S p.m. 
7. Your No. 8, October 19, 11 p. m. As some time may elapse 

before provisions of a convention to abolish prohibitions and restric- 
tions become fully effective, and as numerous exceptions seem likely 
to be adopted, Department holds view that article 3 is of importance 
and wishes you to make every reasonable effort to have this article 
adopted approximately in form in which you proposed it in accord- 
ance with Department’s instructions. 
Department is fearful that any provision in a multilateral conven- 

tion less positive and inclusive than provisions it wishes to incorporate 

in its bilateral treaties will weaken its position in negotiating such 
treaties. Accordingly, question presents itself whether it might not 
be preferable to omit article 5 altogether if unobtainable in reason- 
ably satisfactory form. Most of the other countries are probably 
parties to convention for simplification of customs formalities and 
are, In consequence, bound by its provisions whether or not it is quoted 
or referred to in convention now being drafted. 

Essential portion of subdivision (¢) is, in Department’s opinion, 
the part requiring granting of licenses and assignment of quotas and 
formalities of whatever kind to be equitable. If you are able to obtain 
provision substantially to this effect you may accept it and consent 
to omission of rest of other provisions of subdivision (e¢), including 
the one regarding normal value to trade. 

Department perceives no serious objection to draft introduction as 
proposed by French starting at “In the event that”, but thinks draft- 
ing is not as good as your substitute. As meaning is substantially 
same, Department perceives no reason to change our draft. Not clear, 
furthermore, why French should object to declaration in agreement 
but should be willing to insert it in final act. 

Rather than include nonbinding provisions in final act or elsewhere, 
the Department suggests for your consideration that, after the 
precedent of the Customs Formalities Conference of 1923, provisions 
be included when they are acceptable to most states but be subject 
to reservations by states finding difficulties. Before any such arrange- 
ment is proposed, however, please comment and request final 
instructions. 

If you are not able to have included provision substantially equiva- 
lent to paragraph (e), report your recommendations and request 
instructions.
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Your suggestion that “to other contracting states” follow “quotas” 
is approved, but Department does not. regard this matter as of great 

importance. 
KELLOGG 

960.M2/45 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Delegation (Wilson) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, October 20, 1927—10 p. m. 
[Received October 21—2:23 a. m.| 

11. Sixth session. British introduced fairly satisfactory article re- 
lating to prison-made goods. Also one embodying ideas similar to 
yours on standards. I introduced yours on standards and, knowing 
British were introducing one on other question, refrained for the 
moment from doing so. Also introduced in accordance with instruc- 
tions amendments on article 4, paragraphs 6, 9, and 10 and on article 
7. Since article 5 is the crucial one I withheld amendment for the 
moment to watch course of events. 

Exception was taken by Italians, French, and Germans to a further 
paragraph under article 4 relative to standards. I therefore made a 
statement to dispel idea that our regulations constituted a barrier to 
trade and endeavored to demonstrate that they are great assistance 
to trade. 

President then declared that unless Conference would refrain from 
details and attack essence of problem he would be compelled to call 
on us one by one for our declaration as to whether we desired in 
general to strengthen the convention or to weaken it. The British 
desired in general to eliminate from scope of convention everything 
which is not strictly of economic nature and preached the principle 
of making a document such as could be signed by the maximum num- 
ber of states. The Germans insisted on revision of paragraph 1 of 
article 4 to cover only arms and munitions of war. The Italians 
are inclined to agree with the Germans while the French made no 
secret of their dissatisfaction with the present situation relative to 
British dye restrictions. This is behind a great portion of discussion 
going on between these four nations but it has not clearly come to 
surface yet. J learn that the British intend, if it comes to the sur- 

face, to defend the dye restrictions under article 4, paragraph 1 as 
necessary for national defense to build an industry capable of pro- 

_ ducing explosives. 
I presented general survey without going into details, reserving 

that for the subcommittee, on our views respecting the articles under 
debate, namely, 4,5 and 7. (See my 12, October 20, 10 p. m.)
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French made interesting suggestion that import restrictions should 
be considered separately from export restrictions. This might fur- 
nish a solution of many difficulties since it would give opportunity for 
separate consideration of raw material problems and for maintaining 
concise phraseology on import restrictions. Unless I am instructed 
to the contrary I propose to offer no objection to such procedure since 
it may offer possibility of agreement which looks doubtful at present. 

Summarizing, today’s debate much more important than preceding 
and shows wide divergence of views as to what form convention 
should take. Can make no predictions at the present time. 

WILson 

560.M2/46: Telegram | 

The Chief of the American Delegation (Wilson) to the Secretary 
of State 

GENEVA [, October 20, 1927—10 p. m.] 
[Received October 21—1: 36 a. m.] 

12. My 11, October 20,10 p.m. I spoke extemporaneously approxi- 
mately to the following effect in the important sections of the speech. 

Relative to article 7, I followed instructions closely. 

“With regard to article 5 French delegate Serruys was inspired 
to make the very wise suggestion that we could have the benefit of 
this debate and the benefit of other suggestions made by other dele- 
gations before putting in certain of our amendments. We have 
been working on an amendment which we have not yet phrased to 
our satisfaction but which we expect to submit. With reference to 
the words ‘to protect the vital economic and financial interests’ we 
feel that this clause is so broad that its effect might nullify the 
purpose of this convention. We fear that under the guise of ‘vital 
interests’ so many exceptions and prohibitions and limitations can 
be imposed that the convention may prove of little value if finished 
in this form. What we are therefore seeking is some phraseology 
which can perhaps be substituted therefor and we suggest ‘in case 
of war or national calamity’. I do not feel that this constitutes 
such a change in article 5 as to merit the reproach that this is in 
effect something quite different from what was anticipated. 

With respect to article 4 we feel that we are undertaking a very 
solemn obligation when we sign this document and that therefore 
we must know exactly to the last iota the scope and extent of the 
obligations which we undertake before affixing our signature there- 
to. We believe that the exchange must be reduced to the necessary 
minimum but we lay as much emphasis upon the word necessary 
as we do upon the word minimum. Despite opinions expressed to 
the effect that article 2 or other articles may cover any necessary 
exceptions we are not perfectly certain that an international court 
which after all is the last resort would agree with the opinions ex- 
pressed. We therefore want to know before rather than after the 
fact exactly where we stand. I want to emphasize in connection
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with article 4 simply that we must know just where we stand and 

we must therefore insist or rather urge the acceptance of such a 

resolution as we submitted regarding standards. Also we must 

adhere to [and] urge the acceptance of a further resolution pro- 

posed by the British delegation regarding prison-made goods which 

falls within another category of our laws. In so doing we do not 

feel that we are loosening the convention but rather making it more 

exact and more obligatory than it is in its present form. 
With regard to Sir Sidney Chapman’s statement that he felt that 

the path to follow was to draw up the kind of document that would 

induce a maximum number of states to adhere thereto, of course 

we also want to see the maximum number of states adhere to that 

document. We feel however that there is a certain danger that the 

Conference may be led in its desire to gather all the states into such 

fold to sanction international practices which we are brought to- 
gether to abolish.” 

WILson 

560.M2/45: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chief of the American Delegation 

| (Wilson) 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasuincton, October 21, 1927—6 p.m. 

8. Your No. 11, October 20,10 a.m. Department authorizes you at 

your discretion to associate yourself with the French suggestion that 

import and export restrictions be considered separately, and affirma- 

tively urge its adoption. It is Department’s view that if suggestion 

be adopted it might react favorably in solving raw materials and 

other problems, not in present discussions alone but in future interna- 

tional conferences. Your attention is invited to Department’s No. 1, 

October 17, 5 p. m., paragraph No. 4. 

Department approves your action reported your No. 12, October 20, 

10 p. m. 
KxLLoca 

560.M2/47 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Delegation (Wilson) to the Secretary 

of State 

GeneEvA, October 21, 1927—9 p. mv. 
[Received 10:15 p. m.| 

13. Group 2, second meeting. Many thanks for prompt instructions 
in your October 20, 8 p. m., on basis of which I presented our point of 
view regarding French proposal reported in my 8, October 19, 11 p. m. 
I was unable to obtain in entirety text desired but believe that a satis- 

factory compromise was reached. It reads as follows:
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“In the case of any prohibitions or restrictions which may be ap- 
plied within the limits set by the present agreement, the contracting 
states shall in the matter of licenses comply strictly with the following 
provisions (first follows (a), (6), (¢), and (d@) referred to on page 8, 
ast paragraph your 65, and a further paragraph reading as fol- 
lows:) “As regards the allocation of quotas, the contracting states, 
without laying down any rule as to the method to be adopted, con- 
sider that an equitable distribution of these quotas is an essential 
condition of an equitable treatment of commerce between states.” 

I explained that we were primarily concerned with the obligatory 
character of the contractual obligations and that therefore I pre- 
ferred that this should be incorporated in the body of the conven- 
tion. However, it was pointed out, and I think correctly, that the 
last. paragraph is not of such a nature as normally to be included in 
the body or text of a convention. The committee agreed, however, 
to incorporate in the protocol the following words: “The present 
protocol will have the same force, effect and duration as the conven- 
tion of today’s date, of which it is to be considered as an integral 
part.” 

I am convinced that the Department will be preoccupied rather 
with the binding force of this obligation than with its position in 
the text and since we are satisfied on the first point I acquiesced in 
this arrangement. 

Wirson 

560.M2/48 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Delegation (Wilson) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, October 21, 1927—10 p. m. 
[Received October 21—9: 50 p. m.]| 

14. Group 2, article 11. In accordance with the intention which 
I reported in my 5, October 19, 2 p. m., I approached the President 
of the Conference and explained to him our difficulties regarding 
this article with a view to achieving its elimination if possible. 
Colijn stated that he would use every endeavor to find a satisfactory 
formula but that he considered, and he knew that the Conference 
agreed with him, that some obligation to report was necessary because 
of the recalcitrant states in which they could not place confidence. He 
considered this an essential portion of the convention. 

In this afternoon’s session fortunately the Egyptian delegate, also 
representing a nonmember state, suggested an alternative phraseology 
for this article, which reads as follows: 

“In order to indicate the progress which has been made in regard 
to the abolition of import and export prohibitions or restrictions, the
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contracting states will within 12 months of the coming into force 
in each case of the present agreement communicate to each other 
through the intermediary of the Secretary General on the subject.” 

This is based on article 30, chapter 7, of the Second Opium Con- 
vention."® I then stated that I welcomed this initiative on the part 
of the Egyptian representative since I also had been troubled about 
this article; that I would at once report this suggestion to my Gov- 
ernment. 

From my conversation with Colijn, I am convinced that the con- 
vention will carry some article of this nature and after careful con- 
sideration and study of similar documents the text quoted above 
seems as satisfactory from our point of view as can be secured. Short 
of signing with a reservation excepting this article, which is always 

to be regretted, I feel that we have no alternative but to support it. 
Please instruct. 

WItson 

560.M2/49 : Telegram 

Lhe Chief of the American Delegation (Wilson) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, October 21, 1927—11 p. m. 
[Received 11:05 p. m.] 

15. The rapporteurs of group 1 reported out this afternoon the 
following draft on article 1:% 

“Subject to the exceptions provided for in the following articles 
of [and?| the protocol, each of the high contracting parties under- 
takes, within a period of six months from the date on which the 
present convention enters into force as far as it is concerned, to 
abolish all import and export prohibitions and restrictions, and 
not thereafter to impose any such prohibitions or restrictions; dur- 
ing this period the high contracting parties shall adopt all prac- 
ticable measures to reduce existing prohibitions and restrictions to 
a minimum, and shall refrain from imposing any fresh ones. 

The high contracting parties further undertake to adopt all 
possible necessary measures to see that the provisions of the present 
agreement are strictly observed by a central or local government, 
and that no regulation is issued in contravention thereof. 

The provisions of the present convention refer to all prohibitions 
and restrictions on the importation into any of the territories of 
the high contracting parties of goods produced or manufactured 
in the territories of any other high contracting party, and the 

“Signed at Geneva, Feb. 19, 1925; League of Nations Treaty Series, vol. 
LXxxI, pp. 317, 345. . 

“For certain variations from the draft text of article 1 as here printed, 
see the text reported to the Conference by committee A (group 1), Pro- 
ceedings of the Conference, p. 161.
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exportation of goods from any of the territories of the said parties 
to the territories of any other high contracting party. The ‘terri- 
tories here referred to are those to which the convention applies in 
virtue of article (blank).” 

WILson 

560.M2/50: Telegram 

The Chief of the American Delegation (Wilson) to the Secretary 

of State 

Geneva, October 21, 1927—I12 p. m. 
[Received October 21—10:45 p. m.] 

16. Group 1, Article 6. The rapporteurs maintained the stand- 
point that in view of altered drafting of article 1 the necessity for 
article 6 no longer existed. The French delegation made sugges- 
tion that the question of the rights of retaliation for acts foreseen 
in article 6 should be referred to the group which handled article 7 
on arbitration; since on the nature of the arbitration obligation 
depended the phraseology relative to rights of retaliation I made 
a statement based on your 65” pointing out in addition the intent 
of the Economic Committee as outlined on page 24 of C.I.A.P.1. 

The rapporteurs were of the opinion that article 6 was intended 
to apply only to the relation between contracting and noncontract- 
ing states and to provide a method of retaliation against violators 
of the convention. It was evident that the Economic Committee 
had had no intention in drafting this article of authorizing tariff 
reprisals such as are contemplated in section 317. 

The chairman requested me not to insist further at the present 
time on this matter, expressly stating that each state of course 
retained the right to put in further amendments and proposals to 
protect their necessary interests. I had no recourse but to acquiesce. 

I subsequently had conversation with two members of the Eco- 

nomic Committee separately. Both of them insisted on the fol- 
lowing thesis—that the preoccupation of the American delegation 
relative to its rights to enforce tariff measures was unfounded; that 
nothing in this convention would or could be construed as affecting 
the right of any contracting state in this respect, either in reference 
to noncontracting or contracting states; that since article 6 as well 
as the whole convention did not envisage tariff matters but merely 
those prohibitions and restrictions treated under this convention, 
the importance of article 6 disappeared under the revised form of 
article 1. 

Serruys, the French representative, for his part stated that if we 
were prepared io suggest any obligation relative to tariffs he was 

” Ante, p. 25-4.
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willing to introduce and urge a resolution in the final act expressly 
stating that nothing in this convention could be construed as inter- 
fering with the right of a state to adopt such tariff measures as con- 
formed with its necessities, but that the Conference believed that no 
state should impose tariff measures in such a way as to thereby 
replace the restrictions which might be eliminated by this convention. 

This brings up a thought to which Department may desire to give 
careful consideration, namely, whether such a general disclaimer of 
the purpose of this convention not to interfere in tariff measures is 
not a sufficient guarantee of our right to take any action envisaged 
by section 317. 

If the Department is interested in this thought, please so instruct. 
me and I will request Serruys to draft for transmission to Depart- 
ment what he proposes to insert. Your criticisms in advance of his 
proposal would be helpful. 

WILSON 

560.M2/48 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chef of the American Delegation 
(Wilson) 

Wasuineton, October 22, 1927—6 p.m. 
9. Your 138, October 21, 9 p.m. Compromise regarding Article 3 

is acceptable and your acquiescence in it approved. 
Your 14, October 21, 10 p. m. You may support Egyptian 

proposal. 
Krutoce 

560.M2/51 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Delegation (Wilson) to the Secretary 
of State 

GENEVA, October 23, 1927—10 p. m. 
[Received 11:15 p. m.] 

17. Department’s 65, October 6. On analysis of paragraphs of 

article 4 it appears to us that the question of “standards,” which you 
bring up on page 10, may well be covered without further necessary 
article under paragraph 7, article 4, provided we obtain insertion 
of the words “and exported” after the word “imported”. May I 
request consideration and instructions on this point? 

Considerable reluctance has been expressed in the debate to the 
general idea of extending the list of articles and it might be easier 
for us to obtain our desires under the proposed amendment to para- 
graph 7. 

Wincon
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560.M2/49 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chief of the American Delegation 
(Wilson) 

{Paraphrase] 

WASHINGTON, October 24, 1927—7 p. m. 
12. Your No. 15, October 21,11 p.m. Rapporteurs’ draft of article 

1 is satisfactory to Department. 
Your No. 16, October 21, 12 p. m. 
(1) Department does not doubt correctness of thesis on which two 

members of Economic Committee insist, but nevertheless it wishes 
insertion at appropriate time and place of a provision such as De- 
nartment suggested in instruction No. 65, October 6. As far as 
duties are concerned, Mr. Serruys’ proposition is satisfactory, though 
we should prefer “import duties” instead of “tariff measures”. 

(2) This disclaimer is not sufficient, however, to safeguard section 
317 of Tariff Act, under the terms of which the President is author- 
ized, should additional duties fail, to proclaim prohibitions. It fol- 
lows that if article 6 be omitted, or be inapplicable, you should ar- 
range as unobtrusively as possible for an exception, either in article 
4 or somewhere else, to cover this contingency. Following wording 
is satisfactory to Department :”* 

“The following are not prohibited by the present agreement: Pro- 
hibitions or restrictions on the importation of goods to counteract 
measures of discrimination or unfair competition.” 

Alternatively, this suggestion might be combined with that made 
by Serruys by insertion after “necessities” the following: #4 

“or measures to prevent or counteract dumping, discrimination or 
unfair competition, or to offset, bounties or subsidies”. 

Section 317 of Tariff Act is especially important at present by reason 
of its connection with present treaty negotiations with France.2?. Ac- 
cordingly, the Department cannot agree to any obligation that would 
weaken article 317 as an instrument with which commercial equality 
may be obtained. Closely observe Serruys’ attitude toward language 
calculated to except prohibitions which are made for retaliation 
against discrimination; and report observations to Department. 

Your No. 17, October 23, 10 p.m. Department of Agriculture does 
not view substitute regarding standards as objectionable, as no change 
in substance is involved, and you may agree to it tentatively. Addi- 
tional instructions will be sent you if, on further inquiry, objection 
appears. 

* Quoted passage not paraphrased, 
= See vol. 1, pp. 631 ff.
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Department wishes you to send French text of document C. I. A. 
P.1., as well as several more copies of the English text. 

KELLoGG 

560.M2/92 : Telegram 

The Chief of the American Delegation (Wilson) to the Secretary 
of State 

Geneva, November 4, 1927—1 p. m. 
[Received November 4—10: 20 a. m. | 

54, Plenary session this morning discussed Rumanian reservation 
export of crude oil, (see my 50, November 3, 8 p. m.?*). Much oppo- 
sition was expressed to acceptance of the reservation under para- 
graph 2, article 6, of protocol, without guarantees. Finally, 
Rumanian delegation made this following declaration: 

“The Convention [Conference] declares that, in accepting as re- 
gards Rumania and having consideration of its exceptional position 
de facto and de jure, the exception of crude petroleum under para- 
graph 2 of article 6, it does not give its approval of measures of 
prohibition and restriction of this product which it considers very 
important for international markets. The Conference expresses its 
confidence that Rumania itself, as soon as circumstances shall permit, 
will abolish this prohibition in conformity with the spirit of ad 
article 6, paragraph 2, of the protocol of the convention and that 
meanwhile it will take into account the interests of neighboring con- 
tracting countries. The Rumanian delegation associates itself com- 
pletely in this declaration of the Conference.” 

The President requested the delegations to state in roll call whether 
they approved the principle of extending the categories of reserva- 
tions and whether they therefore voted to accept the Rumanian 
reservation. This gave us excellent opportunity to go on record as 
opposed to extending categories and I therefore stated that my 
Government attached great importance to limiting these as far as 
possible and that I was therefore obliged to vote against. Mine was 
the only negative vote though there were nine abstentions. 

The chairman has now asked me whether the acceptance by the 
Conference of the Rumanian reservation will prevent my Govern- 
ment from signing. Such signing on our part will now imply ac- 

ceptance of Rumanian reservation. The reservation in itself appears 
of no economic importance to the United States and my negative 
vote was intended, as I explained, only to emphasize our attitude 
on the principle. 

* Not printed.



232 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1927, VOLUME I 

The American exception as regards helium gas was accepted with- 
out opposition under paragraph 2, article 6 (formerly additional 
article). 

It now becomes important to know at once Department’s attitude 
toward signing. Chairman has called my attention to the fact that 
unless we can be prepared at final reading Saturday night to affix our 

signature our reservation on helium must be dropped for the present 
from the convention and must be submitted again as one of the 
reservations to be included after signature as provided in protocol 
[section IV, (¢) ad No. 4, (11) Procedure ].?4 : 

: WILSON 

560.M2/92 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chief of the American Delegation 

(Wilson) 

WasuineTon, November 4, 1927—1 p. m. 
20. Your 54, November 4,1 p. m., last paragraph. You should not 

sign Saturday night. Draft agreement is extremely complicated and 
there will not be time for the officials of this Government to give due 
consideration to the matter. Furthermore, there appears to be no 
reason for such haste in rushing through a matter of such impor- 
tance. 

KELLOGG 

560.M2/120 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

No. 190 Berne, November 22, 1927. 
L. N. No. 1010 [Received December 16.] 

Str: I have the honor to submit herewith a report concerning the 
convention relative to the Abolition of Prohibitions and Restrictions 

on Exports and Imports. 
The convention falls naturally into certain sub-divisions: 
Articles 1 and 2 represent the positive achievement of the conven- 

tion. In these articles the High Contracting Parties undertake to 
abolish, within a period of six months after the date of the coming 
into force of the convention, prohibitions and restrictions on export 

and import. 
Articles 4, 5 and 6 contain the list of exceptions. Article 4 con- 

tains an enumeration of exceptions under which the signatory states 
reserve the right to maintain prohibitions and restrictions for certain 
specified purposes. This class of exceptions are all of a permanent 
nature. 

“Wor text of protocul, see Proceedings of the Conference, p. 21. .
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Article 5 provides for those exceptions which may arise of a tempo- 
vary and unforeseen character. It provides for those acts by states 
which may be rendered essential by calamities, wars and other un- 
foreseen and non-recurring causes. 

Article 6 provides for certain stipulated and listed exceptions spe- 
cifically reserved for individual states, after an examination on their 
merits, which are either temporary in character or of no importance 
{o international commerce. 

Articles 8 and 9 are the arbitration clauses, the one obligatory on 
all signatories of the convention and the other optional for such 

states as desire to extend the scope of arbitration. 
Articles 3, 7, 10, 11 and 12 are in the nature of explanatory material, 

making more precise the limits of the rights and obligations assumed 
under the convention. 

Articles 14 to 19 inclusive, treat the method of signature, ratifica- 
tion and denunciation, as well as the admission of reservations. 

As I pointed out in my telegraphic reports from Geneva, it was 
apparent to one who followed the matter closely that from the first 
day of the conference the greatest difficulty which would be en- 
countered lay in the determination of the British Delegation to main- 
tain their prohibitions and limitations relative to the import of dye 
stuffs. Nearly all the other delegations expressed themselves ready 
to abolish without reservation restrictions and_ prohibitions. 
(Whether this was done because they knew that they were entirely 
safe in promising such procedure because they knew the British would 
stand firm in their decision, or whether this announcement repre- 
sented sincere conviction is impossible to say with any degree of cer- 
tainty. In any case all the principal states are on record as being 
willing to abolish restrictions and prohibitions, with the exception 
of those of no commercial importance, if Great Britain will abolish 
this one restriction.) Therefore, when the moment came to discuss the 
list of exceptions (now appearing in articles 4, 5 and 6), the confer- 
ence was faced with the choice either of writing a convention so 
phrased as to admit the claim of Great Britain and thus permit her 
to be a signatory, or to draft a convention as tight as or tighter than 
the original draft of the Economic Committee. Great Britain would 
then not have signed the convention. Rightly or wrongly, the choice 
was made in favor of the first alternative and it can be said roughly 
that the type of convention which issued from the conference was 
designed in its broad lines to meet the needs of Great Britain and 
make it possible for that nation to be a signatory. 

As I examine the protocol to the convention, it does not seem 
necessary to enter into any detailed analysis. The articles are in- 
terpretative in character and those which are of particular interest to
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us I have discussed already in my preceding reports, both telegraphic 
and written. 

Also in regard to the Final Act, if the Department will be good 
enough to consult the Legation’s despatches Nos. 170 of November 
9, 1927 and 171 of November 10, 1927, together with my telegram from 
Geneva, No. 59 of November 7, 11 p. m.,?° it will have before it a 
complete outline of the articles to which we took exception and of the 
failure to have these exceptions accepted by the conference. I merely 
reiterate what I have before stated, that the Final Act has no binding 
force, it is not signed by the delegates as Plenipotentiaries of their 
Government, but is open for signature to any person who attended 
the Conference. It is a compilation of resolutions adopted by the 
individuals attending the conference. A signatory state may in- 
struct its delegate to sign the convention and protocol without 
instructing him to sign the Final Act. 

Relative to the convention itself, I append herewith an analysis * 
in which the convention, as finally signed, is compared article by 
article with the original draft text of the convention issued by the 
Economic Committee. At the same time short notes and comments 
are appended, together with reference to those telegrams and des- 
patches which deal with the particular subject. In the preparation 
of this annex I am indebted in a large measure to Dr. Lyon, the 
Commercial Attaché of this Legation. 

Certain observations of a general nature occur to me. The con- 
vention, as the Department will note, is of a reciprocal nature and 
this theory of reciprocity has been emphasized in article 1. The 
benefits of the abolition of restrictions and prohibitions accrue only 
to those states which sign the convention. As a corollary to this 
situation there is nothing to prevent a state signatory to the conven- 
tion from increasing in any way it sees fit its present categories of 
prohibitions and restrictions as against a state which is not a signa- 
tory to the convention, so long as such action does not unduly affect 
the trade of another signatory power. 

There are certain faults, some obvious and some not so visible in the 
convention. It is to be regretted that exceptions are permitted of any 
class or kind. The convention would have been a simpler document 
and a much more satisfactory document, from our point of view, 
had the original text of the Economic Committee not only been 
adhered to but strengthened, especially as to article 5. Also the 
further meeting which will take place in the early summer of 1928 

** None printed; for minutes concerning adoption of the final text of the final 
act of the Conference, see Proceedings of the Conference, p. 140. 

** Not printed.
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will be faced with a number of very thorny questions; for example, 
the decision as to what states must ratify the convention before it 
enters into effect. It is a pity that this decision had to be deferred to 
a future date but there seemed no possibility of reaching a solution 
until the convention was finally drawn up and until a full knowledge 
was available of all the reservations that would form part of it. 
Also the permission for states to introduce other reservations up to 
February 1st which may be discussed at this future conference may 
bring further difficult questions, although urgent pleas were made 
in the conference and the hope was expressed that the reservations 
should rather be reduced than increased by that time. The long 
delay which must elapse before the convention can be effective (at 
the earliest this can hardly take place before the summer of 1929) is 

also a source of regret. However, this is somewhat mitigated by 
the fact that a signatory power undertakes not to increase its prohi- 
bitions or. restrictions during this period. 

As opposed to these weaknesses there would appear to be certain 
advantages which would accrue to the United States if it participated 
in this treaty. In spite of the many reservations, there will be, if the 
treaty goes into force, an enormous number of prohibitions and re- 
strictions abolished. The reservations do not appear to be of such a 
nature that they greatly affect the trade of the United States, whereas 
many of the restrictions that will be dropped in favor of signatory 
states do so affect our trade very seriously. 

Should the Government of the United States decide that this treaty 
should be signed I call attention to the fact that it would be well if 
this decision were taken before the 1st of February 1928, since states 
signing the treaty after that date may not present reservations under 
article 6.27. While many of the delegates held that our prohibition of 
export of helium is adequately covered in article 4, paragraph 2, 
there were others who took a contrary view. I consider it advisable, 
therefore, in the event that we do sign, that we should make a definite 
reservation regarding helium and not be put on the defensive in the 
future regarding our maintenance of this prohibition. 

I am appending herewith certain communications which I have 
received from the advisers containing their views regarding the con- 
vention which was eventually signed.?8 

I have [ete. | Huer R. Witson 

* The convention was signed on the part of the United States, Jun. 30, 1928; 
Department of State Treaty Series No. 811. 

* Communications not printed,
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PARTICIPATION OF THE UNITED STATES IN MEETING OF THE COM- 

MITTEE OF EXPERTS ON DOUBLE TAXATION AND TAX EVASION, 
LONDON, APRIL 4-12, 1927” 

991.2 A 2/—; Telegram 

The Chargé in Switzerland (Marriner) to the Secretary of State 

Berne, January 138, 1927—noon. 
[Received 2:30 p. m.| 

7. My 138, December 28, 3 p. m.*° Letter from League Secretariat 
states that on January 12th experts on double taxation decided to 
hold next meeting in London on April 4th, 1927, and have expressed 
the hope that an expert from the United States will take part in that 
meeting.* 

Secretariat requests to be informed as soon as possible of name of 
American expert so that formal invitation may be sent him. 

Marriner 

O51.2 A 2/5: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Switzerland (Marriner) 

Wasuineron, February 17, 1927—I1 p. m. 
19. Your despatch No. 1080, January 18, 1927.°° You may advise 

the Secretary General of the League that this Government takes 
pleasure in designating Professor Thomas 8. Adams, of Yale Uni- 
versity, New Haven, Connecticut, as an American expert to attend 
the forthcoming meeting of the Committee of Experts on Double 
Taxation and Tax Evasion at London, April 4, 1927. 

KELLOGG 

651.2 A 2/8 

Memorandum by Mr. Wallace McClure, Assistant to the Economic 
Adviser 

[Wasuineton,| March 16, 1927. 
Professor Adams called at the Office of the Economic Adviser on 

Thursday afternoon, March 10, 1927, for the purpose of discussing 
with officers of the Department of State certain questions suggested 
by Professor Adams’ mission to represent this Government at the 
forthcoming League of Nations Conference on double taxation. 

“For report of the sessions of this Committee, see League of Nations, Double 
Taxation and Tax Hvasion: Report Presented by the Committee of Technical 
Experts on Double Taxation and Tax Evasion (C.216.M.85.1927.IT). 

“Not printed. 
The United States had not been represented at the meeting of the Committee 

of Experts on Double Taxation and Tax Evasion at Geneva on Jan. 5, 1927.
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Those present were, besides Professor Adams, Doctor Arthur N. 
Young, Economic Adviser; Mr. C. M. Barnes, Assistant Solicitor ; 
Mr. F. D. K. LeClerceq, of the Division of Western European Affairs, 
and Mr. Wallace McClure, Assistant to the Economic Adviser. 

Professor Adams discussed briefly certain recent developments in 
the matter of double taxation among European countries, especially 
the considerable multiplication of bilateral treaties for the purpose 
of avoiding double taxation. He mentioned the fact that the pro- 
oram of the forthcoming Conference calls for the preparation of a 

model bilateral treaty for recommendation to countries which may 
desire to negotiate on the subject. Those present were inclined to the 
view that while a multilateral convention, open to signature by all 
countries, would theoretically, at least, prove a better solution to the 
problem of double taxation, such a solution might not now be 
practicable. 

Professor Adams inquired concerning the attitude of the Depart- 
ment of State toward treaty provisions which might have the effect 
of overruling Acts of Congress. He had in mind the possibility of a 
convention on double taxation later being negotiated that might con- 
tain; provisions different from those of our national revenue laws. 
The representatives of the Department of State stated that as a 
matter of policy the Department undertook so far as possible to avoid 
placing in its treaties provisions which might be in conflict with 
existing statute law. It was suggested that it would be best to put in 
the next revenue law some general provision contemplating reciprocal 
agreements to avoid double taxation. 

The possible usefulness of the most-favored-nation clause in solv- 
ing the problem of double taxation was discussed. Professor Adams 
inquired particularly whether provisions in recent commercial treaties 
might have any relation to the problem in hand. The representatives 
of the Department of State were of opinion that the most-favored- 
nation clause in the treaty with Germany (December 8, 1923)* and 
similar treaties subsequently concluded, did not apply to internal 
taxation, and that the provisions in Article I and Article VIII of 
the German treaty in regard to taxation did not provide for most- 
favored-nation treatment. It is customary in treaties to accord 
national rather than most-favored-nation treatment. It was further 
suggested that the most-favored-nation clause would probably not be 
useful in solving matters of double taxation at the present time. 
The practice of various countries, so far as the imposition of double 
taxation is concerned, is now so diverse as to make it of doubtful 
policy for a country to promise in advance to accord to any particular 
country as good treatment as it may bargain for in the future with 

” Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 11, p. 29: 

258346— 42—vol. I~——-24 —
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some third country. It was thought that the right to make special 
bargains on the subject, without being committed in advance to 
generalize the concessions granted, would for the present, perhaps, 
be the appropriate policy for this Government to follow. 

Professor Adams indicated that he expected concrete results from 
the forthcoming Conference and that, though at first dubious of the 
practical purposes of those backing it, he was now convinced that 
they intended to accomplish something, and that the countries of 
Kurope were prepared to come to agreements on many points, reserv- 

ing other points for the reconciliation of differences of opinion and 

probable agreement in the future. 
W [aviace|] MoC([ ture] 

RADIOTELEGRAPH CONVENTION BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES 

AND OTHER POWERS, SIGNED NOVEMBER 25, 1927” 

Treaty Series No. 767 

Radiotelegraph Convention Between the United States of America 
and Other Powers, Signed at Washington, November 25, 1927 *° 

INTERNATIONAL RADIOTELEGRAPH CONVENTION 

Concluded among the Governments of: 
Union of South Africa, French Equatorial Africa and other 

colonies, French West Africa, Portuguese West Africa, Portuguese 
East Africa and the Portuguese Asiatic possessions, Germany, Ar- 
gentine Republic, Commonwealth of Australia, Austria, Belgium, 
Bolivia, Brazil, Bulgaria, Canada, Chile, China, Republic of Colom- 
bia, Spanish Colony of the Gulf of Guinea, Belgian Congo, Costa 
Rica, Cuba, Curacao, Cyrenaica, Denmark, Dominican Republic, 
Egypt, Republic of El Salvador, Eritrea, Spain, Estonia, United 
States of America, Finland, France, Great Britain, Greece, Guate- 
mala, Republic of Haiti, Republic of Honduras, Hungary, British In- 
dia, Dutch East Indies, French Indo-China, Irish Free State, Italy. 
Japan, Chosen, Taiwan, Japanese Sakhalin, the Leased Territory of 

** Hor correspondence preliminary to the meeting of the Third International 
Radiotelegraph Conference at which this convention was signed, see Foreign 
Relations, 1925, vol. 1, pp. 297 ff. For proceedings of the Conference, see Execu- 
tive Document B, 70th Cong., Ist sess., p. 77. For text of the general regula- 
tions and appendixes to this convention, and for text of the supplementary 
regulations (not signed by the United States), see ibid., p. 1; or the Depart- 
ment of State Treaty Series No. 767; or, 45 Stat. 2760. 

*° Signed in French; the translation printed in the Department of State Treaty 
Series is reproduced here. Ratification advised by the Senate, Mar. 21 (legis- 
lative day of Mar. 20), 1928: ratified by the President, Oct. 8, 1928; ratification 
Sent tooo States deposited, Oct. 8, 1928; proclaimed by the President,
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Kwantung and the South Sea Islands under Japanese Mandate, 
Republic of Liberia, Madagascar, Morocco (with the exception of the 
Spanish Zone), Mexico, Monaco, Nicaragua, Norway, New Zealand, 
Republic of Panama, Paraguay, the Netherlands, Persia, Peru, Po- 
land, Portugal, Rumania, Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, 
Siam, Italian Somaliland, Sweden, Switzerland, Surinam, Syro- 
Libanese Territories, Republic of San Marino, Czechoslovakia, 
Tripolitania, Tunis, Turkey, Uruguay, and Venezuela. 

The undersigned, plenipotentiaries of the Governments of the 
countries enumerated above, having met in conference at Wash- 
ington, have, by common accord and subject to ratification, concluded 

the following Convention: 

Articiz 1—Defimtions 

In the present Convention: 
The term “radio communication” applies to the transmission by 

radio of writing, signs, signals, pictures, and sounds of all kinds 

by means of Hertzian waves. 
The term “radio communication station” or simply “station” 

means a station equipped to carry on radio communications. 
The term “fixed station” means a station permanently located 

and communicating with one or more stations similarly located. 
The term “mobile station” means a station capable of moving and 

which ordinarily does move. 
The term “land station” means a station other than a mobile 

station used for radio communication with mobile stations. 
The term “mobile service” means the radio communication service 

carried on between mobile stations and land stations, and by mobile 
stations communicating among themselves. 

The term “international service” means a radio communication 
service between a station in one country and a station in another 
country, or between a land station and a mobile station located 
outside the limits of the country in which the land station is situated, 
or between two or more mobile stations on or over the high seas. 
An internal or national radio communication service which is likely 
to cause interference with other services outside the limits of the 
country in which it operates is considered as an international service 
from the viewpoint of interference. 

The term “general communication system” means all the existing 
telegraph and telephone channels of communication, wire and radio, 
open to public service, but excluding the radio communication chan- 
nels of the mobile service. 

The term “public service” means a service for the use of the 

general public.
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The term “limited service” means a service which may be used 
only by specified persons or for specific purposes. 

The term “public correspondence” means all radio communieca- 
tions which a station, by reason of being open to public service, 
must accept from the public for transmission. 

The term “private enterprise” means any person, company, or 
corporation which operates one or more stations for radio com- 
munication. 

The term “radiotelegram” means a telegram originating in or 
destined to a mobile station, transmitted by radio over all or part 
of its route. 

ArTICLE 2—-Scope of the Convention 

$1. The contracting Governments undertake to apply the pro- 
visions of the present Convention to all radio communication stations 
established, or operated by the contracting Governments, and open 
to the international service of public correspondence. They under- 
take likewise, to apply these provisions to the special services covered 
by the Regulations annexed to the present Convention. 

§2. They agree, moreover, to take or to propose to their respective 
legislatures the necessary measures to impose the observance of the 
provisions of the present Convention and the Regulations annexed 
thereto upon individuals and private enterprises authorized to estab- 
lish and operate radio communication stations in the international 
service, whether or not open to public correspondence. 

§3. The contracting Governments recognize the right of two con- 
tracting Governments to organize radio communications, between 
themselves, provided only that they conform to all provisions of the 
present Convention and the Regulations annexed thereto. 

ArtTicLe 8—/ntercommunication 

§1. (1) So far as international communications between fixed sta- 
tions are concerned, each contracting Government reserves entire 
freedom with relation to the organization of the service and the 
determination of the correspondence to be exchanged by the stations 
carrying on these communications. 

(2) When, however, these fixed stations carry on an international 
service of public correspondence, either from country to country or 
with stations in the mobile service, they must conform, respectively, 
for each of these two classes of communications, to the provisions of 
the present Convention and of the Regulations annexed thereto. 

§2. With regard to communications between stations participating 
in the mobile service, stations carrying on such communications must,
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within the limits of their normal operations, exchange radiotelegrams 
reciprocally without regard to the radio system adopted by them. 

§3. In order not to impede scientific progress, however, the provi- 
sions of the preceding paragraph shall not prevent the eventual use 
of a radio system incapable of communicating with other systems, 
provided that this incapacity be due to the specific nature of that 
system and it be not the result of devices adopted solely for the 
purpose of preventing intercommunication. 

Articir 4—Limited service 

Notwithstanding the provisions of Article 8, a radio communica- 
tion station may be assigned to a limited international service of 

public correspondence determined by the purpose of the corre- 
spondence or by other circumstances independent of the system 
employed. 

ARTICLE 5—Secrecy of correspondence. False or deceptive signals 

The contracting Governments agree to take or to propose to their 
respective legislatures the necessary measures to prevent: 

(a) The unauthorized transmission and reception by means of 
radio installations of correspondence of a private nature. 

(0) The unauthorized divulging of the contents, or simply of the 
existence, of correspondence which may have been intercepted by 
means of radio installations. 

(c) The unauthorized publication or use, of correspondence re- 
ceived by means of radio installations. 

(qd) The transmission or the placing in circulation of false or 
deceptive distress signals or distress calls. 

ArricLtre 6—Ilnvestigation of violations 

The contracting Governments undertake to aid each other by sup- 
plying information concerning violations of the provisions of the 
present Convention and of the Regulations annexed thereto, as well 
as, 1f necessary, in the prosecution of persons violating these pro- 

visions. 

Articte 7—Connection with the general communication system 

Kach of the contracting Governments agrees to take the necessary 
measures in order that land stations established on its territory and 
open to the international service of public correspondence shall be 
connected with the general communication system or at least to take 
steps to assure rapid and direct exchanges between these stations and 
the general communication system.
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Articte 8—E xchange of information regarding stations and service 

The contracting Governments shall notify each other, through the 
intermediary of the International Bureau of the Telegraph Union, of 
the names of stations open to the international service of public 
correspondence and of stations carrying on special services covered 
by the Regulations annexed to the present Convention, as well as 
of all data for facilitating and expediting radio communication. 

_ ArticLte 9—Special devices 

Each of the contracting Governments reserves the right to pre- 

scribe or permit, in the stations covered by Article 8, independent of 
the installation, the data relating to which shall be published in 
accordance with that Article, other devices to be established and 
operated for special radio transmission, without publishing the details 

of such devices. 

Article 10—Conditions to be observed by stations. Interference 

S1. The stations covered by Article 2 must, so far as practicable, 
be established and operated under the best conditions known to the 
practice of the service and must be maintained abreast of scientific 
and technical progress. 

§2. All stations, whatever their purpose, must, so far as practica- 
ble, be established and operated so as not to interfere with the radio 
communications or services of other contracting Governments and 
of individuals or of private enterprises authorized by these contract- 
ing Governments to carry on public radio communication service. 

Articte 11—Priority for distress calls 

Stations participating in the mobile service shall be obliged to give 
absolute priority to distress calls, regardless of their origin, to answer 
such calls, and to take such action with regard thereto as may be 
required. 

, Artictr 12—Charges 

Charges applicable to radiotelegrams and the various cases in 
which these are allowed radio franking privileges shall be established 
in accordance with the provisions of the Regulations annexed to the 
present Convention. 

ArticLte 13—Regulations. Conferences 

§1. The provisions of the present Convention are completed by: 

(1) General Regulations which have the same force and _ be- 
come effective at the same time as the Convention. 

(2) Supplementary Regulations which bind only the Govern- 
ments which have signed them.
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§2. The provisions of the present Convention and of the Regula- 
tions annexed thereto shall be revised by conferences of Plenipoten- 
tiaries of the contracting Governments, each conference fixing the 
place and the time of the following meeting. 

§3. Before any deliberation each Conference shall establish Rules 
of Procedure setting forth the conditions under which debate shall 
be organized and carried on. 

ArticLteE 14—Special arrangements 

The contracting Governments reserve for themselves and for pri- 
vate enterprises duly authorized by them the right to make special 
arrangements on matters of service which do not interest the Gov- 
ernments generally. These arrangements, however, must be in con- 
formity with the Convention and the Regulations annexed thereto 
so far as concerns the interference which their execution might pro- 
duce with the services of other countries. 

ArticLteE 15—Suspension of the service 

Each government reserves the right to suspend international radio 

communication service for an indefinite period, if deemed necessary 
elther generally or only for certain connections and/or for certain 
kinds of radio communication, provided that it shall immediately so 
advise each of the other contracting Governments through the inter- 
mediary of the International Bureau of the Telegraph Union. 

Articte 16—Jnternational Bureau 

§1. The International Bureau of the Telegraph Union shall be 
charged with collecting, coordinating, and publishing information of 
all kinds relative to radio services, with examining the requests for 
changes in the Convention and the Regulations annexed thereto, 
with promulgating the amendments adopted, and generally with 
performing all administrative tasks with which it shall have been 
charged in the interest of international radio services. 

§2. The expenses resulting from these activities shall be borne by 
all the contracting Governments in the proportion fixed by the 
General Regulations. 

Articte 17—International technical consulting committee on radio 
convmunications 

§1. An International Technical Consulting Committee on Radio 
Communications shall be established for the purpose of studying 
technical and related questions pertaining to these communications. 

§2. Its composition, activities, and operations shall be defined in 
the General Regulations annexed to the present Convention.
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Articte 18—Relations with stations of non-contracting countries 

81. Each of the contracting governments reserves the right to 
determine the conditions under which it will accept telegrams or 
radiotelegrams originating in or destined to a station not subject to 
the provisions of the present Convention. 

SQ. If a telegram or a radiotelegram is accepted, it must be trans- 
mitted, and the usual charges must be applied to it. 

Articte 19—Adherences | 

§1. (1) Governments which are not parties to the present Con- 
vention shall be permitted to adhere to it upon their request. 

(2) Such adherence shall be communicated through diplomatic 
channels to the contracting Government within whose territory the 
last Conference shall have been held and by the latter to the remain- 
ing Governments. 

(3) The adherence shall carry with it to the fullest extent accept- 
ance of all the clauses of the present Convention and admission to 
all the advantages stipulated therein. ; 

§2. (1) The adherence to the Convention by the Government of a 
country having colonies, protectorates, or territories under sover- 
eignty or mandate shall not carry with it the adherence of these colo- 
nies, protectorates, or territories under sovereignty or mandate, unless 

a declaration to that effect 1s made by that Government. 
(2) Such colonies, protectorates, or territories under sovereignty 

or mandate as a whole, or each of them separately, may form the 
subject of a separate adherence or of a separate denunciation within 
the provisions of the present Article and of Article 23. 

ARTICLE 20—Arbitration 

81. In case of disagreement between two contracting Governments, 

regarding the interpretation or execution of the present Convention 
or of the Regulations provided for in Article 18, the question must, 
at the request of one of these governments, be submitted to arbi- 
tration. For that purpose each of the Governments involved shal! 

choose another Government not interested in the question at issue. 
§2. If agreement between the two arbitrators can not be reached 

the latter shall appoint another contracting Government equally 
disinterested in the question at issue. If the two arbitrators can 
not agree upon the choice of this third Government, each arbitrator 

shall propose a contracting Government not interested in the dis- 
pute; and lots shall be drawn between the Governments proposed. 
The drawing shall devolve upon the Government within whose 
territory the International Bureau mentioned in Article 16 operates. 
The decision of the arbitrators shall be by majority vote.
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Articte 21-—Hachange of laws and. regulations 

The contracting Governments shall communicate to one another, 
if they deem it useful, through the intermediary of the Interna- 
tional Bureau of the Telegraph Union, the laws and regulations 
which have been or which may be promulgated in their countries 

relative to the object of the present Convention. 

ARTICLE 22—Naval and military mstallations 

Si. The contracting Governments retain their entire liberty re- 
garding radio installations not covered in Article 2, and especially 
with reference to naval and military installations. 

§2, All these installations and stations must, so far as practicable, 

comply with the provisions of the regulations regarding help to be 
given in case of distress and measures to be taken to prevent inter- 
ference. They must also, so far as practicable, observe such pro- 
visions of the regulations as concern the types of waves and the 
frequencies to be used, according to the kind of service which these 

stations carry on. 
$38. When, however, these installations and stations are used for 

public correspondence or participate in the special services governed 
by the Regulations annexed to the present Convention, they must, in 
general, conform to the provisions of the Regulations for the con- 

duct of these services. 

ARTICLE 283—Hxecution, duration and denunciation 

§1. The present Convention shall go into effect on January 1, 
1929; and shall remain in force for an indeterminate period and 
until one year from the day on which a denunciation thereof shall 
have been made. 

S2. The denunciation shall affect only the Government in whose 
name it has been made. The Convention shall remain in force for 
the other contracting Governments. 

Articte 24—fatification 

$i. The present Convention shall be ratified and the ratifications 
thereof shall be deposited in Washington with the least practicable 
delay. 

§2. In case one or more of the Contracting Governments should 
not ratify the Convention it shall be none the less binding upon the 
Governments which shall have ratified it. 

In witness whereof, the respective Plenipotentiaries have signed 
the Convention in a single copy, which shall remain in the archives
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of the Government of the United States of America and one copy of 
which shall be sent to each Government. 

Done at Washington, November 25, 1927. 
For the Union of South Africa: 

H. J. Lenton 

W. F. C. Morton 
For French Equatorial Africa and other Colonies: 

CASSAGNAC 
For French West Africa: 

CASSAGNAC 
For Portuguese West Africa: 

ARNALDO DE Paiva CARVALHO 

For Portuguese East Africa and the Portuguese Asiatic Posses- 
sions: 

Marto Corréa Barata pa Cruz 

For Germany : | 
Orro ARENDT 

HERMANN GIESS 

H. Harsicu 

ARTHUR WERNER 

GUNTHER SUADICANI 
E. L. Barr 

Tor the Argentine Republic: 
Feniezr A. Espri 

Louis F. OrLANDINI 

Francisco Lagous 

For the Commonwealth of Australia: 

H. P. Brown 

For Austria: 

Dr. Maxrwintan Harrwicr 

Enc. Hans Prrurrer 

For Belgium: 
J. Prerarr 

GOLDSCHMIDT 

G. VINCENT . 

For Bolivia: 

GEO. DE LA Barra 

For Brazil: 

P. Cortyo pr ALMEIDA 
FREDERICO VILLAR 

Manvetu IF. Stwors AYRES 

For Bulgaria: 
Sr. Bisserorr
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For Canada: 

A. JOHNSTON 

Laurent Braupry 

C. P. Epwarps 
W. ArrHor STEEL 

For Chile: 

I. Houcger 

For China: 

Crin Coun WaAnc 

Cuanc-Hstan 

Hine Gine Y. Len 

T1-Cuine Wu 
For the Republic of Colombia: 

Enrique Onaya H. 

For the Spanish Colony of the Gulf of Guinea: 
ApouFo H. pr SoiAs 

For the Belgian Congo: 
J. PIEeRART 

G. VINCENT 

Rospert GOLDSCHMIDT 

Tor Costa Rica: 

J. RAFAEL OrEAMUNO 

For Cuba: 

L. ALBURQUERQUE 

GoNZALO GUELL 

Luis Marino Prrez 

For Curacao: 
G. SCHOTEL 

For Cyrenaica : 
Paoto ZONTA 

lor Denmark: 

T. G. Krarue 

C. WAMBERG 

Yor the Dominican Republic: 

M. L. Vasquez G. 

lor Egypt: 
Horace Mayne 

Axuy [sraHIM 

Tor Eritrea: 

CESARE BARDELONI 

For Spain: 
Marrano AMOEDO 

Antonio NiIerTo 

Apotro H. pr Sonas 

JOSE SASTRE
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For Lstonia: 

(x. JALLAJAS 

For the United States of America: 

Herserr Hoover 

STEPHEN Davis 

JAMES Ei. Warson 

E. D. Smrriz 

Wawtiace H. Wurrr, Jr. 
W. R. Caste, Jr. 
Witiram Roy VALLANCE 

C. McK. SatrzMan 

Tos. T. CRAVEN 

W. D. Terre 

Owen D. Younc 

SAMUEL REBER 

3. BEAVER WHITE 

Arruur E. Kenneviy 

For Finland: 

L. Astrom 

For France: 

L. BouLANGER 

For Great Britain: 

T. F. Purves 

J. JOYCE BRODERICK. 

F. W. Puuips 

. W. Home 

L. F. Buanpy 

Air Commodore 

C. H. Boyp 

A. Lest Harris 

For Greece: 

Tu. PENTHEROUDAKIS 

For Guatemala: 

J. Montano N. 

I’or the Republic of Haiti: 
Raovut Lizaire 

For the Republic of Honduras: 
Luis Bocran 

For Hungary: 
| BERNARD DE PASKAY 

For British India: 

P. J. Eovmunps 

P.N. Mrrra ,
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For the Dutch East Indies: 

G. C. Houtzarren 
W ARNSINCK 

G. ScHOTEL 
vAN Dooren 

For the French Indo-China: | 

G. JULLIEN 
For the Irish Free Staie: 

P.S. MacCatumraoit 
T. S. OMuInEACHATIN 

For Italy: 

GUISEPPE GNEME 
Giacomo BarBEer. 

Gino MonTEFINALE 

For Japan: 
For Chosen, Taiwan, Japanese Sakhalin, the Leased Territory 

of Kwantung and the South Sea Islands under Japanese 
Mandate: 

S. SAWADA 

N. Morrra 

K. NIsHizakt 

I. YAMAMOTO 

SANNOSUKE INADA 

T. Usurawa 

T. NAKAGAMI ~ 

For the Republic of Liberia: _ 

Ernest Lyon, Subj. to the ratification of the Senate | 
ror Madagascar : 

(x, JULLIEN 

For Morocco (with the exception of the Spanish Zone) : 
Frepertic KNopser, 

T’or Mexico: 

Pepro N. Cor, 

Juan B. Sarpana 

or Nicaragua: 
MANUEL ZAVALA 

For Norway: 

N. NICKELSEN 

Harmop Prrerson 

P. TENNFJoRD 

J. J. Larsen 

For New Zealand: 

A. Gress Lo |
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For the Republic of Panama: 
R. J. ALFARO 

For Paraguay: 

JUAN Vicente RAMiREz 
For the Netherlands: 

G. J. Horxer 

J. A. BLanp van DEN Brera 

W. Krorsr 

EK. F. W. Vorrer 

W ARNSINCK 
For Peru: 

A. GonzAes-Prapa 

For Persia: 

D. Merrau 

en referendum 
For Poland: 

EUGENE STALLINGER 

For Portugal: 
José pe Liz Ferrera JUNIOR 

For Rumania: 

G. Cretrztano (ad referendum) 
For the Republic of El Salvador : 

Francisco A. Lima 
For the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes: 

V. ANTONIEVICH 

For Siam: 

Nines VrraJAKICH 

For Italian Somaliland: 

VaLerRIo Detusa CAMPANA 

For Sweden: 

HAMILTON 

LirstrOM 

LEMOINE 

For Switzerland: 
EK. NusspaumM 

For Surinam: 

G. ScHOTEL 
For the Syro-Libanese Territories: 

FRevErIc KNoBEL 

For the Republic of San Marino: 
Frn. Ferrart 

For Czechoslovakia: 

Dr. Orro Kucera 

ENG. STRNAD
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For Tripolitania: 
SETrimM10 AURINI 

For Tunis: 
Frepertc KNoBEL 

For Turkey: 
J. A. BLAND VAN DEN Bera 

For Uruguay: 
VARELA 

For Venezuela: 
Luis Cuurion 

PROPOSED DISPOSITION OF PROPERTY HELD BY THE ALIEN 

PROPERTY CUSTODIAN * 

763.72113 Au 7/16 

The Austrian Minister (Prochnik) to the Secretary of State 

No. 2382/70 Wasurneton, Vovember 29, 1927. 
Excentency: The return to its rightful owners of Austrian prop- 

erty held by the Alien Property Custodian is a matter in which the 
Federal Government of Austria is deeply concerned. Insignificant 
as the amount involved may appear in comparison to the figures tip- 
ping the scale of financial and economic balance in the United States 
it is of no small consequence in the combine of measures partly 
taken partly under contemplation in Austria with a view of restoring 
private business to a state of normalcy. It is the conviction of my 
Government that the successful restoration of public household could 
only be of lasting duration, if the efforts made in aforementioned 
direction will meet a like success. 

The Austrian property is held, as Your Excellency are aware of, 
as a security, to Insure payment of claims, which the Government or 
citizens of the United States or both may have against the Austrian 
Government for damages resulting from acts of war. These poten- 
tial claims, claims against the Government, are therefore responsible 
for the failure of Austrian private citizens and rightful owners 
obtaining their property seized in this country during the war. 

The Federal Government of Austria keenly feels this responsibility, 
the more so, as Congress had in connection with the Winslow-Act ®” 
resolved, that enemy property in excess of $10,000. should be further 
retained—until “other suitable provisions” are made by the respec- 
tive Governments to take care of American War Claims. 

* Continued from Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 1, pp. 125-145. 
* Approved Mar. 4, 1923; 42 Stat. 1511.
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My Government, as Your Excellency may recall, tried at two previ- 

ous occasions ** to free private property from restrictions incurred 

through their own obligations and sought to provide by an agree- 

ment for such “other suitable provisions”, which would be accepted 

in lieu of seized private property and open the way for an Act by 

Congress returning it to the rightful Austrian owners. 

These efforts failed for two reasons chiefly.—First, because the work 

of the Tripartite Claims Commission, adjusting American claims, had 

not sufficiently progressed to enable a somewhat accurate estimate as 
to the magnitude of claims involved, and second, because the securi- 

ties offered by the Austrian Federal Government did not seem to 
satisfy the Government of the United States and the Treasury 

Department in particular. 
The present state of affairs in the Tripartite Claims Commission, 

however, is now sufficiently advanced to permit a calculation of the 
sums which in due course of procedure will be charged against the 
Austrian Federal Government and to make a new and precise offer 

for their payment. 
I am in a position to submit on behalf of my Government the fol- 

lowing proposal. The Austrian Federal Government is ready to 
place at the disposal of the Government of the United States the 
money held in Trust by the Alien Property Custodian for the Aus- 

trian Government including the Imperial Royal Tobacco Monopoly 

also known under the name of K. K. Osterreichische Tabak Regie, 

and to supplement it by a cash deposit up to a total of two and a 
quarter million dollars. This sum, although it will prove to more 
than fully cover the awards ultimately to be rendered by the Tri- 
partite Claims Commission and charged against my Government, 1s 
offered in this extent with a purpose of allowing an ample margin 

and removing all conceivable causes which may obstruct a speedy 

return of seized Austrian property. 
The Austrian Federal Government asks the Government of the 

United States to recommend to Congress in course of its next session 

an Act. of legislation which would authorize the Ahen Property 

Custodian to release Austrian property as soon as it has been ascer- 
tained in a statement made by competent authorities (Treasury of the 

United States in agreement with Hon. Edwin Parker, Commissioner, 

Tripartite Claims Commission) that a sufficient cash amount has been 

See the Austrian Minister's letter to the Under Secretary of the Treasury, 
Nov. 10, 1926, Foreiqn Relations, 1926, vol. 1, p. 188. A modification of the plan 
proposed in that letter was submitted by the Austrian Legation in January 1927 
(not printed). The Secretary of the Treasury in a letter to the Secretary of 
State, Feb. 5, 1927 (not printed), stated that in view of lack of information 
and the impossibility of obtaining action in the current session of Congress it 
would be best to defer action until the next session of Congress (file No, 

763.72118 Au 7/19).
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deposited by the Federal Government of Austria to take care of all 
her obligations arising from awards rendered and to be rendered by 
said Commission. 

The decision, when the moment for making such a declaration has 
come, will be left entirely to the discretion of the said competent 
authorities. The Federal Government of Austria believes, however, 
that in the near future the work of the Tripartite Claims Commission 
will be far enough advanced to allow, even before a complete adjust- 
ment of all claims, a statement as afore indicated. 

This would be the case f. i. if the Commissioner and the American 
Agent in course of the proceedings of the Tripartite Claims Com- 
mission should come to the conclusion that the total of the awards 
already rendered as well as the claims still under consideration will 
at their highest possible extent and value not exceed the 214 million 
cash deposit. 

I have the honor to pray Your Excellency to kindly support my 
Governments request and offer. I may add that the prerequisite 
prescribed by Congress for the return of property, i. e. the making 
of “other suztable provisions” for the satisfaction of American 
claims, seems more than fully complied with in the offer of a cash 
security and payment made by my Government. While in view of 
American traditions and the policy followed by Your Government 
the seized private property could hardly be regarded a true collat- 
eral, (American opinion being loath to satisfy claims against a 
Government with property seized from private citizens) the cash 
deposit of my Government is lacking this deficiency in its character 
as a security or collateral, offering no moral or judicial objections 
against its application towards the settlement of just American 
claims against the Austrian Government. 

Accept [etc. ] Epear ProcHNnik 

763.72113 Au 7/17 

The Secretary of State to the Chairman of the Committee on Ways 
and Means of the House of Representatives (Green) 

Wasuineron, December 10, 1927. 
My Dear Mr. Green: I have been informed by your office that 

you desire to receive, for the information of the Committee, a state- 
ment from me outlining the considerations involved in the question 
whether provision should be made for the return of Austrian and 
Hungarian property at the same time as provision is made for the 
return of the German property sequestrated by the Alien Property 
Custodian, and that in particular you would be pleased to know 
what, if any, representations in the matter may have been made to 

258346—42—vol. 1-25
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the Department of State by the Austrian and Hungarian Govern- 
ments. 

In a note dated November 29, 1927, the Austrian Minister sub- 
mitted on behalf of his Government a proposal from which I under- 
stand that the Austrian Government is prepared to place at the 
disposal of the Government of the United States for the purpose 
of satisfying the awards made against Austria by the Tripartite 
Claims Commission, United States, Austria and Hungary, a sum of 
not more than two and one quarter million dollars in cash, this 
sum to be composed of the funds held by the Alen Property Cus- 
todian which at the time of sequestration belonged to the Austrian 
Government as such, including funds of the State owned Tobacco 
Monopoly (K. K. Osterreichische Tabak Regie), and of such further 

' deposit in cash as may be necessary to bring the total up to the sum 
of two and one quarter million dollars. If this proposal is ac- 
ceptable to the Government of the United States, the Austrian 
Government requests that appropriate recommendation be made to 
the Congress for the enactment during the present session of an 
act of legislation authorizing the Alien Property Custodian to 
release Austrian property as soon as it has been ascertained by the 
competent authorities (for example, the Treasury Department and 
the Commissioner of the Tripartite Claims Commission) that the 
sum of two and one quarter million dollars deposited by the Austrian 
Government is sufficient to satisfy the awards made by the Commis- 
sion against Austria. A copy of the note from the Austrian Min- 
ister is transmitted herewith.®* 

It is my understanding that the figure of two and one quarter mil- 
lion dollars mentioned by the Austrian Minister is based upon an 
estimate prepared by the Austrian Agent before that Commission of 
the maximum probable awards against Austria. An estimate has also 
been prepared by the American Agent, and I transmit herewith a 
copy of the latter’s memorandum containing his estimate which, you 
will note, exceeds the two and one quarter million dollars fixed by the 
Austrian Government as the amount it will make available for the 
satisfaction of the awards. 

In considering whether the present proposal of the Austrian Gov- 
ernment may be regarded as constituting suitable provision for the 
satisfaction of the awards made in favor of American claimants, 
your Committee will no doubt wish to satisfy itself that the amount 
of the awards with interest will not exceed the sum available for their 
satisfaction. In this connection there are two considerations which 
I feel should be brought to your attention. 

me Supra. . | |
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In the first place it should be noted that the Commissioner of the 
Tripartite Claims Commission has held that, unless the Congress de- 
cides to apply the property sequestrated by the Alien Property Cus- 
todian to satisfy the awards of the Commission, neither the Austrian 
nor the Hungarian Government is lable for debts owing by its na- 
tionals to American nationals in respect of which the said Govern- 
ments. employed no measures in the nature of exceptional war 
measures, or measures of transfer, nor can such debts expressed in 
Austrian or Hungarian currency be valorized at the prewar rate of 
exchange, viz. 9.36 cents to the crown. The Commissioner held that 

“... in the event the Government of the United States, through its 
lawmaking power, should elect to adopt the method of payment or 
procedure provided for by paragraph (fh) (2) of Article 249 (282) 
and paragraph 4 of the Annex to Section IV of Part X of the 
Treaty *® and apply the Custodian Property to the payment of the 
claims and debts defined therein, then under the terms of the Treaty 
for the purposes of such payment the American creditors would be 
entitled to have their debts converted into American currency at the 
pre-war rate of exchange and also be entitled to the benefits of para- 
graph 22 of the Annex to Section III of Part X of the Treaty with 
respect to interest. 

“The Commissioner holds that under the Treaty only the Gov- 
ernment of the United States, acting through its law-making power, 
may determine whether or not the proceeds of the liquidation of the 
Custodian Property will be applied to the payment of such claims 
and of such debts as may be found by this Commission to have been 
owing by Austria (Hungary) or its nationals to American nationals.” 
(Administrative Decision No. IT, page 16) 

and that (Administrative Decision No. II, pp. 28, 29) 

“From the analysis of the portions of Sections III and IV of 
Part X of the Treaty applicable to the United States and Austria 
(Hungary) and their respective nationals it appears that the only 
provisions fixing direct and absolute liability on Austria (Hungary) 
for debts owing by their nationals are those embodied in paragraphs 
(e) and (A) (2) of Article 249 (232), in the first of which Austria 
(Hungary) is held liable to make compensation for damage or injury 
resulting from its own acts in applying war measures to American 
property, rights, or interests, including debts, credits, accounts, and 
cash assets, and 1n the second of which Austria (Hungary) is required 
to pay to American nationals or the American Government the pro- 
ceeds of the liquidation of American property, including debts. 

“An indirect liability is fixed on Austria (Hungary) for debts 
owing by its nationals (paragraph (/) of Article 249 (232)) con- 

"The references are to parts of the treaties of St. Germain-en-Laye (signed 
Sept. 10, 1919) and Trianon (signed June 4, 1920) cited in the treaties estab- 
lishing friendly relations between the United States and Austria (signed Aug. 24, 
1921) and Hungary (signed Aug. 29, 1921). For texts of the treaties of St. 
Germain and Trianon, see Malloy, Treaties, 1910-1923, vol. 111, pp. 3149 and 3539. 
For texts of the treaties establishing friendly relations, see Foreign Relations, 
1921, vol. 1, p. 274 and vol. 1, p. 255.
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tingent, however, on the Congress of the United States electing to 
retain and apply the Custodian Property to the payment of claims 
and/or debts in accordance with the provisions of paragraph (A) (2) 
of Article 249 (232) and paragraph 4 of the Annex to Section IV. 

“Austria (Hungary) is, of course, independent of any Treaty pro- 
visions, primarily liable for its public debts, evidenced by its bonds, 
treasury notes, and the like. 

“But nowhere in such of the clauses of the Treaties as became 
effective with respect to the United States and its nationals is there 
found any provision fixing direct and primary liability on Austria 
(Hungary) for the debts of its nationals to American nationals in 
the absence of some act of the Austrian (Hungarian) Government 
operating upon such debts to the prejudice of the American creditors. 
The suggestion that, in the absence of such act by the Austrian (Hun- 
garian) Government, it is obligated to pay American creditors for 
losses sustained by them due to depreciation during and after the 
war in the exchange value of Austro-Hungarian currency can be 
sustained only on the theory that Austria (Hungary) is liable for all 
of the direct and indirect, immediate and ultimate, consequences of 
the war. Clearly such a construction of the Treaty is not justified 
(see reasons set forth in the ‘Opinion in War-Risk Insurance 
Premium Claims’ rendered by the Umpire of the Mixed Claims Com- 
mission, United States and Germany, Decisions and Opinions, pages 
83 to 59, inclusive).” 

In these circumstances it is clear that in the absence of a special 
agreement with the Austrian and Hungarian Governments on this 
point, the status of American claims in respect of crown debts to 
which exceptional war measures have not been applied depends 
upon the position taken by the Congress regarding the disposition 
to be made of the Austrian and Hungarian property held by the Alien 
Property Custodian. 

In the second place, as your Committee no doubt is aware, not 
even full payment by the Austrian Government of the awards which 
the Tripartite Claims Commission may make against that Govern- 
ment will wholly relieve the Austrian property sequestrated by the 
Alien Property Custodian from the charges imposed by the treaties, 
since under Article 177 of the Treaty of St. Germain (the benefits 
of which are accorded to the United States by the Treaty signed at 
Vienna August 24, 1921) Austria accepted responsibility not only 
for herself, but also for her Allies for the loss and damage caused by 
the war, and the Austrian property may, in the discretion of the 
Congress, be applied in satisfaction of Austria’s responsibility for 
loss and damage caused by Germany and/or Hungary. It should, 
therefore, be borne in mind that, according to the best information 
available, the amount of Hungarian property sequestrated by the 
Alien Property Custodian is not sufficient to meet the probable
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awards of the Tripartite Claims Commission against Hungary in- 
dividually, to say nothing of the awards which will be rendered 
against Austria and Hungary jointly on account of reparation claims, 
Hungary’s share of which has been fixed by the Commissioner of 
the Tripartite Claims Commission, United States, Austria and Hun- 
gary, at 36.4 per cent of the whole. (Administrative Decision No. I, 
page 10) In these circumstances the release of the Austrian prop- 
erty apparently would affect directly the interest of claimants against 
Hungary, and the Committee will undoubtedly wish to consider what 
provision is to be made to satisfy awards against Hungary in the 
event that the Austrian and German properties are released. The 
Department of State has received no proposal on this subject from 
the Hungarian Government; on the contrary in a memorandum 
dated December 16, 1926, the Hungarian Minister informed the 
Department that his Government “is not asking for and does not 
believe in an earlier release of the seized property of its nationals, 
but expects to deal with this question when it will logically arise 
at the termination of the work of the Tripartite Claims Commis- 
sion.” A copy of this memorandum was transmitted to the Treas- 
ury Department on December 21, 1926, for its information in con- 
nection with the legislation then pending. A further copy is enclosed 
herewith for the information of your Committee.“ 

While the point is not of much practical significance in view of the 
relatively small amount of Hungarian property sequestrated by the 
Alien Property Custodian, it might be observed to complete the rec- 
ord that under Article 161 of the Treaty of Trianon (the benefits of 
which are accorded to the United States by the treaty signed at 
Budapest August 29, 1921) Hungary accepted responsibility not only 
for herself but also for her Allies for the loss and damage caused by 
the war, and the Hungarian property may, in the discretion of the 
Congress, be applied in satisfaction of Hungary’s responsibility for 
loss and damage caused by Germany and/or Austria. Mutatis 
mutandis the situation with respect to Germany and the German 
property is the same. 

In conclusion may I request that the enclosed communications from 
the Austrian and Hungarian Legations be treated as confidential. 
If your Committee desires to give them any publicity, the Depart- 
ment will be happy to request the consent of the Austrian and 
Hungarian Governments thereto. 

I am [etc.] Frank B. Ketxoaa 

” Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 1, p. 148. 
“ Not printed.
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{Enclosure] 

Memorandum by the Agent of the United States, Tripartite Claims 
Commission (Bonynge) 

MermoraNnpum or AWARDS AND INTERLOCUTORY JUDGMENTS AND Estt- 
MATED AMOUNTS INVOLVED IN CLAIMS PENDING AGAINST AUSTRIA 
AND Huncary 

An estimate has been made by the American Agency of the total 
amount of the awards and of the probable awards to be entered by 
the Tripartite Claims Commission against Austria and Hungary. 

This estimate, except as to the awards and interlocutory judgments 
that have been actually entered, is necessarily only a rough estimate 
based on a cursory examination of each of the files, and on such 
information as is now obtainable in reference to the claims that have 
not been finally submitted to the Commission. It is subject to revi- 
sion upon a full development of the facts in each of the claims 
which have not been passed upon by the Commission. 

In making the estimate no account has been taken of the claims 
in the unknown address file, nor of the principal of any bonds that 
matured during the war period, except such as are now known to have 
matured during that period. No exact computation of the interest 
from varying dates or at different rates has been made, but the 
interest has been computed at the average rate of four per cent for 
a period of ten years. All of the claims have been valorized at the 
pre-war rate of exchange, namely, 9.36 cents to the Kronen. In the 
case of debts payable in gold or foreign currency, the gold value and 
the pre-war rate of exchange have been adopted. 

This is the best and most accurate estimate that the American 
Agency is able to make with the information now available. 

The result is as follows: 

Awards entered and estimated to be entered against 
Austria and Hungary ....... . . . $861,096. 39 

Awards entered and estimated to be entered against 
Austria. 2. 6. 2. 6 ee eee ee ew 2, 628, 542. 97 

Awards entered and estimated to be entered against 
Hungary ............ . . . 82,667.16 

Total. . . . . . 1. we ee. 8, 767, 806. 52 

Rozsert W. BoNYNGE 
Wasuineton, November 22, 1927.
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ADDITIONAL PROTOCOL BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND OTHER 

AMERICAN REPUBLICS, SIGNED OCTOBER 19, 1927, AMENDING THE 

PAN AMERICAN SANITARY CONVENTION OF NOVEMBER 14, 1924* 

Treaty Series No. 763 

Additional Protocol Between the United States of America and Other 
American Republics, Signed at Lima, October 19, 1927 * 

The Presidents of the Argentine Republic, Bolivia, the United 

States of Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, Cuba, Ecuador, the United 
States of America, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama, 
Paraguay, Peru, the Dominican Republic, Uruguay and the United 
States of Venezuela, desirous of adding to the Sanitary Convention 
signed at Habana on November 14, 1924, have appointed as their 

plenipotentiaries, to wit: 

Argentine Republic: Dr. Laurentino Olascoaga 
Dr. Nicolas Lozano 
Dr. Alfredo Sordelli 

Bolivia: Dr. Adolfo Flores 
Dr. Adolfo Duran 

United States of Brazil: Dr. Joao Pedro de Albuquerque 
Dr. Bento Oswaldo Cruz 

Colombia: Dr. Julio Aparicio 
Costa Rica: Dr. Solén Nijfiez F. 

Mr. Jaime G. Bennett 
Cuba : Dr. Fernando Rensoli 

Dr. Mario G. Lebredo 

Kcuador: Dr. Luis M. Cueva 
United States of America: Dr. Hugh S. Cumming 

Dr. Bolivar J. Lloyd 
Dr. John D. Long 

Guatemala : Mr. Pablo Emilio Guedes 
Haiti: Mr. Victor Kieffer Marchand 

Dr. Guillermo Angulo P. A. 
Honduras: Dr. José Jorge Callejas 
Nicaragua: Mr. Julio C. Gastiaburt 

° For text of the convention of 1924, see Foreign Relations, 1924, vol. 1, 

” «Signed in Spanish ; the translation printed in the Department of State Treaty 
Series is reproduced here. Ratification advised by the Senate, Feb. 24, 1928; 
ratified by the President, Mar. 14, 1928; ratification of the United States deposited 
roon the Government of Peru, July 3, 1928; proclaimed by the President, July 5,
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Panama: Dr. José Guillermo Lewis 

Paraguay: Dr. Isidro Ramirez 

Peru: Dr. Carlos Enrique Paz Soldan 

Dr. Sebastian Lorente 
Dr. Baltazar Caravedo 

Dr. Daniel E. Lavoreria 

Dr. Julio C. Gastiaburt 

Dominican Republic: Dr. Ramon Baez Soler 
Dr. Alejandro Bussalleu 

Uruguay: Dr. Justo F. Gonzalez 

United States of Venezuela: Dr. Emilio Ochoa 

Who, after communicating to one another their full powers and 
finding them in due form, have agreed to adopt, ad referendum, the 

following: 

ADDITIONAL PROTOCOL TO THE PAN AMERICAN SANITARY CODE 

The ratification[s] of the Pan American Sanitary Code shall be 

deposited in the Office of the Secretary of State of the Republic of 
Cuba and the Cuban Government shall communicate these ratifi- 

cations to the other signatory States, which communication shall 
constitute exchange of ratifications. The Convention shall become 

effective in each of the signatory States on the date of ratification 

thereof by said State, and shall remain in force without limitation of 
time, each one of the signatory or adherent States reserving the right 
to withdraw from the Convention by giving in due form a year’s 

notice in advance to the Government of the Republic of Cuba. 

- Done and signed in the City of Lima on the nineteenth day of 
October, nineteen hundred and twenty-seven, in duplicate, one of 
which shall be sent to the Ministry of Foreign Relations of Peru and 
the other to the Pan American Sanitary Office, so that copies thereof 

may be distributed through the diplomatic channel, to the signatory 
and adhering Governments. 

For the Argentine Republic: 

Laurentino Olascoaga 

Nicolas Lozano 

A, Sordelli 

For Bolivia: 

A. Flores 
Adolfo F. Duran 

For the United States of Brazil: 
Joao Pedro de Albuquerque 

Bento Oswaldo Cruz
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For Colombia: 
Julio Aparicio 

For Costa Rica: 
Solén Nifiez 
Jaime G. Bennett 

For Cuba: 
D. F. Rensoli 
Dr. Mario G. Lebredo 

For Ecuador: 

Luis M. Cueva 

For the United States of America: 
Hugh S. Cumming 
Bolivar J. Lloyd : 
John D. Long 

For Guatemala: 

Pablo Emilio Guedes 
For Haiti: 

V. Kiefer Marchand 
| Gmo. Angulo P. A. 

For Honduras: 

José J. Callejas 
For Nicaragua: 

J. C. Gastiaburt 
For Panama: 

José G. Lewis 
For Paraguay: 

Isidro Ramirez 
For Peru: 

Carlos Enrique Paz Soldan 
Sebastian Lorente 
Baltazar Caravedo 

D. E. Lavoreria 

J. C. Gastiaburt 
For Dominican Republic: 

R. Baez Soler 
A. Bussalleu 

For Uruguay: 
Justo F. Gonzalez 

For the United States of Venezuela: 

E. Ochoa
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CIRCULAR INSTRUCTION TO DIPLOMATIC OFFICERS AND CERTAIN 

CONSULAR OFFICERS CONCERNING QUESTIONS ARISING FROM 

THE NEGOTIATION OF FOREIGN LOANS BY AMERICAN BANKERS 

800.51/572a 

The Secretary of State to Diplomatic Officers and Certain Consular 

Officers 

Diplomatic Serial No. 681 WasHineron, December 28, 1927. 
Sirs: The following discussion of questions arising in connection 

with the negotiation of foreign loans by American bankers is trans- 
mitted in view of inquiries and suggestions received from diplomatic 

officers. 
(1) The Department expects its diplomatic officers to extend to 

responsible representatives of legitimate American interests, without 

discriminating between competing American interests, such assistance 

as may be consistent with their other duties and their diplomatic 

character (see Instructions to Diplomatic Officers of the United 

| tates, March 8, 1927, Paragraphs VIJI-10, XI-1, XI-7, XI-10, 
XI-11, XVI-4, and XVI-7). The Department must of course rely 
largely on the good judgment and sense of propriety of its repre- 
sentatives as to the form of proper assistance. Such assistance nor- 
mally may include aid in the establishment of contacts, the giving 

of information, and the making of judicious suggestions, but diplo- 
matic officers will carefully avoid acting as intermediaries or partici- 
pating in private business transactions, or taking responsibility for 
decisions of the private American interests concerned. 

It will be recognized, however, that assistance in the negotia- 
tion of loans is affected with considerations of special delicacy, not 
only because of the reserve customary in any relationship affecting 
important credit transactions, but also because of tendencies evident 
in several quarters to emphasize, exaggerate, or misunderstand any 
relationship of the Department or its officers to financial negotia- 
tions. While this does not preclude the assistance normally given 
to American interests, special care should be taken that the record 
with respect to financial negotiations be clear and self-explanatory 

and that diplomatic officers in no way inadvertently lend color to 
claims or imputations that there exist, between the Department and 

bankers interested in negotiating foreign loans, relationships in- 
volving the responsibility of the Department in connection with 
such loans, 

Thus, for example, in cases where there is no obvious occasion 
for recourse to missions for a letter of introduction, it may be well 
discreetly to discourage such requests or to satisfy them by giving 
merely a card of introduction. Similarly, missions should discour-
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age the transmission of private messages through official channels, 
or, where the conditions are such as to justify the use of official 
channels, as in the case of authenticating the signatures of important 
papers, the text of the message should be self-explanatory as to its 
private origin and the occasion for the channel of transmission 
(see Diplomatic Serial No. 28 [280], July 9, 1924).** A United 
States Senator has cited such a telegraphic authentication as evi- 
dence of the Department’s sponsorship of a private loan. 

Information which diplomatic officers can give in reply to in- 
quiries of bankers is, in the nature of the case, merely supplemen- 
tary to information otherwise available to them—a well-known 
manual lists under twenty-five heads “some of the points” to be 

considered in purchasing foreign Government bonds. Presumably 
it will be oral, personal in tone, and accompanied with some dis- 
claimer of relieving the bankers of any part of the responsibility 
toward bond buyers which the ethics and practices of investment 
banking impose upon them with respect to sponsoring flotations of 
foreign and domestic issues alike. In this connection the following 
is quoted from the Annual Report of the Secretary of the Treasury 
for the year ended June 30, 1926: 

“The question of the soundness of a particular loan is not one 
upon which the Federal Government should pass, but it is the banker 
floating the loan in this country who must decide this question in 
the first instance, and it is the investor using his savings to acquire 
the security who must finally decide whether or not the risk is to 
be accepted. The test of the security of a foreign loan does not 
differ from the test of the security of a domestic loan.” 

(2) Suggestions have been received that in connection with the 
Department’s announcement of March 3, 1922*> (see Diplomatic 
Serial No. 118, May 16, 1922 **), the Department should require of 
American bankers, in the case of loans for industrial purposes, a 
guarantee that the books of the borrower have been audited by 
responsible accountants, or that the Department should at least ask 
its missions abroad whether they know of any reason why the De- 
partment should object to a loan. 

The Department, in its announcement of March 3, 1922, and its 
letters to bankers pursuant to the announcement, has uniformly 
stated that it will not pass upon the merits of foreign loans as busi- 
ness propositions, nor assume any responsibility whatever in con- 
nection with loan transactions. In view of the consideration that if 
the Department in some instances raises questions of the investment 
merit of particular loans, it may soon be considered to have no doubt 

“Not printed. 
* Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, p. 557. 
“Not printed,
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of the investment merit of a loan when it expresses none, correspond- 
ence pursuant to that announcement is the most inappropriate occasion 

for giving bankers credit information. 
American bankers may at will, and frequently do, have recourse 

for information to the Department of Commerce, which is charged 

with the dissemination of commercial information and which has 
established in the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce a 
Finance and Investment Division. This is the normal channel for 
inquiry for such bankers as may desire to supplement other available 

information with that obtainable from the information services of 
the Government. Subject to such censorship and editing as the 
Department may undertake, reports of foreign service officers on 
financial subjects are transmitted in routine to the Department of 
Commerce. It is felt that only in case of information presumably 
not available through this or other channels to bankers exercising 
due diligence would there arise the exceptional case of any ethical 
obligation on the part of the Department of State to volunteer credit 
information to bankers writing the Department for the entirely dif- 
ferent purpose of allowing it to express its views on the possible 
national interests involved in a contemplated loan. 

- While the Department feels that in view of their responsibilities 
bankers contemplating the issue of foreign loans must rely primarily 
upon independent investigation and study and only incidentally upon 

Governmental sources of information, the Department welcomes the 
interest which diplomatic officers have taken in reporting particular 
credit situations regarding which they feel concern. 

Such reports are carefully observed by the Department of State 
and other Departments and, in view of the breadth and importance 
of American interest in foreign investments, they may serve a very 
useful purpose through such confidential dissemination as they may 
be given by the Department of Commerce or as information in the 
possession of the Department in the event of direct consultation of 
the Department by interested American citizens. 

The Department indicates objection to loans only in view of im- 
portant interests of national policy. Regarding situations of this 

degree of importance it will ordinarily have in its possession sufficient 
information to guide its action without ad hoe consultation of its 
missions. At times it has consulted its missions upon receiving an 
inquiry from bankers but the establishment of a routine practice of 
doing so would not be justified in view of the simplicity of the ques- 
tions involved in most loan inquiries and of the importance of 
promptness in replying to them in order that important operations 

of American bankers be not subjected to the delay often incident to 
Governmental procedure.
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(3) It will be advisable to bring to the attention of Commercial 
Attachés or Trade Commissioners the policies herein set forth, par- 
ticularly in the event of negotiations for a Government loan. Amer- 
ican officials of Departments other than the Department of State 
should act in any relations with foreign officials only with the full 
knowledge and approval of the diplomatic officer in charge of the 
mission. 

I am [etc. ] Frank B. KEtioce 

BOUNDARY DISPUTES 

Bolivia and Paraguay “ 

724,.3415/117 

The Minster in Paraguay (Kreeck) to the Secretary of State 

No. 245 Asunci6n, February 9, 1927. 

[Received March 17.] 
Sir: With reference to the possible submission of the Paraguayan- 

Bolivian boundary question to the Government of Argentina, re- 
ported in this Mission’s despatch No. 238, dated February 3, 1927,48 
I have the honor to report as follows. 

The Minister of Foreign Affairs offers the information that this 
morning he received a telegram from the Paraguayan Minister of 
Hacienda, Dr. Manuel Benitez, now in Buenos Aires, stating that 
Bolivia had accepted the good offices of Argentina. 

He further stated that, under the circumstances, Paraguay would 
not submit to the United States the note of which he had pre- 
viously spoken, and of which the Department was informed in this 
Legation’s telegram No. 15 and its despatch No. 208, both of De- 
cember 7, 1926. At least, not at this time. He is doubtful if 
Bolivian representatives will appear when the time is set for con- 
ference, as upon two former occasions they failed to attend at the 
agreed time and place. 

It is possible, however, he said, that Bolivia might make a pre- 
tense of desiring the solution of the question, inasmuch as he had 
been advised that the Bolivian Minister of Foreign Affairs had 
stated that he would confer with the Argentine Chancellory during 
the first week in March. 

If the question can be settled by the good offices of Argentina, 
all well and good, but if from any cause failure should result, Para- 

“ Continued from Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 1, pp. 581-534. 
* Not printed. 
“Telegram No. 15 not printed; despatch No. 203 printed in Foreign Rela- 

tions, 1926, vol. 1, p. 583.
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guay will immediately ask the United States to solve the difficulty. 
It is the Minister’s opinion that this will be the outcome in the 

end. 
I have [etc.] Gro. L. Kreeck 

724,3415/113 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Paraguay (Kreeck) 

No. 362 Wasuineton, March 17, 1927. 
Sm: The Department has received and read with interest your 

confidential despatch, No. 238 of February 3 last, on the subject 
of the boundary dispute between Bolivia and Paraguay, of which 
copies have been sent to the American Minister at La Paz and the 
Chargé d’Affaires ad interim at Buenos Aires for their confidential 
information. 

It is noted from the last paragraph of your strictly confidential 
despatch, No. 144 of September 10 last,>' to which reference is made, 
that in previous conversations on this subject with the Paraguayan 
Minister for Foreign Affairs you were careful to avoid any indication 
or comment as to the possibility that the Government of the United 
States might be willing to enter into negotiations looking to the set- 
tlement of the controversy. The Department assumes that you have 
consistently maintained this attitude, which has its entire approval. 
This Government is particularly anxious not to appear in any way 
to invite a request for its assistance, nor does it wish to predict 
what its position toward such a request might be. The Depart-. 
ment believes that in the circumstances further inquiries on your 
part might be misunderstood, and therefore desires you to refrain 
from making them. If the Minister for Foreign Affairs again raises 
the subject, you will say merely that you will ask the Department 
for instructions. 

I am [etc. ] 
For the Secretary of State: 

JosEPH C. GREW 

724,8415/132 

The Chargé in Argentina (Cable) to the Secretary of State 

No. 275 Buenos Ames, April 29, 1927. 
[Received June 8. | 

Sir: I have the honor to report that on April 22, 1927, a protocol 
was signed in Buenos Aires by Dr. Alberto Gutierrez, the Minister 

° Not printed. 
™ Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 1, p. 582.
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of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia, and Dr. Lisandro Diaz Leon, the 
Minister of Paraguay at La Paz, in which Bolivia and Paraguay ac- 
cept the good offices of Argentina in the matter of the boundary dispute 
between the two countries, 

It appears that several years ago, at a time when the Paraguayan- 
Bolivian relations had reached an acute stage, the Argentine Govern- 
ment tendered its good offices to the nations in question with a view 
to furthering an amicable settlement of this problem. The signing of 
the Protocol, therefore, can probably be ascribed to Argentina’s efforts. 

The text of this document has been published by Za Prensa, a trans- 
lation of which reads as follows: 

“Messrs. Alberto Gutierrez, Minister for Foreign Affairs of Bo- 
livia, and Lisandro Diaz Leon, National Deputy of Paraguay, having 
met at the Legation of Bolivia in the City of Buenos Aires, on the 
22nd day of the month of April, 1927, and being duly authorized by 
their respective Governments and animated by the desire to define 
and fix the international boundaries between the Republics of Bolivia 
and Paraguay in a friendly and satisfactory manner, have agreed 
upon the following: 

“I. To repeat the acceptance of the good offices tendered by the 
Government of the Argentine Republic, with a view to promoting 
the cordial renewal of the negotiations to solve the boundary ques- 
tion existing between the two countries. 

“II. For this purpose both parties agree to appoint Plenipoten- 
tiaries who will meet in this Capital within ninety days of the 
approval of this Protocol by the respective Governments. 

“III. The Plenipotentiaries must define the matters which will form 
the subject of their deliberations. The arguments or proposals which 
will be presented in order to determine the boundary may include, 
in addition to the proof or antecedents of each legal claim, formulas 
of adjustment or territorial compensations. 

“IV. Should it prove impossible to arrive at an agreement respect- 
ing the definite determination of the international frontier, the Pleni- 
potentiaries will state the reasons for the disagreement and fix the 
limits of the zone which will form the subject of the decision of an 
Arbitral Tribunal to be appointed by mutual agreement. 

“V. Each one of these results will be communicated to the Gov- 
ernment of the Argentine Republic, under whose good offices the 
conferences will be held, at the same time that they are transmitted 
to the respective Governments. 

“This Protocol, which is signed in duplicate, will be approved by 
the respective Governments as soon as possible.” 

“Signed: A. Gutierrez 
“Signed: Lisandro Diaz Leon.” 

The Department will note that no mention is made in the Protocol 

of the character or composition of the Arbitral Tribunal which may 
be convened, should the nations in question fail to reach a settlement 
of their dispute. 

Approved by the Governments of Bolivia and Paraguay June 29, 1927.
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There has been as yet but little press comment on this event. The 
Buenos Aires Herald, however, says that Dr. Gallardo and the Argen- 
tine Foreign Office deserve all congratulations for their good work of 
inducing the Governments of Paraguay and Bolivia peacefully to 
discuss their differences in the calm atmosphere of Buenos Aires. 

I have [etc. ] Puinanper L. Case 

724,3415/158 

The Ambassador in Argentina (Bliss) to the Secretary of State 

No. 26 Buenos Arres, October 3, 1927. 
[Received October 26. | 

Sm: With reference to the Embassy’s despatch No. 275 of April 29, 
1927, I have the honor to inform the Department that in pursuance 
to the Protocol signed at Buenos Aires on April 22, by Dr. Alberto 

Gutierrez, the Bolivian Minister for Foreign Affairs, and Sr. Lisandro 
Diaz Leon, the Paraguayan Minister at La Paz, the International 

Conference which will attempt to determine the boundary between 
Paraguay and Bolivia held its first meeting on Thursday, September 

29, at 4 o’clock, in one of the rooms of the Foreign Office. 
The Paraguayan Commission is presided over by Dr. Eusebio 

Ayala, former Minister in Washington. The other members are: 
Sefiores José P. Guggiari, President of the Chamber of Deputies and 
leader of the Liberal Party; Francisco G. Chaves, leader of the Re- 
publican Party; Fulgencio R. Moreno and Manuel Dominguez. Cap- 
tain Elias Ayala of the Paraguayan Navy and Sr. José Antonio 
Moreno are assisting in an advisory capacity, together with Dr. Pedro 

Saguier, Minister to Argentina. 
The leader of the Bolivian Commission is Dr. José Maria Escalier. 

The other members are Dr. Daniel Sanchez Bustamante, a former 
Minister for Foreign Affairs and Public Instruction, who represented 
Bolivia in 1920 at the Assembly of the League of Nations, Sr. Ricardo 
Mujia and General Carlos Blanco Galindo. Colonel Oscar Mariaca 
Pando, Dr. Miguel Mercado Moreira and Sr. Julio Gutierrez are act- 
ing as advisers of the Commissioners, and Dr. Alberto Diez de Me- 
dina, Bolivian Minister to Argentina, is collaborating with the 

delegates. 
The Argentine Government will be represented at the Conference 

by Dr. Isidro Ruiz Moreno, the Solicitor of the Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs. 

Upon their arrival at the Foreign Office the delegates were received 
by Dr. Sagarna, the Minister for Foreign Affairs ad interim. After 
the exchange of credentials Dr. Sagarna, who presided over the first, 
meeting, welcomed the commissioners in the name cf President Alvear 
and explained that Argentina had extended its good offices in the
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desire that the long standing difficulty should be satisfactorily solved 
without injury to the sovereignty of either nation. Both delegations 
were then received by President Alvear, to whom they presented 
their respects. 

Certain Paraguayan and Bolivian delegates have given interviews 
to the press, couched in vague but optimistic terms, alleging that their 
respective delegations are inspired by a spirit of justice and friend- 
ship. Dr. Mujia, of the Bolivian Delegation, however, is reported 
to have stated that his country must have an outlet on the Paraguay 
River, which should be not only of immense benefit to Bolivian com- 
merce, but of great value to Paraguay. On the other hand, Dr. 
Guggiari, one of the Paraguayan representatives, has pointed out to 
La Nacion that his country is much more vitally interested than 
Bolivia in the Northern Chaco and has substantiated its claims re- 
peatedly during the last half century by military occupation, com- 
mercial concessions, etc. This interview has called forth a sharp 
reply from Dr. Escalier, who, in a letter to Za Nacton, expressed his 
surprise at Dr. Guggiari’s statements and asserted that the Bolivian 
delegates could also proclaim the incontestable rights of Bolivia to 
the Northern Chaco. 
Among Argentine officials there seems to be slight hope of the Con- 

ference reaching a solution of this long outstanding controversy. In 
Paraguay, so I am informed by the diplomatic representative to 
Argentina from a neighboring country, who has just returned to 
Buenos Aires from a visit to Asuncion, there is a pronounced feeling 
of pessimism on the outcome of the Conference, and public opinion 
is strongly adverse to making any concessions to Bolivia. 

It will be remembered that Article 4 of the Protocol of April 22 
provides for the formation of an arbitral tribunal should the present 
Conference fail to reach a definite agreement. In this connection 
press reports of apparently trustworthy character state that the Ar- 
gentine Government would decline to accept a membership in any 
arbitral tribunal that might be formed in pursuance to this Article, 
and it has been confided to me by a high Government official that 
President Alvear would not consent to act as arbitrator. 

I have [etc. | Rosert Woops Buss 

724,3415/178 

The Ambassador in Argentina (Bliss) to the Secretary of State 

No. 92 BurEnos Asres, December 6, 1927. 
[Received January 5, 1928. | 

Sir: With reference to my despatch No. 26 of October 3, I have the 
honor to state that the negotiations of the Paraguayan and Bolivian 

258346—42—vol. I-26
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delegations appointed in pursuance of the Gutierrez-Diaz Ledén pro- 
tocol appear to have reached an impasse. It is reported that the 
cause of the difficulties encountered by these delegations consists in 
the divergence of opinion on the subject of the status guo which the 
Department will remember was defined in the Pinilla-Soler protocol 
of 1907. The Paraguayan representatives desire to reach, first of 
all, some kind of a modus vivendi based upon this status quo after 
which the determination of the international boundary could be ar- 
rived at by direct negotiations. Should these fail, an arbitral tri- 
bunal would be appointed and the limits of the territory defined that 

would be submitted to its decision. 
It is stated, however, that the Bolivians decline to consider at 

present any such status quo or modus vivendi, asserting that the 
delimitation of the international boundary must be first considered 
and not matters of relatively secondary importance. It is also re- 
ported that, according to the Bolivian viewpoint, the status guo of 
the Pinilla-Soler protocol had no bearing upon the boundary lines 
which, according to the terms of that protocol, were to be submitted 
to arbitration and which, the Bolivians allege, were altered by the 
Mujia-Ayala protocol of 1913.5 The Bolivian delegates also declare 
that the status guo had reference only to actual possessions and not 
to boundaries. 

To the observation of the Paraguayan delegates that Bolivia has 
erected forts to the eastward of the line stipulated in the Pinilla- 
Soler protocol, their Bolivian confreres reply that Paraguay has also 
made important advances into the disputed territory. 

It 1s alleged in this connection, however, that should the Paraguayan 
thesis be adopted, it would not mean thas Bolivia would be compelled, 
for this reason, to evacuate the forts, as such evacuation would occur 
only in the event that the treaty or arbitral decision gave the territory 
to Paraguay. It would, however, be equivalent to a recognition by 
the Bolivians that their occupation of this country was merely de facto 
and not de jure. 

During October and November the delegations have held a number 
of plenary sessions for the purpose of presenting various memoranda 
and counter memoranda setting forth their views with respect to the 
status quo. These memoranda are now being studied by a special 
committee appointed for this purpose. This committee is composed 
of the following persons: 

The Bolivian Plenipotentiaries, Doctors José Marfa Escalier and 
Daniel Sanchez Bustamante. 

= Foreign Relations, 1907, pt. 1, p. 87. 
* Tbid., 1915, p. 38.



GENERAL 321 

The Paraguayan Plenipotentiaries, Doctors Eusebio Ayala, José P. 
Guggiari and Fulgencio R. Moreno, together with several technical 

advisers, 
It will also examine the problems presented by the delimitation of 

the frontier and the possible establishment of an arbitral tribunal. 
For the time being, therefore, the plenary sessions of the delegations 
have been suspended. 

It is stated that but slight hopes are entertained of solving the 
difficulty in question, although Dr. Ayala expressed himself in opti- 
mistic terms on the occasion of a recent visit to Asuncién. Should the 
direct negotiations terminate in failure, the appointment of an arbitral 
tribunal, as provided in Article IV of the Gutierrez-Diaz Leén pro- 
tocol, would appear to be the next step to be taken by both Governments. 

I have [etc. | Rosert Woops Buiss 

724.3415/171 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Argentina (Bliss) to the Secretary of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Buenos Arres, December 19, 1927—7 p.m. 
[Received 10 p. m.] 

109. A report that the Government of Argentina had offered its 
mediation to settle the boundary dispute between Bolivia and Para- 
guay has been given prominence in Za Nacién. The Foreign Minister 
has denied in the paper that the Government of Argentina had offered 
mediation. 

I have ascertained from a reliable source that about a week ago the 
, Government of Argentina instructed its diplomatic representatives 

at Asuncién and La Paz to inform the Governments to which they 
are accredited in the following sense: An impasse having apparently 
been reached in the negotiations between the Governments of Bolivia 
and Paraguay to settle the long-standing boundary dispute, the Gov- 
ernment of Argentina deemed it important to settle the matter before 
the Pan American Conference opened next month. As an evidence 
of its friendly and neighborly sentiments and since the meetings of 
the Joint Commission were being held in Buenos Aires, the Govern- 
ment of Argentina made the suggestion that an agreement be reached 
between the two parties along the following lines: 

1. That the matter be submitted to definite arbitration. 
2. That police forces be substituted for military forces in the small 

regiments in the territory in dispute and along the frontiers. 
3. That a nonaggression pact effective until the disputed question 

is finally adjudged, be signed by Bolivia and Paraguay.
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Bolivia answered that it gladly accepted Argentina’s offer of medi- 
ation, and Argentina replied that it had not offered to act as mediator, 
would not accept [a request?] to arbitrate, and had only suggested 
a logical and final way out of the present difficulty. Paraguay an- 
swered that it accepted the Argentine suggestion in principle. 

| Buss 

724,3415/180 

The Ambassador in Argentina (Bliss) to the Secretary of State 

No. 114 Buenos Arrss, December 28, 1927. 
[Received January 18, 1928. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to inform the Department that the Para- 
guayan and Bolivian Boundary Commissions, which have been at- 
tempting, without success, to settle the boundary dispute between 
their respective countries, adopted yesterday a resolution, which was 
immediately made public. A translation of this resolution reads as 
follows: 

“As the Governments of Bolivia and Paraguay have accepted, in 
principle, the friendly suggestion of the Government of the Argen- 
tine Republic, as a means whereby the plenipotentiaries of the 
Boundary Conference who have met in this Capital may be enabled 
to continue their task, in view of the lateness of the season and the 
advisability for both delegations to place themselves in contact with 
their respective Chancelleries, it is resolved: To suspend the Con- 
ference until March 15, 1928.” 

As stated in my telegram No. 113 of December 23,5° a member of 
the Paraguayan delegation informed me that during the interim the 
Argentine suggestions, set forth in my telegram No. 109 of December 
19, will be carefully considered by both Governments. He expressed 
to me the belief that favorable chances existed for the boundary 
dispute being ultimately submitted to arbitration. 

I have [etc. ] Rosert Woops Briss 

Colombia and Nicaragua * 

717.2114/50 : Telegram 

The Minister in Nicaragua (Eberhardt) to the Secretary of State 

Manacua, July 28, 1927—4 p. m. 
[Received 7:45 p. m.] 

181. The Colombian Minister has just returned to Managua and 

states that he expected to revive with the Nicaraguan Government 

* Not printed. 
® Continued from Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, pp. 481-435.
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the question of the San Andrés Archipelago. I have discussed the 
subject with Diaz who informs me that he favors the settlement pro- 
posed by Colombia as set forth in the Department’s instruction 212 
directed to Secretary Thurston under date of March 25 [27], 1925 
and if the Department so desires will instruct Minister for Foreign 
Affairs to commence preliminary negotiations with Colombian Min- 

ister tending toward such settlement. 
EBERHARDT 

717.2114/67 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[WasHrneton,| August 1, 1927. 

SETTLEMENT OF TERRITORIAL QUESTION BETWEEN COLOMBIA AND 
NICARAGUA 

The Colombian Minister called on Monday, August 1, at my re- 
quest. I told him that in the course of the last three or four years 
when we were discussing together the settlement of the boundary 
between Colombia and Panama and the boundaries between Colombia 
and Peru and Colombia and Brazil he had said that when these were 
finished Colombia would have but one outstanding territorial ques- 

tion, namely, that with Nicaragua which he would like to have 
settled here also. I told him that the Department had now received 
a telegram from the Legation in Nicaragua, stating that the Colom- 
bian Minister had just returned to Managua and had said that he 
expects to reopen this question with the Nicaraguan Government. 
The matter had been discussed between President Diaz and the Amer- 
ican Minister and it seemed possible that Nicaragua might request the 
views of this Government regarding the matter. 

T reminded the Minister that some two years ago the question had 
come up and that Colombia had then suggested a settlement by which 
Colombia would withdraw her claim and would recognize Nicaraguan 
sovereignty over the Mosquito Coast and Great and Little Corn 
Islands if Nicaragua, in return, would recognize Colombian sover- 
eignty over the Islands of San Andrés and Providencia. Nicaragua 
had declined such a settlement and had stated in return that Nica- 
ragua could not discuss the Mosquito Coast nor Great and Little Corn 
Islands, which must be recognized as Nicaraguan, but would be will- 
ing to arbitrate the question of San Andrés and Providencia. So 
far as I knew, this matter had not progressed further, but I pre- 
sumed this had not been accepted by Colombia as Colombia was now 
opening the matter further. 

" Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, p. 481.
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Sefior Olaya replied that this had been rejected; that Colombia 
could not arbitrate only a portion of the claims, that either the full 
claims of both would have to be arbitrated or there would have to 
be some outside settlement and Colombia really did not want to arbi- 
trate the question of the San Andrés Islands. Besides holding valid 
titles to these Islands from Spain, these Islands were inhabited and 
had been administered by Colombia for the last 125 years. Hence 
Colombia would not wish to arbitrate giving them up, but Colombia 
he thought would be willing to make the same arrangement as pro- 
posed two years ago. I told the Minister that it might be possible 
for this Government to be of some help in the matter and, as he 
knew, the Department was always glad to be of assistance, at the 
request of both parties, to the Republics of this hemisphere in settling 
their difficulties. There was also a question in which the United 
States was also involved and before going further in the matter I 
would like to know whether Colombia regarded Roncador Key, 
Quita Sueho Bank, and the Serrana Bank as part of San Andrés 
Archipelago. The Minister would recall that President Wilson had 
issued proclamations in 1919** declaring these uninhabited Islands 
possessions of the United States by virtue of the so-called Guano 
Act.°° During the last year, when I was away from the Department, 
the question had come up in connection with some British seamen, I 
thought, and I felt it would be well to have it definitely settled that 
these Islands were not a part of the San Andrés Archipelago. 

The Minister replied that this was a matter in which there was 
a difference of opinion; that the Islands were practically worthless. 
Part of the year they are completely submerged and the rest of the 
year are used by fishermen and also have some slight value on ac- 
count of guano deposits. The Islands are a danger to navigation, 
especially when submerged and that he presumed the main interest 
of the United States in the Islands was on account of the danger to 
shipping and the necessity of maintaining lighthouses there. 

The Minister stated that he was without instructions from his 
Government, that he had studied the matter very closely and he 
would like to make a personal suggestion which, if acceptable, he 
would recommend to his Government: 

Colombia and Nicaragua to conclude a treaty by which Nicaraguan 
sovereignty is recognized over the Mosquito Coast and Great and 
Little Corn Island[s] and Colombia would also in the same act con- 
firm the rights of the United States to Great and Little Corn Islands 
obtained by the Treaty with Nicaragua of 1914.° Nicaragua would 
recognize Colombian sovereignty over the Islands of San Andrés 

8 Foreign Relations, 1919, vol. 1, pp. 796, 797. 
® Guano Act of Aug. 18, 1856: 11 Stat. 119. 
“Foreign Relations, 1916, p. 849.
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and Providencia, and Colombia and the United States would submit 
to arbitration the ownership of the other keys and Colombia would 
agree, should she win the arbitration, to sell these keys to the United 
States, should the United States so desire, for a consideration to be 
agreed upon between the two Governments. 

The Minister stated that it was a question of amour propre for 
Colombia as she could not well give up the Islands or recognize 
American jurisdiction over them except through arbitration and that 
he felt sure that Colombia would accept anybody proposed by the 
United States as arbitrator. I told the Minister I would look into 
the matter and advise him later. 

F[rancis|] W[arre] 

717.2114/68 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

| Wasuineton,| August 2, 1927. 

THREE PossizLE ForMULAS FoR SETTLEMENT OF TERRITORIAL QUESTION 

BETWEEN CoLoMBIA AND NICARAGUA 

The Colombian Minister called on Tuesday, August 2, and said 
that he had been thinking over the question of the Colombian-Nica- 
raguan territorial dispute as well as the question of Roncador, Quita 

Sueno, and Serranilla keys, and that he had jotted down three 
possible formulas for settling the matter. He read these over to me 
and left a copy thereof which is attached hereto.*t The Minister 
stated that he thought that perhaps the third was the most 
acceptable. 
When the Minister first came in he stated that he had thought up 

four solutions, although his memorandum contained but three. I 
therefore told him that while I had not yet been able to study the 
matter fully as some of the papers were in rather inaccessible 
archives and I had not yet been able to get hold of them, I had never- 
theless read certain of the papers and it appeared to me that we 
were making a great deal out of a very small matter. These keys 
had been claimed by the United States since about 1869 and the 
President had issued a proclamation in 1919 formally declaring them 
to be under the sole and exclusive jurisdiction of the United States 
and out of the jurisdiction of any other Government. Furthermore, 
these keys appeared to have very little intrinsic value; that they do 
constitute a very real menace to shipping, lying as they do on the 
trade route between the Panama Canal and the Straits of Yucatan. 

“* Memorandum infra.
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That being the case, the United States had erected lighthouses on 
them and maintains them and far from the Islands bringing in any 
revenue to the United States they constitute an expense to the extent 
of the erection and maintenance of the lighthouses, and that these 
lighthouses are maintained for the benefit of everyone, Colombian 
shipping as well as that of the United States and all other maritime 
nations. In view of this fact, I thought that the easiest solution 
would lie in a general recognition all around of the statu quo, that 
is, for Nicaragua to recognize Colombian dominion over San Andrés 
and Providencia, Colombia to recognize Nicaraguan dominion over 
the Mosquito Coast and the Corn Islands and the United States 
dominion over these keys. 

The Minister stated that Colombia could justify recognizing cer- 
tain territorial rights to Nicaragua because Nicaragua recognized 
Colombian rights in return over San Andrés and Providencia, but 
in the case of these keys the United States was not recognizing 
anything as Colombia’s in return. He then alluded to the fact that 
the inhabitants of San Andrés now fish in the waters off these keys 
and will probably wish to continue to do so. I then suggested to 
him that that would give the United States the chance to recognize 
the statu quo in favor of Colombia by according the inhabitants 
of San Andrés the right to fish in the waters of these keys... . 

The Colombian Minister stated that he had not ventured to put 
in writing a further solution that suggested itself to him as he 
was without instructions from his Government. I told him that 
I quite appreciated his position and fully understood that any sug- 
gested formula that he might make to me was purely personal and 
informal on his part without instructions from his Government 
and was not binding in any way. He then said that somewhat over 
a year ago Colombia had arrested certain British fishermen in these 
waters and that the British Government told the Colombian Gov- 
ernment that it did not recognize the right of the latter to make 
the arrest in these waters as the ownership of these Islands was 
in dispute between Colombia and the United States, and had added 
that, should Colombia not have jurisdiction in those waters, Great 
Britain reserved the right to make claims for indemnity for the 
improper arrest. The Minister stated that they of course would 
not like to be met with demands from the British Government for 
indemnity of a million pesos or so for every West Indian Negro 
fisherman arrested at that time, but he agreed with me that it was 
advisable to settle the matter without too cumbersome a process and 
was inclined to agree with the views I stated earlier in our con- 
versation to the effect that the Islands were hardly of sufficient 
importance to justify the expense of an arbitration. Also he stated
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that he would like to have some quid pro quo to justify Colombia 
recognizing these keys as appertaining to the United States and 
giving up the position they had taken in the past that they belonged 
to Colombia. The Minister therefore thought that the matter could 
best be arranged by the signing of a Procés-Verbal by the Secretary 
of State, the Colombian Minister and the Nicaraguan Minister, in 
which it would be agreed that Colombia and Nicaragua would sign 
a treaty by which Colombia would recognize Nicaraguan dominion 
over the Corn Islands and Mosquito Coast and Nicaragua would 
recognize Colombian dominion over San Andrés and Providencia, 
and the United States and Colombia would sign a treaty by which 
Colombia would renounce her rights to the keys in favor of the 
United States and recognize the dominion of the United States over 
those keys, the United States agreeing in turn to grant the inhabit- 
ants of San Andrés fishing rights of these waters in perpetuity and 
also to construct lighthouses on San Andrés and Providencia, the 
lighthouses thereafter to be maintained by Colombia. 

I told the Minister that I thought this was a very good sug- 
gestion which I, personally, was inclined to favor, and he stated 
that he would recommend it to his Government and let me know as 
soon as he had a reply. 

It will be recalled that when the United States established light- 
houses on the three keys in question, the Navy Department and the 
Department of Commerce were both very anxious to establish light- 
houses on San Andrés and Providencia and asked the Department to 
take the matter up with the Colombian Government. The Depart- 
ment replied that these Islands were in dispute between Colombia 
and Nicaragua and that the Department believed that, pending 
the adjustment of the dispute between Colombia and Nicaragua 
regarding the Islands mentioned, it would be inadvisable to take 
any action with a view to obtaining permission for the erection of 
aids to navigation upon those Islands. The Department later on 
did request the permission of the Colombian Government but never 
received an answer. At that time the ratification by Colombia of 
the Treaty of 1914 for the settlement of differences regarding the 
independence of Panama‘? was pending and also the matter was 

complicated by a press campaign in Bogota against the United 
States on account of its action in erecting lighthouses, without con- 
sulting Colombia, on the Roncador, Quita Suefio and Serranilla keys, 
which were claimed by Colombia. The solution proposed appears 
eminently satisfactory to the United States as it settles another 
Latin American territorial conflict and clears up any question as to 
the right of Nicaragua in 1914 to lease Great and Little Corn Islands 

“ Foreign Relations, 1914, p. 168.
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to the United States. It also settles in favor of the United States 
our claims over these keys and furthermore we get permission to 
construct the two other lighthouses which the Navy and Commerce 
Departments consider necessary for the safety of navigation in those 

waters. 

F[rancis| W[urre | 

117.2114/68 

The Colombian Legation to the Department of State * 

[Translation *] 

Tue Cotomata-Nicaracuan Martrer AND THE Roncapor, Quita SUEXo 
AND SERRANILLA Keys 

Possible formulas: 
Number 1: The Colombian and Nicaraguan plenipotentiaries to 

sion at Washington a treaty consecrating the status quo as follows: 
Mangle Islands and the Mosquito to Nicaragua; San Andrés and 
Providencia to Colombia. 

At the same time the United States and Colombia to sign an arbi- 
tration convention to settle in this way the dominion over the 
Roncador, Quita Suefio, and Serranilla Keys. The two parties may 
incorporate in this convention such provisions as they deem expedient. 
Number 2: Colombia and Nicaragua to sign at Managua a treaty 

consecrating the formula: Mangles, Mosquito to Nicaragua; San 
Andrés and Providencia to Colombia. 

At the same time the Governments of the United States and 
Colombia to exchange notes at Washington stating that the question 
of dominion over the Roncador, Quita Sueno and Serranilla Keys 
will be settled by means of an arbitration convention between the two 
Governments. In these notes the parties can make such statements 
as they deem opportune which are to be incorporated afterwards in 

an arbitration convention. 
Number 3: The Secretary of State of the United States and the 

Ministers of Colombia and Nicaragua, duly authorized by their 
respective Governments, to sign a declaration or act, in which they 
will record the fact that the three Governments have accepted the 

following formulas to settle pending questions: 
Nicaragua recognizes the rights of Colombia to the exclusive and 

complete dominion over San Andrés and Providencia. 
Colombia recognizes the rights of Nicaragua to the exclusive and 

complete dominion over the Mosquito and the Mangle Islands. 

* Left at the Department by the Colombian Minister, Aug. 2, 1927. 
“Supplied by the editor.
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The Governments of Colombia and Nicaragua engage themselves 
immediately to give effect to this agreement by means of a public 

treaty. 

The United States and Colombia agree that the dominion of the 
Roncador, Serranilla and Quita Suefio Keys shall be settled by an 
arbitration convention between Colombia and the United States to 
whose terms the two Parties will agree later. 

717.2114/52 

The Minister in Nicaragua (Eberhardt) to the Secretary of State 

No. 464 Manacua, August 31, 1927. 
[Received September 19. ] 

Sm: With no instructions or comment from the Department to 

refer to in connection with my telegram No. 181 of July 28, 4 P. M., 

I have the honor to advise the Department that I have nevertheless 

discussed this entire question informally with President Diaz and 

intimated that I saw no reason why preliminary negotiations with 

the Colombian Minister should not be undertaken. I am informed 

that this has been done. I hope my action in the matter will have 

the approval of the Department. It would, however, be appreciated 

by both President Diaz and this Legation if the Department would 
indicate whether a settlement along the lines proposed by the De- 
partment in its instruction No. 212 of March 25 [27], 1925,* still 

seems advisable to the Department, or what, if any, additional 

representations and points might be brought up in negotiations 
tending toward the settlement of this old question. 

I have [etc. ] Cuartes C. EBERHARDT 

717,.2114/51 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Nicaragua (Munro) to the Secretary of State 

| Manacua, September 13, 1927—65 p. m. 
[Received 9:10 p. m.] 

241. Legation’s 181, July 28, 4 p. m. President Diaz informed 
the Minister yesterday that he expected the Colombian Minister to 
take up the San Andrés Archipelago question with him in the near 
future and that he was therefore anxious to learn whether the De- 
partment had any views to express. Is the Department now ready 
to make any suggestion to the Nicaraguan Government regarding 

this matter? 
Munro 

© Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, p. 481.
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717.2114/51 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Nicaragua (Munro) 

WasuHineron, September 14, 1927—5 p.m. 
141. Your 241 September 18, 5 p. m. Department is giving serious 

consideration to this question and instructions will be forwarded to 
you in the near future. 

KELLOGG 

717.2114/53 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Nicaragua (Munro) to the Secretary of State 

Manacwa, October 4, 1927—2 p. m. 
[Received 5:15 p. m.]| 

260. Department’s May [September] 14, 5 p. m. The President 
asked me today to ascertain when the Department would be ready 

to express an opinion regarding the San Andrés Archipelago 

question. 
Munro 

717.2114/53 ; Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Nicaragua (Munro) 

WASHINGTON, October 6, 1927—6 p. m. 

151. Your 260, October 4,2 p.m. It has been necessary to consult 
another Department in connection with this question and your in- 
structions have been delayed pending receipt of reply. It is hoped 
that it may be possible to send instructions to you before long. 

KELLOGG 

717.2114/54 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Nicaragua (Munro) to the Secretary of State 

Managua, October 8, 1927—2 p. m. 
[Received 8:20 p. m.] 

[270.] °° Department’s telegram October 6, 6 p.m. The Colombian 
Minister has proposed a settlement leaving the San Andrés Archi- 

pelago to Colombia and the Corn Islands and the Mosquito Coast to 

Nicaragua. The Nicaraguan Government apparently regards this 

proposal with some favor but wishes to do nothing until it hears 

from the Department. The delay is prejudicial to the chances of a 

settlement because the prolonged discussion of the matter by the 
newspapers and by the bipartisan advisory commission, which the 

Government has appointed, can only do harm. 

“Number supplied from the Chargé’s despatch No. 515, Oct. 25, 1927 (not 

printed).
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The Minister for Foreign Affairs told me today that he had been 
privately informed by a Nicaraguan in Bogota that the Colombian 
Government might be persuaded to pay an indemnity of $500,000 for 
the relinquishment of Nicaragua’s claim to the San Andrés Archi- 

_ pelago if a Nicaraguan Minister were sent to Bogota to discuss the 
matter. I endeavored to discourage this idea. 

Munro 

717.2114/57 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Nicaragua (Munro) to the Secretary of State 

Manacva, November 11, 1927—11 a. m. 

[Received 2 p. m.] 
327. The Minister for Foreign Affairs has asked me to inquire 

again when the Department will be ready to express an opinion on 
the question of the San Andrés Archipelago. 

Munro 

717.2114/57 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Nicaragua (Munro) 

Wasuineton, November 11, 1927—7 p. m. 

190. Your 327, November 11, 11 a. m. Department expects to be 
able to give you an answer next week. 

Keiioca 

Colombia and Peru“ 

721.2315/325 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Poindexter) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, December 30, 1926—6 p.m. 
[Received December 31—12:45 a. m.] 

110. Colombian Minister has just called and states that on account 
of the repeated specific promises of the President and Minister of 
Foreign Affairs of Peru that the Colombian boundary treaty ® would 
be promptly submitted to Congress for its consideration and the 
failure up to this time to comply with these promises has created a 
critical situation in his country, one of the leading papers with much 
influence urging the military occupation of the territory in dispute. 

* Continued from Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 1, pp. 534-539. 
“Treaty of Mar. 24, 1922, League of Nations Treaty Series, vol. Lxxrv, p. 9; 

see also Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores del Peru, Tratados, Convenciones y 
Acuerdos vigentes entre el Peru y otros Estados (Lima, Imprenta Torres Aguirre, 
1936), vol. 1, p. 251.
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Curletti, Chairman of the Committee Foreign Relations of the Senate 
and of the Joint Committee of the Senate and House, promised 
Lozano ® December 9th that within 10 days he would make his report 
to the Senate on the treaty. Since then Curletti has taken no steps 
to comply with his promise and has not submitted his report. The 
Colombian Minister states that he interviewed Minister for Foreign 
Affairs today and that the latter told him that the discussion of 
Tacna-Arica ” would not interfere with the approval of the Colom- 
bian boundary treaty and assured Lozano that he would immediately 
again interview Curletti at length and that positively the treaty 

would be acted upon by Congress in the early days of January. 
However Congress will be in vacation for several days during new 

year and the extra session will adjourn about January 20th and it is 
not known that another extra session will be called during the year 
and on account of the repeated disappointments in this respect 
Lozano feels that no action will be taken in which case he states 
there will be no occasion for him to remain longer as Minister in 
Peru and that he fears a serious rupture in the relations of the two 
countries. 

I have repeatedly recently urged upon both the President and the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs the advisability of the prompt ratifica- 
tion of the treaty and have been assured by both that such action 
will be taken but I have been informed that since then largely on 
account of the Tacna-Arica question there has been an unfavorable 
reaction in Congress towards the boundary treaty. 

It is possible that some [paraphrase] inquiry of Velarde ™ regard- 
ing the status of the treaty might help. 

POINDEXTER 

721,2315/325 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Peru. (Poindexter) 

{Paraphrase] 

WaAsHINGTON, January 6, 1927—10 a. m. 
1. Embassy’s telegram number 110, December 30,6 p.m. It being 

important to have as many causes of dissension between the Latin 
American Republics as possible removed before the Pan American 
Conference convenes,”? you should take up this question again with 
the Foreign Minister or with the President, or both. The Depart- 

® Colombian Minister in Peru. 
” See Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 1, pp. 260 ff. 
™ Hernan Velarde, Peruvian Ambassador at Washington. 
* Convened at Habana, Jan. 16 to Feb. 20, 1928.
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ment has been informed that there is real danger that Colombia 
may sever diplomatic relations if the treaty is not ratified after 
repeated promises of President Leguia. Such action would natu- 
rally cause serious embarrassment to the Government of the United 
States which sponsored the protocol.” 

The Department does not think there is any use in discussing the 
question with Velarde. ... 

KELLOGG 

721.2315/326 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Poindexicr) to the Secretary of State 

{Paraphrase] 

| Lima, January 12, 1927—6 p.m. 
[Received 9:50 p. m.] 

4, President Leguia told the Colombian Minister that, due to the 
delicate situation occasioned by the Tacna-Arica question, he would 
be unable to submit the boundary treaty to the present Congress. 
The Colombian Minister replied that, because of reiterated promises 
made by the President and the Foreign Office on various specific 
occasions during the last few years and especially during the last 
few months that the treaty would be submitted to Congress and 
promptly ratified and the fact that they had failed to fulfill any 
of these promises, he considered it useless to negotiate further on 
this subject with the Government of Peru and he would not return 
again to discuss the subject with him. 

The Colombian Minister also told President Leguia that if the 
treaty were not submitted and approved by this Congress, a danger- 
ous condition of public opinion in Colombia would be created. Presi- 
dent Leguia seemed greatly embarrassed and assured the Colombian 
Minister that the present state of affairs was due to circumstances 
beyond his control. He begged him to be patient, and again assured 
him that his intention to have the treaty ratified at some future date 
was as strong as ever. The Colombian Minister appears to have 
little confidence in this and has informed his Government of the 

present state of affairs. 
POINDEXTER 

8 See procés-verbal of a meeting between representatives of the United States, 
Peru, Colombia, and Brazil, Mar. 4, 1925, at Washington, Foreign Relations, 
1925, vol. 1, p. 461.
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721.2315/334 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[WasHinaton,] June 15, 1927. 

CoLtomBrAN-Prruvian Bounpary Treaty or 1922 

The Colombian Minister called on Mr. White on June 15 and stated 
that his Government is very anxious regarding the ratification of the 
Colombian-Peruvian Boundary Treaty of 1922 and, as the Depart- 
ment had been most helpful in this matter in the past and especially 
with relation to the signing of the Procés Verbal on March 4, 1925, 
he would be very glad to know the Department’s views in the matter 
and any suggestions it might have to offer. The Minister stated that 
he had received a cable from his Government three or four days ago 
stating that word had been received from the Colombian Minister in 
Lima to the effect that the President of Peru had discussed the matter 
recently with Ambassador Poindexter and had assured him that Peru 
would ratify the Colombian Treaty during the coming session of the 
Peruvian Congress. 

Mr. White told the Minister that so far the Department had re- 
ceived no report from Lima regarding this phase of the matter but, 
as the Minister’s information apparently had been sent from Lima 
to Bogota by cable and from there to Washington also by cable, there 
had evidently been a recent development about which there had not 
been time to receive a report from the American Ambassador in Lima. 
The last report that Mr. White had seen stated that there had been 
no chance of the ratification of this Treaty during the last session 
of Congress and that, had the matter been brought to a vote, ratifica- 
tion would surely have been rejected. The indications, however, 
pointed to a more favorable situation since then and Mr. White could 
only suggest patience to the Colombian Minister. 

Doctor Olaya referred to the unfavorable effect the delay had 
caused in Colombia and said that he understood the situation and 
agreed that it would be well to await further reports to know more 
definitely what recent developments had taken place in Peru. Doctor 
Olaya asked Mr. White to keep the matter in mind and, should it be 
possible to do anything, expressed the hope that the Department 
would continue to use its good offices. Mr. White stated that the 
Department would of course be glad at any time to be helpful to the 
nations of this hemisphere in arranging their difficulties and would 
watch developments in this case with great interest. 

F[ranots] W[urre]
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%21.2315/339 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Peru (Boal) to the Secretary of State 

[Paraphrase—Extract] 

Lima, September 7, 1927—8 p. m. 
[Received September 8—7: 57 a. m.|] 

39. Department’s telegrams No. 1, January 6, 10 a. m., and No. 4, 
March 2, 5 p. m., and Embassy’s despatch No. 754, June 9, 1927.74 
Today Dr. Lozano, the Colombian Minister in Peru, again expressed 
to me his conviction that the Government of Peru was playing for 
time in the matter of ratifying the Colombian-Peruvian treaty. 

The Government of Colombia, Dr. Lozano states, considers that 
matters have reached the point where further delay cannot be coun- 
tenanced, and that unless Parliament acts on the treaty within the 
next 20 days, he will depart from Peru. Dr. Lozano earnestly re- 
quested me to speak to the Foreign Minister and the President to 
urge ratification. It is my feeling at this time that evidence of the 
interest of the United States would further action, and unless the 
Department instructs me otherwise, I intend to mention the subject 
to the Foreign Minister Saturday, September 10, and inquire as to 
progress and stress the importance of prompt action in the interest 
of good relations between Colombia and Peru. I believe that a call 
on the President would be far more likely to produce results, but will 
not take this step unless the Department instructs me to do so. 

Boau 

721.2315/339: Telegram _— 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Peru (Boal) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHInGTon, September 9, 1927—7 p. m. 
28. Embassy’s number 39, September 7, 8 p. m. The Department 

today discussed the ratification of the Colombian treaty with the 
Peruvian Ambassador and manifested to him the interest of this 
Government in the matter and the hope that this question would 
now be finally disposed of. He said he would cable his Government 
immediately. You may take up the matter with the Foreign Min- 
ister and, at your discretion, with the President, should you have a 

favorable opportunity. 
KELLOGG 

* Telegram No. 4 not printed; despatch No. 754 not found in Department files. 

258346—42—vol. 127
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721.2315 /348 

The Chargé in Peru (Boal) to the Secretary of State 

No. 811 Lima, September 14, 1927. 
[ Received October 4. | 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to my telegram No. 39 of September 
7, 8 p. m., and the Department’s telegram No. 28, September 9, 7 
p. m., regarding the ratification of the Peruvian-Colombian Boundary 
Treaty. 

I have the honor to report that after receiving the Department’s 
No. 28, above referred to, I called upon the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
and after discussing several other matters with him, inquired regard- 
ing the progress being made toward ratification of the boundary 
treaty with Colombia, stating that I had heard that the delay in rati- 
fication was causing some uneasiness in Colombia and that of course 
the Government of the United States took a friendly interest in 
furthering the continuance of amicable relations between these two 
important countries of South America. 

Sefior Rada y Gamio immediately entered into a long explanation 
of the causes for the delay in the ratification of the treaty. He first 
alleged that the delay was not as great as the Colombians seemed to 
think, inasmuch as the period during which ratification could have 
been effected began only on March 4, 1925, when the final agreement 
relative to the treaty was signed in Washington. He then said that 
it had not been deemed advisable to present the treaty for ratification 
last year as it had been felt at that time that such action would have 
resulted in the Congress either rejecting the treaty or demanding its 
modifications. Either contingency, he pointed out, would have been 
most unwelcome to the Government and it was thought that the only 
course to be pursued was to withhold presentation of the treaty until 
the way to its certain ratification had been paved by the Government. 

Sefior Rada y Gamio assured me that every obstacle to the presen- 
tation of the treaty to the Parliament and its ratification had now 
been removed. He said that it had been necessary to go rather slowly 
with the Senators and Deputies because of their well known suscepti- 
bilities, that if they felt the Government was trying to hustle the 
members of the Foreign Relations Committee of the Parliament into 
a hasty recommendation of the treaty, or was trying to hustle the 
Parliament itself into a hasty ratification, they might easily become 
antagonistic. He added that acrimonious comment in the newspapers 
and the Parliament of Colombia and the obvious impatience of the 
Colombian Government did not help matters when it came to ratifi- 
eation here, that the main basis for asking for ratification of this 
treaty lay in advancing the theory of Peruvian-Colombian friendship 
and that every act of Colombia, or even of individual Colombians,
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which could be used to show that Colombian friendship was not sin- 

cere, made it more difficult to obtain favorable action from the 
Peruvian Parliament. 

After our conversation at the Foreign Office, the Minister of For- 
eign Relations asked me to accompany him to his house in order that 
he might show me the extensive work which he had done himself in 
connection with the Treaty. As we were leaving the Foreign Office 
building, he called one of his two confidential assistants from his 
office ... This gentleman . . . said that the documents on which they 
had been working up to two o’clock in the morning for several days 
past, were now almost ready and that within a few days they would 
be in the hands of the Committee. 

At his house Sefor Rada y Gamio showed me a file of manuscript 
notes which he had made in connection with his defense of the treaty 
in the Parliament, as well as a series of very rough maps of the district 
which he had drawn, and several large and fairly detailed maps which 
he had had made. It was apparently his object to show me that the 
preparations for submitting the treaty to the Parliament had necessar- 
ily been complicated and lengthy and had required a great deal of work 
on his part. He said, however, that he expected the treaty would be 

ratified in the course of the month of October, as the Government 
expected to see it presented for ratification at the end of this month 
or the beginning of next month and that he did not think that the 
actual debates of the Parliament would take more than five or six days. 

The Minister of Foreign Affairs asked me to return to see him on 
Monday, September 12th. When I returned to his office on that day, 
he told me that he had spoken of the matter of the ratification of the 
Treaty to the President and that the President had asked him to 
assure me that the Treaty would be presented to the Parliament at 
the end of September or the beginning of October, and would be 
ratified in the course of October. Sefior Rada y Gamio added that 
therefore the United States Government could rest assured that this 
would be the case since we had the President’s assurances, as well as 
his own, that the Treaty would “be ratified in the month of October.” 

Yesterday I had occasion to see the Colombian Minister and in 
the course of a conversation with him, told him that the Foreign 
Minister had informed me that the Treaty would be ratified during 
October. I pointed out to him that the impatience of public state- 
ments and newspaper articles in Colombia might be used by the 
enemies of the treaty in the Parliament here to seek to justify further 
delay and to oppose ratification on the grounds that a Parliament 
could not be pressed into ratification by public utterances and press 
heckling from another country. Sefior Lozano agreed with me in this 
and said that he would telegraph to his Government, recommending
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that every effort be made to prevent either the Parliament or the 
press from giving vent to their impatience until the end of October. 
He said nothing further about leaving Lima in the near future and 
I inferred from what he did say that he intended to refrain from 
pressing the matter very urgently upon the Peruvian Government 

until the end of next month and that he did not now expect to leave 
Lima before that time. 

It may be noted that since my telegram, No. 39, above referred to, 

the Committee for Foreign Affairs has met again but that no busi- 
ness was transacted as the senior Deputy present objected that a 
quorum of the members of the Chamber of Deputies, who form a part 
of the Committee, was not present. It may be noted that there was 

a quorum present of the Committee itself because, although three out 
of five members appointed from the Chamber of Deputies were 
absent, the full number of Senators was present. I understand that 
the Committee is to meet within a few days, but that it is prevented 
from meeting immediately because Deputy MacLean has gone to spend 
a few days near Ica for the sake of his health, and until he returns 
there is not likely to be a possibility of having a quorum of the Com- 
mittee, since it is apparent that the Committee holds that a majority 
of the Deputies and a majority of the Senators, who are members 
of the Committee, must be present. 

While it is my impression that the Peruvian Government is tak- 
ing more active steps toward ratification at the present time than it 
has done heretofore, I believe that things are likely to drag on as they 
have in the past, in spite of the assurances which I have reported 
above, unless it is made clear to the Peruvian Government that the 
United States Government understands that they have given a very 
definite undertaking to have the treaty presented at the latest in the 
early part of October and ratified in the course of that month... . 

I have [etc. ] Prerre ve L. Boar 

721.2315/347 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[Wasuineton,| Sepiember 27, 1927. 

CoLoMBIAN-PERUVIAN Bounpary TREATY 

The Ecuadoran Chargé d’Affaires called on Monday, September 
26, and stated that he wished to discuss with me the question of the 

Colombian-Peruvian Boundary Treaty which we had discussed 
nearly two years ago. The Ecuadoran Government, he stated, was 
very much upset by the Associated Press report which is being pub- 
lished throughout Latin America to the effect that the United States
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is urging Peru to ratify the Colombian-Peruvian Boundary Treaty. 
Ecuador was very much upset by this secret treaty, the terms of 
which Colombia had refused to communicate to her. Ecuador con- 
sidered that it was contrary to her interests and was contrary to the 
spirit of their 1916 Boundary Treaty.”* Sefior Barberis handed me a 
copy of a confidential memorandum which was sent out by the Ecua- 
doran Foreign Office to its Legations abroad,’ explaining the Ecua- 
doran point of view and the reasons prompting it to break off 
diplomatic relations with Colombia. 

I told Sefior Barberis that I had not seen the press report he re- 
ferred to but that it was not authorized by this Department; nothing 
had been given out by it. I inquired if he knew from where the 
report emanated—he said he did not but presumed either from 
Washington, Lima or Bogota. 

After reading through the memorandum I told him that I could not 
see that it altered in any way the situation since we had discussed the 
matter over a year ago. I told him that my recollection of the matter 
was that Ecuador and Colombia had executed a Boundary Treaty in 
1916, by which certain territory in the region of Putumayo River was 
recognized by Ecuador as Colombian and that Colombia in 1922 had 
signed a Treaty with Peru giving this territory to the latter. In 
other words, Colombia in 1922 had given to Peru territory which Ecua- 
dor in the Treaty of 1916 had recognized as Colombian. I told him I 
could see no ground for charging Colombia with violating the treaty 
provisions in this transaction unless there was something in connec- 
tion with the 1916 Treaty of which I was not informed. I told him 
that on the face of it, it would appear to be similar to our ownership 
of Alaska. Alaska had been sold to the United States by Russia ** 
and if the United States should now wish to sell or cede Alaska to 
Canada it would appear to be a matter between the United States and 
Canada, and a matter to which Russia could not object. The same 
would appear to apply to the territory which Colombia had now ceded 
to Peru. Sefior Barberis referred back to the Treaties of 1856 7° and 
1862 ®° and the Protocol of 1910 between Ecuador and Peru * and to 
certain minutes of negotiations preceding the conclusion of the Treaty 

British and Foreign State Papers, vol. ox, p. 826. 
7 Not printed. 
* By the convention signed at Washington, Mar. 80, 1867, Diplomatic Corre- 

spondence, 1867, pt. 1, p. 388. 

™ Treaty of friendship, commerce and navigation, between Ecuador and New 
Granada, signed at Bogota, July 9, 1856, British and Foreign State Papers, vol. 
XLVH, p. 1270. 

See treaty of peace between the United States of Colombia and Ecuador, 
signed at Pinsaqui, Dec. 30, 1863, and additional treaty, signed at Pinsaqui, 
Jan. 1, 1864, British and Foreign State Papers, vol. LXiII, pp. 260, 261. 

* See draft of protocol handed to the Ministers of Ecuador and Peru on July 14, 
1910, by the representatives of the mediating powers: Argentina, Brazil, and the 
United States, Foreign Relations, 1910, p. 485.
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of 1916. I told him that it was my understanding that the previous 
treaties had been superseded by the Treaty of 1916 and that I was not 
informed, of course, regarding the minutes of negotiations of the 1916 
Treaty. However, the memorandum he had handed me itself ap- 

peared to admit that Colombia had not violated any treaty provi- 
sions and was legally entitled to conclude the Peruvian Treaty of 
1922, ceding this territory to Peru; the memorandum mentioned only 
a moral obligation on Colombia. 

The Chargé admitted that that was the case; that Colombia had 
not violated any treaty provision but that by giving up this territory 
to Peru Colombia had very seriously prejudiced Ecuador’s position 

vis-a-vis Peru in the settlement of the Peruvian-Ecuadoran boundary 

dispute. 
I told Senor Barberis that I could see the position of Ecuador 

in the matter and appreciate fully their point of view, but it ap- 
peared to me, nevertheless, that here were two different questions 
and that there was nothing in the Colombian-Peruvian Treaty to 
prevent Ecuador from immediately attempting to come to an agree- 
ment or understanding with Peru over their boundary difficulties. 
In other words, they were two entirely separate matters the same 
as the Peruvian-Colombian boundary dispute was entirely different 
from the Peruvian-Chilean dispute over Tacna-Arica. The Chargé 
stated that Peru and Ecuador had agreed, as I knew, in 1924 to sub- 
mit to the arbitration of the United States the points in their 
boundary litigation on which they were unable to agree. I said 
that I fully understood that and that I presumed in the three years 
since that agreement had been made Ecuador had been endeavoring 
to determine upon what points they might come to an agreement 
with Peru, and that they might well find that they could come to 
complete agreement and have no matters to submit to a third party. 
Sefior Barberis replied that he did not know the present status 
of the matter, but it was his understanding that this matter was 
under discussion. However, he stated, what his Government now 
wanted was simply for the United States not to make any recom- 
mendations to Peru regarding the ratification of this treaty but 
merely to let it take its course. Ecuador was not asking interven- 
tion on the part of the United States in the matter but merely to 

abstain from taking any action. 
I replied that this matter was the outgrowth of the Procés-Verbal 

signed in Washington on March 4, 1925, between Colombia, Peru 
and Brazil, as the result of good offices of the United States which 
had been given at the direct request of the three parties concerned. 
The United States of course could not admit any outside party to 

See Foreign Relations, 1924, vol. 1, pp. 304-305.
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the discussion unless so requested by all concerned. In other words, 
it was the policy of the United States to intervene in such matters 
only when requested to do so by all parties to the dispute. Peru, 

Colombia and Brazil had asked the United States to lend its good 
offices and it had done so. Apparently they were the only ones 
directly concerned in this matter. Ecuador of course felt that its 
interests were involved on account of its bearing on the other dispute. 
The United States could take no part in that unless requested by 
the parties at issue. I explained that this was the policy inevitably 
followed by this Government and that it had done the same when 
Bolivia desired to come into the Tacna-Arica negotiations in 1922 
and the United States had had to inform them that it could not 
consent of this unless Chile and Peru should request it. It was the 
same now in the case between Colombia and Peru. 

Senior Barberis stated that his Government was not asking to come 
into the negotiations or asking the intervention of the United States 
but merely that it abstain from taking any action. I told him that I 
understood that, but that in many cases to abstain from taking action 
would have as positive an effect in a given situation as taking direct 
action and that therefore the United States would be influenced in its 

attitude only by the request of the parties at issue. Sefior Barberis 
_ stated that he understood our position but it was a matter of great 

importance to his country and he would like me to consider it. He 
stated that he would send me copies of all the treaties between Ecua- 
dor and Colombia and also the minutes of the negotiations of the 
1916 Treaty. I told him that I should be very glad to consider any 
matter which he might care to lay before me. 

Francis] W[xHrre| 

721.2315/357 ; Telegram 

The Chargé in Peru (Boal) to the Secretary of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Lima, November 12, 1927—3 ». m. 
[Received November 14—11:05 a. m.] 

55. (1) I have just been asked by the Colombian Minister if I 
would inquire of the Government of Peru as to the progress of the 
Colombian-Peruvian boundary treaty, and intimate to it the hope that 
the treaty would be approved before the Colombian Congress closes 
on November 17. He thinks that the question is entering upon a deci- 
sive phase because the president of the Peruvian Senate, in the name of 
President Leguia, his brother, promised him that the Committee on 

Foreign Affairs would report the treaty to Congress day after to- 
morrow, and that it would be approved by the end of this month.
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(2) The treaty appears to be on the eve of being presented to Con- 
gress where there is much opposition to it and much agitation regard- 
ing it. With the general public the treaty is without doubt unpopular. 
I have been reliably informed that the president of the House of 
Deputies in his attempt to convince vacillating members has told them 
that the Government of the United States has been bringing pressure 

to bear upon Peru to ratify the treaty. It is my observation that even 
the officials of the Foreign Office who have assisted the Foreign Min- 
ister in preparing the defense of the treaty in Congress bitterly oppose 
it. 

(3) Should I make any inquiry now, even if very informally, either 
of the Foreign Minister or the President, such action might be reported 
to those opposing the treaty, who as a last resort to arouse public 
opinion might use my inquiry as evidence that the Government of the 
United States is endeavoring to force the hand of the Government of 
Peru. This would react both against the treaty and the United 

States. The Colombian Minister has told me that Senator Arana 
telegraphed to Loreto, for publication there, that mass meetings are 
being held in Lima against the treaty. There have been no such meet- 
ings, but the action signifies his intention to incite an uprising there, 
and the length he is prepared to go. Rather than participate in 
submitting the treaty to Congress, Senator de la Piedra has taken 
leave for 20 days; and one of the warmest supporters of the President, 
Focion Mariategui, is actively opposing the treaty. 

(4) I intimated to the Colombian Minister that while of course I 
would be pleased to help him, nevertheless, it seemed to me that the 
present might not be a propitious time to take the step he suggested. 

(5) If the treaty is not presented to Congress early next week, a 
situation might develop where an inquiry might be a decided incentive 
to present it. I would appreciate it, therefore, if the Department 
would inform me whether it desires me to make a discreet inquiry 
despite the possibility set forth in paragraph (8), if there continues 
to be a delay in presenting the treaty and the President seems inclined 
to postpone the matter until after the conference at Habana, as some 
of the Deputies have suggested. 

Boau 

721.2315 /357 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Peru (Boal) 

{Paraphrase] 

Wasuineton, Vovember 15, 1927—3 p.m. 
44, EKmbassy’s No. 55, November 12, 3 p.m. As you know, the 

Department is taking a lively interest in the Colombian-Peruvian
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boundary treaty, and it wishes, in any proper way, to encourage Peru 
to ratify the treaty. It feels confident that the assurances given to 
you that the treaty would be reported to the Peruvian Congress dur- 
ing this session will not be ignored. However, the Department leaves 
it entirely to your discretion to bring this matter informally to the 
attention of the Peruvian Government again or not to do so, whichever 
course, In your judgment, would best meet the exigencies of the situ- 
ation, and best lead to a favorable result. 

KELLOGG 

721.2315/362 

The Colombian Minister (Olaya) to the Secretary of State 

(Translation *] 

No. 1360 WasHIneton, December 22, 1927. 

Sir: By a cable of this date my Government informs me that it 
has learned through its Legation in Lima that the boundary treaty 
signed on March 24, 1922, by Colombia and Peru, has been approved 
without amendment by the Congress of the last-named Republic. 

On this occasion it is now my honor and pleasure to present to 
Your Excellency the testimony of the high and sincere appreciation 
of my Government for the good offices for the settlement of the 
boundary disputes between Colombia, Peru, and Brazil, which were 
tendered in such a lofty spirit for the good of the Continent by the 
Government of the United States and were consecrated in the procés- 
verbal signed in the city of Washington on March 4, 1925. From 
that date the said good offices were always found in Your Excellency, 
an enlightened exponent who has labored for peace and harmony 
between the Republics concerned in this question with high views 
and, for which they owe to Your Excellency their sincere gratitude. 

I avail myself [etc.] ENRIQUE OLAYA 

721.2315/363 

The Peruvian Ambassador (Velarde) to the Secretary of State 

[Translation ®] 

Wasuineton, December 22, 1927. 
ExceLLtency: Referring to the boundary treaty signed by Peru and 

Colombia on March 24, 1922, I have the honor, by direction of my 
Government, to transcribe to Your Excellency the following cable- 
gram received on this day: 

“File translation revised.
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“By a vote of 102 to only 7, Congress approved the boundary treaty 
between Peru and Colombia strengthening the intimate friendship 
of the two peoples.” 

I avail myself [etc.] HERNAN VELARDE 

721.2315 /362 

The Secretary of State to the Colombian Minister (Olaya) 

Wasuineton, January 3, 1928. 
Sir: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your note, No. 

1860 of December 22, 1927, informing me that the boundary treaty 
between Colombia and Peru signed on March 24, 1922, had been rati- 
fied by the Congress of the latter country without amendment. 

This Government is very pleased to learn of the ratification of the 
treaty which is further evidence of the desire of the countries of this 
hemisphere to settle their differences by pacific means and to live in 
peace and harmony with one another. It 1s particularly gratifying 
to this Government to think that it was enabled through the Proces 
Verbal signed at Washington, March 4, 1925, to assist the Governments 
of Colombia, Peru and Brazil to arrive at a solution of their boundary 
difficulties which is satisfactory to all three countries and it is earnestly 
hoped that the remaining provision of the Proces Verbal may shortly 
be implemented by the Governments of Colombia and Brazil in order 
that all boundary questions between them may be definitely settled. 

Accept [etc. ] Frank B. Ketioce 

721.2315/368 

The Secretary of State to the Peruvian Ambassador (Velarde) 

Wasuineron, January 11, 1928. 

Excentiencr: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of Your 
Exxcellency’s note of December 22 last, informing me of the ratifica- 
tion by the Peruvian Government of the Boundary Treaty between 

Colombia and Peru. 
The Government of the United States is very pleased to learn of 

this action, regarding it as further evidence of the desire of the coun- 
tries of this hemisphere to settle their differences by pacific means and 
to live in peace and harmony with one another. It is particularly 
gratifying to this Government to think that it was enabled, through 
the Proces Verbal signed at Washington on March 4, 1925, to assist 
the Governments of Brazil, Colombia and Pert in arriving at a solu- 
tion of their boundary difficulties which is satisfactory to all three 
countries. 

Accept | etc. | Frank B. Ketioce



, GENERAL B45 

Dominican Republic and Haiti * 

738.3915/306a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Haiti (Gross) 

Wasminerton, July 380, 1927—1 p.m. 
54, As it is probable that the boundary question will be discussed 

during the visit of President Vasquez ** you should familiarize your- 
self with it. Follow developments closely and keep the Department 
informed. 

KELLOGG 

738.3915/309 

The Chargé in the Dominican Republic (Frost) to the Secretary 
of State 

No. 574 Santo Domineo, August 9, 1927. 
[Received August 16.] 

Sir: Having taken occasion this morning to pay my respects to 
the Haitian Minister, Mr. Dejean, who returned last evening from 
Port-au-Prince, I have the honor to report that in a conversation 
which ensued Mr. Dejean expressed himself as quite optimistic over 
the prospects of a prompt solution of the Haitian-Dominican bound- 
ary question. 

According to Mr. Dejean, the conversations between President 
Borno and President Vasquez, as well as between high officials of 
the respective governments, were very frank and friendly, and it 
is his belief that for the first time there is the proper disposition on 
the part of the Dominican Government to effect a solution of this 
long-standing question. Negotiations will proceed on the basis of 
the so-called American line, which is the status of present occupa- 
tion and with a recognition that mutual accommodation will be 
necessary. ‘The spirit of the Treaty of 1874°** will be invoked. 

It is the hope of the Haitian Minister that an agreement will have 
been reached before the time of the visit of President Borno to this 
country. He considers it very desirable that the agreement be 
reached wholly by direct negotiations and the expression of this 
thought on his part enabled me again to express the interest which 
the Department has in a friendly solution of the question, and its 
hope that solution can be achieved through direct negotiations be- 
tween the two parties. Mr. Dejean stated that in the possible event 
of arbitration being necessary, appeal would naturally be made to 

“Continued from Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 1, pp. 548-547. 
* Horacio Vasquez, President of the Dominican Republic, visited Haiti in 

August 1927. 
** Jacques Nicolas Léger, Recueil des Traités et Conventions de la République 

@’ Haiti (Port-au-Prince, 1891), p. 119.
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the American Government, but also frankly observed that he thought 
the reception of the agreement by certain elements of the Dominican 
public would be more favorable if American arbitration proved to 
be unnecessary. He emphasized the value, however, of an occasional 
expression of interest by the Department of State in an adjustment 
of this question, and stated that it is his belief that previous expres- 
sions of that nature to the Dominican Government had been of 
considerable assistance in promoting a disposition on their part to 
find a solution. 

Mr. Dejean will undertake the negotiations with the Dominican 
Government, and the Legation will be informed of the progress made. 

I have [etc.] FRANKLIN B. Frost 

738.3915 /311 

The Chargé in Haiti (Gross) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1057 (The High Port av Prince, August 10, 1927. 
Commissioner’s Series) [Received August 24.] 

Sm: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s cable No. 54 
of July 30, 1 p. m., and the Legation’s telegram No. 89 of August 2, 
8 a. m.,* regarding the Haitian-Dominican boundary question. 

The question of the Haitian-Dominican frontier was brought up 
as a subject for discussion between Presidents Borno and Vasquez, 
during the latter’s recent visit to this Capital. The conversations 
were friendly and indicative of a mutual desire to arrive at a solution 
both logical and practical. The two presidents agreed, in principle, 
to adopt permanently the status guo without indemnity of any kind. 
No definite action was taken, however. 

One or two minor problems remain to be worked out. One of these 
is the question of frontier formalities on the trails between the Do- 
minican towns of Banica and Restauracion. These towns are about 
forty miles apart by the trail usually used by the Dominicans, who 
find it easier to take this road which crosses a corner of Haitian 
territory, rather than the road which follows Dominican territory 
throughout. The journey over this road is approximately five miles 
shorter than the distance by the road which follows the Artibonite 
River from Banica as far as La Cruz de Cabrera. The river road 
is on the Dominican side of the river most of the way. The distance 
saved is small. On the other hand, the risk of the irritating applica- 
tion of rigid frontier regulations, and the risk of the abuse of the 
frontier regulations, if they are made lenient, is great. 

There is a similar rumored frontier problem further south in the 
vicinity of the town of Pedernales. 

* Latter not printed.
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President Borno has told me that while nothing of a definite nature 
was decided upon, it was the opinion of the two presidents that the 
question of trails could be solved without difficulty and that if neces- 
sary an equivalence of land could be exchanged in order that principal 
trails would not cross the other’s territory. One parcel of territory 
which would doubtless enter into such a trade, would be that around 
the eastern extremity of Etang (Lake) Sumatre. It is President 
Borno’s desire that the frontier should pass between these two lakes 
so that each country should have a trail around its own lake, without 
crossing the other’s territory. 

These adjustments appear to be desirable and satisfactory but it 1s 
possible that any talk of exchange of territory will open up a phase 
of the question which might delay indefinitely a solution to the whole 
boundary question. 

I have [etce. ] C. Gross 

738.3915 /314 

The Minister in the Dominican Republic (Young) to the Secretary 
of State 

No. 689 Santo Dominao, September 28, 1927. 
[Received October 11.] 

Srr: I have the honor to submit the following confidential report 
covering recent developments respecting the Dominican-Haitian 
boundary question. 

During the recent visit of President Vasquez to Port-au-Prince it 
was suggested by President Borno that a brief convention be signed 
which should declare (1) that all controversies and questions now 
existing between the two Governments or which thereafter might arise 
should be settled if possible through direct and friendly negotiations, 
and (2) should such direct negotiations prove unsuccessful the good 
offices of a friendly third power, if proferred, must be accepted. 

The Convention was not signed, President Vasquez asserting that 
the death of the wife of Sefior Ricart, Dominican Secretary of State 
for Health and Welfare, impelled him to return at once to Santo 
Domingo and that he would later accord careful consideration to 
the matter. Shortly after his return, President Vasquez called at 
the Haitian Legation to express to the Minister his appreciation of 
the many courtesies extended to himself and his party during their 
stay on Haitian territory, and stated that in the near future he would 
cause to be sent to the Haitian Minister an important communication. 
When three weeks had passed without any further development, the 
Haitian Minister addressed a personal and confidential communica- 
tion to Minister for Foreign Affairs Sanchez in which reference was
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made to the President’s visit to the Legation and his statement regard- 
ing the formulation at an early date of an important communication. 
The Haitian Minister pointed out in his note that he had not as yet 
received any communication of the nature mentioned by President 
Vasquez and stated tha: he would be most happy to receive at an 
early date, for transmission to his Government, any communication 
which the Dominican Government might see fit to address to him in 
the light of the mutual desire of both Governments to effect a friendly 
settlement of any and all questions pending between the two countries. 

) After some delay Minister Dejean received a note in reply from the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs saying in substance that the Dominican 
Government was continuing to accord to the questions its most 
sympathetic consideration but that for the moment he was unable to 
amplify that statement. 

The Haitian Minister, doubtless reflecting the attitude of his Gov- 
ernment, feels that since Haiti proposed the conclusion of a conven- 
tion of the nature mentioned above as preparatory to a serious con- 
sideration and discussion of the boundary question the next move 
ought properly and appropriately to come from the Dominicans. 

In conversation with me last week at his summer home at Las 
Matas, where in response to his invitation I spent two days, the 
President told me confidentially that he had recently received a 
report from Port-au-Prince to the effect that certain differences had 
arisen between the American High Commissioner and President 
Borno respecting “certain amendments to the Haitian Constitu- 
tion,” ® and that he felt somewhat apprehensive lest the situation 
might impair President Borno’s energy in dealing with the frontier 
question. The President stated that he realized fully that an adjust- 
ment of the boundary question could only be had if President Borno 
was in a position to count upon the full support and cooperation of 
General Russell. He added that he was causing a discreet investiga- 
tion to be made, and that if his previous information should be con- 
firmed he intended to send a personal message to President Borno 
counseling him in view of the great importance of the boundary 
matter to make every effort to procure the full cooperation of the 
High Commissioner and not permit any other question to impair the 
fullest cooperation. I stated merely that I had not received any 
information which would tend in any way to confirm his report. 
President Vasquez then went on at some length, and in a very earnest 
and sincere manner, to impress upon me his desire for an early settle- 

ment of the question. He said that he regarded the present time as a 
very opportune one and that if no agreement was reached it would 

. not be because of any lack of desire or earnest effort on the part of 

the Dominican Government. 

®° See vol. 11, pp. 48 ff.
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The Haitian Minister informed me yesterday that he has been 
asked by President Vasquez to visit him this week and he assumes 
that the boundary question will be rather fully discussed. The Lega- 
tion is in close touch with the situation here and will promptly report 
to the Department all developments of interest. 

I have [etc.] Evan E. Youne 

738.3915/315 

The Minister in the Dominican Republic (Young) to the Secretary 

of State 

No. 644 Santo Dominoo, October 5, 1927. 
| [ Received October 18.] 

Sir: Adverting to the Legation’s previous despatches respecting 
the Dominican-Haitian boundary question, I have the honor to submit 
the following report. 

As reported in the Legation’s confidential despatch No. 639, Sep- 
tember 28, 1927, President Vasquez recently received information 
indicating that important differences of opinion had arisen at Port- 
au-Prince between the American High Commissioner and President 
Borno regarding certain proposed amendments to the Haitian Consti- 
tution. During my recent visit to the President at Las Matas he 
expressed some concern over the information he had received, feeling 
that any important differences between General Russell and President 
Borno might react unfavorably upon an early settlement of the 
boundary question. 

Mr. Dejean, the Haitian Minister here, went to Las Matas a few 
days ago, in response to an invitation from the President, and during 
the course of the visit President Vasquez inquired of the Minister 
whether he possessed any information regarding the matter. Dejean 
assured the President that there was no basis whatever for the report 
and stated that he had recently received a personal letter from Presi- 
dent Borno in which he referred to the proposed constitutionai 
amendments and said that he and General Russell were in accord in 
the matter. President Vasquez expressed his gratification and stated 
that a formal communication dealing with an important phase of 
the relations between the two countries would be addressed to the 
Minister at.an early date. 

In conversation with me, following his return from Las Matas, 
Mr. Dejean said that in general he felt optimistic as regards the pos- 
sibility of effecting in the near future a final settlement of the bound- 
ary question. He again expressed the opinion that it would be 
preferable to conclude the proposed treaty of amity before entering 
into any formal negotiations respecting the boundary. He sug-
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gested it would be helpful if I continued to manifest a friendly 
interest in an early and amicable settlement of the controversy. I 
said that there could be no question but that the Dominican Govern- 
ment fully understood the attitude of the Department and that I 
should in the future, as I had in the past, in my informal conversa- 
tions with appropriate Dominican officials impress upon them the 
friendly interest of my Government in the effecting of a final and 
definite settlement of the boundary question, an interest which was 
in entire harmony with that of the two Governments more directly 
concerned. 

In reply to an intimation from me that I should be glad to have 
more definite and exact information with respect to the provisions 
of the proposed treaty of amity, Dejean said that the draft as sub- 
mitted to President Vasquez was brief and embraced (1) a declara- 
tion outlawing war as between the two countries, (2) a provision 
stating that in the event friendly negotiations should fail of effecting 
the settlement of any question between the two Governments, the 
good offices of a friendly third power, if proferred, must be accepted. 
With regard to the second provision, Minister Dejean said that it had 
been suggested here, not however by any Dominican official, that the 
Dominican Government would construe the reference to the “friendly 
third power” as in fact meaning the United States, and that if the 
provision should be changed so as to provide for the submission to 
the League of Nations of any question not susceptible of settlement 
by direct negotiations the convention or treaty would find a ready 
acceptance by the Government here. 

Minister of Foreign Affairs Sanchez, together with the other mem- 
bers of the Cabinet, is at Las Matas engaged in the drawing up of 
the national budget for the coming year. I shall see him so soon as 
he returns to the Capital and endeavor in a discreet manner to pro- 
cure full information respecting the Dominican Government’s atti- 
tude in the matter of the proposed treaty of amity. 

The Department will be kept fully informed by despatch or cable 

of all developments. 
I have [etc. ] Evan E. Youne 

738.3915/316 

The Minister in the Dominican Republic (Young) to the Secretary 
of State 

No. 648 Santo Domingo, October 8, 1927. 
[Received October 18.] 

Str: Having reference to the Legation’s confidential despatch 
No. 644, October 5, 1927, respecting the Dominican-Haitian boundary
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question and the proposed treaty of amity, I have the honor to 
submit the following confidential information regarding the attitude 
of the Dominican Government in these matters as outlined to me 
yesterday by Minister of Foreign Affairs Sanchez. 

With regard to the Haitian proposal looking to the conclusion of 
a treaty of amity between the two countries, Mr. Sanchez said that 
the Dominican Government would be unable to sign the treaty in 
the form in which it had been submitted by President Borno. The 
principal objection was to the provision under which each Gov- 
ernment bound itself to refrain from war against the other. On 
this point, the Minister expressed himself as being heartily in favor 
in principle of the provision in question, but asserted that the 
boundary controversy could be adjusted only through one of three 
methods, (1) arbitration, (2) direct negotiations, and (3) war. 
He felt that in view of the past history of the question the Domin- 
ican Government could place little hope in any recourse to arbitra- 
tion, and that if direct negotiations between the two countries should 
fail, and the use of armed force. precluded, the Dominican Govern- 
ment would find its hands tied. Sanchez asserted that the Domin- 
ican Government had in fact no intention of resorting to the use 
of armed force, but he emphasized the point that under the status 
quo the situation is much more favorable to Haiti than to the 
Dominican Republic, and said that he felt strongly that to outlaw 
war through the medium of a solemn written undertaking, prior to 
the settlement of the boundary question, would weaken the position 
of the Dominican Government in any negotiations with Haiti looking 
to the definite settlement of the problem. 

The Minister then went on to say that once the boundary question 
was settled he would be heartily in favor of the conclusion of the 
treaty of amity as proposed by President Borno, or, if preferred by 
Haiti, the text of the provisions of the proposed convention could 
be made a part of the final treaty settling the boundary question. 

Mr. Sanchez very confidentially informed me that the program 
of the Dominican Government respecting the settlement. of the 
boundary controversy and the conclusion of a treaty of amity is at 
present as follows :— 

1. Refusal to sign the proposed treaty of amity unless it be so 
modified as to eliminate the provision outlawing war perpetually. 

2. To propose to Haiti that a joint topographic study of the frontier 
zone be made by the two Governments. With reference to this point 
he remarked that the absence of topographical information, accepted 
by both Governments, rendered it very difficult to deal in a satisfactory 
manner with the frontier question. He suggested that if the so-called 
“American Line” had been definitely established by markers from one 
coast to the other it would have been of immeasurable assistance to 

258346—42—vol. 1 28
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both Governments in connection with the boundary negotiations. He 
added that while both Governments today possessed their own official 
maps it was a matter of common knowledge that neither one was 
accurate. 

3. With the necessary topographical data in hand and approved by 
both Governments, there should then be, in the opinion of the Min- 
ister, no serious obstacle to the speedy settlement of the entire ques- 
tion. The Minister intimated that should the Haitian Government 
agree to the proposal which the Dominican Government intends to 
advance in the near future looking to the establishment of a topo- 
graphical commission the work would probably be done by, or at least 
under the supervision of, American experts. 

In according me the information set forth above Mr. Sanchez re- 
quested that it be regarded as highly confidential. I thanked the 
Minister for the frank expression of his views and the statement of 
the present attitude and policy of the Dominican Government, and I 

| reiterated the hope that the settlement of the question would continue 

to receive his most sympathetic and careful attention and a very sincere 
and earnest effort made to arrive at an early agreement with Haiti. 

The Minister said that he would be glad to keep me informed of all 
developments, and that he would wish to confer with me from time to 
time. He added that he considered it highly important that the Gov- 
ernment of the United States be kept promptly and fully apprised of 
all developments and that he felt that full and frank discussions with 
me would serve the best interests of both the Dominican Republic and 
Haiti. In conclusion, he stated that he had not considered it advisable 
as yet to discuss the entire matter with the Haitian Minister as freely 
and fully as he had in his conversation with me, but that a communi- 
cation setting forth the Dominican Government’s attitude toward the 
proposed treaty of amity would be addressed to Minister Dejean in 
the near future. 

I have [etc. ] Evan E. Youne 

738.3915/315 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in the Dominican Republic 
(Young) 

No. 187 Wasuineton, October 27, 1927. 

Sir: The Department acknowledges the receipt of your confidential 
despatch No. 644 of October 5 concerning the Dominican-Haitian 
boundary negotiations. 

The Department has noted in this despatch that some consideration 
is apparently being given by certain Dominicans to a plan whereby 
the boundary question may be submitted for arbitration by the Do- 
minican and Haitian Governments to the League of Nations. Please
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keep the Department informed concerning this matter and state 
whether or not in your opinion there is any possibility of the Domini- 
can Government suggesting such a course to the Haitian Government. 

I am [etce.] 

For the Secretary of State: 
Francis WHITE 

738,3915/320 

The Minister in the Dominican Republic (Young) to the Secretary 
of State 

No. 691 Santo Domrineo, November 10, 1927. 
[Received November 22. | 

Sir: Supplementing the Legation’s previous despatches respecting 
the Dominican-Haitian boundary question and the conclusion of a 
suggested treaty of amity, I have the honor to submit the following 
confidential information with respect to the present status of these 
matters. 

The efforts of the Haitian Legation here to effect the conclusion of 
a convention or treaty of amity of the nature mentioned in my despatch 
No. 644 of October 5th have thus far proven unsuccessful. 1 am con- 
fidentially informed, however, by the Haitian Minister that in a recent 
informal conference with the Dominican Minister of Foreign Affairs 
he inquired whether the Dominican Government would be inclined to 
enter into the treaty without further delay if there should be eliminated 
from the present draft the provision to the effect that if friendly nego- 
tiations should fail of effecting the settlement of any question between 
the two governments, the good offices of a third power, if proferred, 
must be accepted. Minister Dej2zan informs me that the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs indicated that it was his personal opinion that the 
Dominican Government would be prepared to conclude the treaty with- 
out delay with the elimination of the provision mentioned. Minister 
Sanchez agreed to submit the matter to President Vasquez and to in- 
form Mr. Dejean of the President’s views, but the Haitian Minister has 
heard nothing further in regard to the matter. 

From the conversations which I have had with the Haitian Minister 
and with the Minister of Foreign Affairs it is my opinion that the 
Dominican Government is not considering suggesting to the Haitian 
Government any plan whereby the boundary question may be sub- 
mitted for arbitration to the League of Nations. From the inception 

of the present negotiations the Legation has of course kept this point 
carefully in mind and it will continue todo so. Should it at any time 
appear that there exists any real possibility of such a suggestion being
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advanced, the Department will of course be promptly informed by 
cable. 

Insofar as the boundary question itself is concerned, there have been 
no recent developments of interest or importance, and it now seems 
improbable that any action in the matter will be taken by the Domin- 
ican Government prior to the forthcoming visit of President Borno 
which is now tentatively set for December 6th. In the meantime a 
committee, composed principally of prominent lawyers, which was 
informally appointed by President Vasquez to study the whole ques- 
tion of the frontier problem is continuing its studies. I was informed 
today that the committee has about completed its work and that its 
report will be in the hands of the President within a few days. 

The executive committee of the Dominican Nationalist Party re- 
cently adopted a resolution, a translation of which is enclosed here- 
with,®° protesting against the institution of any negotiations respect- 
ing the frontier question “so long as the military occupation continues 
in the neighboring Republic”. In addition, the President of the 
party recently addressed an open letter to the members of the com- 
mittee mentioned above contending that the present so-called Haitian 

Government is illegal and unconstitutional and is therefore incapable 
of entering into international agreements which would be binding upon 
the countries concerned. <A translation of the letter 1s enclosed.” 

I have [etc.] Evan E. Youne 

738.3915/327 

The Minister in the Dominican Republic (Young) to the Secretary 
of State 

No. 747 Santo Domrneo, December 31, 1927. 
[Received January 10, 1928.] 

Sir: I have the honor to report with respect to the Haitian-Domini- 
can boundary question that informal conversations, which it is hoped 
will proceed to a point where formal negotiations can be undertaken 
with some assurance of success, were instituted in this city on Decem- 
ber 28th at a conference in which participated Minister of Foreign 
Affairs Sanchez, Mr. Troncoso de Ja Concha, Mr. Jacinto de Castro 
and Mr. Peyfia-Battle, representing the Dominican Government, and 
Mr. Dejean, the Haitian Minister. 

At the beginning of the conference a question arose as to whether 
Mr. Dejean’s participation therein was based on special powers from 
the Haitian Government to deal with the boundary question or was 
to be regarded as solely in his capacity as Haitian Minister. Mr. 
Dejean said that he was without any special powers, and that none 

© Not printed.
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appeared to be necessary for the present. He then read to the con- 
ference extracts from personal letters addressed to him by President 
Borno which clearly indicated a desire on the part of President Borno 
that Mr. Dejean during his stay in this country should interest him- 
self primarily in matters pertaining to the boundary question and its 
settlement. 

In response to a suggestion which was then made by Mr. Sanchez 
that the Minister should make a brief statement and embody therein 
any suggestion which he might care to advance with respect to a 
desirable mode of procedure, the Minister said that as he viewed the 
matter it was incumbent upon the Dominican Government to “make 
the next move”; that he had already acquainted the appropriate 
officials here with the views of his Government,—viz.: That the status 
guo line “with compensation” should be agreed upon as the basis of 
any discussions. He explained that by “compensation” he meant that 
obviously it would be necessary for each Government to cede to the 
other certain territory. He urged that a serious effort be made to 
agree upon a boundary line, and strongly recommended that the 
physical fixation of such line be left to a technical commission. He 
contended that the work of preparing accurate maps of the frontier 
zone might well follow rather than precede any efforts to reach an 
amicable agreement with respect to the line itself. 

The Dominican representatives pointed out that under the provi- 
sions of Article 3 of the Dominican Constitution relative to the non- 
alienation of Dominican territory the Government might find it 
necessary to convene a constituent assembly for the purpose of pro- 
curing a modification of the article in question prior to the consum- 
mation of any agreement with respect to the boundary. In reply toa 
request for an expression of his opinion in the matter, Mr. Dejean 
said that the question was of course one for the Dominican Govern- 
ment to determine. He pointed out however that somewhat similar 
provisions were to be found in the Haitian Constitution and in the 
treaty of 1915 with the United States. After a further conversation 
of a somewhat general nature, the conference adjourned to reconvene 
on Monday, January 2, 1928. 

Following the conference, I had a rather extended, though entirely 
personal and unofficial conversation with the Haitian Minister. With 
respect to the question of the provisions of Article 3 of the Dominican 
Constitution and their bearing upon the boundary question and the 
negotiations directed to its adjustment, I suggested as coming entirely 
from myself, that it would appear to be both wise and expedient to 
push the negotiations now, and that if the Dominican Government 
later should hold that an amendment to the constitution was in fact 

“ Foreign Relations, 1915, p. 449.
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necessary, such action might well follow the conclusion of an agree- 
ment ad referendum between the two countries; that should a con- 
stituent assembly be convened to amend the provisions of Article 3, 
domestic political considerations might induce the Dominican Gov- 
ernment to suggest other amendments having no bearing on the 
boundary question and it might beccme entangled with domestic 
political matters. This, I thought, would be most unfortunate. I 
suggested that the logical order of events in view of the considerations 
which I had advanced would be (1) agreement on boundary question, 
(2) constituent assembly, if necessary, to amend provisions of Article 

8, (8) ratification of boundary agreement. 
The Haitian Minister agreed fully with my suggestions, and again 

expressed his appreciation of the interest in the matter which had 
been taken by this Legation and of our obvious desire in an informal 
and discreet way to be of all possible assistance. 

I have [etc. | Evan E. Youne 

STATEMENT BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE REGARDING BOLSHEVIK 
AIMS AND POLICIES IN MEXICO AND LATIN AMERICA 

810.00B/16a 

Statement Left by the Secretary of State With the Senate Committee 
on Foreign Relations * 

| Wasuineron,| January 12, 1927. 

BotsHevik Arms AND Poticres in Mexico anp Latin AMERICA 

The Bolshevik leaders have had very definite ideas with respect 
to the role which Mexico and Latin America are to play in their 
general program of world revolution. They have set up as one of 
their fundamental tasks the destruction of what they term American 
Imperialism as a necessary prerequisite to the successful development 
of the international revolutionary movement in the new world. The 
propagation of communist ideas and principles in the various coun- 
tries of Latin America is considered secondary to the carrying on of 
propaganda against the aims and policies of the United States. Thus 
Latin America and Mexico are conceived as a base for activity against 
the United States. Communists in the United States have been 
repeatedly instructed to devote special attention to the struggle 
against “American Imperialism” in Latin America and to the organ- 

"In a circular instruction, Jan. 27, 1927 (not printed), copies of this state- 
ment were transmitted to diplomatic officers in Latin America, with this nota- 
tion: “Following was left with the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations as 
part of the records of the Department of State for the information of the 
Committee. The Secretary informed the Committee that it was not confidential.”
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ization of resistance to the United States. Bolshevik aims in this 
respect were succinctly set forth in a resolution of the Third Congress 
of the Red International of Trade Unions, July 8-22, 1924, as follows. 
Jt was resolved : 

“... 4. To unite the national struggle against American Imperialism 
in individual countries in a movement on a scale of the whole Ameri- 
can continent, embracing the workers of all countries of Latin 
America and the revolutionary forces of the United States. Mexico 
is a natural connecting link between the movement of the United 
States of North America and Latin America, therefore Mexico must 
be the center of union. 
“... % In the name of the Trade Union Educational League of the 
United States, to appeal to the toilers of Latin America with a call 
to create a united front against American Imperialism. .. .” 

Similarly, a representative of the American Communist Party, 
speaking at the VIth Session of the Enlarged Executive Committee 
of the Communist International on February 24, 1926, declared: 

“The last and most important task of our party is the fight against 
imperialism. The Communist Party of America must become the 
defender of the oppressed peoples of Latin America. The time is not 
long distant when Latin America will become the China of the far 
west and Mexico the Canton of Latin America.” 

In the theses approved at the ViIth Session of the Enlarged Execu- 
tive Committee of the Communist International it is stated, with 
respect to Latin America, 

“Latin America also can and must become a basis of support of the 
hberation movement against imperialism (against the imperialism 
of the United States). In the present state of things the nations 
living in Latin America are as a majority oppressed nations which 
sooner or later will be drawn into the struggle against the imperialism 
of the United States.” 

During the past few years the Bolshevik leaders have been giving 
more and more attention to anti-American activities in Mexico and 
Latin America. The Communists in the United States have been 
criticized for not displaying sufficient energy in this sphere. Very 
specific instructions in this regard were issued to the Communists in’ 
the United States in the “Resolution on the American Question” 

adopted at the VIth Enlarged Plenary Session of the Executive Com- 
mittee of the Communist International at Moscow on March 15, 1926. 
It pointed out 

“to the American Communist Party the tremendous importance which 
the labor movement (and the movement for independence) is assum- 
ing in the countries of South America. There is no doubt that in 
the future struggle for the overthrow of the yoke of the bourgeoisie
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of the United States, the working class and the peasantry of Latin 
America will play a tremendous role. The American Communist 
Party must not be a party of self-centered interests but must become 
a party which understands how to raise the question of the hegemony 
of the proletariat in the whole movement for freedom which is d1- 
rected against the imperialists of the United States. Moreover it is 
necessary that the workers (Communist) Party maintain the closest 
contact with the labor movement in the colonies of Cuba, the Philip- 
pines, etc., and support them in their fight against American 
imperialism. 

In view of this the Executive Committee of the Communist Inter- 
national instructs the Central Committee of the American Com- 
munist Party to devote the most. serious attention to the tasks cited 
and above all to appoint an earnest group of Party workers to par- 
ticipate in the current work in Latin America in agreement with 
the Presidium of the Executive Committee of the Communist Inter- 
national.” 

In accordance with Moscow’s instructions the American Com- 
munists during the last two years have been placing special emphasis 
on their anti-American work in Mexico and Latin America. Con- 
siderable attention was given to this matter at the Fourth Convention 
of the Workers (Communist) Party in Chicago, August 21-80, 1925. 
A special organization known as the All-American Anti-Imperialist 
League has been created by the American Communists to carry out 
the instructions of Moscow in the matter of organizing Latin Amer- 
ica against the United States. The following is taken from a report 
on “Anti-Imperialist Work” delivered at the Fourth National Con- 
vention referred to above: 

“The Fifth Congress of the Communist International severely 
criticised nearly all the Communist Parties in the imperialist coun- 
tries for not carrying on a sufficiently energetic campaign against 
imperialism. 

| “Under the present Central Executive Committee, the Workers 
Party of America has for the first time made anti-imperialist work 
one of its basic activities. The outstanding feature of our work 
against American imperialism is that it has entered the field of active 
practical cooperation with the oppressed peoples of American im- 
perialism, the most important step in this connection being the suc- 
cessful organization of the All-America Anti-Imperialist League. 

“In January of this year 1925 a sub-committee was elected by the 
Central Executive Committee which assumed charge of all the anti- 
imperialist activities of the Party. This committee prepared mate- 
rial for campaigns, furnished articles on imperialism for the party 
press, drew up manifestoes and leaflets, and was the medium through 
which the party cooperated with anti-imperialist organizations in 
Latin-America. Manifestoes were issued to the Cuban Labor Con- 
gress held at Havana, to the International Marine Transport Workers’ 
Convention held at New Orleans, several manifestoes to the Mexican
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workers and to the Filipinos, a special May Day manifesto to the 
workers of Latin-America, a manifesto in connection with the Tacna- 
Arica affair—and other manifestoes and leaflets which will be referred 
to later on. . 

“Direct contact with Mexico was maintained throughout the period, 
through the visits of Comrades Johnstone, Gomez, and Lovestone to 
Mexico and through steady correspondence. Comrade Wagenknecht 
visited the Philippines and established connections there. Corre- 
spondence connections were also established, with greater or less suc- 
cess, with practically every country in Latin-America, as well as with 
Hawaii and the Philippines. Through our activities five Filipino dele- 
yates were secured for the International Transport Conference in 
Canton, for which our Party was commended by the Communist 
International. 

“Our party has carried on a consistent campaign, both in this coun- 
try and in Latin-America against the ‘labor imperialism’ of the so- 
called Pan-American Federation of Labor. Comrade Johnstone at- 
tended the convention of the Pan-American Federation of Labor at 
Mexico City, in November of last year, (1924) and cooperated with the 
Mexican Party in its strategy in connection with this convention. 

“Comrade Gomez was sent to Mexico in April of this year (1925) 
and attended the convention of the Communist Party of Mexico as 
fraternal delegate from our Party. During this visit plans for joint 
action of the Mexican, Central American and United States parties 
against imperialist policies of the Pan-American Federation of Labor 
were adopted. 

“Our Party was largely instrumental in the establishment of the 
All-American Anti-Imperialist League, which although organized 
only a few months ago and still in its initial stages, has aroused a real 
response in Latin-America, despite the miserably small funds which 
we were able to put into this work. The All-America Anti-Imperialist 
League was endorsed by the Communist International and the Red 
International of Labor Unions. 
“The League is a non-partisan international organization admit- 

ting to affiliation all groups in the Americas willing to take up 
the fight against American imperialism. It aims to give driving 
force and centralized expression to the national liberation movements 
in Latin-America, Hawaii, the Philippine Islands, etc., in alliance 
with the movement of this country. 

“The All-America Anti-Imperialist League has a special secretariat 
located in Mexico City, under whose supervision the monthly Spanish 
language organ of the league, which has now published five issues 
is edited, as well as special manifestces, leaflets, etc. Our party has 
contributed towards defraying the expenses of the monthly magazine 
El Libertador and towards other expenses of the Mexico City secre- 
tariat, but lack of funds has made it impossible to give adequate 
support in this respect. 

“A regular section of the All-America Anti-Imperialist League 
has been formed in Cuba, with Julio Antonio Mella as secretary, 
and is extremely active, holding mass meetings, lectures, etc. Labor, 
peasant, and student organizations in Costa Rica, Panama, Salvador, 
and Peru have affiliated with the League, but no regular sections
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have been formed in those countries as yet. Contacts have been es- 
tablished with some of the foremost intellectuals of Latin-America, 
who are supporting the league and writing for its monthly organ. 

“At the suggestion of our Party, the League sent out the call for 
the observance throughout America of ‘Anti-Imperialist Week’ 
(June 29 to July 4), calling upon all anti-imperialist organizations 
in special literature, to conduct mass meetings, hold demonstrations 
in front of American consulates and embassies, etc. Our Party pub- 
lished a special leaflet for Anti-Imperialist Week and actively co- 
operated in its observance. 

“Tentative plans are already being laid, also at the suggestion of 
our Party, for an All-America Anti-Imperialist congress to be held 
at Buenos Aires some time next year.” 

The Fourth Convention listed among the concrete tasks of the 

Party 

“To carry on a systematic and active agitation against American 
imperialism, particularly in Latin America. To demand the with- 
drawal of American armed forces from foreign lands... . 

“To give active support to the activities of the All-America Anti- 
Imperialist League.” 

The same Convention adopted a lengthy resolution with respect 
to the struggle against American imperialism. This resolution 

pointed out that 

“there is sufficient homogeneity to permit the building of a powerful 
continental movement of workers and farmers against American im- 
perialism, and sufficient resentment due to the occupation of the 
Central American and Carribean countries, the sustaining of autocra- 
cies such as those of Venezuela and Peru by United States aid, the 
interference in the internal affairs of all of the countries, the system 
of financial and military advisors, the monopolistic Monroe Doctrine 
and the robbery of the tremendous natural resources of Latin 
America.” 

The resolution declared that there were “millions groaning under 
the American imperialist rule” in the Philippines, Porto Rico, Cuba, 
Mexico, Haiti, etc., and that it was the task of the Communists to 
give active support to the anti-American movements in the various 
countries in Latin America. The resolution continues: 

“49. There is a strong tradition of Latin-American solidarity 
which is a historic force for the unification of the anti-imperialist 
movements of the various Latin-American countries. This will be 
an important weapon in the struggle against Wall Street. The All- 
America Anti-Imperialist League was created as the expression of 
the liberating movement of all the exploited peoples of the continent. 
The Workers Party took part in the creation. Represented in the 
League are also the Communist Parties of Mexico, Central America, 
and South America, as well as student groups, labor organizations, 
peasant leagues and national societies in various countries.
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“43, For us, the League constitutes an organizational expression of 
our determination to fight side by side with the exploited peoples of 
America’s colonies and semi-colonies. While we strive to make the 
groups affiliated to the All-America Anti-Imperialist League recog- 
nize in the Communists and the Communist International, the leaders 
of the world struggle against imperialism, we must work conscien- 
tiously to build up the league itself to push it into activity and to 
make of it a powerful driving force for the overthrow of American 
imperialism. 

“44, The following is our concrete program of joint action with the 
exploited peoples for the struggle against American imperialism. 

(a) Expose the purpose and methods of American imperialism 
everywhere. 

(6) Demand independence for all American colonies and uncondi- 
tional withdrawal of American troops from Latin-America, Chinese 
and other foreign soil. 

(c) Actively support Latin-American strikes against American 
concerns. 

(zd) Ideological and practical struggle against the doctrine of 
Pan-Americanism. 

(¢) Expose and struggle against the so-called Pan-American Fed- 
eration of Labor as an agency of American imperialism, and the 
Mexican and American Parties shall work out joint plans for expos- 
ing the true character of the Pan-American Federation of Labor and 
propagate the idea of the formation of Latin-American Labor Fed- 
eration with anti-imperialist tendencies. 

(f) Interchange of delegates at conventions and close cooperation 
with the Communist Parties of Latin-America; fraternal relations 
with the parties of the Far East. 

(g) Help build the All-America Anti-Imperialist League into a 
powerful organization for the overthrow of American Imperialism. 

(kh) Immediately strive to build up sections of the All-American 
Anti-Imperialist League in parts of the United States, through affil- 
iation of resident organizations of Mexicans, Filipinos, Chinese, etc. 

(2) Support the proposed plan of the All-American Anti-Im- 
perialist League for an All-American Conference against Imperial- 
ism. 

(7) The Machete, organ of the Mexican Communist Party, and 
El Libertador, organ of the Anti-Imperialist League (published in 
Mexico) should be circulated among the Spanish-speaking workers 
of the United States.” 

The activities and plans of the American Communists as regards 
the organization of opposition to the United States in Mexico and 
Latin America are summed up admirably in a resolution passed by 
the Central Executive Committee of the Workers (Communist) 
Party on November 12, 1926. This resolution reads as follows: 

“The tasks of our Party at the present time, as set forth in the 
resolution of the political committee, are those presented by the 
conditions of imperialism. American imperialism is able to win 
over large sections of the American workers by sharing with them
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a small part of super-profits and continues to extend its hegemony in 
foreign fields. However, the steady expansion of American capital- 
ism upon an imperialist basis is accompanied by the enormous ex- 
tension of the vulnerable surface which it presents to attack. Recent 
months have furnished striking evidence of the widespread move- 
ment for Latin-American unity against Wall Street. We cite par- 
ticularly the present attitude of the Calles Government in Mexico— 
its general Latin-Americanism, its policy in Central America, its 
tendency toward cooperation with the All-America Anti-Imperialist 
League, and the decision of President Calles to send a personal repre- 
sentative to the Brussels world conference against imperialism. 

“The comintern has repeatedly indicated that a basic task of anv 
party situated in an imperialist country is to stimulate and give aid 
to the nationalist and national revolutionary movements in the 
colonial and semi-colonial countries under the heel of imperialism. 
This, together with the work among the American masses, form 
the basis of our party work. While our party has made consid- 
erable progress in anti-imperialist work, it is still far from a 
proper realization of the importance of this work. A far greater 
proportion of the party’s resources must be utilized in anti-imperial- 
ist activities. District executive committees must have standing sub- 
committees on anti-imperialist activity, and these must be directed 
by capable comrades. The party machinery on a district as well 
as a national scale must be drawn into this work. 

“The anti-imperialist work has been greatly hampered by lack 
of sufficient comrades. The party must take measures to create and 
train a corps of comrades engaged directly in anti-imperialist work. 

“In spite of many handicaps, we have done much to build the All- 
America Anti-Imperialist League into an organization engaged in 
actual struggle against imperialism. We have carried on systematic 
work inside of the Pan-American Federation of Labor and have 
achieved some valuable results there. We have participated in work 
against United States imperialism in a number of Latin-American 
countries, notably Mexico, Porto Rico, Cuba, Panama and Peru. We 
have also established some contact with the Philippine independence 
movement, altho we have yet to establish our own nucleus there. 

“The main task for the period immediaely ahead is the building 
| of a substantial section of the AAATL (All-America Anti-Imperialist 

League) in the United States itself. This will be accomplished thru 
the affiliation of groups organized around specific issues, such as 
hands-off-Mexico committees, etc. The Workers (Communist) Party 
must remain the central factor in the United States section of the 
AAAIL, grouping around itself as closely as possible other working- 
class organizations.” 

The significance of Mexico in the eyes of the so-called Soviet gov- 
ernment is revealed in the following extract from the report of 
Chicherin, made at the III Session of the Union Central Executive 
Committee in March 1925: 

“Resumption of Diplomatic Relations with Mexico 

“In America, in this manner, we still stand before a question mark. 
But in this time we have succeeded in re-establishing diplomatic rela-
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tions, which give us a political base in the new continent, with the 
neighbor of the United States, Mexico. The Mexican Government 
is based on the Right trade unions and the radical small bourgeoisie. 
The Soviet Republic is extraordinarily popular in Mexico. Our pleni- 
potentiary representative, Pestkovsky, met in Mexico the most en- 
thusiastic reception, receiving constantly from all sides expressions 
of the most friendly, even enthusiastic, attitude toward the Soviet 
Republic. Mexico gives us, thus, a very convenient political base in 
America for the development of our further ties.” 

As respects relations between the Soviet Legation in Mexico City 
and Communist activities being carried on in Mexico there is the fol- 
lowing evidence: 

(1) Statement by Mexican Labor Deputy, Ricardo Trevino, in the 
Mexican Chamber of Deputies on September 9, 1925: 

“T can not say which are the better elements, whether ours or the 
Reds or those whom the Russian Minister brought. And on this point 
I must say that there are documents in which it is established that 
certain Red and Communist elements receive money from the said 
Minister and from the Communists at Moscow in order to work along 
Communist lines in Mexico against the United States whereby they 
would provoke an international conflict.” 

(2) Communication addressed to the Soviet Minister by the Central 
Committee of the Mexican Federation of Labor by direction of the 
Seventh Congress of that organization: 

“To the Minister of Russia in Mexico City: 
. .. On the other hand there was also considered by the Con- 

vention the report referring to the fact that in the diplomatic mis- 
sion in your charge moral and economic support is lent to so-called 
Communist radical groups, the enemies of the Mexican Federation of 
Labor and of our government. 

“This Central Committee was ordered by the Convention to inform 
you in your character as representative of Russia in Mexico that the 
Mexican labor movement represented by this confederation maintains 
the principle that the workers of each country must be organized in 
accordance with their opinions and necessities and that no nation has 
the right to impose nor to lay down for another the doctrine which 
must control its activities.” 

(8) Resolution adopted March 6, 1926, at the Seventh Annual Con- 
vention of the Mexican Federation of Labor: 

“, .. 3. That a courteous invitation be extended by the Central Com- 
mittee to the diplomatic representative of Russia accredited to 
Mexico so that his office may abstain from lending moral and eco- 
nomic support to the so-called radical group, enemies of the Mexican 
Federation of Labor and of the government.”
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REPRESENTATION OF THE UNITED STATES AT THE MEETING OF 

THE INTERNATIONAL COMMISSION OF JURISTS, HELD AT RIO DE 

JANEIRO, APRIL 18-MAY 20, 1927" 

710.C2/211a 

The Secretary of State to Dr. James Brown Scott *™* 

Wasuineton, March 15, 1927. 

Sir: The Department refers to the credentials signed by the Pres- 
ident on July 8, 1924,°° designating you as a Delegate to the Interna- 
tional Commission of Jurists, which was then scheduled to meet in 
Rio de Janeiro in 1925. Inasmuch as that meeting was not held, and 
in order to obviate any question as to the adequacy of your creden- 

tials in connection with the postponed meeting, which is to be held 
in Rio de Janeiro in April, 1927, the Department transmits here- 
with a new Presidential certificate of appointment, which you will 
present at the appropriate time as evidence of your designation on 
the part of the United States as Delegate to the Congress constituted 
pursuant to a Resolution of the Fifth International Conference of 
American States. The certificate of appointment signed by the 
President on July 8, 1924, should be returned to the Department, 

through the American Embassy at Rio de Janeiro. 
The Resolution of the Fifth International Conference of American 

States, pursuant to which the Congress of Jurists is to meet in Rio de 
Janeiro next month, reads as follows: 

“RESOLUTION. 

Codification of American International Law. 

“The Fifth International Conference of American States, 
RESOLVES : 
1. To request each Government of the American Republics to ap- 

point two Delegates to constitute the Congress of Jurists of Rio de 
aneiro; 
2. To recommend that the Committees appointed by the Congress 

of Jurists be reestablished ; 
8. To request these Committees to undertake and to reconsider 

their work in the light of the experience of recent years and also in 
view of the resolutions of the Fifth International Conference of 
American States; 

* Wor correspondence and a report concerning the meeting held in 1912, see 
Foreign Relations, 1912. pp. 18 ff. 

* An identical instruction was also addressed to the other American delegate, 
Dr. Jesse 8. Reeves (file No. 710.C2/211b). These instructions were forwarded 
to the delegates through the American Embassy in Rio de Janeiro. 

* Not printed. 
* The resolution is also printed in Report of the Delegates of the United States 

of America to the Fifth International Conference of American States, etc. (Wash- 
ington, Government Printing Office, 1924), as appendix 14, p. 181.
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4. To designate a Committee for the study of comparative Civil 
Law of all the nations of America in order to contribute to the forma- 
tion of Private International Law, so that the results of this study 
may be utilized at the next meeting of the Congress of Jurists. It 
is understood that in the term ‘Civil Law’ there are included the 
following topics: Commercial Law, Mining Law, Law of Procedure, 
etc. Criminal Law may also be included therein; 

5. To convene the International Congress of Jurists at Rio de 
Janeiro during the year 1925; the precise date to be determined by 
the Pan American Union after consultation with the Government of 
Brazil; 

6. To recommend to this Congress that in the domain of Inter- 
national Law, the codification should be gradual and progressive, 
accepting as the basis the project presented to the Fifth International 
Conference by the Delegate of Chile, Mr. Alejandro Alvarez, entitled 
‘The Codification of American International Law;’ 

7. The names of the Delegates referred to in Clause 1, should be 
communicated to the Government of Brazil and to the Pan American 
Union ; 

8. The resolutions of the Congress of Jurists shall be submitted to 
the Sixth International Conference of American States, in order that, 
if approved, they may be communicated to the Governments and in- 
corporated in Conventions; 

9. To recommend to the Congress of Jurists that will prepare an 
American Code of Private International Law, that if it should con- 
sider it advisable, it decide previously the juridical system or systems 
to be adopted or to be combined, instructing to that effect the Special 
Committees to be appointed to draft said Cede, and taking into con- 
sideration the motions submitted to the Fifth Pan American Confer- 
ence by the Delegations of Argentine, Brazil and Uruguay, as well 
as any other that may be submitted.” 

While this Resolution provides that the conclusions of the Con- 
gress of Jurists shall be submitted to the Sixth International Con- 
ference of American States in order that, if approved, they may be 
communicated to the Governments and incorporated in conventions, 
it appears that the purpose and scope of the Congress is similar to 
the purpose and scope of the International Commission of Jurists, , 
which was created by the Third Pan American Conference,” and 
which met in Rio de Janeiro in 1912. This earlier Commission was 
instituted to prepare a draft of a code of Private International Law, 
and one of Public International Law regulating the relations between 
the Nations of America. 

Codification is a clear, systematic and authoritative statement of 
existing law; it does not involve the framing of new legislation. 
The Delegates of the United States to the Congress of Jurists should 
not, therefore, participate in the drafting of new international legis- 

“For text of the convention establishing an International Commission of 
Jurists, signed Ang. 28, 1906, see Foreign Relations, 1906, pt. 2, p. 1601.
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lation embodying changes in the existing systems of law of the Na- 
tions of the Western Hemisphere. Accordingly, you are instructed 
to scrutinize all proposals in the light of the existing treaty arrange- 
ments and established policies of the United States of America. 

The draft plans for the reorganization of the Pan American 
Union, contemplated by Project No. 9 of the Projects of Conventions, 
formulated by the American Institute of International Law, and 
the draft plans for a Pan American Court of Justice, Project No. 28 
of the Projects of Conventions, formulated by the same Institute,’* 
would require for their realization the conclusion of international 
agreements far-reaching in character and of doubtful advantage. As 
to such proposals the Delegates on the part of the United States 
should take no position from which ultimate official approval of the 
projects might even be inferred. You will, of course, take no position 
on any question which might be construed as committing the Govern- 
ment of the United States in any way whatsoever. 

In a letter to the Secretary of State, dated March 15, 1926, the 
Director General of the Pan American Union referred to the follow- 
ing recommendation, approved by the Fifth International Conference 
of American States on May 38, 1923: 

“To forward to the Congress of Jurists which is to meet at Rio de 
Janeiro in 1925 for the Codification of International Law, the pro- 
posal presented by the Delegation of Costa Rica, regarding the 
creation of a Permanent Court of American Justice, as well as all 
other proposals that the various American Governments may formu- 
late in this respect.” 

In compliance with this recommendation the Director General trans- 
mitted a copy of the project to which it referred, and requested that 
the text of the recommendation and a copy of the project of the Dele- 
gation of Costa Rica be transmitted to the Delegates on the part of 
the United States to the Congress of Jurists. In accordance with 
this request there are attached hereto a copy of the letter from the 
Director General of the Pan American Union, dated March 15, 1926, 
and a copy of the project of the Delegation of Costa Rica referred to 

therein.®® 

In connection with this project you are informed that although the 
Government of the United States is most hospitable to the considera- 

* For texts of projects 9 and 28, see American Institute of International Law, 
Codification of American International Law: Projects of Conventions Prepared 
at the Request on January 2, 1924, of the Governing Board of the Pan American 
Union for the Consideration of the International Commission of Jurists, ete. 
(Washington, Pan American Union, 1925), pp. 388 and 106. 

* Enclosures not printed. For text of the project of the delegation of Costa 
Rica, see Quinta Conferencia Internacional Americana, Santiago de Chile, 
Verbatim Record of the Plenary Sessions of the Fifth International Conference 
of American States (Santiago de Chile, Imprenta Universitaria, 1925), vol. 2, 
footnote 1, pp. 345 ff.
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tion of measures tending to the maintenance of peace and stability in 
Latin America and insuring a basis for beneficent cooperation it does 
not consider that the establishment of a Permanent Court of American 

Justice would be desirable. There would seem to be no reason why a 
permanent organization of this sort should be established in America 
to rival the Permanent Court of International Justice at The Hague, 
and the difficulty of establishing, in view of the relations of the Latin 
American states, a satisfactory method of selecting the judges of an 
American Permanent Court would be very great. What would seem 
to be needed, in order to promote judicial settlement of international 
controversies in this hemisphere, is an improved plan for arbitral set- 
tlements. In this way controversies of which disposition could be 
more advantageously made by an American tribunal could be referred 
to a tribunal established for the purpose in accordance with the ac- 
cepted principles of arbitral procedure. It should be remembered in 
this connection that the representatives of five of the Latin American 
Republics, to wit, the Republics of Costa Rica, Guatemala, Honduras, 
Nicaragua and El Salvador, signed on February 7, 1923, a Conven- 
tion for the establishment of a Central American tribunal,’ with. the 
provisions of which you are doubtless familiar. It is believed that a 
similar arrangement would meet the requirements of judicial settle- 
ment of controversies between all the Latin American States. If, 
therefore, adequate measures are taken to add to the existing facilities 
an appropriate plan for the arbitration of justiciable controversies, 
the proposal of the Delegation of Costa Rica to the Fifth Pan Ameri- 
can Conference, providing for a Permanent Court of American 

Justice, would appear to be suitably met. 
[Here follows a paragraph relating to expenses to be allowed the 

delegates. | 
I am [etc. | Frank B. Ketxoce 

710,.C2/226a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasuHinotTon, May 11, 1927—noon. 
17. The following message has been received by the United Press 

here from its Rio de Janeiro service: ? 

For texts of the convention and protocol, see Conference on Central American 
Affairs, Washington, December 4, 1922-February 7, 1923 (Washington, Govern- 
ment Printing Office, 1923), pp. 296 and 401. The protocol, in which the United 
States ‘‘expresses its full sympathy and accord with the purposes of the afore- 
mentioned Convention” and agrees to cooperate “in the realization of said 
purposes”, is also printed in Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, p. 327. 

* Quotations in this telegram not paraphrased. 

258346—42—vol. 29
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“U.S. delegate James Brown Scott announced at International Jur- 
ists conference here that the U. S. secretary of state would propose a 
convention creating an inter-American arbitration tribunal ‘to which 
all American nations would submit all questions of whatever nature 
otherwise insoluble.’ 

He stated that arbitration should be most ample without restric- 
tions, except sovereignty and independence of litigant nations, which 
would have option to use this or any other tribunal.” 

It is requested that you ascertain and report by cable whether Scott 
is quoted accurately. Your attention is invited, for your own infor- 

mation in this connection, to the following sentence contained in the 
instructions sent to the American Delegates through the Embassy: 

“You will, of course, take no position on any question which might 
be construed as committing the Government of the United States in 
any way whatsoever.” 

No resolution whatever with a view to recommending a convention for 
establishing a tribunal of inter-American arbitration has been taken by 
the Secretary of State. If the matter were placed officially before the 
attention of this Government, naturally it would receive serious con- 
sideration, but we are not committed to the making of a recommenda- 
tion of such a nature on our own initiative at this time, and it cannot 
be permitted that the United States delegates to the Commission of 
Jurists so commit this Government by any declaration. 

KELLoae 

710.C2/228 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

Rio DE J ANEIRO, May 12, 1927—3 p.m. 
[Received 3: 30 p. m.] 

22. Messrs. Brown Scott and Reeves have handed me the following 
communication in relation to the subject of Department’s confidential 

telegram 17, May 11, noon: 

“Referring to pages 5 and 6 of instructions of March 15th. Ameri- 
can delegates contemplate nothing more than plan for arbitrary settle- 
ments based wholly on convention of February 7, 1923, establishing a 
Central American tribunal thus providing ‘adequate measures’ ‘to exist- 
ing facilities’ in order to form ‘an appropriate plan for the arbitration 
of justiciable controversies’ in this hemisphere. 

The American delegates have given notice that they will introduce 
a plan but have not yet done so. The delegation contemplates intro- 
ducing plan in plenary session of Saturday afternoon next, of which 
through agreement with President of Commission there will be neither 
discussion nor vote except possible reference to forthcoming Habana 
Conference.” 

Morcan
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710.C2/228 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) 

Wasuineron, May 13, 1927—5 p.m. 
18. Your 22, May 12,3 p.m. Please deliver the following imme- 

diately to Messrs. Scott and Reeves: 

“Referring to your communication transmitted in the Embassy’s 
May 12, 3 p. m., and having in mind the evident disposition as reflected 
in recent press despatches to attribute unusual official importance to 
the statements and proposals of the American Delegates, the Depart- 
ment does not consider it practicable or advisable for you to submit to 
the plenary session any plan such as the one you have in contemplation. 
Your plan has not been submitted and considered here, and from your 
statement it would not even be discussed or voted upon by the Commis- 
sion of Jurists. The practical result of the proposed action would be 
to involve this Government in an implied commitment in favor of some 
pian which it has had no opportunity to examine and pass upon, thereby 
imiting to a certain degree its freedom of action at the next Pan 
American Conference. In these circumstances you are instructed to 
refrain from introducing the plan.” 

KeEtLoae 

710.C2/230 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

Rio dE JANEtRO, May 14, 1927—11 a.m. 
[Received May 14—10: 55 a. m.] 

24. Messrs. Brown Scott and Reeves have handed me the following 
text for transmission to the Department: 

“In compliance with the Department’s telegram of May 18th, we 
hasten to state that we shall refrain from introducing the plan. We 
avail ourselves of the opportunity of expressing our appreciation of the 
courteous language in which the Department’s instruction is couched.” 

Morean 

710.C2/240 

The Delegates of the United States to the International Commission 
of Jurists (Scott and Reeves) to the Secretary of State 

Wasuineton, June 10, 1927. 
Sir: The undersigned, Delegates of the United States of America, 

to the International Commission of Jurists created by resolution of 
April 26, 1923, of the Fifth International Conference of the American 
Republics, held at Santiago de Chile, to codify international law, pub- 
lic and private, have the honor to submit their report as Delegates of 
the United States, on the nature of the Commission, its procedure and 
labors, resulting in a recommendation of twelve projects of public
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international law,’ and a convention of private international law con- 
sisting of no less than 439 [437] articles,* to be transmitted to the Sixth 

of the American Conferences, which is to convene at Habana, January 
16, 1928, for such consideration as that body shall be pleased to give 
to them.° 

The word “codification” 1s used in a two-fold sense: strictly, as a 
statement of the law actually in force; and popularly, as a statement, 
not merely of the law in force, but such as it should be, in the opinion 
of those undertaking its formulation and statement. The Delegates of 
the United States have understood “codification” in its first and strict 
sense, and the sense in which they believe that the Commission likewise 
understood it. The projects, therefore, of public international law are 
in general, it is believed, an acceptable statement of the practice, not 
only of any one Republic, but of the American Republics, in 
their relations with one another. Whenever a statement did not seem 
to be in accord with the law as understood in the United States, the 
American Delegates called attention to that fact and entered what is 
called a “reserve”. On one occasion they interposed their reserve to an 
entire project—that on asylum—on the ground that the practice of 
receiving political fugitives in a legation or embassy is contrary to 
the practice of the United States of America. 

In the matter of the conflict of laws—which the Latin American 
States universally call “private international law”—the Delegates of 
the United States entered a general reserve to the entire convention, on 
the ground that the practice of the United States based, as it is, on 
domicile, is necessarily so opposed to the practice of those countries 
accepting the principle of nationality that it was better to refer the 
projected code of private international law in its entirety to the Depart- 
ment of State, in order that the appropriate authorities of the govern- 
ment might determine the extent to which the United States might 
be able or willing to accord its approval.® 

The Delegates'of the United States are of the opinion that there is 
no provision in any one of the twelve projects of public international 
law, with the exception of that on asylum, which is contrary to any- 

*For texts of projects, see International Commission of Jurists (Sessions held 
at Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, April 18th to May 20th, 1927), Public International 
Law: Projects To Be Submitted for the Consideration of the Sixth International 
Conference of American States (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1927). 

‘For text of convention, see International Commission of Jurists (Sessions 
held at Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, April 18—-May 20, 1927), Private International Law: 
Project To Be Submitted for the Consideration of the Sixth International Con- 
ference of American States (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1927). 

°For texts of the conventions and the code of private international law as 
adopted at the Habana Conference, see Report of the Delegates of the United 
States of America to the Sixth International Conference of American States, 
etc. (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1928), pp. 96 ff. 

*For text of the declaration of the delegation of the United States annexed to 
the convention and code as adopted at the Habana Conference, see ibid., p. 167.
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thing to be found in the projects transmitted by the Pan American 

Union, and they believe that they did not, at any time during the 
session of the International Commission of Jurists, make or counte- 
nance any proposal which was inconsistent with the provisions, in 
whole or in part, of the Pan American Union projects, with which 

the officials of the Department of State are familiar. 
The International Commission of Jurists for the Codification of 

International Law, Public and Private, formally opened its proceed- 
ings on the evening of April 18, 1927, in the Monroe Palace, in the 

City of Rio de Janeiro, the incomparable Capital of the United 
States of Brazil. 

The Commission owed its immediate origin to a Resolution of the 
Fifth Conference of the American Republics meeting in Santiago de 
Chile, in the Spring of 1923, by virtue of which each of the twenty- 
one American Republics was authorized and requested to appoint two 
jurists; and the jurists thus appointed were to compose the Interna- 
tional Commission which was to meet two years later, in Rio de 
Janeiro, at a date to be fixed by the Governing Board of the Pan 
American Union, composed of the diplomatic representatives of the 
American Republics, which holds its regular monthly sessions in the 

Pan American Building, in the City of Washington. 
The date finally agreed upon by the Governing Board, in consulta- 

tion with the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Brazil, was April 16, 
1927; and two days later, April 18th, the Commission was, in fact, 
formally opened by His Excellency Octavio Mangabeira, Minister of 
Foreign Affairs, in the presence of the Diplomatic Corps accredited 
to Rio de Janeiro, and other leading personalities of the Brazilian 
Capital. 

The Commission chose as its President, the Honorable Epitacio 
Pesséa, an ex-President of the Republic, who had also presided the 
first Commission of Jurists, which had lkewise met in Rio de Ja- 
neiro, in the summer of.1912. The Brazilian Government appointed 
as Secretary General the distinguished lttérateur, Mr. Gustavo 
Barrosa, member of the Brazilian Academy of Letters, and Corre- 
spondent of the Royal Society of Literature of England. 

Of the twenty-one American Republics, all but Guatemala, Hon- 
duras, Nicaragua, and San Salvador [Salvador], four of the five Re- 
publics of Central America, were represented in the Commission. 
Of the seventeen Republics taking part in the Commission, Argentina, 
Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Cuba, Mexico, Uruguay and Venezuela, 
were represented by two delegates each, apparently on the theory of 
one for public, and the other for private international law. Eight 
of the Republics (Chile, Costa Rica, Ecuador, Haiti, Panama, Para- 
guay, Peru and Santo Domingo [Dominican Republic]) had but a
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single delegate each. The two delegates of the United States were 
appointed without special reference to one or the other of the two 
branches of international law, and took part in the proceedings con-  ~ 
cerning each branch. 

Under a Convention adopted at Rio de Janeiro by the Third Pan 
American Congress, meeting in that city in 1906, there had been 

. appointed a first Commission for the Codification of International 
Law, Public and Private. It met in the summer of 1912, in the same 
city of Rio de Janeiro; and it failed, owing to a lack of preparation. 
It adjourned within a few weeks after its opening session, never to 
meet again, due, it is believed, to the outbreak of the World War two 
years later. The second Commission succeeded because of adequate 
preparation in advance of its sessions, with some thirty projects of 
convention dealing with certain phases of public international law, 
and a complete code of private international law to serve as the bases 
of discussion; and when the Commission adjourned, on the evening 
of May 20, 1927, it had twelve draft conventions of public interna- 
tional law to its credit: Fundamental Bases of International Law; 
States—Existence, Equality and Recognition; Status of Aliens; 
Treaties; Exchange of Publications; Interchange of Professors and 
Students; Diplomatic Agents; Consuls; Maritime Neutrality; Asy- 
lum; Obligations of States in Event of Civil War; and Pacific Set- 
tlement of International Conflicts; and a complete code of private 
international law. 

Within recent years, in Europe, two peace conferences have been 
held at The Hague, in which certain phases of international law were 
put in the form of conventions. In the first, of 1899,’ three conven- 
tions and three declarations were adopted in a session beginning May 
18th and ending July 29th of that year, that is to say, in a session of 
approximately two and a half months. In the Second Hague Peace 
Conference, of 1907,° thirteen conventions and one declaration were 
adopted. This Conference met from June 15th to October 18th—a 
session of a little over four months. There have been some confer- 
ences on private international law likewise held at The Hague, which 
have put in conventional form some topics on the conflict of laws. 
But hitherto, there has been no conference in Europe in which inter- 
national law both public and private has been considered, and the 
labors of the various Hague Conferences on these two branches of 
the law do not equal—if the results achieved in private as well as 
public international law can be considered—the work of the Com- 
mission of Jurists meeting in Rio de Janeiro in 1927. 

The modern movement of the Americas in favor of codification is 

due to gatherings of the American Republics commonly called Pan 

7 See Foreign Relations, 1899, pp. 511 ff. 
* See ibid., 1907, pt. 11, pp. 1099 ff.
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American Conferences. The first of the series was proposed on No- 
vember 29, 1881, by Secretary of State Blaine,® to consider how the 
Americas could be spared the horrors of internecine wars by a timely 
resort to arbitration and other peace-keeping agencies. On October 
9, 1889, the Conference met in Washington under Secretary Blaine’s 
presidency and adjourned April 18 [29], 1890.° The second Con- 
ference was held in the City of Mexico from October 22, 1901, to 
January 31, 1902." There the first conscious step was taken toward 
codification. Upon the motion of the Brazilian delegation, a conven- 
tion was agreed to and signed on January 27, 1902, for the codifica- 
tion of public and private international law by a commission of seven 
persons of whom five should be publicists of the Americas, and two of 

Europe. 
When the Third Conference assembled four years later in Rio de 

Janeiro,’ no progress had been made towards the realization of what 
may be termed this peculiarly American ideal. It was at the third of 
the Conferences, in the City of Rio de Janeiro, that definite action 
was taken in behalf of codification by a formal convention of eighteen 
of the American Republics, and ratified by fifteen of those then and 
there represented, just as the possibility of condification was to be 
demonstrated in Rio de Janeiro by the International Commission of 

Jurists in 1927. The ratifying Republics (Argentina, Brazil, Chile, 
Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Guatemala, 
Honduras, Mexico, Panama, Peru, Salvador, United States and Uru- 
guay) pledged themselves by convention of August 23, 1906, to the 
codification of public and private international law through a com- 
mission of experts to be composed of a delegate from each of the con- 
tracting Republics. However, when the fourth Pan American Con- 
ference met in Buenos Aires in the summer of 1910, the Commission 
had not as yet assembled. The action taken in Rio de Janeiro in favor 
of codification was reaffirmed* and the proposed commission was 
ultimately enlarged so that two delegates instead of one from each, 
represented the contracting Parties. 

° Foreign Relations, 1881, p. 18. 
*°For reports and recommendations of this Conference with reference to the 

adoption of a uniform code of international law, see Executive Document No. 
183, 51st Cong., 1st sess. ; also, International American Conference, 1890, Reports— 
a collection of reports of United States delegates to, and reports of committees 
of, the first International American Conference, 1889-90, and a collection of 
“Treaties now in force [1884] with the Central and South American States”— 
(Washington, Government Printing Office, 1890). 
“The report, with accompanying papers, of the delegates of the United States 

to the second Conference is printed in S. Doe. No. 330, 57th Cong., 1st sess. 
* 'S. Doc. 330, 57th Cong., Ist sess., p. 201. 
* See Foreign Relations, 1906, pt. 2, pp. 1565 ff. 
“See ibid., 1910, pp. 25 ff. For a report of the delegates with all the accom- 

panying papers, see S. Doc. No. 744, 61st Cong., 3d sess. 
* S, Doc. 744, 61st Cong., 3d sess., appendix I, pp. 98-99.
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The Commission itself met in Rio de Janeiro in the summer of 1912, 
and passed out of existence in the course of the same summer. The 
procedure to be followed had not been proposed beforehand, and proj- 
ects for discussion had not been drafted and circulated among the 
interested Republics in advance of the meeting. When the delegates 
from seventeen States met, the Brazilian Government laid before them 
codes of public and private international law prepared respectively by 
Dr. Epitacio Pesséa and Dr. Lafayette Rodriguez Pereira..* The 
Commission was unwilling to consider the codification of either public 
or private international law in its entirety. Although the first article 
of the convention stated that the Commission was to meet, “for the 
purpose of preparing a draft of a code of private international law 
and one of public international law, regulating the relations between 
the nations of America,” the members declared themselves in favor of 
partial and progressive codification of each of the two branches of 
international law, and appointed a number of committees to collect 
information from the American governments, and to prepare reports 
on the subjects submitted to them for the consideration of the Com- 
mission at a later session. 

The outbreak of the war in Europe in 1914 which affected pro- 
foundly the thought of the world and the relations of the American 
Republics—-some of which were eventually drawn into the conflict— 
put an end to the labors of the first American Commission for the 
Codification of International Law. However, codification was to be 

adjourned only for the moment. In the Spring of 1923, some three 
years after the World War was officially declared to be ended, eighteen 
of the American Republics met in conference at Santiago de Chile, 
and in this fifth of the Pan American assemblies, a resolution was 
voted in favor of reconstituting the International Commission of 
Jurists, to be composed of two members from each of the American 
Republics, to meet in Rio de Janeiro, to proceed anew to the codifica- 
tion of public and private international law. The resolution contem- 
plated the partial and progressive codification of public international 
law, and recommended to the Commission the projects of Mr. Ale- 
jandro Alvarez as a basis for discussion.” A code of private interna- 
tional law was also to be prepared. 

The Honorable Charles Evans Hughes was then Secretary of State 
of the United States, and, as such, Chairman of the Governing Board 
of the Pan American Union, as it was then organized. Deeply inter- 

** The Portuguese texts of these codes are printed in Epitacio Pesséa, Codigo de 
Direito Internacional Publico and Lafayette Rodrigues Pereira, Codigo de Direito 
Internacional Privado (Rio de Janeiro, Imprensa Nacional, 1911). 

™ For Spanish text of these projects, see Alejandro Alvarez, La Codificacién 
del Derecho Internacional en América: Trabajos de la Tercera Comisi6n de la 
Asamblea de Jurisconsultos reunida en Santiago de Chile (Santiago de Chile, 
Imprenta Universitaria, Estado 68, 1923), pp. 65 ff.
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ested in the codification of both branches of international law, he was 
anxious that projects of both should be prepared well in advance of 
the meeting of the Jurists in Rio; that the projects should be drafted 
by unofficial publicists of repute, and transmitted by the Pan American 
Union to the various American governments, and by them laid before 
the International Commission of Jurists, for such consideration as its 
members should care to give to them. Therefore, Secretary Hughes pro- 
posed to the Governing Board of the Pan American Union, at its meet- 
ing of January 2, 1924, that the American Institute of International 
Law be invited to prepare a series of projects on public international 
law. The motion was unanimously adopted. The American Institute 
was thereupon invited to prepare the projects. It did so, and on March 
2, 1925, Secretary Hughes was able to lay before the Governing Board 
a series of some thirty projects on timely and important phases of 
public international law.® He advised that they be transmitted by 
the members of the Board to their respective Governments, and by 
them laid before the Commission to serve as a basis of discussion. 

In presenting the projects in the four official languages of the Amer- 
icas, Secretary Hughes said: 79 “At last we have texts and projects, the 
result of elaborate study, for consideration. We have the inspiration 
and stimulus of this action full of promise for the world. We feel that, 
thanks to American initiative, we are on the threshold of accomplish- 
ment in the most important endeavor of the human race to lift itself 
out of the savagery of strife into fhe domain of law breathing the 
spirit of amity and justice.” And he thus concluded his remarks: “I 
believe that this day, with the submission of concrete proposals which 
take the question of the development of international law out of mere 
amiable aspiration, marks a definite step in the progress of civilization 
and the promotion of peace, and for that reason will long be remem- 
bered. For in this effort we are not unmindful of the larger aspects 
of the question, and it is our hope that the American Republics by tak- 
ing advantage of this opportunity may make a lasting contribution to 
the development of universal international law.” 

The success of the American Institute in framing projects of public 
international law suggested to Secretary Hughes the feasibility of 
preparing a code of private international law. He therefore pro- 
posed at the same session of the Governing Board of the Pan Amer- 
ican Union—the last [at] which he was to preside—that the Executive 
Committee of the American Institute be invited to prepare “a project 
or series of projects embodying the principles and rules of private 
international law for the consideration of the commission of jurists.” 

*® For texts, see American Institute of International Law, Codification of Amer- 
ican International Law: Projects of Conventions Prepared at the Request on 
January 2, 1924, of the Governing Board of the Pan American Union, etc. (Wash- 
ington, Pan American Union, 1925). 

* See ibid., p. 3, par. 2, 1. 2.



376 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1927, VOLUME I 

This motion was unanimously adopted by the Board, and a special 
committee of the American Institute, which had already been ap- 
pointed by that body at its meeting in Lima in anticipation of such 
a request, undertook the preparation of the desired code. The dis- 
tinguished publicist of Cuba, Mr. Antonio Sanchez de Bustamante 
y Sirvén, laid aside the many important and pressing calls upon his 
time, to prepare a code of private international law. This was done 
in the course of a few weeks, approved with slight modifications by 
the committee of the American Institute at a special meeting in 
Habana, laid before the Governing Board of the Pan American 
Union on February 3, 1926,” by Mr. Hughes’ successor, Secretary of 
State Kellogg, [and] transmitted to the Governments of the Amer- 
ican Republics to be by them laid before the International Com- 
mission of Jurists. Therefore when this body met in Rio de Janeiro 
on April 16, 1927, it found itself in possession of thirty projects of 
international public law, and a code of private international law of 
no less than 435 articles. 

The members of the International Commission of Jurists met in 
Rio de Janeiro under very different conditions from those of its 
predecessor of 1912. It was ready to go to work, and it lost no 
time in getting to work. In advance of the opening meeting the 
delegates already in Rio met informally at the residence of Mr. 
Rodrigo Octavio, the second of the Brazilian delegates, and himself 
a person of great and deserved distinction in the domain of private 
international law. Mr. Epitacio Pesséa, who had been President 
of the first Commission and, in the interval between the two, Presi- 
dent of the Republic of Brazil, was also present. This informal and 
unofiicial exchange of views great[ly] facilitated the future labors of 
the Conference. It was there suggested that Mr. Pessé6a should be 
asked to preside over the Commission; that the rules of the first 
Commission with sundry modifications and additions should be 
adopted, and that the Commission should be divided into two sec- 
tions, to be composed of delegates from all of the Republics repre- 
sented: Subcommission A, for public international law; Subcom- 
mission B, for private international law; that a Subcommission C, 
of five members, should be appointed to consider the ways and means 
of continuing the work of codification after the adjournment of 
the Commission; a Committee D, likewise of five members, for the 
uniformity of international legislation. These suggestions proposed 
by Mr. Victor M. Maurtua, delegate of Peru, met with unanimous 

*See American Institute of International Law, Codification of American 
International Law: A Project of a Code of Private International Law, Prepared 
at the Request, on March 2, 1925, of the Governing Board of the Pan American 
Union, etc. (Washington, Pan American Union, 1926).
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approval. It was also suggested by the members present, upon the 
motion of Mr. Bustamante, delegate of Cuba, that Mr. Maurtua 
should respond in behalf of the Commission to the address of wel- 
come of the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Brazil, at the formal 
opening of the Commission. 

Saturday, the 16th of April, had been agreed upon for the opening 
session of the Commission, but as this was a holiday, and as some 
of the delegations would not arrive on or before that date, the 18th 
was proposed by the Minister of Foreign Affairs. The members of 
the Commission met in the Monroe Palace at four o’clock of the 
afternoon of the 16th. The delegations of twelve countries, the 
quorum required for a regular meeting was present. Mr. Pessda 
made a report of the informal suggestions and the proposal was 
adopted to have the formal opening take place on the evening of 
the 18th. 

At five o’clock on the afternoon of Monday, the 18th, the delegates 
of seventeen American Republics met in the Senate Chamber of the 
Monroe Palace in a formal, which, however, the official minutes some- 
what inaccurately call a preliminary session. The suggestions of the 
informal meeting of April 14th and of the regular session on the 16th 
were laid before the members and approved. The proposal of Mr. 
Pessoa by Mr. Bustamante as temporary President of the Commission 
was unanimously adopted; the rules of 1912 7 as amended were like- 
wise adopted; the division of the Commission into subcommissions 

was agreed to, as were the appointments of other committees. The 
appointment by several Republics of a single delegate instead of two, 
as recommended by the resolution of the Fifth Pan American Con- 
ference of Santiago, made it impossible for the two Commissions to 

meet at one and the same time, as the one delegate would be obliged 
to attend the session of each of the subcommissions. This cut in half 
the working hours of each, and laid an undue burden on the single 
delegates. It operated to the disadvantage of the Subcommission on 
public international law, as the Subcommission on private interna- 
tional law was to meet in the mornings, and that of public interna- 
tional law in the afternoons, when the Plenary sessions of the Com- 
mission were to be held. One or other had to suffer unless the plenary 
sessions should be in the evenings. This was, however, looked upon 
with disfavor and, with the exception of the formal opening, the ple- 
nary sessions were held in the afternoons at the expense of public 
international law. 

Upon the proposal of the delegation of the United States, both 
members of the various delegations were allowed to register in and 

“or a draft of regulations for the International Commission of Jurists, as 
proposed at the first meeting in 1912, see Foreign Relations, 1912, p. 32.
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attend both Subcommissions. This enabled them personally to take 
part in the sessions of the Subcommission of public international law, 
and, by their presence, to show their interest in the Subcommission of 
private international law. This is believed to have been the first occa- 
sion on which official delegates of the United States attended and 
took part in an official conference on the conflict of laws, to give pri- 
vate international law the name by which it is generally known in the 
English-speaking world. 

At 9 o’clock on the evening of April 18th, the International Com- 
mission of Jurists met in plenary and official session. Mr. Pessda, its 
temporary President, called the meeting to order and appointed a com- 
mittee of three to await his Excellency Mr. Mangabeira, the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs of Brazil, and to escort him to the Chair. The 
Minister appeared and opened the Commission with a gracious and 
earnest address of welcome, in which he contemplated, indeed, pre- 
dicted the success of its labors. 

[Here follow extracts from Mr. Mangabeira’s address. For full 
text, see Bulletin of the Pan American Union, October 1927, volume 
61, page 956. | 

On behalf of the Commission whose sessions were thus formally 
opened by the Minister of Foreign Affairs, Mr. Maurtua, of Peru, 
responded in the three-fold character of statesman, jurist, and phi- 
losopher. His address is too long to be reported in this place, and it 
is dangerous to paraphrase in English more than a few of its passages 
from a Portuguese print of a Spanish original. 

[Here follows a summary, with quotations, of Mr. Maurtua’s ad- 
dress. A full text is printed in Bulletin of the Pan American Union, 
October 1927, volume 61, page 957. ] 

At the conclusion of his address, Mr. Maurtua proposed as perma- 
nent President, Mr. Epitacio Pesséa, senior Delegate of Brazil, and 
former President of the Commission of Jurists of 1912. Elected 
without the formality of a vote, he assumed the Presidency amid the 
applause of his colleagues, and immediately delivered an excellent 
and admirably phrased address, so clearly pronouncing his Portuguese 
that even the foreigners divined its meaning, although they lost here 
and there a word, a phrase, or even a sentence. The American dele- 
gates feel it their duty to reproduce a paragraph or two in the text of 
this report, although the entire address is given in the appendix.” 

(Here follow extracts from Mr. Pess6a’s address. For full text, 
see Bulletin of the Pan American Union, October 1927, volume 61, page 
961.] 

This was the atmosphere in which the official delegates of seventeen 
of the American Republics met, and this was the spirit in which they 

*™ The appendix containing Mr. Pesséa’s address has not been found in Depart- 
ment files.
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labored day and night, for the space of their sojourn in the most 
attractive, the most hospitable, and the most sympathetic of cities and 
of countries, in order to give to the Americas the inestimable benefit 
of a law known in advance, agreed to in conference, and to be inter- 
preted and applied if necessary in tribunals of arbitration and courts 

of justice. 
The Commission was now formally opened and ready to enter upon 

its arduous labors. The Sub-Commission B. on Private International 
Law met on the morrow at 10 in the morning; the Sub-Commission A. 
on Public International Law, at 3 in the afternoon, and the process 
of codification of the two branches began. Committee C. on the Ways 
and Means of Continuing Codification after the Commission’s ad- 
journment met later, and presented its report. The Commission, and 
all of its sub-divisions and committees adjourned on Friday, May 20, 
1927, with codification in both domains a reality instead of a dream, 

a hope, an aspiration. 
What was the nature of the International Commission of Jurists? 

The Commission was international, in the sense that it was composed 
of the official representatives of some seventeen independent and 
sovereign nations. It was continental, in that these nations were part 
of one and the same continent, and the nations were the free and equal 
Republics of America. Such was the outward aspect of the Com- 
mission. Looked at from within, it was a body of experts in inter- 
national law, public and private—not a conference of diplomatists 
vested with political powers by the Republics appointing them, but 
jurists representing what our Latin American friends and neighbors 
so happily call the juridical conscience of the Americas. Their pur- 
pose was to state international law, public and private, in the form 
of articles—not to make law as a legislature, or to adopt conventions 
which, when ratified by the treaty-making Powers of their respective 
countries would become law for the High Contracting Parties. Their 
task was humbler, but still honorable: to state in the form of articles, 
principles of international law and the conflict of laws, to recommend 
them to the favorable consideration of the Sixth Conference of the 
Americas, to meet in Habana, January 16, 1928, in order that the 
diplomatic representatives of the American Republics taking part in 
that conference might, through the exercise of political power, invest 
them, in their original or modified form, with the force of conventional 
law. The diplomatic representatives, acting under instructions from 
the governments of their respective Republics would bind their coun- 
tries to the extent of their instructions, and the countries would bind 
themselves and each to each, by subsequent ratification of the con- 
ventions adopted by the Conference. 

The Commission was therefore a meeting of the jurists possessing 
the confidence of, and appointed by their respective governments for
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the preparation of draft-conventions of public international law, 
and a code of private international law, to be submitted to the Sixth 
Conference of the American Republics, for such consideration as the 
Governments therein represented might care to give to them. The 
Commission of Jurists could not, therefore, bind the governments 
which they represented, nor could the Delegation bind the govern- 
ment appointing it. This was evidently the idea of the Conference 
of Santiago de Chile, which planned the Resolution creating the 
Commission; it was the conception of the Government of the United 
States as expressed in the commissions of its Delegates; it was the 
opinion of all of the Delegates themselves expressed in the first 
plenary session of the Commission, and at various times in the Sub- 

Commission. 
It is, therefore, manifest that the Governments are not legally 

bound either by the views expressed by their respective Delegates in 
the Commission, or in the projects of convention of public law, or 
code of private law. Their hands are free, but they have before them 
materials of public and private international law upon and about 
which they may instruct their diplomatic and therefore political 
Delegates to the forthcoming Conference of the Americas at Habana. 

I. THE SUB-COMMISSION A. FOR THE CODIFICATION OF PUBLIC INTERNA- 

TIONAL LAW 

This Sub-Commission, composed at least of one, and in some cases of 
the two members of the Republics which were represented by a dele- 
gation of two persons, held its first meeting at 3 o’clock in the after- 
noon of Tuesday, the 19th of April. As its members were taking 
their places at the long table in one of the Committee Rooms of the 
Monroe Palace, in which the Senate of Brazil meets, and which was 
placed at the disposal of the International Commission of Jurists, the 
delegation of the United States proposed, on behalf of the Sub-Com- 
mission, that Mr. Pesséa, who had registered in the section of Public 
International Law, and who was present, be asked to assume the 
Presidency of the Sub-Commission, just as in the morning the Sub- 
Commission of Private International Law had requested Mr. Rodrigo 
Octavio, the other Brazilian Delegate, to preside that Sub-Commis- 
sion. Mr. Pesséa yielded to the unanimous desire of his colleagues, 
and assumed the Chair. 

Thereupon, the American delegation proposed that a committee of 
five persons, with the President as its Chairman, and ex-officio an 
additional member, be appointed by the President to examine the 
projects of international law, in order to determine those which 
might reasonably be considered and passed upon in the limited time 
at the disposal of the Commission, for it was understood that it would
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adjourn at least before the 24th of May, at which time Messrs. Busta- 
mante and Pess6a would be obliged to repair to Europe in order to 
attend the sessions of the Permanent Court of International Justice 
at The Hague, of which august tribunal they have the honor to be 
members. It was felt that a small committee could work more quietly 
and expeditiously than the Sub-Commission, composed of the repre- 
sentatives of the seventeen Republics. After discussion, the sugges- 
tion was adopted, and the President named the following members: 
Mr. Scott, of the United States; Mr. [Carlos] Saavedra Lamas, of 
Argentina; Mr. [Alejandro] Alvarez, of Chile; Mr. [Cesar] Zelaya, 
of Cuba; Mr. [Julio] Bastos, of Uruguay. Mr. Reeves, of the Ameri- 
can Delegation, and Mr. [Luiz A.| Podesta-Costa, of Argentina, regu- 
larly attended the meetings of the Committee, with the permission of 
its President. 

The American Delegation further proposed that Mr. Pesséa’s Code 
of Public International Law, as presented to the Commission of 
1912, be considered as before the present Commission; that Mr. 
Alvarez’ projects likewise be considered as before the Commission. 
Mr. Pess6a assured the members that he had no desire to force his 

Code upon the attention of the Commission, and Mr. Alvarez finally 
stated that his project laid before the Conference of Santiago had 
been merged in those of the American Institute. The American 
Delegation, however, insisted, notwithstanding Mr. Alvarez’ declara- 
tion, that his projects in their original form be laid before the Com- 
mission for its consideration, so as to carry out to the letter the Reso- 
lution of 1928, under which the International Commission was con- 
stituted. The Delegation also urged that Mr. Pesséa’s Code should 
be considered by the Commission as before it, and note taken of 
its contents in the deliberations of the Commission. These views 
prevailed, and the Sub-Commission of Public International Law, 
taking as its basis the projects submitted by the Pan American Union, 
had also before it the Code of Mr. Pessda, and the original projects 
of Mr. Alvarez. 

The Commission thereupon adjourned, to meet at the call of the 
President, when the Committee of five should have projects to report 
for its consideration. 

This Committee frequently, and indifferently, called “Special Com- 
mittee,” Committee of Examination” or simply, “the Committee”, 
met regularly in the afternoons during the month in which the Inter- 
national Commission was in session. At its first meeting, Mr. Pesséa 
indicated the topics which he was inclined to believe could be profit- 
ably and adequately treated. They were for the most part those to 
be found in his own Code of 1912, as well as in the projects trans- 
mitted by the Pan American Union. In many instances, he expressed
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himself as preferring the form of his Code to that of the projects. 
To this, the Committee made no objection. The result was a com- 
parison of the drafts of 1912 and of 1924, and the amalgamation of 
the two in the form of separate projects which Mr. Pesséa undertook 

to prepare and lay before the Committee. 
The consideration of some of the projects of the Pan American 

Union, he proposed to defer for the moment; others of the projects. 
he suggested should be combined and merged in a single project, so 
that while the final product of the Commission’s work in public 
international law is set forth in an even dozen of projects, these 
fairly embody the substance of thirteen of the Pan American Union, 
or fourteen, if the project of extradition, transferred from public to 
private international law, is to be included. 

It should be said, in this connection, that two of the thirty projects— 
those on the Pan American Union (No. 9) and aerial navigation 
(No. 20) were withdrawn from consideration at the request of the 
Pan American Union, as these subjects were being elsewhere and 
otherwise considered. At the request of Mr. Bustamante, the sub- 
ject of extradition (No. 17) was referred to the Sub-Commission on 
private international law, as contained in his draft code. The orig- 
inal projects transmitted by the Pan American Union were thus 
reduced to twenty-seven. Of these twenty-seven, fourteen were 
adopted in whole or in part. 

Mr. Pesséa had expressed the opinion at the first session of the 
Committee, that some of the projects should not be discussed; that 
others should be deferred. With the consent of the Committee, the 
following were laid aside: The Preamble (No. 1); the General Decla- 
rations (No. 2); Declaration of Pan American Unity and Cooperation 
(No. 3); Fundamental Rights of the American Republics (No. 8) ; 
National Domain (No. 10); Rights and Duties of Nations in terri- 
tories in Dispute on the question of Boundaries (No. 11); Juris- 
diction (No. 12); Diplomatic Protection (No. 16); Navigation of 
International Rivers (No. 19); Pan American Court of Justice (No. 
28); Measures of Repression (No. 29) ; Conquest (No. 30). 

It was, however, the view of the Committee that some of these 
might be appropriately embodied in general declarations, such as the 
Declaration of Pan American Unity and Cooperation; Fundamental 
Rights of the American Republics; and the Declaration against Con- 
quest. These were, as a matter of fact, incorporated, with their gen- 
eral conceptions and juridical aspirations, in a masterly report pre- 
pared by Mr. Maurtua, of Peru, and presented in behalf of himself 
and Mr. [José Pedro] Varela, the majority of an informal com- 
mittee appointed by the President near the close of the Commission, 
to draft a general declaration to precede the projects, and to explain 
their nature, purpose, and significance. The opposition of Mr. Al-
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varez, of Chile, the third member, prevented a unanimous report; and 
because of the lack of unanimity, the matter was dropped. 

Under these circumstances, Mr. Pessda was requested to prepare 
a report as President of the Sub-Commission. He did so in a short 
and admirable document which is to precede the texts of the projects 
actually adopted. 

As a summary analysis of the projects of public international law 
as finally adopted is essential to an understanding of the work of the 

Commission, each project is briefly considered: 
I. The Fundamental Bases of International Law. In this project 

an effort is made to set forth what are usually termed the sources 
of international law, their mutual and relative importance and 
validity, the nature of international law and the character of its 
binding obligations, together with the relation of public international 
law to the municipal legal system of each of the States accepting and 
applying the law of nations. In this project, as in all of the others, 
every effort was made to state general principles only, but to state 
them clearly and concisely, leaving the necessary consequences to fol- 
low of themselves. It is also to be observed with reference to this, 

as to every other project, the Commission endeavored to declare 
the law, rather than to attempt to make it. 

The text of the Fundamental Bases of International Law is to a 
considerable extent that of Project No. 4 of the Pan American Union. 

II. States: Existence—Equality—Recognition. This project em- 

bodies four important, indeed fundamental principles of international 
law: (1) the legal equality of States; (2) the duty of non-intervention ; 
(3) the doctrine of unconditional recognition of new States and (4) 
the elimination of the distinction between de jure and de facto gov- 
ernments fully in possession and exercising the will of the State: 78 

“States are equal before the law, enjoy equal rights and have equal 
capacity to exercise them. The rights of each are dependent not upon 
the power which it possesses to ensure the exercise of them, but solely 
upon the fact of their existence as a person of International Law.” 
[Article IT] 

“No State may intervene in the internal affairs of another.” 
[Article IIT] 
“Recognition 1s unconditional and irrevocable.” [Article VI] 
“A government is to be recognized whenever it fulfills the following 

conditions: (1) Effective authority with a probability of stability and 
consolidation, the orders of which particularly as regards taxes and 
military service, are accepted by the inhabitants. (2) Capacity to 
discharge pre-existing international obligations, to contract others, 
and to respect the principles established by International Law.” 
[Article VIIT] 

* See International Commission of Jurists, Public International Law: Projects 
To Be Submitted for the Consideration of the Sixth International Conference of 
American States, p. 8. 

Bracketed references to articles appear on the original of the report. 

258346—42—vol, 130
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This project is also to a considerable extent the embodiment of 
propositions contained in Projects Nos. 5, 6 and 7 of the Pan American 

Union. 
III. Status of Aliens. The purpose of this convention is to vest in 

the States the right under international law to establish, by means of 
municipal law, the conditions under which aliens may enter and re- 
main within their territory. It recognizes the general principle, that 
aliens are to be entitled to the civil, other than political rights of 
nationals, but that they may be expelled by any and every State for 
“reasons of public order or safety,” notice of the expulsion to be com- 

municated as soon as possible to the country to which the person so 
expelled belongs. 

The convention is an amplification, with additional matter, of the 
principles contained in Project No. 14 of the Pan American Union, 
and it is, in the opinion of the American Delegates, an improvement 
on that Project. 

IV. Treaties. This project has a double importance, in that it states 
general practice, and at the same time lays stress upon certain tenden- 
cies which have only recently taken definite form and effect. An ex- 
ample of this is to be found in the very first article, declaring expressly 
what can not be too well understood—that treaties are only to be 
made in accordance with the municipal law of the contracting States. 
In like manner, Article 4 is a guaranty against secret treaties. 

Article 6, dealing with ratifications, assumes particular importance, 
in that it recognizes and approves reservations in multilateral treaties 
as follows: “In international conventions celebrated between different 
States, a reservation made by one of them in the act of ratification, 
affects only the clause in question and the State to which it refers.” 

Article 15 is either a step in advance, or a statement of the most 
recent theory and practice. “Obligations contracted by treaty shall 
be sanctioned in cases of non-compliance as when diplomatic negotia- 
tions have failed, by decision of an international Court of Justice or 
by an arbitral tribunal.” 

This disposition renders effective the Hague Conventions. In 
Article 16 of the Pacific Settlement Convention of the First Hague 
Peace Conference of 1899,?4 arbitration is declared to be the most 
equitable and efficacious means of interpreting and applying treaties 
and conventions, when diplomacy has failed to reach an adjustment. 

In the Second Hague Peace Conference, of 1907, the forty-four 
Powers there represented, including all of the American Republics 
with the exception of Costa Rica and Honduras, declared that the 
interpretation and application of treaties and conventions could be 
submitted to obligatory arbitration without reserves of any kind.” 

“ Foreign Relations, 1899, p. 521. 
™ See ibid., 1907, pt. 2, p. 1188.
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The present Article reaffirms in no uncertain terms the doctrine 
unanimously proclaimed by the two Hague Peace Conferences, and 
provides specific machinery for its realization. This article will be 
considered later, in a different connection. 

The final Article (No. 17) provides that, “Two or more States may 
agree that their relations are to be governed by rules other than those 
established in general conventions celebrated by them with other 
States.” 

The convention on treaties is a happy combination of the provi- 
sion contained in Mr. Pessda’s proposed Code of 1912, and Project 21 
of the Pan American Union, with the addition of Article 15, which 
is not contained in either. 

V. Exchange of Publications. This is peculiarly an American pro- 
posal, providing for the interchange of publications of the Americas. 
It is substantially Project No. 24 of the Pan American Union, and is 
the realization of a long-standing aspiration. It is, in fact, with 
slight modifications, the Convention of January 27, 1902, of the Sec- 
ond Pan American Conference.” | 

VI. Interchange of Professors and Students. This is Project No. 
25 of the Pan American Union and is the culmination of efforts 
extending over many years. It is, with trifling changes, the Resolu- 
tion on the Interchange of Professors and Students, adopted by the 
Fourth Pan American Conference meeting in Buenos Aires in 1910.” 

VII. Diplomatic Agents. This project is drafted in accordance 
with modern theory and modern practice. Its theory is that the 
immunities of diplomatic agents exist solely for the purpose of 
facilitating and regularizing the official contacts between States. It 
rejects in toto the outworn and unacceptable theory of extraterri- 
toriality. 

In addition, it embodies, it is believed, the accepted practice of 
the United States and of the other American Republics. The Com- 
mission was unanimous that there should be but two classes of 
permanent chiefs of mission: the Minister Plenipotentiary and the 
Chargé d’Affaires. The Commission felt that in the Americas, the 
State, and not an official of the State, should be represented, and that 
therefore the Ambassador, representing the President, and having 
personal access to the President of another Republic not enjoyed as 
of right by the Minister Plenipotentiary, was inconsistent with the 
democratic conditions of the New World. 

Unwilling to change the law and practice in this respect, the Com- 
mission unanimously adopted a recommendation to this effect, in the 

*S. Doc. 330, 57th Cong., Ist sess., Second International Conference of Ameré- 
can States, appendix EH, p. 218. 

27S. Doc. 744, 61st Cong., 3d sess., Fourth International Conference of Ameri- 
can States, appendix X, p. 226.
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form of a voeu to the forthcoming Sixth Conference of the Americas, 
to meet in Habana. 

Article 24, which deals with specific immunities, contains in clause 
& a somewhat novel suggestion, designed to meet novel but not alto- 
gether unfamiliar conditions—freedom from customs duties on objects 
intended for the diplomat’s personal use and that of his family, in 
a sum total limited by the Government of the State to which he 
is accredited. The basis of this admirable project was No. 22 of the 
Pan American Union, which, in turn, with sundry provisions taken 
from American practice, was based upon various resolutions of the 
Institute of International Law. It is believed that the ultimate form 
of the present project is superior to any and all of its predecessors. 

VIII. Consuls. This project is believed to be of unusual merit. 
As in the case of the project concerning diplomatic agents, that on 

Consuls is based upon the resolutions of the Institute of International 
Law and upon modern theory and practice, drawing a sharp distinc- 
tion between diplomatic and consular functions, and hence in the 
status respectively of these two types of officials. No personal im- 
munities are accorded to consuls who, however, are protected for the 
purpose of the adequate exercise of their official duties. The suprem- 
acy of municipal law over the consul is to be presumed in absence 
of express stipulations to the contrary. 

Attention is invited to certain specific provisions: 

“Consuls shall exercise the functions that the law of their State 
confers upon them, without prejudice to the legislation of the country 
in whose jurisdiction they are serving.” (Article 10) 

“In judicial affairs in which his compatriots are involved consuls 
shall have the right of interference except as expressly provided for 
by local legislation.” (Article 11) 

“The consul can not compel his compatriots by force to comply 
with his orders or decisions, but, in cases where this is necessary, he 
shall have recourse to the competent local authorities.” (Article 12) 

“Consuls are not obliged to appear as witnesses before the courts 
of the State where they exercise functions: they shall, in conformity 
with local legislation, give their testimony in the building of the 
consulate or send it in writing to the authority designated for that 
purpose. They shall nevertheless give it personally in a trial in crim- 
inal prosecutions when the accused are entitled to present them as 
witnesses for the defense. 

“If the personal appearance of the consul should be indispensable 
the territorial government, in case of refusal, can have recourse to 
diplomatic measures.” (Article 17) 

It will not escape notice that these provisions are an express con- 
firmation of the attitude of the United States in the well-known case 
of Dillon, French Consul in San Francisco.?® 

In re Dillon, Consul of France, 7 Sawyer 561 (1854) ; Fed. Case 3,914.
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Article 22 abrogates all claims to consular asylum. 
The immediate source of this project is No. 22 of the Pan American 

Union with modification of form rather than of substance. 
IX. Maritime Neutrality. This project is based upon the enlight- 

ened practice of modern times. It is not original. Its basis is the 
Rights and Duties of Neutral States in Maritime Warfare, drafted 
by the Second Hague Peace Conference in 1907, ratified by the United 
States as well as by the other leading maritime powers.” It is 
superior to its predecessor or model, in that it takes note of the 
experience had in the World War, and sets forth in twenty-nine 
articles the law and the practice of the present day. 

It was accepted by the Commission as such statement without 
reserve. 

X. Asylum. The delegates of the United States deemed it to be 
their duty to interpose a general reserve to the entire project on the 
express ground that it was not only contrary to the long-established 
and well-known policy of the United States, but also, in their opin- 
ion, opposed to the generally recognized modern practice of the 
world at large in such matters. 

As, however, it appeared that all of the countries represented in 

the Commission, with the exception of the United States, were desir- 
ous of recognizing the right of asylum for political refugees, as 
stated in the convention, the American delegates did not oppose its 
discussion and adoption by the Commission. Their desire was in this 
case as in all other ways, to advance the work of the Commission 
without interposing objections to the desires of the other delegations. 

It is an original project of the Commission. 
XI. Obligations of States in Event of Civil War. This project, 

also original with the Commission, undertakes to define the duty 
which one State owes to another with which it is at peace, with refer- 
ence to civil war and insurgency within the other. It is believed that 
this short project of but five paragraphs summarizes the legislation 
and practice of the United States for more than a century. It reads 
like a series of extracts from the Neutrality Laws of the United 
States, particularly that of 1818.*° 

XII. Pacific Settlement of International Conflicts. The purpose of 
this project, in form and in substance that of Pan American Union 
No. 27, is to gather in an ascending series into a single convention, the 
various forms of pacific settlement, good-offices and mediation, com- 
missions of inquiry, conciliation and friendly composition, arbitra- 
tion and judicial decision. There is little or nothing new to be found 

7? Adherence of the United States deposited at The Hague Nov. 27, 1909. For 

text oon the convention, signed Oct. 18, 1907, see Foreign Relations, 1907, pt. 2, 

» * Approved Apr. 20, 1818; 3 Stat. 447.
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in its 23 articles; whenever possible the exact language of approved 
texts has been used, so that there might be no doubt as to the accept- 
ance of the project as a whole. 

The articles relating to good offices, a word of advice to one or other 

or both of the disputants by a third and disinterested party; and 
mediation, similar to good offices, but bringing the process a step 
forward by suggesting a solution, are taken from the Pacific Settle- 
ment Convention[s] of the Hague Peace Conferences.** The Com- 
mission of Inquiry is, in an abbreviated form, the so-called Gondra 
Convention.*? It was adopted in 1923 by the Fifth Pan American 
Conference of Santiago de Chile, and it has already been ratified by 
Brazil and the United States. It is based upon the commissions of 
inquiry of the Hague Peace Conferences and Secretary of State 
Bryan’s Treaties for the Advancement of Peace.** 

The advantages of Commissions of Conciliation have been much 
discussed in recent years, but it is only yesterday that they have been 
given definite form in official conventions. 

The present project adopts the method of settling disputes in a 
conciliatory manner, and makes of the Governing Board of the Pan 
American Union a permanent Commission. 

Friendly composition was much used in the past, but appears to 
have been overlooked in recent years. It was, however, resorted to 
by Chile and the United States for the settlement of the Alsop Claim 
by the King of England acting as friendly compositor in 1911.4 Its 
usefulness has been made manifest by the most Southern and Northern 
of the American Republics, and its acceptance by the Commission 
recognized it as an adequate method for classes of disputes where the 
settlement is desired to depend upon the good faith of a single person 
in whose good judgment and sense of equity the parties in controversy 
have confidence. 

The project ends with a series of articles on arbitration based upon 
those of the Hague Conventions, and the suggestion that, in case of 
a desire to resort to judicial settlement of their controversies, the 
parties in dispute may refer their differences either to the Permanent 
Court of International Justice at The Hague, or “to any other court 
of justice which may be constituted for this purpose by the American 
States.” 

** Foreign Relations, 1899, p. 521; ibid., 1907, pt. 2, p. 1182. 
“i. e., treaty to avoid or prevent conflicts between the American states: For- 

eign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, p. 8308. Manuel-Gondra was chairman of the dele- 
gation of Paraguay to the Fifth Conference. 

* Bilateral treaties concluded at various times in 1918 and 1914 between the 
United States and 21 other countries; for texts, see Foreign Relations, 1914, pp. 
171, 304, 331, 971, 1068, 1082; ibid., 1915, pp. 30, 41, 276, 380, 551, 1275, 1279, 1283, 
1290, 1807 ; ibid., 1916, pp. 43, 46, 257, 389 ; ibid., 1921, vol. n, p. 941. 

* See ibid., 1911, pp. 38 ff.
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The project is, with trifling modifications, the original text of Proj- 
ect 27 of the Pan American Union, submitted to the various Amer- 
ican Governments and transmitted by the Union to the Interna- 
tional Commission of Jurists. It is to be presumed that it had 
been carefully considered by the Foreign Offices of the American 
Republics, and that they approved of it, as no amendment of a critical 
nature was suggested in any phase of its passage through the Com- 
mittee of Five, the Subcommission on Public Law, to its final adoption 
by the plenary session of the Commission on May 20, 1927. 

It was evidently a project in which the Governments of the Americas 
appear to have taken a greater interest than in that of any other of the 
projects transmitted to the Commission, for the Pan American Union 
recommended by formal resolution the Commission to give preference 
to the project on Pacific Settlement in case it should not have time at its 

disposal to consider all of the projects. The preamble to the original 
project as transmitted by the Pan American Union stated the purpose 
of the project: 

“The American Republics in order to conserve the peace upon which 
their civilization depends, and to avert war, which menaces it, agree 
to have recourse for the settlement of all disputes between them, when 
direct negotiations have failed, to the measures regulated in the present 
convention.” 

One of these measures was arbitration, and, according to the preamble, 
all questions susceptible of arbitration might be submitted to an arbi- 
tral tribunal constituted by the parties, provided only diplomatic 
means have been tried and failed. 

The Gondra Convention provided controversies between the Amer- 
ican Republics should be submitted to American Commissions of 
Inquiry, composed exclusively of American members. The delegates 
of the United States therefore stated in the plenary session of May 6, 
1927, their intention to submit a plan for an American Tribunal of 
Arbitration, for the adjustment of American controversies in the 
form of an amendment to Article 25 of the original project in order 
to promote arbitral settlement of international controversies in this 
hemisphere. In the opinion of the American Delegates the plan of 
the Commission of Inquiry in the Gondra Convention suggested the 
improved plan for arbitral settlements. In this way, controversies 
of which disposition could be more advantageously made by an Amer- 
ican tribunal could be referred to a tribunal established for the pur- 
pose in accordance with the accepted principles of arbitral procedure. 

The amendment which it was contemplated to submit for the 
consideration of the commission was to have been based upon the 
Convention signed at Washington, February 7, 1923, by the repre-
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sentatives of five of the Latin American Republics for the establish- 
ment of a Central American Tribunal.*® 

Project No. 27 of the Pan American Union was not reached until 
the closing days of the Commission, and when it was laid before 
the Subcommission on Public International Law, May 19th, the day 
before the final adjournment, the Delegates of the United, States an- 
nounced that they would abstain from presenting the plan.’ The 
statement made by the American Delegation in the plenary session of 
May 6th, and the statement made at [next to] the final session of 

the Subcommission of Public International Law, are attached hereto 
in the appendix to this Report, together with the memorandum pre- 
pared by the American Delegation, with a view to its being pre- 
sented as an accompaniment to the contemplated plan.*¢ 

II. SUBCOMMISSION B. PRIVATE INTERNATIONAL LAW 

Subcommission B. was formed to consider the code of the American 
Institute on International Private Law, prepared by Mr. Bustamante, 
although he himself always referred to it as that of the Institute, 
and transmitted to the International Commission of Jurists by the 
Pan American Union. 

It is believed to be unnecessary in the present connection to rehearse 
the various attempts, more or less successful, by which the Latin Amer- 
ican States have sought agreement upon this important branch of law. 
The United States did not participate in any of the earlier conferences 
dealing with this subject. Among the twenty Latin-American Re- 
publics there have been serious divergences of position resulting 
from the acceptance by some of them of the system of domicile, and 
reception on the part of the others of a system based on nationality. 
The Code presented to the Commission for its consideration is very 
largely based upon the system of nationality and it was at once per- 
ceived by the American Delegates, that the projected Code would be 
opposed by the representatives of those States almost wholly south of 
the Equator which had adopted in their municipal systems the theory 
of domicile. The opponents of Mr. Bustamante’s code, however, were 
not prepared to present a substitute code based upon domicile, 
although they did insist upon those portions of a code so based, known 

> Conference on Central American Affairs, etc., p. 296. 
8?None of these documents found in Department files. Translations of the 

two statements (printed as annexes 1 and 2 of this report) have been supplied 
by the editor from the texts as printed in Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores 
del Brasil, Comisién Internacional de Jurisconsultos Americanos: Reunio6n de 
1927 (Edici6n Castellana, Rio de Janeiro, Imprensa Nacional, 1927), vol. 1, 
pp. 139-141, and vol. m1, p. 354.
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as the Conventions of Montevideo of 1889.37 The American Dele- 
gates soon became convinced that unless the Code as prepared by 
Mr. Bustamante was adopted at least in substance by the Commis- 
sion, all attempts at the codification of Private International Law at 
Rio de Janeiro would prove abortive; that thereby the Resolu- 
tion of the Fifth Pan American Conference would fail of execution, 
and that the forthcoming Sixth Conference would fail to have before 
it, for its consideration, any constructive projects dealing with the 
subject. The Delegates of the United States therefore determined 
to support wherever possible, the Recommendations of the Commis- 
sion by which the projected code might be transmitted to Habana. 
This position was set forth in a declaration made by the American 
Delegation on May 9th, as follows: % 

The delegation of the United States desires to have its vote recorded 
in favor of the articles reported to this Plenary Session from Sub- 
Commission B, and based upon the project of the Code of Private 
International Law, prepared by the learned and very distinguished 
delegate from Cuba, Mr. Bustamante. 

In so recording its affirmative vote the delegation does not desire to 
imply that the articles for which it votes are in accordance with the 
laws of the various jurisdictions of the United States, forty-nine in all. 
As a matter of fact and as is well known the jurisprudence of the 
United States is based in general upon the theory of domicile, while the 
project of the proposed code is based largely upon the theory of na- 
tionality. The reason for this affirmative vote is that the delegation 
of the United States desires to further the work of codification of pri- 
vate international law. It desires, furthermore, to make this recog- 
nition of what it believes to be a constructive effort of very considerable 
value, and it desires that, by the adoption of these articles, the forth- 
coming Panamerican Conference at Habana may have before it, for its 
mature consideration, a substantial basis for the discussion of Private 
International Law. 

In conclusion, the delegation of the United States desires to express 
the hope that ultimately a code of private international law may be 
proposed for the Americas, by which the opposing principles of the 
two theories of domicile and nationality may be reconciled. In this 
happy event it is to be hoped that the United States may be able to 
join with her sister republics. 

The clash between the adherents of the opposing theories of domicile 
and nationality seems to have reached its height when Article 7 of the 
Preliminary Title of Mr. Bustamante’s code came under discussion. 

“i.e, eight treaties and an additional protocol respecting international private 
law, concluded at a Congress of South American States, 1888-1889. For texts 
in Spanish, see Congreso Sud-Americano de Derecho Internacional Privado, 
Montevideo, 1888-1889, Tratados sobre Derecho Internacional Privado celebrados 
en el Congreso Sud-Americano de Montevideo (Montevideo, Imp. “El Siglo Ius- 
trado”’, de Gregorio V. Marifio, 1911). 

For Spanish text of the declaration, see Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores 
del Brasil, Comisién Internacional de Jurisconsultos Americanos: Reuni6n de 
1927, vol. 1, p. 186.
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Article 7 as originally drafted was as follows: “Each contracting State 
shall apply to the nationals of the others the laws of an internal public 
order of their domicile or of their nationality, according to the system 
adopted by the State to which they belong.” Thereupon, Mr. Busta- 
mante withdrew Article 7 as originally proposed and, after the whole 
of the code had been substantially approved in the closing days of the 
Commission, proposed a substitute for Article 7 as follows: 

Each contracting State shall apply as personal law that of the domi- 
cile or that of the nationality according to the system which its domes- 
tic legislation may have adopted or may hereafter adopt. 

Tt is to be observed that there seems to be no substantial difference 
between the original and amended form, as it failed to satisfy the 
Delegates of the States choosing a system of domicile, who were frank 
in the expression of their desire to have the system adopted by them 

prevail universally in the Americas. 
There is, however, one portion of Mr. Bustamante’s code in which it 

is believed the United States have an immediate and direct interest— 
namely the title concerning extradition. In the opinion of the Amer- 
ican Delegates, this subject should have been retained by the Subcom- 
mission of International Public Law, using Project No. 17 of the Pan 
American Union as a basis of discussion collated with the draft in Mr. 
Bustamante’s code. However, the provisions on the subject in his 
code seem generally to be in accord with the law of the United States 
and their accepted practice; but in order to reach a maximum of agree- 
ment, the Delegates of the United States suggested that extraditable 
offenses should not be determined on the basis of minimum punish- 
ment, but specifically listed as such in the various treaties and conven- 
tions dealing with extradition. This suggestion was adopted in 
Article 346. 

The question of the extradition by a State of its own nationals 
aroused considerable discussion. In Mr. Bustamante’s proposed code, 
Article 347 was as follows: “The contracting States are not obliged 
to hand over their own nationals.” While the provision thus stated 
would leave each of the contracting parties free to adopt its own 
policy in this respect, it was felt that, in the interest of interna- 
tional justice, some obligation should be imposed upon the State 
refusing to do so. Therefore the following clause was added: “The 
nation which declines to hand over one of its own citizens must try 
him.” Although the provision contained in Article 380, that, “In 
no case shall the death penalty be imposed or executed for the 
offense upon which the extradition is founded,” appears in certain 
extradition treaties to which the Government of the United States 
is a party, the American Delegation has some doubts as to the wisdom
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of its adoption of such a general policy. In their opinion, the 
abolition of capital punishment, if considered desirable, should be 
by direct enactment, rather than indirectly by treaty arrangement. 

III, SUBCOMMISSION C. ON WAYS AND MEANS FOR THE WORK OF 
CODIFICATION 

The members of this Subcommission, five in number, met toward 
the end of the session, under the Chairmanship of Mr. Maurtua, and 
submitted a report on the subject-matter with which they had been 
entrusted. It was a unanimous report, and unanimously approved 
by the Commission in plenary session, May 16th. It is in itself a 
summary of ways and means, and is perhaps shorter than an analysis 
of it would be; certainly, it is more satisfactory. Therefore, it is 
printed in its entirety, and without comment: 

_The International Commission of Jurists, having in view the neces- 
sity, demonstrated by experience, of permanently organizing the 
preliminary work for formulating and developing International Law 
in America, as well as the unification of legislation, recommends 
that the Sixth Pan American Conference approve the following 
plan: 

ist. To make the International Commission of Jurists of Rio de 
Janeiro a permanent body, and to provide for a stated, regular ses- 
sion, every two years. 

2nd. To organize two committees of examination, one at Rio de 
Janeiro and the other at Montevideo, for International Public Law 
and International Private Law, respectively, with the following 
duties: 

a) To present to the various Governments a list of matters sus- 
ceptible of being submitted to contractual regulation. In this lst 
will be included, besides the matters initiated by the Committees, 
those which the International Commission of Jurists judges proper 
to indicate, on terminating each of its sessions. 

6) To decide, in accordance with replies received, what matters 
are generally considered ripe for discussion and appropriate for 
legislation. 

c) To submit to the various Governments the different viewpoints 
from which matters selected may be contemplated; to petition and 
obtain an indication along general lines, of the opinion of each 

. Government. 
8rd. To entrust the Executive Council of the American Institute 

of International Law with the duty of studying scientifically the 
matters referred to in the above article, with the task of drawing 
conclusions and presenting them with proper explanations duly sup- 
ported in reports, inasmuch as they are to serve as bases of dis- 
cussion by the International Commission of Jurists for the definite 
formulation of the ante-projects intended for Pan American 
Conferences. 
Whenever possible, the above information shall be submitted to 

the deliberations of the Institute at its biennial plenary sessions.
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4th. To organize in Habana an office and a committee for directing 
the studies of comparative legislation, and for the unification of 
legislation. 

5th. The three above mentioned Committees are to be formed by 
the various Governments from the members of their respective 
National Societies of International Law. 

They shall communicate with the various Governments and with 
the Executive Council of the Institute, through the Pan American 
Union. 

6th. The Pan American Union, in so far as its By-Laws permit, 
shall cooperate in all the preliminary legislative work referred to 
in the above article. 

It will be observed that the report of Subcommission C. includes 
that of Subcommission D. in the matter of universality of legislation. 

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS ON THE Laznors oF THE COMMISSION 

The Commission of Jurists was considered by all of its members 
as a body of experts to put into the form of articles, certain topics 
of international law, public as well as private; that the delegates 
were chosen for their supposed familiarity with one or other of 
these branches, and that as jurists they were not clothed with political 
powers. In an early plenary session of the Commission * this ques- 
tion was presented in an acute and concrete form. Under date of 
April 27th, the following telegram was sent by Mr. Pedro José 

Cepeda, Minister of Nicaragua in Mexico to the President of the 
International Commission of Jurists: 

Although the opinion of the world has passed a just judgment in 
the case of- Nicaragua, I beg you, in the name of my countrymen 
sacrificed in ten months of a titanic struggle, to make an express 
declaration which will condemn the unlawful policy of the Depart- 
ment of State of the United States of North America, which, incon- 
sistent with the principles of President Wilson, does not recognize 
that “small nations of the world . . .* have the same rights as the 
large nations, with respect to their existence and integrity.” 

Nobody is more authorized than this honorable assembly to make 
such a vindication of international law, trampled under foot by force. 

I consider it unnecessary to give the history of the conflict, but you 
will recall the imposition of Diaz as President of my country, against 
the national will and the express provisions of our Constitution. The 
blockade of our coasts frustrated the efforts of the legal government to 
give assistance to our wounded soldiers; and now the illegal use of 
North American marines who establish arbitrary “neutral zones” 
which are nothing more than zones of refuge for our defeated enemies, 
and places for recruiting bad citizens who compromise the liberty of 
the country. 

* i. e., the first plenary session; see Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores del 
Brasil, Comisién Internacional de Jurisconsultos Americanos: Reunion de 1927, 
vol. 1, pp. 87-88. 
“Omission indicated in the original report.
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This congress, giving effect to the high principles of international 
justice which inspired it, will condemn these acts. 

In the name of the constitutional government of Nicaragua, I send 
you a cordial greeting and my best wishes that the elevated views and 
noble endeavors of the distinguished members of this great congress 
may be fruitful of accord and peace for the great Continental family. 

On May 6th, the President of the Commission read the foregoing 
telegram to the plenary session of that date, and his proposed answer 

in the following terms: 

I acknowledge receipt of your Excellency’s cablegram of the 27th 
ultimo. In reply, I beg to inform you that the assembly being a Com- 
mission of Jurists of an exclusively juridical character, without power, 
quality, or political qualifications, it is not permissible to express an 
opinion upon the subject contained in your cablegram. I have the 
honor to present to your Excellency the assurance of my high consid- 
eration. 

The President’s proposed answer was unanimously approved as read 
by him and it was immediately transmitted to its destination. 

It was therefore not to be expected that political proposals or pro- 
posals with a political implication would be presented and that, if they 
were, they would not receive consideration. However, there were pre- 
sented from time to time propositions falling under one or other of 
the above categories. In each case, the Commission refused to take 
favorable action, and contented itself with referring them to the ap- 
proaching Pan American Conference at Habana, without recom- 
mendation. There are four instances which should be specially men- 

tioned : 
1) In the Subcommission, on April 30th, and at the plenary session 

of May 9th, the proposition originally presented by the Dominican 
Delegate, and in which the Mexican Delegation joined as a proposing 
party at the last plenary session, of May 20th, in which projects were 
considered. 

It is thus worded: “No State may in the future directly or indi- 
rectly, nor by reason of any motive, occupy even temporarily any por- 
tion of the territory of another State. The consent given to the 
occupying State by the State occupied will not legitimatize the occu- 
pation and the occupant will be responsible for all occurrences result- 
ing from the occupation not only with respect to the State occupied, 
but to third parties as well.” 

2) At the same plenary session of May 9th, the Haitian Delegate 
presented a proposition to the effect that treaties procured by pressure 
or menace of armed force should be considered as intervention. He 
presented his proposition in the last working plenary session of the 
Commission of May 20th, in the following form: “Any action carried 
out by a State, whether by means of diplomatic pressure or by armed
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force, in order to force its will upon that of the other State, constitutes 

intervention.” 
8) The Argentine Delegation had already proposed in the same 

plenary session of May 9th, to add, “or external” to the following 

text unanimously adopted by the Subcommission of Public Interna- 

tional Law: “A State may not intervene in the internal affairs [nor 

in the external affairs] “! of another State.” 

In this condition of affairs, Mr. Reeves, on behalf of the American 

Delegation made the following statement: # 

I desire to make an observation concerning the amendments to 
Article 3 [Project No. 2] ** suggested by the delegates of Haiti and 
Santo Domingo. 

The third article has been carefully expressed in general terms. If, 
however, it is determined to depart from the general theory of this 
project by introducing various details and particular cases, I shall be 
obliged to call attention to two exceptions to the general rule: 1st, 
on grounds of humanity; 2nd, in self-defense. I do not desire to 
seem unmindful of the legal basis upon which the United States, on 
grounds of humanity intervened to stop a régime of inhumanity in 
Cuba, as a result of which Cuba was freed. But I hope that this will 
not be necessary because of the recognition and acceptance of the gen- 
eral principles of Projects 1 and 2, and that in the future there will 
be no opportunity for the recognition of these exceptions. 

The whole matter was referred back to the Subcommission for con- 

sideration—the Delegation of the United States abstaining from the 
vote. 

4) A proposal of a somewhat similar nature by the Paraguayan 
Delegate is as follows: “Intervention or any act of a State within the 
territory of another State without a previous declaration of war, with 
the intent to decide by force, material pressure, or moral coercion, 
internal or external questions of the other State, will be considered 

as a violation of international law.” 
The American delegation under these circumstances repeated on 

May 20th the formal statement made in the plenary session of May 
9th, whereupon the following action was taken by the Commission in 
the plenary session of May 20th, the last, as has already been re- 
marked, in which it considered projects, as appears from the official 
report presented by Mr. Pesséa in behalf of the Commission: * 

The Commission of jurists understood with regard to these prop- 
ositions [seven had been presented |* that some of them did not have 

“ Brackets appear in the original report. 
“Wor Spanish text, see Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores del Brasil, 

Comision Internacional de Jurisconsultos Americanos: Reunié6n de 1927, vol. 1, 

7 See Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores del Brasil, Comisién Internacional 
de Jurisconsultos Americanos: Reunié6n de 1927, vol. 3, p. 261.
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that degree of maturity necessary for incorporation in the codifica- 
tion, and others, being drafted in the terms in which they were, might 
be considered as manifestations of a means of obtaining the Commis- 
sion’s views regarding pending American political questions. For this 
reason the Commission decided to transmit and to submit some of 
them for the consideration of the Sixth International Conference to 
meet in 1928 in the city of Habana. 

There are two articles in the project on treaties, which should be 
considered in this connection. There had been at various times pro- 
posals to exclude intervention even with the consent of the States 
involved. 

The American delegation took the position that no such act aris- 
ing’ out of the consent of a State could be considered as an act of 
intervention properly so called and in the sense of Article 3 of the 
Project No. 2 on States, and that, furthermore, any such attempt 
would be an unacceptable limitation of the State’s sovereignty. 

That this view prevailed appears from Article 17 of the project 
on Treaties, providing in express terms that, “Two or more States 
may agree that their relations are to be governed by rules other than 
those established in general conventions celebrated by them with other 
States.” 

There is a further example of an Article, although expressed in 
general terms, which was considered to have a political implication. 
The Chilean Delegate took exception to Article 15 of the project on 
Treaties as submitted by the President to the Commission. It was 
as follows: “If one of the States [parties to a treaty]** fails wholly 
or In any respect to fulfill the obligation which it has contracted, the 
other can exact the fulfillment or consider the treaty as abrogated.” 
The Peruvian Delegation made no objection to the article as drafted 
by the President, but, upon the insistence of the Chilean Delegate, 
the Commission struck out the article, the American Delegation ex- 
pressing the hope that a substitute might be drafted which would 
satisfy the opposing views of the Delegates in question. This hope 
was realized, for in the last plenary session and as the last act, the 
following substitute, drafted by the Peruvian Delegation, was unan- 
imously adopted: “Obligations contracted by treaty shall be sanc- 
tioned in cases of non-compliance as when diplomatic negotiations 
have failed, by decision of an international Court of Justice or by 
an arbitral tribunal.” 

A source of difficulty which has already been mentioned in passing 
deserves to be dealt with in some detail. Each of the twenty-one 
American Republics was invited by the Resolution of Santiago de 
Chile, creating the International Commission of Jurists, to appoint 
two delegates, no doubt in the belief that in this way a specialist 

“Brackets appear in the original report.
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in each of two branches of international science would attend and 
participate in the labors of the Commission. In the event four or 
tive of the Central American Republics were not represented, and of 
the seventeen Republics sending delegates, eight sent but one dele- 
gate each. This made it necessary for the single delegate to attend 
the sessions of both Subcommissions and, on this account, the remain- 
ing nine States each having two delegates were generally represented 
in both Subcommissions by their two delegates. To accommodate 
the eight States, each with one single delegate, the Subcommissions 
were obliged to meet at different hours—an arrangement which ham- 
pered the work of the Subcommission on Public International Law, 
as, meeting in the afternoons, it was obliged to give way to the meet- 
ings of the Committee of this Subcommission, for the plenary ses- 
sions, as well as for certain social duties. Considering the encroach- 
ments thus effected, the work of the Commission in the field of Inter- 
national Public Law in agreeing upon a dozen conventions may prop- 
erly be held to be an eminently satisfactory achievement. On the 
other hand, the Subcommission on Private International Law was 
enabled to devote on an average, three hours in the morning of each 
day, with scarcely an interruption throughout the five weeks of the 
Conference. This arrangement was not satisfactory to the American 
Delegation, but it was impossible to secure any material modification 
of it. 

The difficulties due to diversity in language have been evident in 
all international conferences. It is well known that the American 
Conferences have four official languages: Spanish, Portuguese, French 
and English. However, at formal Conferences arrangements are 
usually made for rapid and accurate translation of the proceedings 
as they occur for such members of the Conference as may, for one 
reason or another, request 1t. In the case of a Commission such as 
the one under consideration, where discussion and debate were in- 
formal and technical in nature, continuous translation would have 
greatly interrupted the course of proceedings and materially cur- 
tailed the exchange of views and limited its results. In the Subcom- 
mission of Private International Law the basic text used was Spanish, 
although the projected code of private international law was fur- 
nished to each government and its representatives in each of the four 
official languages of the Americas. The projects on public interna- 
tional law were likewise transmitted by the Pan American Union in 
the four languages, but in the various sections dealing with public law 
the President used Portuguese, drafted the projects in Portuguese, 
and distributed them to the members in Portuguese. In view of 
these facts the American delegation suggested that, while the four 
languages were equally official, in case of doubt or disagreement as
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to the meaning of a project, the language of the Capital in which 
the Commission was sitting should be accepted as authoritative. 
Courtesy as well as expediency suggested this, in the opinion of the 
Delegates of the United States. The delegations which expressed 
themselves as in accord with the American view were Argentina, 
Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia and Peru. The result is four different ver- 
sions which, if the experience of international conferences is to be 
enlightening, will disclose not unimportant divergences in meaning, 
with the requirement of a knowledge of the four languages on the 

part of those who use them, and a minute scrutiny of each version. 
With these difficulties out of the way, the reasons for the success 

of the Commission should be mentioned. The element which made 
for success more than any other, and indeed all others, was the desire 
of success constantly expressed by the Brazilian Government through 
its sympathetic, courteous and broadminded Minister of Foreign 
Affairs, Mr. Octavio Mangabeira, from the opening session to his 
farewell banquet to the Delegates, with which it closed. The Com- 
mission was thus surrounded with a congenial atmosphere proceed- 
ing from his evidently sincere desire and ambition that the meeting 
should justify the Americas in choosing the Capital of Brazil as the 
seat of the Commission’s deliberations. The hospitalities, official and 
private, tendered to the members of the Commission were many and 
varied. They brought the delegates together and enabled them in 
an atmosphere of friendly informality to learn each other’s views 
and to appreciate those qualities of grace and courtesy which are 
sometimes missing from official discussions. The American Delegates 
could not fail to notice, what they were pleased to consider an implied 
compliment to their country, in having the Commission meet in the 
Monroe Palace, the official seat of the Brazilian Senate, where every- 
thing tended to the comfort and convenience of the Commission and 
its members. 

The Delegates of the United States believe themselves justified in 
calling attention to another element making for success. The careful 
and satisfactory preparation in advance of the Commission, due in 
large part to private initiative. The American Institute of Interna- 

tional Law, composed of five publicists of each of the twenty-one 
American Republics, and of which the American Delegates are them- 
selves members, prepared at the request of the Pan American Union 
the series of Projects of Public International Law and the projected 
Code on the Conflict of Laws, which were transmitted by the Gov- 
erning Board of the Pan American Union a year or more in advance 
of the meeting to the governments of the Americas for their consid- 
eration. This was made possible by the munificence and far-sighted 
generosity of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, 

258346—42—vol. 31
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which enabled the American Institute to hold its sessions and to pre- 
pare both the projects and code, and which bore the entire expense of 
the printing and the distribution of the preparatory work accom- 
plished by the American Institute of International Law and in the 
form in which it was laid before the Commission by the Pan American 

Union. 
The services of the American Institute were formally recognized 

by the Commission of Jurists in plenary session by a vote of thanks ** 
and, in an even more substantial way, by a resolution submitted by 
Subcommission C on the ways and means of continuing the work of 
the International Commission.‘7 The report of the Subcommission 
was unanimous; the approval of the plenary session of the Commis- 
sion, and the tribute were therefore unanimous. 

At half-past four o’clock on the afternoon of Friday, the 20th of 
May, the International Commission of Jurists held its last and clos- 
ing session.*® Its distinguished President, Mr. Epitacio Pessdéa, in 
the remarks with which he opened the closing session, stated its suc- 
cess in unequivocal terms and looked forward to a closer and more 
intimate association of the Americas in the future. 

“Tt is my desire,” he began, “that in this final session all those who 
are interested in the codification of international law in America may 
find an enumeration, at least a simple enumeration, of the work 
accomplished. 

“The Commission of Jurists prepared a general convention of Inter- 
national private law and, in addition, twelve projects of International 
public law, having to do with the following subjects: 
“Fundamental bases of international law; States—existence, equal- 

ity, recognition; status of aliens; treaties; exchange of publications; 
interchange of professors and students; diplomatic agents; consuls; 
maritime neutrality; asylum; and the pacific settlement of interna- 
tional conflicts. 

“As the Commission will see, our efforts were not unproductive; to 
the contrary, they give great promise for fruit from our labor. A gen- 
eral convention of international private law and the twelve projects 
regarding the important points of international public law—here you 
have that which the Commission of Jurists was able to accomplish in 
this second session, in the short space of one month during which it 
met.” 

“Spanish text in Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores del Brasil, Comisién 
Internacional de Jurisconsultos Americanos: Reunién de 1927, vol. 1, p. 235. 

“ Ante, p. 393. 
“For a stenographic report, in Spanish, of the closing session, containing the 

remarks of Messrs. Pesséa, Melo, Ortiz, and Mangabeira, referred to and quoted 
in the following pages of Dr. Brown Scott’s report, see Ministerio de Relaciones 
Exxteriores del Brasil, Comision Internacional de Jurisconsultos Americanos: 
Reunion de 1827, vol. 1, pp. 265 ff.
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And of the future, he ventured to express the hope “that shortly we 
may be able to reunite the Americas in a vast and majestic confedera- 
tion of interests, of aspirations and of common ideals, in the midst of 
which all States, be they grand or small, may tranquilly live, prosper 
and progress in an ambient of true independence, of justice and of 
liberty.” 

After the applause with which his address was greeted, Dr. Leopoldo 
Melo, of Argentina, Member of the American Institute, President of 
the Argentine Society of International Law, and nominee of the Presi- 
dency of Argentina by one of the political parties of that great and 
progressive nation, was called upon to voice the appreciation of his 
fellow delegates. From Dr. Melo’s carefully prepared address the 
American Delegates believe that at least a few paragraphs of his calm 
and measured pronouncement should find a place in their official report. 
They have ventured to select the following extracts as showing how a 
statesman of the most southern of American Republics speaking under 
a sense of political responsibility, as well as principle, views the Com- 
mission and its labors: 

[Here follow extracts from Mr. Melo’s address. | 
Mr. Melo’s address was immediately followed by that of Mr. Garcia 

Ortiz, principal Delegate of Colombia and its Minister Plenipotentiary 

to Brazil. The American delegates deem it important to add, in this 
connection, that he was Minister of Foreign Affairs of his country at 
the time when the treaty between Colombia and the United States, 
signed in 1914 but only ratified in 1922,** reestablished those inti- 
mate, friendly and confidential relations which should always exist 
between members of the great American Family of Nations. 

His address, of which but a few phrases may be quoted, made a 
most pleasing appeal to his fellow delegates, and to the country in 
which they had labored unceasingly for the codification of interna- 
tional law, public and private, for the Americas. 

[Here follow quotations from Mr. Ortiz’ address. ] 
The Minister of Foreign Affairs, who had appeared and graciously 

consented to preside at the session, arose—in what is always an impres- 
sive and solemn moment in international gatherings—to close the 

Commission. His few words, spoken in behalf of the United States of 
Brazil, which he has the honor to represent in its foreign relations, were 
instinct with regard for the Delegations, with respect for the countries 
which they represented, and with appreciation for the labors of the 
Commission, which he was to adjourn sine die. 

“In closing the second session of the International Commission of 
American Jurists, I am pleased,” he said, “to declare publicly to you 
all the approval which the Government of Brazil desired to be the 

“* See Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, pp. 974 ff.
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first to voice, and to express the gratitude of America for the most 
important services which you have just rendered. The Government 
of Brazil congratulates itself for having convoked this assembly which 

in adjourning today is, however, not dissolved without having deserved 
the benedictions of the friends of peace and of justice. Carry away 
and transmit, gentlemen, to the nations of which you are the repre- 
sentatives, to their peoples and their governments, the assurances of 
respect and of loyal friendship of the people and government of 
Brazil. May my last words be in honor of America, the last which 
shall echo and reecho in these halls and in this beautiful manifesta- 
tion of continental fraternity. To America! To its moral progress, 
to its increasing economic prosperity, to its political greatness. ‘To 
America! To America, happy, industrious, pacific! To America, 
that it may the better contribute to the advancement of humanity.” 

On the evening of Saturday, May 21st, the Minister of Foreign Af- 
fairs offered, on behalf of the Government of Brazil, a banquet to the 
Delegates and the ladies accompanying them. In the course of the 
evening he took advantage of the occasion to express in gracious and 
generous terms, vibrating with an emotion which he did not attempt 
to conceal, the feelings of regret and appreciation with which he and 

his government took leave of their departing guests. 
[Here follow extracts from Mr. Mangabeira’s remarks. ] 
It is customary in strictly official banquets offered by the Govern- 

ment of Brazil to have the Presiding Officer toast the guests, and to 
request one of them to respond with a toast to the President of the 
Republic. On this occasion, the Minister of Foreign Affairs honored 
the American Delegation with the request that Mr. Scott propose, on 
behalf of his colleagues, the toast to the President. He did so in a 
few remarks, which he deemed appropriate to the occasion, thanking 
the Brazilian hosts for their hospitality and courtesy, for which he 
ventured to coin the expressions, Brazilian hospitality and Brazilian 
courtesy, voicing appreciation of the. attentions lavished upon them 
by the Minister of Foreign Affairs, who, laying aside his official duties, 
had anticipated the desires of his guests and satisfied their most exact- 
ing requirements. And he ended by declaring that the codification of 
the law of nations and of the conflict of laws had ceased to be a dream, 

because of its realization by the Commission in the incomparable 
capital of Brazil. 

With those expressions of gratitude, of appreciation, and of a pur- 
pose accomplished, the International Commission of Jurists passed 
into history. 
What were the aims and purposes of the International Commission 

of Jurists, which sat in Rio de Janeiro for the short space of a month ? 

What were the immediate, and what the implied results of their de-
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liberations? They have been stated in a masterly manner by Mr. 
Maurtua, the Delegate of Peru, in a statement which is at once the 
envy and the despair of the American Delegates. Therefore, they 
asked Mr. Maurtua’s permission to include it in their official report to 
their Government. The permission was at once and graciously 
granted, in plenary session.*® The statement therefore follows in full. 

“The International Commission of Jurists has been in session for a 
month, in order to accomplish the mission confided to it by the Pan 
American Conferences. The result of its deliberations consists in 
twelve draft conventions of public international law, a general conven- 
tion of private international law, and a plan of organization for the 
permanent and continuous workings of American legislation. 

“This result should still be viewed as an attempt to formulate the 
law destined to regulate inter-American relations. Their complexity, 
both in public and in private law, the supreme importance of many of 
the legal relations regulated in the drafts, the difficulties, some of them 
hitherto insuperable, in adopting uniform rules or in developing cer- 
tain essential but vaguely enunciated principles, show that what has 
now been realized is but the first stage, subject to correction, in an un- 
defined journey which is to be continued as time goes on. The signifi- 
cance of the work done, then, lies not so much in its content as in what 
it reveals of the possibility of formulating law in America, and of the 
exigencies of this great undertaking in the future. 

“This attempt of American jurists is the first one in the world 
brought into an organic form by the mandate of the Governments of a 
Continent. The first need, therefore, was that of determining the 
program and methods to be followed, or the procedure conducive to 
determining the subjects suitable for enactment, or the content itself 
of the task, and the mode or modes of dealing with them in order to 
reach satisfactory conclusions. 

“In dealing with the preparation of international conventions, we 
must constantly bear in mind the conditions controlling the States in 
their acceptance of obligations with regard to each subject of inter- 
national law. Indeed, what makes each subject possible for legisla- 
tion is the certainty of such conditions and of their scope and limits. 
Such is the prime fundamental basis which those who prepare codifi- 
cation in America in the future are to build upon. 

“But this governmental element which, in brief, is a fact or an 
empirical point of legislation, is not sufficient. In order that this 
work may acquire the excellence, the lofty spirit and the nobility 
proper for international legislation in a group of young idealistic 

“The minutes of the fourth plenary session, May 20, 1927, contain a statement 
by Mr. Maurtua in which he expresses appreciation for the generous spirit of the 
United States Delegation in offering to include in its report the statement pre- 
pared by him; Mr. Alvarez, the Chilean Delegate, then observes that the “state- 
ment [predmbulo] is to be inserted in the report of the Delegation of the United 
States and not in the minutes of the Conference”; and the President of the Con- 
ference, Mr. Pesséa, closes the discussion of this subject by stating that Mr. Scott 
has “permission to include the statement [proposicién] of the Delegate of Peru, 
in the report which the American Delegation will submit to its Government.” 
See Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores del Brasil, Comision Internacional de 
Jurisconsultos Americanos: Reunioén de 1927, vol. 1, p. 263.
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nations like ours, which are aspiring to constitute on the continent 
an exceptional region of justice, liberty and human welfare, it is in- 
dispensable that the actual desire of the States, as the synthesis of 
circumstantial or transitory national interests, be explained or clari- 
fied at times, corrected at other times, and given im all cases, so far as 
possible, the directions which are most generous and most consistent 
with the conclusions of the international science as the exponent of 
the most select thought and highest rectitude among men. Such is the 
second constitutional basis for the elaboration of American legislative 
work. 

“These two bases have been laid down in the program which the 
Commission of Jurists is presenting to the consideration of the Gov- 
ernments and of the approaching Sixth Pan American Conference. 

“Because they have not hitherto existed, the International Com- 
mission of Jurists has on some occasions hesitated, and on others met 
serious inconveniences in reducing to concrete contractual formulas 
given principles necessary in international life. 

“The main inconveniences have arisen out of the difficulties inherent 
in distinguishing between pure law and law with political tendencies 
calculated to bear an influence on existing questions in controversy 
between American Republics. Those difficulties have often been 
insuperable and have prejudiced, contrary to the desire of the Inter- 
national Commission of Jurists itself, the sincere and frank expres- 
sion of great principles of law in all phases of their application. 

“In international conferences in Europe and America, the problem 
of eliminating the influence of political questions has not been difficult 
to solve because everything was limited to dealing with subjects not 
connected with questions pending between the States. But those who 
are engaged in formulating international law by taking up its entire 
content and beginning with its fundamentals, would not be able to 
subtract from the law its inevitable, political content, without ignor- 
ing certain essential principles. Such an omission would be inexcus- 

able in the framework of international legislation, and it would, in 
itself, carry an admission of the political questions actuating their 
omission. In this way, we should have in the defect precisely what 
was sought to be avoided, at the cost of the very substance of all legal 
regulation. This, as is seen, is a field sown with obstacles, and one 
which the International Commission of Jurists has had to tread with 
consummate prudence. 

“Positive law, in general, takes its root in the conceptions of 
natural reason and the human sentiment of justice. If it is to be a 
law worthy of civilization, those elements should never be ignored; nor 
should they be offended in any case; nor is it to be permitted that 
its provisions should fail to be inspired by them in the greatest pos- 
sible degree. But positive law is not, domestically or externally. 
nor can it be at any given moment, the natural law or the finished 
expression of justice. This—justice—is a progressive and perennial, 
but not precipitant realization by the positive law, which in every 
stage of its formulation is nevertheless subordinated to the complexity 
of human life, involving the consideration and comparative control 
of factors of different kinds and, ¢nter alia, that of strong national 
interests which yield only gradually to its influence, but fortunately 
yielding more and more.
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“In this way is sketched the explanation of how the American 
jurists, through the possible formulas adopted in the draft projects, 
accept and proclaim in all their amplitude the rights and duties of 
nations in their purest and noblest meaning within the full radius of 
action necessary for them as a reality in American life. 

“The human person within organized societies, and the States 
within the Society of Nations, have only one law. The law of per- 
sons springs from the individual conscience. The law of nations 
springs also from their consciousness of nationality. They are dif- 
ferent aspects of human life and different areas of application of a 
single law which has for its end justice, secure and harmonious con- 
tacts, and reciprocal cooperation, assuring general welfare. 

“Nations, like persons, have the right to exist and to preserve 
their existence. This right, like others, cannot be exercised absolutely 
as it would be injuring in its name the very right to life and self- 
preservation of innocent nations. Such a limitation is absolute and 
essential, but it is of a kind different from that of the salutary limi- 
tation of the right of independence. 

“Independence is the affirmation of the legal personality of na- 
tions. Its concept and function in the life of States is irreconcilable 
with any control in its internal or external affairs intended to be 
imposed upon them by any method of coercion by a foreign will. Any 
nation invested with a right by international law can demand that it 
be respected and protected by all other nations because right and duty 
are correlative, it being incumbent upon all to respect the right of 
each. This is the necessary equality in law and in capacity to exercise 
the faculties which spring from sovereignty and independence. But 
that independence is not absolute. It is governed by the justice and 
cooperation necessary in the legal community of nations. 

“In America cooperation finds special circumstances. The Amert- 
can nations hold common political ideals, and their history and geog- 
raphy have created between them for a century, commercial, social 
and spiritual bonds of a kind not different but closer than with the 
rest of the world. Since the revolution of independence a current of 
friendship and fraternity has been flowing over the continent, pass- 
ing boundaries in good fortune and in bad. This situation would 
nevertheless not be sufficient to produce a well-defined obligation of 
cooperation if those circumstances did not create, as they have done, 
a state of things in virtue of which the welfare of each American 
State, in its democratic régime and in its external position, affects all 
States, as they do affect them. There is the root of the foundation 
of the American cooperation which imposes various and important 
duties, and which ought to be organized in forms in which the life 
of a continent can be expressed as a whole, without exceeding respect 
for internal sovereignty and external independence of States. The 
initial organization is constituted now by the continental conferences, 
the Pan American Union, and the International Commission of 
Jurists. There is, besides, a series of organs for limited functions of 
continental cooperation. All this comparatively incipient organiza- 
tion requires progressive, gradual development, parallel with the 
growth of the spirit of solidarity and with the ever louder and 
clearer affirmation of the American legal consciousness,



406 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1927, VOLUME I 

“The duties derived from the law of cooperation do not have, nor 
can they have, a contractual character, nor can they be executory in 
law. But they are none the less necessary in the common life of our 
Republics. They pertain, properly speaking, to the high-minded and 
moral manner in which the rights are to be exercised. Sovereignty, 
which is the internal phase of independence, implies the duty of sin- 
cerely maintaining democratic and republican forms, in order to 
insure stable order and a régime of guaranties for all the inhabitants 
of the territory. The historical destiny of America, in being built u 
by the efforts of all men of the earth who are seeking liberty, work 
and happiness, demands of each Republic the special duty of realiz- 
ing that destiny within itself. Independence, which is the external 
phase of sovereignty, implies in its turn the duty of not withholding 
its aid in all the works of continental coordination. 

“The rights and duties which are expressed would not be sufficient 
to assure legal tranquility and peace on the continent. These are to 
repose upon inviolability of the territory of the American Republics, 
upon respect for obligations of treaties freely negotiated and ac- 
cepted, and on the régime of international justice to give the neces- 
sary sanction, with the exclusion of force, to all the essential rights 
of nations. American law must be founded on the reciprocal guar 
anty of territorial integrity. Every future act of conquest should be 
condemned. Neither war, nor the threat of war, nor the presence of 
armed force, constitutes a legitimate mode of acquiring territory. In 
the wake of acquisitions effected by such means, there would arise 
incurable insecurity. 

“The history of America is free from the stain of popular hatreds 
and rivalries among its nations. The territory of any one of them 
exceeds its immediate needs and will exceed for many generations its 
possibility of assimilation or of utilization. The development of the 
unlimited riches embraced within each Republic is a work of great 
enterprise, destined to absorb all its energy and activity. Consequent- 
ly, there is nothing which could explain any aggression whatever 
prompted by malign covetousness of foreign territory. For more than 
a hundred years America has lived with its powerful right of extra- 
continental territorial integrity. It will continue so to live, with this 
same strong right as now affirmed by the voices of each and all of the 
constituent Republics, because they possess the consciousness of their 
own destiny and capacity for their responsibilities. Moreover, it will 
be governed in the future by the powerful law of inter-American 
territorial integrity. The relations of the American Republics in this 
field being established among themselves and with the rest of the 
world, they will be inspired by the strongest desire for harmony, 
equity and justice, and in practice will conduct themselves in foreign 
affairs and diplomacy under the domination of truth and the most 
salutary influences of public opinion. 

“The enumerated principles are summed up in the following large 
and solid legal bases: independence, realization of common political 
ideals, territorial integrity, régime of international justice in place of 
force, non-intervention, equality and cooperation. Such are the ad- 
vanced aims for American legislation. They are all contained as 
principles in the draft projects of public international law. Their 
regulation or their development, in their various modalities, is not a
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work that can be realized at any one time, nor at a given moment. It 
is a work of legal evolution. Nor is it an exclusive function of official 
jurists called to present formulas susceptible of immediate realization. 
On the basis of those principles the Governments themselves, through 
the medium of their diplomatic representatives, are the ones who 
should, in the legislative sessions of the Pan American Conferences, 
trace out the regulations and developments compatible with the state 
of inter-American relations, with the exigencies of policy, with na- 
tional interests, with all the factors, in sum, which make up the com- 
plexity of practical international hfe, which is always for civilized 
nations a compromise between what ought to be and what zs, or be- 
tween the ideal of law and of justice and the human reality which is 
relative justice and imperfect law influenced by the interests of the 
States. 

“In private international law this same situation has in a certain 
manner presented itself to the International Commission of Jurists. 
The two doctrines of the laws of nationality and domicile for govern- 
ing personal relations are embodied in the legislation of different 
American Republics. Each one of the groups considers its system as a 
fact of transcendent public order affecting its social, economic, and 
political constitution. There is no way for the present of settling upon 
one uniform law. 

“In this matter, therefore, the same as in public law, a compromise 
with reality has been unavoidable. The Republics will continue to 
apply as the personal law, what their domestic system prescribes. 
Happily, that does not imply an impossibility of regulating private 
international law in a vast field of legal relations which are not af- 
fected by the applications of personal law. Neither does it imply the 
necessity nor the convenience of renewing partial or sub-regional con- 
certs on the continent founded upon the system of the two laws adopted 
for personal relations. Quite the contrary: the common interest con- 
sists in keeping the work within the Pan American concert until reach- 
ing, by a continuous effort of reciprocal penetration, the solution of the 
divergence in a system of legislative uniformity. 

“All America should be viewed legally as a single field in which the 
relations of individuals and of States are in play. The rivalry of na- 
tional laws should be settled by the selection of the most adequate, in 
justice, for the relations to be dealt with. Relations between States 
are also contests of laws and sovereignties which should be regulated 
by laws superior to the individual sovereignties which are the most 
adequate, because the most just, to insure peaceful coexistence and the 
welfare of all the members of the American international system. 
Here we have the integral concept of American law. Its analytical 
formulas will be a ‘continuous creation.’ ” 

The Delegates of the United States have avoided the mention of 
personalities in the text of the report, in so far as this was possible, 

believing that it would be invidious on their part to mention the names 

of some Delegates, when all had contributed in various ways to the 
labors of the Commission. | 

They feel, however, that they are unable to conclude their report 
without referring to the unfailing kindness, courtesy and helpfulness
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of the American Ambassador to Brazil, the Honorable Edwin V. Mor- 
gan. Throughout the entire session of the Commission, he placed him- 
self at their disposal, and gave them the benefit of his large experi- 
ence, to such an extent that they deem it their duty to put on record a 
statement of their appreciation and indebtedness, to which they can 
not give adequate expression. 

Respectfully submitted, 
JAMES Brown Scorr 
JEssE S. REEVES 

Henry M. Campse tu, Jr. 

Secretary to the Delegation 

of the United States of America 

[Annex 1—Translation] 

Statement Made in the Plenary Session of May 6, 1927, by Dr. James 
: Brown Scott of the American Delegation ™ 

Mr. Preswent: The delegation of the United States has the honor 
to request Your Excellency to bring to the attention of the members 
of the Commission this communication, which the American delega- 
tion will submit in the form of an amendment when the said Commis- 
sion enters on the discussion of project No. 27, of the Projects of Con- 
vention prepared at the request, on January 2, 1924, of the Governing 
Board of the Pan American Union to be submitted for the considera- 
tion of the International Commission of Jurists and submitted by the 
American Institute of International Law to the Governing Board of 
the Pan American Union, March 2, 1925. 

The project which the Delegation of the United States will submit 
for the kindly consideration of the Subcommission on Public Inter- 
national Law contemplates the establishment of a Permanent Inter- 
american Arbitration Tribunal which would be able to guarantee 
effectively the rights of the American Republics and to maintain 

unalterably peace and harmony in their reciprocal relations without 
obliging them to resort in any case to armed force. 

The justification for the undertaking to resort to arbitration, which 
we shall have the honor to bring to the attention of the Subcommis- 
sion, is found quite admirably expressed in the preamble of the Con- 
vention for the Establishment of a Central American Tribunal, signed 
February 7, 1923, in the preparation of which former Secretary of 
State Hughes took an active part. The following is the text of the 
engagement as found in the first article of the said Central American 
Convention. 

“The Contracting Parties agree to submit to the International Tri- 
bunal established by the present Convention all controversies or ques- 

“ See footnote 36, p. 390.
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tions which now exist between them or which may hereafter arise, 
whatever their nature or origin, in the event that they have failed to 
reach an understanding through diplomatic channels, or have not 
accepted some other form of arbitration, or have not agreed to submit 
said questions or controversies to the decision of another tribunal. 

“Nevertheless, the questions or controversies which affect the sov- 
ereign and independent existence of any of the signatory Republics 
cannot be the object of arbitration or complaint.” 

There is no need to emphasize the importance of such a proposal, 
the acceptance of which would guarantee for all time both the terri- 
torial integrity and the political independence of each of the Amer- 
ican Republics, and which would maintain peace between them. 

The proposal, which the American delegation will present in due 
time, is not only in conformity with the aspirations and the best 
traditions of North America, but also of each of the Latin American 
Republics. 

If the proposal be eventually adopted with such modifications as 
may be judged necessary, all violations of international law as well 
as all violations of the rights and duties of the Republics will be 
submitted to arbitration. We feel quite certain that the project which 
we will submit to the Commission is inspired by our common aspira- 
tions and that it will make an irresistible appeal to the juridical con- 
science of the continent. 

[Annex 2—Translation] 

Statement Made Before the Subcommission of Public International 
Law, May 19, 1927, by Dr. James Brown Scott of the American 
Delegation ** 

Mr. Presipent: In the name of the Delegation of the United 
States, I wish to make the following statement: It was our proposal 
to present for the kind consideration of the International Commis- 
sion of American Jurists a most liberal project, and we reserved the 
right to prepare this in the form of an amendment to the project rela- 
tive to pacific settlement by means of arbitration. But owing to the 
difficulty of submitting to the Commission questions which require 
a definite solution, we have resolved not to present it here and now. 
As the problem of establishing an American tribunal of arbitration 
is difficult and laborious, not possible of definitive discussion and 
solution in an assembly such as this, comprised exclusively of jurists, 
we have believed that we ought to abandon the attempt to modify, in 
any way, the method which now exists, leaving for a more favorable 
future occasion the discussion of these questions by delegates pro- 
vided with political powers. 

** See footnote 36, p. 390.
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REPLY BY THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE TO QUESTIONNAIRES ON 
INTERNATIONAL LAW SUBMITTED BY THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS® 

500.C1196/23 

The British Ambassador (Howard) to the Secretary of State 

No. 489 Mancuester, Mass., August 17, 1927. 
[Received August 19.] 

Sm: The Committee of Experts for the Progressive Codification of 
International Law set up by the League of Nations has communi- 
cated to the Council of the League a report in which it is stated 
that the Committee have decided to include in its list of subjects, 
the regulation of which by international agreement would in their 
opinion be desirable, the following questions :— 

“Ts it desirable to revise the classification of diplomatic agents made 
by the Congresses of Vienna and Aix-la-Chapelle? In the affirmative 
case, to what extent should the existing classes of diplomatic agents 
be amalgamated, and should each State be recognised to have the 
right, in so far as existing differences of class remain, to determine 
at its discretion in what class its agents are to be ranked ?” 

To this report is attached a report by a sub-committee proposing 
that Ambassadors, Legates or Nuncios should be included in the 
same class and designation with Envoys and Ministers Plenipoten- 
tiary, and that as the substitution of the term “Public Minister” or 
“Minister Plenipotentiary” might appear to be somewhat derogatory 
to existing Ambassadors, it would be desirable that the title Ambas- 
sador should be used to designate the representatives of the first 
three categories of the Regulation of Vienna as completed by the 
Aix-la-Chapelle Protocol. 

It is understood that a copy of this report (C.203.M.77.1927.V) 
has been communicated to the Government of the United States. 

In a letter marked C.L.57.1927.V, dated the 7th June, the Secre- 
tary General of the League enquired znter alta whether His Majesty’s 
Government in Great Britain consider the revision of the classifica- 
tion of diplomatic agents desirable. 

I have the honour, under instructions from His Majesty’s Prin- 
cipal Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs, to inform you that the 
Secretary General of the League of Nations has been informed that 
His Majesty’s Government do not consider it desirable that the pres- 
ent classification of diplomatic agents should be revised. In inform- 
ing you of the view taken by His Majesty’s Government in Great 
Britain, I am to state that Sir Austen Chamberlain believes that the 
view of the Government of the United States will coincide with that 
of His Majesty’s Government and that they will send to Sir Eric 
Drummond a similar reply to his enquiry. 

I have [etc. | Esme Howarp 

“For reply to earlier questionnaires, see Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. I, p. 555.
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500.C1196/26 

The Secretary of State to the British Ambassador (Howard) 

Wasuineton, December 16, 1927. 
Excetzency: I have the honor to refer to Your Excellency’s note 

of August 17, 1927, in which you state that His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment has informed the Secretary General of the League of Nations, 
in reply to his communication of June 7, 1927, which was addressed 
to various governments including His Majesty’s Government and the 
Government of the United States, that His Majesty’s Government 
do not consider it desirable that the classification of diplomatic agents 
adopted by the Congresses of Vienna and Aix-la-Chapelle should be 
revised. Your inquiry of November 29, 1927,°* on the same subject 

has been received. 
In reply I take pleasure in informing you that my Government 

concurs in the view of His Majesty’s Government that the present 
classification of diplomatic agents should not be revised. The Secre- 
tary General of the League of Nations will be informed accordingly 
in the reply of my Government to his communication of June 7, 1927, 

Accept [etc. | Frank B. Ketioae 

500.C1196/21 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) 

Wasuineton, December 16, 1927—5 p.m. 
99. Please transmit to the Secretary General of the League of Na- 

tions in the usual manner before December 31, the following com: 

munication : 

The Secretary General of the League of Nations with a communi- 
cation dated June 7, 1927, was good enough to transmit to the Sec- 
retary of State of the United States certain questionnaires and 
reports prepared by the Committee of Experts for the Progressive 
Codification of International Law ** and to request the opinion of 
the Government of the United States as to whether the regulation by 
international agreement of the subjects treated in the questionnaires, 
having regard both to their general aspects and the specific points 

Not printed. 
* Communication not printed. For texts of the four questionnaires, see League 

of Nations, Committee of Experts for the Progressive Codification of Interna- 
tional Law: Questionnaires adopted by the Committee at its Third Session, held 
March-April 1927: (8) Communication of Judicial and Extra-Judicial Acts in 
Penal Matters and Letters Rogatory in Penal Matters (C.201.M.75.1927.V— 
C.P.D.I.99-2) ; (9) Legal Position and Functions of Consuls (C.202.M.76.1927.V— 
C.P.D.1.100-2) ; (10) Revision of the Classification of Diplomatic Agents (C.203. 
M.77.1927. V—C.P.D.1.101—2) ; (11) Competence of the Courts in Regard to Foreign 
States (C.204.M.78.1927.V-—C.P.D.1.102-2). There was also transmitted with 
this communication a report of the Committee entitled “The Most-Favored- 
Nation Clause” (C.205.M.79.1927.V—C.P.D.L.97-1).
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mentioned in the questionnaires, is desirable and realizable in the 
near future. 

Question No. 8. With respect to the amended draft convention 
on this subject submitted with the report of the sub-committee of 
the Committee of Experts, it may be stated that the taking of testi- 
mony relating to criminal cases in foreign countries by the use of 
letters rogatory, with which Article I of the amended draft deals, is 
a process for which no provision has been made by the legislation 
of the Federal Government and one which under the system pre- 
vailing in the United States can be employed, if at all, only pursuant 
to the laws of the several states. It is not deemed advisable to make 
commitments by international convention to change the existing prac- 
tice in this regard prevailing in the United States. Moreover, evi- 
dence obtained in foreign countries through letters rogatory could not 
be used in criminal cases in the United States, since under the Con- 
stitution the accused must be confronted by the witnesses against him. 

With respect to the second Article of the revised draft it may be 
stated that the Government of the United States is not prepared to 
commit itself to serve summonses emanating with foreign courts on 
witnesses or experts resident in the United States or to surrender 
persons in custody, except through the process of extradition. 

It is the view of the Government of the United States that the 
matter of the surrender of exhibits dealt with in the third Article of 
the amended draft convention can be adequately provided for in 
extradition treaties. Indeed, provisions for the surrender of prop- 
erty in possession of fugitives are contained in some of the extradi- 
tion treaties of the United States. The list of treaties appended to 
the report, as examples of judicial cooperation, indicates that the 
subject as heretofore treated, is closely related to extradition. 

While conventions on the subject of judicial cooperation doubt- 
less serve a useful purpose among countries in close geographic 
proximity to each other, it is not apparent that uniform application 
of such agreements is necessary. 

Question No. 9. The experience of the Government of the United 
States has not revealed any considerable uncertainty regarding the 
legal position and functions of consuls. Furthermore, this matter 
has been the subject of numerous provisions in bilateral treaties. 
It is the view of the Government of the United States that no com- 
pelling necessity exists for the treatment of this subject. by a gen- 
eral international convention. 

Question No. 10. The Government of the United States does not 
consider it desirable to revise the classifications of diplomatic agents 
as proposed. No circumstances or conditions demonstrating the de- 
sirability of changing the classification have been revealed nor is 
there reason to expect that the purposed change, if made, would 
effect any material improvement. 

The Government of the United States does not consider that the 
regulation by multilateral international agreement of questions 
eight and nine or the change of classification proposed in question 
ten is desirable or attainable in the near future. 

Qurstion No. 11. The Government of the United States is in- 
clined to the view that an international agreement on the subject of
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competence of the courts in certain classes of cases against foreign 
states, would serve a useful purpose, and would therefore be desir- 
able and that there should be no insuperable obstacle to the conclud- 
ing of an agreement on that, subject. 

The Government of the United States thanks the Secretary Gen- 
eral for the report on “Effect of the most-favored-nation clause” 
forwarded with the communication of June 7. 

: KELLOGG 

OPINION OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE ON STATUS OF LEAGUE 
OF NATIONS OFFICIALS IN THE UNITED STATES 

500.C211/— 

The Acting Counselor of the British Embassy (Chilton) to the 
Chief of the Division of Western European Affairs (Marriner) 

WasuHinoton, September 28, 1927. 
Dear Marriner: A case has recently been brought to our notice by 

our Consul-General in San Francisco of a British subject who, justly 
or unjustly, was arrested and fined by the Oakland authorities for a 
disturbance of the peace. 

Such cases are presumably of fairly frequent occurrence and would 
not as a general rule be of any particular interest to us, but it so 
happens that the transgressor happened to be an official of the Inter- 
national Labour Office of the League of Nations who was on his way 
to Australia on leave and who, in the course of his journey, subse- 
quently attended the second session of the Institute of Pacific Rela- 
tions at Honolulu as an observer of the International Labour Office. 

In the course of certain complaints lodged with the Consulate- 
General, the offender—or victim, as the case may have been—who 
had with him a card of identification signed by the Director of the 
International Labour Office, raised the question of his right to “the 
diplomatic privileges and immunities” accorded to officials of the 
League of Nations under the Covenant. He did not, however, attempt 
to press the matter at the time of his arrest. 

I should be very glad to have your views as to what privileges 
officials of the League of Nations are entitled to in this country. 
I understand that in certain circumstances League Officials are 
granted diplomatic visas by the United States Government, but as 
far as I am aware the extent of such privileges has never been 
defined. 

Yours sincerely, 
H. G. Curron
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500.C211/— 

The Chief of the Division of Western European Affairs (Marriner) 
to the Acting Counselor of the British Embassy (Chilton) 

WasHineton, November 7, 1927. 
Dear Curtton: I beg to refer to your letter of September 28, 1927, 

in which you request to be informed regarding the privileges officials 
of the League of Nations are entitled to in this country. You state 
that you understand in certain circumstances League officials are 
granted diplomatic visas by the United States Government. 

As you are doubtless aware, under customary International Law 
diplomatic privileges and immunities are only conferred upon a well 
defined class of persons, namely those who are sent by one State to 
another on diplomatic missions. Officials of the League of Nations 
are not, as such, considered by the Department to be entitled to such 
privileges and immunities under generally accepted principles of 
International Law but only under special provisions of the Covenant 
of the League which can have no force in countries not members of 
the League. 

In the estimation of this Department the executive authorities of 
this Government would not be warranted, under our law which is 
declaratory of International Law, in according to officials of the 
League of Nations diplomatic privileges and immunities in the United 
States since such persons are not comprehended in the definition of 
diplomatic officers contained in our Statutes. 

I may add that such an official would customarily be given a 
diplomatic visa on the basis of his diplomatic passport and accorded 
the courtesies usually extended to holders of such passports. You 
will appreciate the fact, however, that no assurance can be given 
that such a visa would be regarded as entitling the holder to the 
privileges and immunities of a diplomatic officer provided for in the 
laws of the United States. 

Sincerely yours, 
J. THEODORE Marriner 

EXEMPTIONS FROM TAXATION AND CUSTOMS DUTIES ENJOYED BY 

FOREIGN DIPLOMATIC AND CONSULAR OFFICERS IN THE UNITED 

STATES 

701/121 

The Secretary of State to the Irish Minister (Smiddy) 

WaAsHINGTON, January 22, 1927. 
Sir: In compliance with the request made in your note of January 

19,°5 I have the honor to inform you as follows concerning the exemp- 

* Not printed.
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tion from taxation and customs duties enjoyed by foreign diplomatic 
and consular officers in the United States: 
Ambassadors and Ministers accredited to the United States and the 

members of their households, including secretaries, attachés, and ser- 
vants, are exempted from the payment of Federal income tax upon 
their salaries, fees and wages, and upon the income derived by them 
from investments in the United States in stocks and bonds and from 
interest on bank balances in the United States. The income derived 
from any business carried on by them in the United States would, 
however, be taxable. 

Property in the District of Columbia owned by foreign governments 
for Embassy and Legation purposes is exempt from general and spe- 
cial taxes or assessments. Property owned by an Ambassador or Min- 
ister and used for Embassy or Legation purposes is exempt from gen- 
eral taxes but not from special assessments for improvements. The 
payment of water rent is required in all cases, as this is not regarded 
as a tax but the sale of a commodity. 

Under a recent ruling of the Treasury Department of the United 
States all foreign consular officers and the employees of foreign con- 
sulates in the United States who are nationals of the State appointing 
them, on the basis of reciprocity, are exempted from the payment of 
Federal income taxes on the salaries, fees and wages received by them 
in compensation for their consular services. 

The taxes on the sale of automobiles and jewelry provided for in 
Sections 600 and 604 of the Revenue Act of 1924 °* are taxes imposed 
upon the manufacturers of automobiles and upon the vendors of 
jewelry. In the collection of such taxes the Government looks to the 
manufacturer and to the vendor for the payment of the tax and not 
to the purchasers of the articles. For this reason and the further 
reason that the price of the article sold is a matter of negotiation be- 
tween the vendor and the purchasers, the appropriate authorities of 
this Government have taken the position that no exemption from the 
payment of these taxes can be granted to the manufacturer or vendor 
by reason of the fact that the sale is made to a diplomatic representa- 
tive of a foreign government. 

The members of foreign diplomatic missions and foreign consular 
officers in the District of Columbia are exempt in the District from 
the payment of personal property taxes on automobiles and other per- 
sonal property, either tangible or intangible, owned by them. They 
are furnished identification tags and operators’ permits for their auto- 
mobiles, without charge, provided the applications made therefor bear 
the seal of the mission and the seal of the Department of State. It is 
understood that automobiles bearing District of Columbia tags are 

° 43 Stat. 253. 

258346—42—vol. I———32
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permitted to enter the several States without obtaining additional tags. 
Members of foreign diplomatic missions in the United States and 
foreign consular officers stationed in the District of Columbia are ac- 
cordingly not required to pay the fees ordinarily charged other owners 

of automobiles in this country. 
The fees and taxes for automobiles and other property to be 

charged foreign consuls in the several States of the United States, 
in the absence of applicable treaty provisions, are subject to regula- 
tion by the States in which the consuls are stationed. 

By an order dated July 8, 1921, the Collector of Taxes of the 
District of Columbia was authorized to issue dog licenses to foreign 

legations without charge. 
Articles 404 and 405 of the United States Customs Regulations of 

1923 provide for the granting of customs courtesies and the exemp- 
tion from the payment of customs duties, to diplomatic and consular 
officers of foreign countries and outline the procedure to be followed 
by such officers in requesting these courtesies. 

Under these regulations foreign ambassadors and ministers, and 
the secretaries and other attachés of foreign embassies and legations, 
and their families, are entitled to the free admission of their baggage 
and effects on their arrival in this country, whether they are sta- 
tioned in the United States or are en route to missions in other 
countries. Subsequent to their arrival in the United States they are 
permitted to import, without the payment of duty, merchandise of 
any characer, if intended for their use or for the use of their families. 

Foreign consular officers and their families are accorded the privi- 
lege of the free entry of their personal and household effects at the 
time of their arrival in the United States to take up their official 
duties or upon their return to their posts in the United States after 
leave of absence. The baggage and effects of foreign consular officers 
are subject to such scrutiny by customs officers as may be necessary 
to ascertain whether or not intoxicating liquors or other legally pro- 

scribed commodities are contained therein. 
Supplies intended for official use of foreign embassies and legations 

and foreign consulates in the United States, such as office furniture 
and office material, may be entered free of duty. Exhibits of the 
products of foreign countries, if forming a part of the permanent 
exhibitions in the consulates may also be admitted free of duty. 

The granting of these customs exemptions to diplomatic and con- 
sular officers of foreign countries is conditional upon the granting of 
similar exemptions to American diplomatic and consular officers by 

these countries. 
Any material imported by a foreign government to be used in con- 

structing an embassy or legation building is exempted from the pay- 

ment of customs duties.
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The above statement, although not exhaustive, describes some of 
the more important immunities and exemptions accorded foreign 
diplomatic and consular officers in the United States. If information 
is desired in regard to any particular immunity or exemption not 
referred to herein, the matter will, upon request, be given further 
consideration. 

Accept [etc. ] 
For the Secretary of State: 

J. Butter WRIicHT 

RIGHT OF FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS TO ACQUIRE, WITHOUT RE- 
STRICTION, PROPERTY FOR EMBASSY OR LEGATION PURPOSES IN 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

701.8311/41 

The Egyptian Chargé (Kamel) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1332 WasHineton, January 14, 1927. 
The Charge d’Affairs ad-interim of Egypt presents his compliments 

to His Excellency the Secretary of State and has the honour to in- 
form him that the Egyptian Government are considering buying a 

house in Washington for the Legation. 
Before deciding definitely on the matter, the Egyptian Govern- 

ment should like to know if the Laws of the United States restrict 
in any way the right of Foreign Governments to own property. 

The Charge d’Affairs ad-interim of Egypt avails himself of this 
opportunity to express to His Excellency the Secretary of State the 
assurances of his highest esteem. 

701.8811/41 

The Secretary of State to the Egyptian Chargé (Kamel) 

The Secretary of State presents his compliments to the Chargé 
d’Affaires ad interim of Egypt and has the honor to acknowledge the 
receipt of his note of January 14, 1927, asking if the laws of the 
United States restrict in any way the right of foreign governments to 
own property. 

The Secretary of State has the honor to inform the Chargé d’Af- 
faires ad interim of Egypt that the Government of the United States 
places no restrictions on the owning of property for Embassy or 
Legation purposes by foreign governments in the District of Colum- 
bia. It may be stated, however, that real property in the District 
of Columbia is subject in general to the laws of real property in 
force in the District notwithstanding that it may be owned by a 
foreign government.
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The Commissioners of the District of Columbia have informed the 
Department that the following rules regarding exemption from tax- 
ation under international usage have been adopted by the Commis- 
sioner under the advice of the Corporation Counsel of the District of 

Columbia: 

“Property owned by foreign governments and used for legation 
purposes is exempt from general and special taxes or assessments. 
Property owned by a minister and used for legation purposes is 
exempt from general taxes but not from special assessments for 
improvements.” 

There are also expenses incident to the property not in the nature 
of the tax which of course should be paid by the foreign government. 

WasHIneTon, January 25, 1927. 

SUITS AGAINST UNITED STATES SHIPPING BOARD VESSELS IN 

FOREIGN COURTS” 

195/970 

The Acting Secretary of State to Diplomatic and Consular Officers 

Diplomatic Serial No. 650 
G. I. Consular No. 1058 WasHineton, August 30, 1927. 

Sirs: In an opinion handed down on June 7, 1926, in the case of 
Berizzi Brothers Company, Appellant, vs. The Steamship “Pesaro” ** 
the Supreme Court of the United States held that a ship owned and 
possessed by a foreign government and operated by it in the carriage 
of merchandise for hire is immune from arrest under process based 
on a libel in rem by a private suitor in a Federal District Court exer- 
cising Admiralty jurisdiction. You are therefore directed to cancel 
the text under subtitle numbered one, Suits Against Shipping Board 
Vessels in Foreign Courts, of General Instruction, Consular, No. 871 
of January 14, 1923,°° but you are not to cancel the title itself. 

The Decision of the Supreme Court referred to above has not changed 

the general policy of the Department of refraining from claims of 
immunity in the courts of foreign countries for vessels owned by the 
United States Shipping Board, and you should not endeavor to obtain 
immunity for Shippi..g Board vessels unless you receive express in- 
structions from the Department to take such action in a particular case. 

You are instructed to make a marginal notation under the subtitle, 
Suits Against Shipping Board Vessels in Foreign Courts, of General 
Instruction, Consular, No. 871, referring to this instruction. 

I am [etc. | W. R. Castix 

“For previous correspondence concerning status of United States Shipping 
Board vessels in foreign countries, see Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 11, pp. 478 ff. 
271 U. S. 562. 
© Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, p. 267.
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RULES OF PRECEDENCE AS BETWEEN CERTAIN OFFICERS OF THE 
UNITED STATES 

Executwe Order No. 4705, August 10, 1927, Regarding Rules of 
Precedence as Between Certam Officers of the United States 

The following rules of precedence will henceforth be observed 
as between (1) Ambassadors, Ministers, and officers of the Foreign 
Service of the United States; (2) officers of the United States Army; 
(3) officers of the United States Navy and Marine Corps; and (4) 
Foreign Commerce officers of the United States. Previous executive 
orders inconsistent herewith are rescinded. 

1. In the country to which he is accredited, the chief of the diplo- 
matic mission takes precedence over all officers of the Army, Navy, 
or Foreign Commerce Service. : 

2. In diplomatic missions the following ranking will be observed: 

Counselors take place and precedence next in succession after the 
Chief of Mission. 

Military and Naval attachés take place and precedence next in 
succession after the Counselor, or at a post where the Department 
of State has deemed it unnecessary to assign a Counselor, after the 
senior first secretary. Military and Naval attachés take precedence 
as between themselves according to their respective grades and sen- 
iority therein. 

Commercial attachés rank with but after Military and Naval 
attachés. 

Assistant Military and Naval attachés take place and precedence 
next after second secretaries. Assistant Military and Naval attachés 
take precedence as between themselves according to their respective 
grades and seniority therein. 

Assistant Commercial attachés rank with but after Assistant Mili- 
tary and Naval attachés. 

In the absence of the titular head of the mission, the senior diplo- 
matic officer will act as Chargé d’Affaires ad interim, unless otherwise 
directed by the Secretary of State, and as such will take precedence 
over all members of the staff of the mission. 

At ceremonies and receptions where the members of the mission 
take individual position, in the lists furnished foreign governments 
for inclusion in their diplomatic lists, and in the Register of the 
Department of State, place and precedence will follow the ranking 
indicated in the paragraphs above. | 

At ceremonies and receptions where diplomatic missions are pres- 
ent as a body, the Military, Naval and Commercial attachés will 
form distinct groups, and follow in that order the diplomatic per- 
sonnel of the mission.
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3. In international conferences at which the American delegates 
possess plenipotentiary powers, the senior Counselor of Embassy 
or Legation attached to the delegation, takes place and precedence 
immediately after the delegates, unless otherwise instructed by the 
Secretary of State. 

4. As between officers of the Departments of State and Com- 
merce :— 

(a) The senior Foreign Commerce Officer functioning in a consular 
district in which there is no diplomatic mission, shall rank with but 
after the senior Foreign Service Officer functioning in that district. 

(b) Foreign Commerce Officers in a consular district, other than 
the senior officer, shall rank with respect to the Foreign Service Of- 
ficers in the Consular District other than the senior officer as follows: 

(1) Foreign Commerce Officers of Class I, with but after For- 
eign Service Officers of Classes I and IT; 

(2) Foreign Commerce Officers of Class II, with but after 
Foreign Service Officers of Classes III and IV; 

(3) Foreign Commerce Officers of Class III, with but after 
Foreign Service Officers of Classes V, VI and VII; 

(4) Foreign Commerce Officers of Class IV, with but after 
Foreign Service Officers of Classes VIII and IX, and un- 
classified Officers of the first grade; 

(5) Foreign Commerce Officers of Class V, with but after 
unclassified Foreign Service Officers of the second and 
third grades. 

(c) In the absence of the Foreign Service Officer in charge of a 
consular district, the Foreign Service Officer acting shall enjoy the 
precedence regularly accorded the former, and in the absence of the 
ranking Foreign Commerce Officer, the Officer acting shall enjoy the 
precedence of the ranking Foreign Commerce Officer. 

5. In the districts to which they are assigned, Foreign Service offi- 
cers in charge of Consulates General take place and precedence imme- 
diately after Brigadier Generals in the Army or Marine Corps, and 
hold rank intermediate between Rear Admirals and Captains in the 
Navy. 

In the Districts to which they are assigned, Foreign Service off- 
cers in charge of Consulates take place and precedence immediately 
after Colonels in the Army or Marine Corps and Captains in the 
Navy. 

Cavin CooLincE 
Tue Wurre Houss, August 10, 1927.
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PROPOSED TREATY OF FRIENDSHIP, COMMERCE AND CONSULAR 
RIGHTS BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND ARGENTINA 

611.3531 /86 

The Ambassador in Argentina (Bliss) to the Secretary of State? 

No. 18 Buenos Arrss, September 20, 1927. 
Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s instruction No. 

68 of August 18, 1926,7 relative to a Treaty of Friendship, Commerce 
and Consular Rights of which the central principle would be an un- 
conditional most-favored-nation clause, which would replace the 
Treaty of Friendship, Commerce and Navigation of 1853 originally 
entered into between the Government of the United States and the 
Argentine Confederation? The Department of State further in- 
formed the Embassy on June 21, 1927,? of the attitude adopted by 
various South American countries towards this subject. The Em- 
bassy had made various oral requests of the Ministry for Foreign 
Affairs relative to the development of Argentine opinion upon the ad- 
visability of entering into negotiations for such a Treaty. The utter 
failure of the legal division of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs to 
place the question upon its proper basis is set forth in Embassy’s Des- 
patch No. 351 of July 27, 1927.7 

The Embassy is now in receipt of a note with an enclosed protocol 
from the Ministry for Foreign Affairs dated September 8, a copy and 
translation of which are transmitted herewith. The salient features 
appear: 1, the reference to the reported visit of American Commis- 
sioners to investigate the cost of production (of flaxseed and corn, 
is to be understood), and 2, the desire of the Argentine Government 
to sign a protocol allowing either party signatory to the Treaty of 
1853 to denounce that Treaty at any time upon a notification of six 
months. 

The appended protocol should be taken, I believe, as an indica- 
tion that the Argentine Government is not at this moment desirous 
of entering into negotiations for'a new Treaty containing an uncon- 

*Date of receipt not known. 
* Not printed. 
* William M. Malloy (ed.), Treaties, Conventions, etc., Between the United 

States of America and Other Powers, 1776-1909 (Washington, Government Print- 
ing Office, 1910), vol. 1, p. 20. | 
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ditional most-favored-nation clause. Their expressed wish to place 
in the Treaty of 1853 an addition granting this right of denuncia- 
tion might prove detrimental to the United States, should it be 
ratified, inasmuch as it would provide an avenue of attack to those 
nations which are in active commercial competition with the United 
States, by enabling’ foreign pressure to bring about an abrogation 
of the Treaty. 

I have the honor to call the Department’s attention to the Em- 

bassy’s despatch No. 372 of August 18, 1927, which transmitted a 
portion of the annual report of the Argentine Embassy at Wash- 
ington, which contains pertinent facts concerning the attitude to be 
adopted at this time by Argentina regarding negotiations for a new 
Commercial Treaty with the United States. 

I have [etc.] Rosert Woops Buiss 

[Hnclosure—Translation] 

The Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs (Gallardo) to the 
American Chargé (Cable)* 

Buenos Arres, September 8, 1927. 
.Mr. Cuarck p’Arrarres: As I had the pleasure of informing the 

Embassy under your worthy charge in my note of December 2 last, 
my Government has considered with the greatest care the American 
proposal of September 17 with reference to the negotiation of a new 
Treaty of Commerce between the United States and the Republic. 

The desire of the American Government to direct its commercial 
policy in accordance with modern principles is shared by the Ar- 
gentine Government. Without doubt you know the statements which 
the commercial and industrial organizations of Argentina have made 
on separate occasions requesting a complete revision of our system 
of treaties, which according‘to these petitions should begin with the 
general denunciation of all the conventions now in force. 

The legislature has supported these desires of the public and in 
obedience thereto has appointed a parliamentary commission whose 
duty it is to study the conventions now in force and to give advice 
with respect either to the approval or alteration of the principles 
upon which they are based. Although the commission has not at 
this date rendered a definite report, the Executive Power believes 
that, whatever may be its future decision, the moment has arrived 
to prepare the ground for the modifications which will certainly be 

‘Not printed. 
“Note addressed to the Chargé. Ambassador Bliss, however, had arrived at 

his post and assumed charge on August 31.
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suggested, and above all to create the diplomatic resources which 
would provide the means to readjust the treaties questioned by 
public opinion and fortunately rejected even from a theoretical 
standpoint, as inefficient and obsolete, by certain of the contracting 
States with whom we are bound by them, as for example in the 
present instance by the American Foreign Office, which offers the 
new formula referred to in the above mentioned note of September 
17, 1926. 

In view of the foregoing and with the desire to obviate unavoid- 
able differences of interpretation which the new forms of interna- 
tional commerce and its official control might advance with respect 
to the enforcement of the Treaty of Commerce of 1853, as for in- 
stance, the opinion which I presented to the Embassy under your 
worthy charge in the Memorandum of July 19 last, with reference 
to the reported visit to the Republic of an American commission to 
investigate the cost of production, I have the pleasure to request you 
to enquire of your Government the views which it might entertain 
in regard to the signing of an additional protocol similar to the one 
which accompanies this note. 

Please accept [etc.] ANGEL GALLARDO 

[Subenclosure—Translation] 

Draft of a Proposed Additional Protocol 

In order to complete the Treaty of Friendship Commerce and 
Navigation between the Argentine Federation and the United States 
of America, of July 26 [27], 18538, the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
of the Argentine Nation, Dr. Angel Gallardo, and the Ambassador 
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the United States of America, 
being duly authorized by their respective Governments with ample 
and sufficient full powers which have been exchanged in due form on 
this occasion, have agreed to add to the said Treaty the following 
article: 

“The present Treaty will continue indefinitely in force for the 
contracting powers as long as it is not denounced by the Government 
of either of them. This denunciation may be made at any time six 
months in advance of the date on which the Treaty shall cease to be 
effective. 

“In witness to which the representatives sign the present additional 
article, at Buenos Aires, the. ...dayof...... of the year 1927, 
and affix their respective seals.”
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EFFORTS TO SECURE FOR AMERICAN FIRMS EQUAL CONSIDERATION 
WITH OTHER FOREIGN COMPANIES IN BIDS FOR ARGENTINE 

NAVAL CONSTRUCTION 

835.34/405 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Argentina (Jay) to the Secretary of State 

Buenos Ares, May 21, 1926—11 a. m. 
[Received 1:25 p. m.] 

39. Press announces President by Cabinet resolution has directed 
the expenditure of 82,000,000 gold pesos for construction of two 
cruisers, three submarines, two destroyers and two gunboats. Funds 
apparently to be taken from unexpended balance alleged to have been 
Jeft over after purchase of naval units appropriated for in 1909. 
Constitutionality of President’s authorizing this and other large 
expenditures without approval of Congress now in recess 1s seriously 
questioned. Naval attaché is following developments closely and will 
continue to keep Navy Department informed. Representative of 
Fore River Shipbuilding Corporation arrived here recently on this 
matter and will continue to receive all proper assistance from 
Embassy. 

JAY 

835.34/405 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Argentina (Jay) 

WasuHineton, September 9, 1926—6 p. m. 
36. Your telegram 39, May 21, 11 a. m. Department is informed 

that the Electric Boat Company of New York is competing before 
an Argentine Commission in Paris for an order for three submarine 
torpedo boats of about nine hundred tons each. It is proposed to 
build them at works of Cockerill Company in Belgium but from 
designs and under superintendence of Electric Boat Company which 
would also furnish certain parts. 

Strong foreign competition is reported. You should seek an early 
opportunity informally to request the appropriate authorities that 
American firms be given an equal chance to compete for this business 
and that their offers receive consideration equal to that accorded any 
other foreign companies. 

KELLOGG
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835,34/409 ; Telegram 

The Ambassador in Argentina (Jay) to the Secretary of State 

Buenos Ares, September 11, 1926—9 a. m. 
[Received 2 p. m.] 

63. Department’s telegram 36, September 9,6 p.m. I have taken 
up informally but actively with Minister for Foreign Affairs compe- 
tition for submarines. He assures me our bids will receive equal 
opportunity and be examined strictly on their merits regardless of any 
foreign political considerations. Minister who was most friendly did 
not deny my tentative suggestion that Italian Government was press- 
ing matter, but repeated his assurances that no favoritism would be 
shown. 

I had just heard former Italian naval attaché here was attached to 
chief of Argentine Naval Mission in Europe during latter’s visit to 
Italy and followed him on his further journeys. Also learned Italian 
Embassy here has urged building of submarines in Italy. 

Our naval attaché will take first opportunity for appropriate action 
with the Ministry of Marine. 

JAY 

835.34/409 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Argentina (Jay) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHINncoTon, October 18, 1926—1 p.m. 
41. Referring to your telegram No. 63 of September 11, 9 a. m., and 

particularly to the statements concerning American bids which were 
made to you by the Minister for Foreign Affairs, I now understand 
that the Government of Argentina is on the point of awarding con- 
tracts for the construction of two destroyers, three submarines, and two 
cruisers amounting in all to about 1214 million dollars, and that a 
new program for 95 million dollars is also contemplated. I am in- 
formed that heretofore most of this work has been done for Argen- 
tina by the Bethlehem Steel and Shipbuilding Company and in an 
entirely satisfactory manner. I am further informed that it is not 
the intention of the Government of Argentina to give any opportunity 
to that company or to other American shipbuilders to bid, but that 
business is being carried on with Italy, England, and France ex- 
clusively. Because of the attitude which I have always taken in not 
raising objection to and, as a matter of fact, in encouraging American 
bankers to lend money to Argentina, and because of the relations 
which exist between the two Governments, I feel very strongly that
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Argentina should grant American shipbuilders an equal opportunity 
to bid on and receive these contracts. Kindly present this subject in- 
formally, but in no uncertain terms, to the Minister for Foreign Af- 
fairs and any other authorities you deem best. 

KELLOGG 

835.34/412 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Argentina (Jay) to the Secretary of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Buenos Arrss, October 19, 1926—noon. 
[Received 5 p. m.] 

76. Department’s telegram No. 41, dated October 18, 1 p.m. Em. 
bassy’s despatch No. 168, October 6,° which was mailed on October 
7, should reach the Department within a few days. In it was en- 
closed a translation of the new naval appropriation act finding an 
expenditure of 75 million Argentine gold pesos to be spread over the 
next 10 years. 

As was mentioned therein, the Minister of Marine, when I ap- 
proached him, told me that American shipbuilders such as Fore 
River and Cramps were being requested to make tenders in common 
with European competitors. 

I do not understand the situation which the local agent of the 
Bethlehem Steel Corporation described as having been managed in a 
hurried and furtive manner inasmuch as I consider the Minister of 
Marine to be personally most friendly to the United States. How- 
ever, I will immediately and actively take the matter up with the 
Foreign Minister and advise the Department by telegraph. 

This morning I discussed the matter privately with Ambassador 
Pueyrredon.’ He refused to believe the alleged exclusion of Ameri- 
can tenders. He promised me his support if necessary. 

JAY 

835.34/413 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Argentina (Jay) to the Secretary of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Burnos Airss, October 19, 1926—4 p.m. 
[Received 6:20 p. m.] 

77. Embassy’s telegram No. 76, dated October 19, noon. The naval 
attaché by exertive friendship with the Minister of Marine this morn- 
ing learned the following: 

* Not printed. 
* Argentine Ambassador to the United States.
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In August the Ministry of Marine telegraphed Johnston of the 
Bethlehem Steel Company to contact the Argentine Naval Mission in 
New York. The Minister of Marine read cablegrams from Admiral 
Galindez, chief of the Naval Mission in Europe, quoting bids from 
Cramps and New York Shipbuilding Company. I make the sug- 
gestion that Department verify the above. The Minister of Marine 
added that the Argentine Mission in the United States had been 
instructed last week once more to ask tenders from Bethlehem. In 
view of the above I shall not make further representations to the 
Government of Argentina unless the Department instructs me other- 
wise. At official luncheon today I found opportunity to express both 
to the Foreign Minister and to the Minister of Marine my confidence 
that American interests will receive equal treatment. 

JAY 

835.51/564 

Memorandum by the Economic Adviser (Young) of a Conversation 
With Mr. Hugh Knowlton of the International Acceptance Bank 

[WasHINcTON,| January 7, 1927. 

Supsect: Prorosep Loan To ARGENTINA FoR NavaL ConsrRUcrion 

Mr. Knowlton stated that the Argentine Government was in course 
of realizing a naval program calling for an expenditure of some 75 
million dollars over a period of years; that it was now contemplated 
to raise a loan of 15 million dollars to finance the building of certain 
vessels; that the bonds in question would be six per cent bonds, with 
a one per cent cumulative sinking fund running for thirty-three years. 

The business had been brought to the attention of the International 
Acceptance Bank through the Argentine branch of the French firm 
of Louis Dreyfus. I inquired where the proposed naval construction 
would be carried out. Mr. Knowlton stated that he did not know 
definitely, but that there had been some discussion of having part, at 
least, done in France or Italy. Mr. Knowlton would be prepared to 
specify that a part of the construction be carried out in the United 
States. He inquired whether the Department would desire a prefer- 
ence for American firms. I replied that it is not the ordinary practice 
of the Department to suggest any preference, but that we always 
hoped that in the case of construction work of any sort American 
firms would have the fullest opportunity to compete freely, and that 
as to construction work in general the Department was always glad 
to see the work done by American firms. Mr. Knowlton stated that 
he would be prepared in any case to stipulate that American firms
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should have the fullest and freest opportunity to compete for any 
proposed work. : 

In reply to his inquiry whether the Department would object to 
a loan for naval construction by Argentina, as such, I stated that I 
was not prepared to express any views without consideration, but 
that I would take up the matter promptly and communicate with 

him, 
A[rtHur] N. Y[oune] 

835.51/567 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) of a Tele- 
phone Conversation With Mr. Hugh Knowlton of the International 
Acceptance Bank 

[WasuHrneton,| January 14, 1927. 

SupsecT: Proprosep Loan to ARGENTINA FoR NavaL ConstTRUCTION 

I called Mr. Knowlton on the telephone and referred to his con- 
versation with Dr. Young, particularly to his statement to Dr. Young 
that he would be prepared to stipulate that American firms have the 
fullest and freest opportunity to compete for any proposed work. In 
the event, I said, that Mr. Knowlton should write us a formal letter 
and state that such a stipulation had been made and that an equal 
opportunity would be accorded American firms to bid, the Depart- 
ment would reply stating that it would have no objection to the pro- 
posed financing. I might add also that the Department of course 
would be very glad to see some of the work go to American firms. 

Mr. Knowlton stated that since his conversation with Dr. Young 
he had telegraphed to his representatives in Buenos Aires inquiring 
whether American firms would be accorded a free and equal oppor- 
tunity to bid. The reply had been unsatisfactory, stating that no 
such assurance would be given. Mr. Knowlton said that he would 
telegraph again and make his inquiry clear. There might have been 
some misunderstanding. 

I stated that I would be glad to have him do so. It seemed to me 
impossible that such a stipulation would not be granted by the Argen- 
tine Government. I also stated that 1t was the Department’s practice 
in connection with loans the proceeds of which were to be used for 

construction work to ask that the bankers concerned should see that 
there was nothing in the contract which would preclude American 
concerns from bidding for the work in question. Mr. Knowlton 
stated that he would let me know what further reply he received from 
the Argentine. 

F[rancis] W[urre]
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835.34/421 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Argentina (Cable) 

WasHINnGTON, March 1, 1927—3 p.m. 
9. Bethlehem Steel Company states that further difficulties are being 

encountered in getting contracts for Argentine naval construction. 
It appears that contracts are to be awarded to Italy for cruisers, to 
England for fast destroyers and to France for submarines. It is 
stated that although the bids of the Bethlehem Steel Company were 
higher than those of foreign competitors the Argentine Government 
has hitherto always found this added expense justified by superior 
workmanship. If contracts were awarded to lowest bidder all would 
go to Italy whereas company considers that they are evidently to be 
divided for political reasons between Italy, England, and France. It 
seems to be the intention nevertheless to finance this construction in 
the United States. The Company points out that other countries have 
taken the position that when they make loans in similar circumstances 
their nationals must receive the contracts. 

If you are satisfied that the foregoing information regarding the 
allocation of the construction in question is substantially correct, and 
that there has been in fact an unwarranted discrimination against 
American interests, particularly if margin by which British and 
French bids exceed Italian bid is comparable to margin by which 
American bid exceeds the Italian bid, you may express to the Minister 

for Foreign Affairs the hope of this Government that an equitable 
share will be accorded to American firms. You may add that if it is 
contemplated to arrange for the necessary financing in this market it 
would undoubtedly give rise to difficulties unless at least a fair share 
of the construction should be placed here. See the next to the last 
sentence of the Department’s cablegram 41, October 18, 1 p. m., and 
instruction 117 of January 25.8 In the event that all construction 
should go to Europe it would be a matter of keen regret to this 
Government. : 

Grew 

835.34/422 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Argentina (Cable) 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasuinoton, March 9, 1927—7 p. m. 
11. Department’s telegram No. 9, dated March 1, 3 p. m. Please 

inform Department of present status of matter. Representative of 

® Instruction No. 117 not printed; this instruction enclosed the two memoranda 
of conversation with Mr. Hugh Knowlton, dated Jan. 7 and 14, pp. 427 and 428.
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Bethlehem interests in Washington states that he has good reason for 
believing that the board which is supposed to receive and report upon 
all tenders did not even pass upon his company’s bids. 

GREW 

835.34/423 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Argentina (Cable) to the Secretary of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Buenos Aires, March 10, 1927—3 p. m. 
[Received 5:30 p. m. | 

2%. Department’s telegram No. 11, dated March 9. During an inter- 
view with the Foreign Minister on March 4, I informed him of the 
attitude set forth in Department’s 9, March 1. The Foreign Minister 
said that as yet President Alvear had signed no contract, but that he 
would not fail to invite the attention of the President and Minister of 
Marine to the substance of our conversation. Since the Government 
has been informed of the attitude of the United States, it does not 
appear for the present that any further steps can be taken. Mr. Hill, 
the vice president of the Bethlehem Steel Company, who is now here, 
is fully aware of all measures taken by the Embassy. 

CABLE 

835.34/428 

The Chargé in Argentina (Cable) to the Secretary of State 

No. 261 Burnos Aires, April 7, 1927. 
[Received April 27.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s telegrams No. 
41 of October 18, 1926, 1 p. m., No. 45 of November 24, 1926, 2 p. m.,° 
No. 9 of March 1, 1927, and No. 11 of March 9, 1927, 3 [7] p. m., and 
subsequent correspondence relative to the purchase by the Argentine 
Government of various naval units comprised in the forthcoming 
naval programme authorized by this Government. 

The situation at present I understand is as follows: 
The Bethlehem Steel Company has been unsuccessful in arriving 

at an understanding with the Argentine Government. This may be 
put down to several reasons, the primary one of which is the cost 
of manufacture in the United States. It has been decided, and this is 
from an authoritative source, that the light cruisers will be built in 

*°Telegram No. 45 not printed.



ARGENTINA 431 

Italy and the flotilla leaders in Great Britain. The building pro- 
gramme has not been completely contracted for so that there is an 
opportunity of Bethlehem coming to an understanding either for 
future units or possibly destroyers. 

I am led to understand that the allegations made by the American 
companies some four months ago are not without foundation, as it was 
the original intention of Admiral Domecq Garcia, the Minister of 
Marine, and Admiral Galindez, who is Chief of the Naval Mission 
in Europe, to award the complete construction to Italy. ... Pres- 
sure brought to bear on the basis of the slogan “Buy from those who 
buy from you” brought about the tentative awarding of the flotilla 
leaders to Great Britain. From what I understand, Admiral Garcia 
has done and will do everything possible to keep any portion of the 
plan from American builders. 

The Electric Boat Company stands in a rather stronger position 
than the Bethlehem Steel Company in view of the fact that a Com- 
mission formed prior to the awarding of any contracts reported that 
the double-hulled boats of the Holland type were far in advance of 
any type constructed in Europe and should be adopted for the Ar- 
gentine Navy. President Alvear, with his well-known feeling for 
France, desired the submarines to be built there, and it is possible 
that the Electric Boat Company, which has licensees in that country, 
may adopt the plan of constructing them abroad under the American 
patents in order to conciliate his point of view. | 

I have recently been informed that Admiral Garcia proposed to 
the Minister of Finance that the debt of $20,000,000 which France 
owes to Argentina should be utilized by the construction of naval 
units in that country, and suggested that four submarines at present 
practically completed in France should be considered as part pay- 
ment. I understand that the French Government does not wish to 
release these units which they have constructed for themselves, but 
have proposed to construct four more. As these would not be of 

the Holland type, it would be running contrary to the findings of 
the Argentine Board on submarines. 

In my last two interviews with the Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
in which I emphasized the point of possible financing in the United 
States and the feeling of the Department concerning a portion of 
the construction going to American shipbuilders, I met with absolute 
silence and a statement that the question was entirely in the hands 
of the Minister of Marine and President Alvear to whose attention 
he had called the matter, and that he could do nothing further. 

I have [etc.] PHIlANDER L. CaBie 
258346—42—vol. I-38



432 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1927, VOLUME I 

835.34/426 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Argentina (Cable) to the Secretary of State 

{Paraphrase] 

Buenos Ares, April 15, 1927—5 p.m. 
[Received 8:20 p. m.] 

38. Embassy’s telegram No. 27, dated March 10. Although no 
contracts have been signed up to the present time, yet it may be 
stated with confidence that Italy will secure the light cruisers and 
England the sloops and flotilla leaders. It is said that the French 
Government will construct the submarines. I have pointed out to 
the Under Secretary that if such should be the case, it would be 
contrary to the report of the naval board which recommended the 
Holland type submarines. 

The Electric Boat Company representative informs me that his 
company is in a position to construct vessels under its own patents 
in French yards. This may be the Argentine Government’s plan, 
since it would satisfy President Alvear’s desire for France to have 
part of the construction program and it would eliminate the accusa- 
tion that the United States is being discriminated against. 

I have been informed that the Government of Argentina has re- 

quested tenders for a loan of $15,000,000 in New York and London. 

Such an amount would cover the units of the present program. The 
London terms will be accepted if they should be practically as favor- 
able as those of New York. | 

CABLE 

835.34/428 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Herrick) 

No. 2322 WASHINGTON, June 14, 1927. 
Str: The Department has been informed by Mr. C. 8. McNeir, 

Washington representative of the Electric Boat Company of Groton, 
Connecticut, that his principals have virtually succeeded in obtain- 
ing a contract for the construction of three submarines for the Argen- 
tine Government. There was strong competition for this business 
from firms in certain other countries and it is understood that con- 
siderable influence was used in their behalf, but the Department was 
able, through the Embassy at Buenos Aires, to obtain due considera- 
tion for the bid of the American company. 

It now appears that by the terms of the contract the submarines 
are to be built in France under American patents, and that the 
matter has reached the point where it is necessary for the Electric 
Boat Company to come to an agreement with the Argentine Govern-
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ment as to the French yard which is to carry out the construction. 
The first yard selected by the Electric Boat Company has been re- 
jected on account of alleged lack of experience in the construction of 
submarines, and it is confidentially stated by Mr. McNeir that the 
French Government is making recommendations to the Argentine 
Government as to the yard to be employed. 

In this situation the Electric Boat Company has instructed its 
Paris representative, Captain Paul Koster, that it may ultimately 

be necessary to enlist the support of the French Government with 
regard to some yard which is considered satisfactory to the company, 
and has advised him to consult you when that time comes. Should 
he do so, you are authorized to render him such assistance as may 
be consistently possible through informal representations to the 
appropriate French authorities. 

I am [etc. | 
For the Secretary of State: 

Francis WHITE 

835.34/428 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Argentina (Cable) 

Wasuinoton, July 28, 1927—5 p. m. 
26. Your despatch 261 April 7 last and previous correspondence. 

Electric Boat Company states that Sefior Ribero its representative in 
Buenos Aires reports that the submarine contract is about to be 
awarded to Italian firm. Department understood that the matter had 
been definitely decided in favor of construction by Electric Boat Com- 
pany under American patents in France and still hopes that such 
is the case. Please make informal inquiry of appropriate authorities 
expressing Department’s continued interest. Cable exact status. 

KeEtLoce 

835.34/451 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Argentina (Cable) to the Secretary of State 

Buenos Amss, August 9, 1927—6 p.m. 
[Received 9:30 p. m.] 

70. Department’s telegram 26, July 28,5 p.m. After a consultation 
with Ribero, had interview with Under Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs stressing Department interest and informed him at Ribero’s 
suggestion that Electric Boat Company fully capable of completing 
contract. He stated that he would inquire into the matter and com- 
municate with me informally. So far no reply received. |
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[Paraphrase.] Yesterday I was informed ... that it was prac- 
tically decided to award the contract to an Italian company of Taranto 
which is operated by Germans. This company constructs double- 
hulled ships of the same type as the Holland and considered by some 
to be superior. A report which was submitted by Lieutenant Com- 
mander Teisaire of the Naval Mission in Europe, who received his 
original submarine instruction at the Electric Boat Company’s plant, 
that this type was preferable for their purposes, has caused the board 
of Admirals to reverse their original decision. . . . As yet the contracts 
have not been let. [End paraphrase. | 

CABLE 

835.34/428 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Argentina (Cable) 

{[Paraphrase] 

WasuHineton, August 18, 1927—2 p. m. 

31. Embassy’s telegram No. 70, dated August 9,5 p.m. You are 
instructed to request an audience with the President and tell him that 
the Department, with a desire to insure full and careful consideration 
of the Electric Boat Company’s proposition, sincerely hopes that no 
decision will be made until the company has had the opportunity to 
present evidence of the arrangements made by it in France on the 
understanding that the matter had been decided virtually in the com- 
pany’s favor.” 

The delay is partly desired in order that the Electric Boat Company 
may have time to enlist the support of the Government of France. 
Because of President Alvear’s well-known disposition to favor France, 
the company believes this may be effective. 

KELLOGG 

835.34/461 

The Ambassador in Argentina (Bliss) to the Secretary of State 

No. 37 Buenos Aires, October 17, 1927. 
[Received November 10. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Embassy’s telegram No. 39, 
of May 21, 1926, and subsequent correspondence concerning the 
Argentine naval construction program, and, for the Department’s 
information, to submit the following report concerning the various 
contracts which have already been let. 

In a Jetter of Aug. 20, 1927, the Electric Boat Co. informed the Depart- 
" ment that the Government of Argentina had agreed to postpone the final decision ; 

letter not printed. (File No. 835.34/435.)
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Two scout cruisers, nominally of approximately 8,000 tons, have 
been awarded to the Orlando Company, at Leghorn, in Italy. The 
keels of these vessels were laid on October 12. Two destroyer leaders 
were bought outright from Spain. It is understood that these ships, 
which are not yet completed, are being constructed in that country | 
by the Sociedad Espafiola de Constructores Navales. The actual, but 
not nominal, head of this company, which is supposedly a subsidiary 
of Armstrong and Vickers, is Sir Philip Watts. J. Samuel White 
and, Company, of Cowes, will build three destroyer leaders. Two 
sloops and two tugs are to be constructed by Hawthorn, Leslie and 
Company; and the contract for the construction of three submarines 

has been awarded to Tossi, of Taranto, Italy. 
The failure so far of the two American concerns most actively 

engaged in attempting to obtain contracts, 1. e., the Electric Boat 
Company for submarines and the Bethlehem Steel Corporation for 
other units, may be explained as follows: it would undoubtedly ap- 
pear that Admiral Domecq Garcia, the Minister of Marine, and 
Admiral Galindez, Chief of the Argentine Naval Commission in 
Europe, desired to have the complete naval program constructed in 
Italy. For various political reasons, however, the British and Span- 
ish naval construction firms received contracts, although I understand 
that it was distinctly against naval opinion to purchase the two 
flotilla leaders from Spain. I am also led to believe that Sir Malcolm 
Robertson, the British Ambassador, interested himself extremely in 
the allotment of the various units to Great Britain and pointed out 
that as his country is Argentina’s best customer, and the largest 
ship-building nation in the world, it should receive due consideration. 

Even before presenting my letters of credence, I had a conversation 
with Dr. Gallardo, the Minister for Foreign Affairs, on behalf of the 
Electric Boat Company, recommending to the earnest consideration 
of the Argentine Naval authorities its proposition to build three sub- 
marines in France for the Argentine Navy. Before his departure 
for Europe, I talked with him again on the subject and also took it 
up later with Dr. Sagarna, Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs, and 
with Admiral Domecq Garcia, the Minister of Marine. 

In view of the letting of the contract to the Tossi Company, I 
personally do not believe that the Electric Boat Company have any 
further opportunity of obtaining the units which are to be con- 
structed in the future, unless they should adopt different means of 

approach. 
As far as it has been possible to learn, the bid made by the Electric 

Boat Company exceeded that of the Tossi Company. It has been 
reported that Signor Mussolini, at the request of the head of the
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Argentine Naval Commission in Europe, intervened with the Italian 
company, with the result that: its price for the submarines was re- 
duced from £218,000 to £208,000 for each vessel. 

The Bethlehem Steel Corporation have, I believe, a fair chance 
to gain the contract for the tour river gunboats, inasmuch as Mr. 
Hill, Vice President of the Corporation, who is now in Buenos Aires, 
has made a tender which has appealed to the Argentine Government. 
He has offered to assemble one of these units in Argentina, with 
Argentine workmen, only the direction to be controlled by the Beth- 
lehem Steel Corporation. As this would be the first naval unit of 
any importance to be built in South America, 1t would naturally be a 
subject of local pride, and there is a reasonable expectation, therefore, 
that the Bethlehem Steel Corporation will be able to obtain the con- 
tract by this means. 

The appropriation calls for $35,000,000 gold to be spent during 
the first three years, $20,000,000 during the next three, and $20,000,000 
during the last four. Of the complete program there remain to be 
ordered one light cruiser, one destroyer leader, three submarines and 
various smaller craft for river work which are not specifically named 
in the bill. 
Whether or not American firms will be able to obtain orders for 

these units depends principally upon whether they can reduce their 
cost of production sufficiently to enable them to approximate the 
prices of their European rivals. 

I have [ete. ] Rosert Woops Buss



AUSTRALIA 

REPRESENTATIONS BY THE AUSTRALIAN GOVERNMENT REGARD- 
ING ENTRY OF AUSTRALIAN BUSINESSMEN INTO THE UNITED 
STATES 

711.412/22 

The Commissioner for Australia (Denison) to the Secretary of State 

New Yorn, 14 January, 1927. 

[Received January 15.] 

Dear Mr. Secretary or Strate: In connection with the recent visit 
of the Right Hon. S. M. Bruce, Prime Minister of Australia, to 
Washington, when he had the pleasure of an interview with you, the 
question of the position of Australian business men visiting the 
United States of America was discussed in the presence of His 
Excellency the British Ambassador, and myself, who accompanied 
Mr. Bruce. At the close of that interview you suggested that I 
should furnish you with a report on the existing position for your 
further consideration. I now have the honour of submitting same 
herewith. 

It should be noted that the entrance of Australian citizens is 
controlled by certain regulations of the Bureau of Immigration, 
United States Department of Labor. These regulations may be 
defined broadly as :— 

(a) Entrance under the quota allotted to the Commonwealth of 
Australia. 

(6) Entrance as transients, 
(c) Entrance of persons who visit the United States as students. 
(d) Entrance as persons engaged in commerce, and who are 

granted liberty to remain in the country for a limited period (gen- 
erally from three to six months), with the privilege of applying to 
the Bureau of Immigration for an extension of time. 

The most embarrassing feature of these regulations is centred in 
the experience of Australians who enter for the purpose of extending 

their financial, commercial and industrial activities, and which are 
usually of mutual benefit to Australia and the United States. 

It may be pointed out that American citizens are free to enter 
Australia, and to establish business offices in any part of the Com- 
monwealth. There are no restrictions, and, consequently, full ad- 
vantage is taken of this opportunity to engage in the ever-increasing 
trade as between the United States and Australia. One of the many 

437
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instances which might be cited for the purpose of emphasizing this 
feature, is the trade in automobiles and motor trucks. Australia 
today imports more American-made automobiles than any other 
country in the world, and in this activity alone there are a great 
many Americans who are engaged in American offices established in 

Australia. 
On the other hand, if an Australian business house desires to extend 

its operations to the United States, a representative of the firm must 

enter this country either under (a) the Australian quota, or (d) asa 
temporary visitor. The annual quota for Australia is so limited 
that the opportunity to enter through that channel (a) is denied to 
many Australian business men, whilst the regulation which classes 
them as visitors (d) leaves no freedom to establish and maintain 
proper business offices with continuity of operations by those who 
are best qualified with a knowledge of the business. 

It is desired to urge that consideration be given to the wish of the 
Government of the Commonwealth of Australia that the concessions 
granted to business men of the United Kingdom, who establish offices 
in the United States, be extended in like manner to citizens of 

Australia. 
The privilege enjoyed by British citizens was made possible under 

the Treaty between the United States of America and Great Britain, 
proclaimed on December 22nd, 1815.1 That Treaty was designed to 
regulate commerce and navigation between the respective countries, 
and to ensure full liberty on both sides in connection with the com- 
merce of the two countries. Its purport is that the merchants and 
traders of Great Britain and the United States shall enjoy the most 
complete protection and security for their commerce in such a man- 
ner as to render the same reciprocal, beneficial and satisfactory. 
The Treaty definitely limits its operation to “all the Territories of 
His Britannic Majesty in Europe.” The words “in Europe” isolate 
Australia, a country virtually unknown (at least in a trading sense) 
in 1815, when the Treaty was proclaimed as between Great Britain 

and the United States. 
It is desired to learn whether (a) the Government of the United 

States of America is able, and would be willing, to extend to citizens 
of the Commonwealth of Australia the privileges granted to British 
citizens under the Treaty of 1815, or (0), in the event of it not being 
possible to effect such an extension under that Treaty, would be 
agreeable to negotiate a special Treaty with the Commonwealth for 

a similar purpose. 
The consideration of this matter on the part of the United States 

Department of State will be greatly appreciated by the Government 

Signed July 3, 1815, Hunter Miller (ed.), Treaties and Other International 
Acts of the United States of America, vol. 2, p. 595.
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of the Commonwealth, and I will welcome any advice you may be 
kind enough to offer, with a view to bringing about the much-desired 
change in the status of Australian citizens who are so vitally affected 
by this matter. 

I have [etc. | Hucu R. DENIson 

711.412/22 

The Secretary of State to the British Ambassador (Howard) 

Wasuineton[, February 26, 1927.| 
Excettency: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of a 

communication, dated January 14, 1927, from the Honorable Hugh 
R. Denison, Commissioner of Australia, relating to the entry of 
Australian citizens into the United States, and to a recent discussion 
of the subject at the Department. Mr. Denison sets forth clearly the 
present status of Australian business men desiring to extend their 
commercial affairs in the United States and points out the restrictive 
features of the Immigration Act of 1924.? 

He desires to learn whether (a) the Government of the United 
States is able, and would be willing to extend to citizens of the Com- 
monwealth of Australia the privileges granted to British citizens 
under the Treaty of 1815, or (b), in the event of it not being possible 
to effect such an extension under that Treaty, would consider the 
negotiation of a special treaty with the: Commonwealth for a similar 
purpose. 

The Department considers that the Treaty of 1815 with Great 
Britain relates to trade and commerce with British possessions in 
Europe and that its provisions are not applicable to any of the com- 
ponent parts of the British Empire overseas. 

As to the possibility of the negotiation of a treaty with the Com- 
monwealth of Australia for the purposes defined in Mr. Denison’s 
communication, I beg to invite your attention to the wording of 
Section 3 (6) of the Immigration Act of 1924, which reads as fol- 
lows: 

“an alien entitled to enter the United States solely to carry on trade 
under and in pursuance ofia present existing treaty of commerce and 
navigation.” 

That provision became effective on May 26, 1924, and hence would 
not apply to a treaty concluded subsequently. In view of this situa- 
tion I am not prepared at present to discuss this aspect of the subject 
but the Department is deeply interested and I shall be glad to com- 
municate with you at a later date in regard to it. 

Accept [etc. ] Frank B. Ketioce 

*43 Stat. 153.
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711.472/7 

The British Embassy to the Department of State 

Memoranpum RE Entry or AvusTrstian Business Men Into THE 
Unitep STaATEs 

On December 30, 1926, the Prime Minister of Australia, The Right 
Honourable S. M. Bruce, had the honour of an interview with the 
Secretary of State at Washington, when the question of the disabili- 
ties attaching to the entry of Australian business men into the United 

States outside of the quota was discussed. 
The Prime Minister was accompanied at that interview by His 

Excellency the British Ambassador and the Commissioner for Aus- 

tralia in the United States. 
At the close of the interview the Honourable the Secretary of State 

requested that a statement of the position from the Australian point 
of view should be prepared and sent to him by the Commissioner for 

Australia. 

Under date of January 14, 1927, a communication was duly for- 
warded to the Secretary of State, setting out clearly the position 
existing at present, and asking (a) whether the Government of the 
United States of America is able and would be willing to extend to 
citizens of the Commonwealth of Australia the privileges granted 
to British citizens under the treaty of 1815, or (6) in the event of it 
not being possible to effect such an extension under that treaty, the 
Government of the United States would be agreeable to negotiate a 
special treaty with the Commonwealth for a similar purpose. 

Subsequent to receipt of this letter the British Ambassador was 
given to understand semiofficially that the matter was under consid- 
eration, but that the Department was not in a position to give a 
definite opinion thereon until it had been ascertained whether Con- 
gress would be prepared to amend Section 8, Clause 6. of the United 
States Immigration Act of 1924. 

Under date of February 18 [26], 1927, a communication was sent 
from the Department of State, Washington, intimating: 

| (1) that the Department considered that the treaty of 1815 with 
Great Britain relates to trade and commerce with British pos- 
sessions in Europe, and that its provisions are not applicable 
to any of the component parts of the British Empire overseas; 

(2) that as regards the possibility of the negotiation of a treaty with 
the Commonwealth of Australia for the purposes defined in 
the communication of the Commissioner for Australia, dated 
January 14, Section 3, clause 6. of the Immigration Act of 1924 
did not apply to a treaty concluded subsequently. 

* Left at the Department by the British Ambassador and the Australian Com- 
missioner Noy. 30, 1927. :
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It was further added that in view of this situation the Secretary 
of State was not prepared at that time to discuss that aspect of the 
subject, but that the Department was deeply interested and would 
be glad to communicate with the British Ambassador at a later date 
in regard to it. 

Since then no further communications appear to have passed between 
the parties in reference to this matter, but a letter has now been received 
by the Commissioner for Australia from the Prime Minister of the 

Commonwealth, asking that this matter should be reopened in view of 
the fact that the officials of the State Department appear to recognise 
that Australia in this matter is under a disability that should be 
removed as early as possible. 

It should be noted that the annual quota for Australia, which is at 
present the only means by which Australian business men may enter 
the United States for any extended period in connection with their 
business, only numbers a hundred and twenty-one and is at the present 
time filled by applicants for at least two years ahead. 

It should be further noted that business between the United States 
of America and Australia is steadily increasing from year to year, and 
now amounts to very considerably over 250 million dollars per annum. 

There is no restriction of any kind on American business men enter- 
ing the Commonwealth of Australia and staying in that country as 
long as may be necessary for them to conduct and complete their busi- 
ness; and at the present time there are considerably over one thousand 
American citizens resident in the Commonwealth of Australia taking 
part in such business relations. 

It is now desired to learn whether there is any possibility of this 
matter being brought before Congress during the session about to 
commence, with a view of obtaining some amendment of the Immigra- 
tion Act of 1924 which will permit Australian business men to enter 
for bone fide business purposes without restriction as to the length 
of their stay in the United States, and also whether any further infor- 
mation is required from Australia in connection with this matter.
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NEGOTIATIONS RESPECTING SUBORDINATION OF THE AUSTRIAN 
RELIEF LOAN TO A PROPOSED NEW AUSTRIAN LOAN* 

863.51/838 

The Minister in Austria (Washburn) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1508 Vienna, August 30, 1927. 
[Received September 19. | 

Sir: In closing my despatch No. 1258 of December 30th, 1926,? I 
observed, I have the honor to report, that I anticipated that during the 
second half of 1927 the Federal Government would seek to float an- 
other loan for strictly productive investment purposes. This prophecy 
is now in the process of fulfillment. I do not cite it as an evidence of 
perspicacity. The facts upon which it was based were more or less 

common property. 

Before the Austrian Government can contract a new federal loan 
or pledge its revenues for such a loan, the consent of three organs is 
necessary, to wit: 

(1) The Austrian Control Committee, made up of representatives 
of the States guaranteeing the external reconstruction loan of 
1922 and 1923; 

(2) The Reparation Commission ; 
(3) The States having prior liens on Austria because of relief credits, 

among whom is the United States. 

There have been persistent rumors that the Chancellor will go to 
Geneva to attend the September League meeting in connection with 
the new loan. He tells me today that the rumor is unfounded. He 
at no time has considered such a possibility. He is going to Germany 
very shortly to deliver some lectures, to be absent about a week, but 

Switzerland is not on his itinerary. Dr. Schiiller, of the Foreign 
Office, who is now in Switzerland on leave, will be in Geneva and it is 
considered quite probable that he will undertake to discuss the matter 
of a new federal loan with the Financial Committee of the League and 
seek to enlist its codperation or goodwill. The Austrian Control Com- 

*For previous correspondence regarding American participation in Austrian 

elie see Foreign Relations, 1920, vol. 1, pp. 285-295 passim, and ibid., 1922, vol. 1, 

mes Not printed. 
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mittee will meet in the middle of October in London and there the 
serious work will really begin. Minister of Finance Kienbéck will 
be on hand. The Chancellor tells me that he is not yet decided whether 

he will go or not. 
Assuming that the Control Committee will be sympathetic, as it 

is hoped, the next appeal will be to the Reparation Commission 
and to the relief credit States. In my despatch No. 1037 of May 
10th, 1926,? I enclosed the Joint Resolution of Congress, approved 
April 6th, 1922,‘ authorizing for a period not to exceed twenty-five 
years the extension of the time for the payment of the principal 
and interest of the debt incurred by Austria for the purchase of 
flour from the United States Grain Corporation. I also enclosed 
the notice of the action of the Secretary of the Treasury pursuant 
to the authority conferred under this Resolution and the relevant 
Decision of the Reparation Commission, No. 2400. In this connec- 
tion the question may presently arise as to what affirmative action 
must be taken by the United States as one of the relief credit 

nations in order to facilitate a new Austrian federal loan. In the event 
it should be deemed advisable to take any action whatever, will a new 
enabling act of Congress be necessary or may the Secretary of the 
Treasury, under authority of the Joint Resolution herein-before re- 
ferred to, subordinate the lien of the Austrian Relief Bond Series B 
of 1920, issued to and held by the United States of America on account 
of food purchased from the United States Grain Corporation for relief 
purposes, to a new Austrian federal loan providing said new loan 
matures within the twenty-five year period mentioned in the Joint 
Resolution, No. 460 of April 6th, 1922? I may say that it is proposed 
that the new loan shall mature within this period just mentioned. 

As to the amount of the new loan, assuming that the necessary per- 
mission can be obtained, I find on reference to my despatch No. 1076 of 
June 16th, 1926,* that an additional loan of 200,000,000 schillings was 
then contemplated. The new investment program is more ambitious. 
It is proposed not only to continue the electrification of the railroads, 
which is now underway, and the further extension of underground 
cables for telephones, but also to reconstruct federal public highways, 
which are in a bad state of repair, and to extend quasi-public utility 
agricultural enterprises, such as dairies. For this program, the Chan- 
cellor tells me that it is hoped to secure a new loan approximating 
ninety million dollars. The details will be worked out between now 
and the middle of October for presentation to the Austrian Control 
Committee and as soon as available I will forward them to the 
Department. 

*Not printed. 
“42 Stat. 491.
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I get the impression that the actual loan flotation will hardly be at- 
tempted before the spring of 1928. Many hurdles must be taken. Mean- 
while, as has been intimated to me on several occasions recently, the 
Austrian Government would greatly appreciate it if the competent law 
officers of the American Government would investigate in a prelimi- 
nary way the question as to what action is necessary by the United 
States to subordinate its existing lien to a contemplated new Austrian 
federal loan for the purposes indicated. It is assumed, of course, that 
other creditor nations will take favorable action. The outstanding 
external reconstruction loan, to which the United States has already 
subordinated its lien, is in the amount of $130,000,000. 

I have [etc. ] Apert H. WasHBURN 

863.51/839 : Telegram OO 

The Minister in Austria (Washburn) to the Secretary of State 

[Paraphrase] 

Vienna, September 20, 1927—10 a. m. 
[Received September 20—8:25 a. m.|] 

54, The Chancellor has officially and urgently requested me to report 
that he would appreciate very much an early reply to the question on 
pages 3 and 4° of my despatch No. 1508 of August 30th. The reasons 
for the urgency of the request are connected with the meeting of the 
Austrian Control Committee in London on October 11th. Further 
details are given in my despatch of this date. 

| W ASHBURN 

863.51/840 

The Minister in Austria (Washburn) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1532 Vienna, September 20, 1927. 
[Received October 1.] 

Str: Supplementing my telegram No. 54 of today, 10 a. m., I have 
the honor to report that the Chancellor asks me officially and urgently 
to lay before my Government the request of the Austrian Government 
for an early answer to the question as to what action is necessary for 
the United States to subordinate its relief credit lien to a proposed new 

Austrian Federal Loan. 
1, May the Secretary of the Treasury under authority of the Joint 

Resolution of Congress approved April 6, 1922, (U. S. Stat. Vol. 42, 
Part I, Chap. 124, page 491), subordinate the lien of the Austrian 
Relief Bond Series B of 1920, issued to and held by the United States 

*The 3d and 5th paragraphs of the preceding despatch.
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of America on account of food produced [purchased?] from the United 
States Grain Corporation for relief purposes, to a new Austrian Fed- 
eral Loan, providing such new loan matures within the twenty-five 
year period mentioned in the Joint Resolution just referred to; or 

2. Will a new enabling act of Congress be necessary to enable the 
Secretary of the Treasury, in his discretion, to take the desired action? 

These queries are propounded on pages 3 and 4 of my despatch No. 

1508 of the 30th ultimo, to which reference is hereby made. 
The reason for the Chancellor’s urgency is this: It seems to be con- 

fidently anticipated that favorable action will be taken by the Aus- 
trian Control Committee, which is scheduled to meet in London on 
October 11. Speedy action seems also to be awaited from the Repara- 
tions Commission. It is further my understanding, confirmed by the 

Chancellor, that the Relief Credit states, save the United States, have 
established a Relief Credit Committee composed in the main of their 
accredited ambassadors and ministers in London,’ and it seems to be 
expected that this Committee will act as a unit, and with a minimum 
of delay. These three organs just mentioned are referred to on page 

two of my despatch under reference. 
If the Secretary of the Treasury has ample authority to act under 

the Joint Resolution of April 6, 1922, the Austrian Government will 
seek a twenty year loan to bring it within the twenty-five year period 
mentioned in the Congressional Joint Resolution. If further Con- 
gressional action be necessary, the Austrian Government will seek a 
thirty year loan. It therefore greatly desires to have its proposals 
definitely matured and ready for submission first to the Austrian Con- 
trol Committee around the middle of October. In other words, its 
election for a twenty or thirty year bond term will hinge upon the 
answer to the question as to whether or not the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury may act under the Joint Resolution of April 6, 1922. It is recog- 
nized here that an application to Congress for a new enabling act 
would inevitably involve a delay which it is desired to avoid if pos- 
sible. All this, of course, is predicated upon the theory that the other 
interested creditor nations enumerated in the proviso of the before 
mentioned Joint Resolution, in so far as their assent is now necessary, 
will take early favorable action. I am told that no difficulties are an- 

ticipated and that the way has been already prepared. In any event 
the attitude of the other creditor states will presently be disclosed. 
There is a little anxiety here, inasmuch as separate action must be 
taken by the United States, lest delay in Washington may result in 
Austria not being able to float a loan at the most propitious moment. 
It is represented to me that M. Dubois, the Swiss Chairman of the 
Finance Committee of the League, has intimated to Austrian experts 

"See Foreign Relations, 1924, vol. 1, pp. 127 ff.
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that he has already broken ground with the firm of J. P. Morgan & 
Co., and there is a feeling of optimism here that the Morgan firm is 
disposed to take a large participation share in the flotation syndicate 
to be formed. I am not in a position to express an opinion as to 
whether this optimism is justified. I do know that the Austrian Min- 

ister at London, Baron Georg Franckenstein, 1s about to go to the 
United States as a guest of members of the Morgan firm (Messrs. 
Morgan and Lamont, as the Chancellor tells me). The story, as I 
hear it, is that Mr. Montagu Norman®.. . established contacts for 
him with Mr. Morgan and his partners. The invitation followed. 
The Austrian Minister sails tomorrow, I believe, for a three weeks’ 
visit, and will be in the United States at an opportune moment around 
the middle of October, when it is anticipated that the necessary sanc- 
tions will have been obtained or assured. Franckenstein, so Dr. Seipel 
informs me, does not go to the United States with any power of attor- 
ney whatever. There have been printed reports this last week (the 
Stunde had an article on Thursday the 15th, and the Neues Wiener 
Journal on Friday the 16th) to the effect that an “Austrian personal- 
ity”, whose identity does not seem to have been discovered, is about 
to sound the big New York banks in the matter of a federal loan. The 
Neues Wiener Journal says that negotiations are pending for a 120 
million dollar loan for Austria, a 50 million dollar loan for Bulgaria 
and a 45 million dollar loan for Greece. 

In this connection, the investment program referred to on page 4 
of my before mentioned despatch No. 1508, which will be presented 
to the Austrian Control Committee on October 11, 1s herewith en- 
closed. This document contains: 

od: = expose of the Austrian Federal Household for the years 
1923-27 ; 

II. Investment requirements for the years 1928-32; 
III. An analysis of the Reconstruction Loan; 
IV. A table showing the amount of bonds issued in liquidation of 

outstanding obligations. 

This exhibit can hardly be further profitably summarized, but it 
should prove a useful aid to the State and Treasury in passing upon 
questions relating to the new proposed loan. It will perhaps be help- 
ful in any exhaustive study of this matter, to compare annex I (Ex- 
pose of the Austrian Federal Household for the year[s] 1923-27) 
with some of the tables given in my despatch No. 1120 of July 31, 
1926,"° reviewing the Zimmermann Control. Exhibit 1 is so far a 
confidential document. It is not desired that any publicity be given 

* Governor of the Bank of England. 
° Enclosure not printed. 
” Not printed.
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to it before it has been submitted to the Austrian Control Committee. 
I have supplied a copy of it to the Commercial Attache, and he will 
presumably forward it for the information of Commerce. 

At the present moment it has not yet been decided whether the 
investment program will provisionally extend for three years or 
five years. The plan is drawn to cover a period of five years. It 
is proposed that the bonds be issued in annual instalments to cover 
the year’s need. If the entire loan can presently be floated at a 
favorable interest rate for a five year period, this course will be fol- 
lowed. On the other hand, if the conditions of emission are not alto- 
gether favorable, the program will be curtailed to provide provision- 
ally for three years only, with the thought of securing later on better 
terms for the needs of 1931 and 19282. 

I have [ete. ] Apert H. WasHBURN 

863.51/839 

The Secretary of State to the Secretary of the Treasury (Mellon) 

Wasuinoton, September 24, 1927. 

Sir: I have the honor to inform you that the Department of State 
has received a confidential telegram from the American Minister at 
Vienna reporting that the Austrian Chancellor had officially and 
urgently asked him to telegraph requesting an early reply to his request 
reported on pages three and four of the Minister’s despatch No. 1508 
of August 30; namely, that the competent law officers of the American 
Government should investigate in a preliminary way the question as 
to what action is necessary by the United States to subordinate its 
existing lien to a contemplated new Austrian Federal loan. The Min- 
ister added that in a despatch dated September 20 he was reporting 
the detailed reasons for the Chancellor’s request which are connected 
with the meeting of the Control Committee in London on October 11. 

A copy of despatch No. 1508 of August 30 is enclosed for your 
information and for such comment as you may care to make. You will 
note that the Austrian Chancellor’s present request is for an interpre- 
tation of the authority of the Secretary of the Treasury under the 
Joint Resolution of Congress, approved April 6, 1922, authorizing 
the extension for a period of not to exceed 25 years of the time for the 
payment of the principal and interest of the debt incurred by Austria 
for the purchase of flour from the United States Grain Corporation. 

IT have [etc. ] 

For the Secretary of State: 

W. R. Castres, Jr. 
Assistant Secretary 

Ante, p. 442. 

258346—42—vol. I-34



448 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1927, VOLUME I 

863.51 Relief Credits/3 

The Minister in Austria (Washburn) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1573 Vienna, October 17, 1927. 

[ Received October 31. ] 
Sir: With further reference to my telegram No. 54 of September 20, 

10 a. m., and my despatch No. 1532 of the same date, I now have the 
honor to enclose the original, with copies, of a communication re- 
ceived on the 14th instant from the Chancellor, embodying a formal 
request to the Government of the United States of America to grant 
the suspension of the lien and the postponement up to the 31st of 
December, 1957, of the payments due for the Relief Credit accorded 
to Austria in the amount of about 24 million dollars, plus interest. 
It will be observed that the request is for a thirty-year suspension, 
which would of course require congressional sanction. Nevertheless 
Dr. Schiiller told me the day before his departure for London that 
whilst he proposed to proceed upon the theory that the new bond issue 
would mature in thirty years yet it still remained true that if it were 
found that our Secretary of the Treasury could act without further 
authority under the Joint Resolution of April 6, 1922, he would 
strongly urge that negotiations be conducted on the twenty-year basis. 

The annex referred to in the Chancellor’s letter was transmitted 
with my despatch under reference." 

I have [etc.] Apert H. Wasupurn 

[Enclosure] 

The Austrian Chancellor (Seipel) to the American Minister 

(Washburn) * 

Eixcettency: The “Comité de Contréle des Etats garants pour la 
reconstruction de l’Autriche” (Committee of Control of the Guarantor 
States for the Reconstruction of Austria) have at the request of the 
Austrian Government consented in their meeting held in London on 
October 12th, 1927, to the conclusion on the part of the Austrian Re- 
public of an investments loan to yield an amount of 725 million 
Schillings. 

This decision was based on a statement of the Austrian Government 
on Austrian revenue and expenditure during the years 1923-1927; on 
the sums required for capital expenditure (investments) from 1928 to 
1932; and on the actual state and the use made of the Austrian Govern- 
ment Guaranteed Loan 1923-1943. I have the honour to annex to these 
presents three copies of the said statement for information. 

* Annex not printed. 
“Undated; received at the American Legation in Vienna on Oct. 14, 1927. The 

original document is in English.
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The following points of the contents of the statement seem to me to 

require special mentioning: 
The current administration of Austrian Federal Finance resulted 

in a deficit only in the first year of reconstruction, 1. e. in 1923, while 
in the subsequent years fairly considerable surpluses were obtained. 
Therefore, the total deficit shown in the years from 1924 onwards, 
represents such part of capital expenditure only as was not covered by 
ordinary revenue, and, consequently, had to be defrayed out of the 
yield of loans. Thus Austria succeeded, thanks to the magnanimous 
support it received from all the nations participating in the work of 
its reconstruction, to save its finances from utter ruin and to establish 
the permanent equilibrium of the budget. Moreover, a large portion 
of the purely productive capital expenditures was covered by current 
revenue, so that the proceeds of the reconstruction loan set apart for 
such capital expenditure, will be sufficient up to the first months of 
1928. Now, as is also shown by the enclosed statement on the use of 
the said loan, the sums disposable under this heading are almost ex- 
hausted. Only a sum of approximately 26 million Schillings is left 
for capital expenditure in 1928. The great works of reconstruction 
Austria undertook with the help of funds drawn from the reconstruc- 
tion loan, in the first place the installation of electric traction on the 
Federal Railways, and the laying of long distance telephone cables, 
both of them works of highest importance to making Austria’s balance 
of payments active, must be continued and completed, if the result 
aimed at, namely to secure for Austria’s economy a permanent ade- 
quate position in the ensemble of the various European economies, is 
to be attained. 

My Government therefore finds itself obliged to proceed to the issue 
of an investments loan for which the basis is given through the said 
decision taken by the Committee of Control in accordance with 
Article 7 of Protocol II dated Geneva October 4th, 1923 [7922].18 

To be able, however, to contract the loan under suitable conditions, 
Austria requires her assets to be freed from the lien imposed upon 
them under the terms of Article 197 of the Treaty of St. Germain * 
for purposes of reparation, as well as under the terms of the relief 
bonds issued by Austria for the relief credits granted to it. Like- 
wise a further postponement for this purpose is required of the pay- 
ments to be made in accordance with the stipulations of these bonds. 
My Government has at the same time addressed to the Reparation 

Commission the request to defer in favour of the intended loan and 
for a period of 80 years i. e. up to 31. december, 1957, the charges 
laid upon all the assets and revenues of Austria by virtue of Article 

% For text of protocol, see League of Nations, The Financial Reconstruction of 
Austria (C.568.M.232.1926.1T), p. 139. 

* Malloy, Treaties, 1910-1923, vol. m1, pp. 3149, 3216.
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197 of the Treaty of St. Germain. It now ventures to ask also the 
Government of the United States of America to grant the suspension 
of the hen, and the postponement up to 31 december, 1957, of the 
payments due for the relief credit granted to Austria to the amount 
of about 24 million Dollars plus interest. 

In view of the nature of the proposed investments my Government 
deems it indispensable that the loan to be contracted should be for 
30 years at least, lest in the next few years that are devoted to further 
reconstruction work, Austrian economy be charged with too heavy 
obligations for the repayment of the loan. 

In bringing the above request of my Government to your knowl- 
edge, I should be greatly obliged if Your Excellency would kindly 
forward it to the Government of the United States and advise me, 
at the earliest possible date, of the decision taken by them in the 
matter. 

I avail myself [etc. | SEIPEL 

863.51/839 

The Secretary of State to the Secretary of the Treasury (Mellon) 

Wasuineron, October 18, 1927. 

Sir: I have the honor to transmit for your information a memo- 

randum report of a conversation in which the Austrian Minister 
indicated that his Government wishes to know whether the Secretary 
of the Treasury has power without further authorization by Congress 
to extend for an additional period of five years the time of payment 
of the debt incurred by Austria for the purchase of flour from the 
United States Grain Corporation. 

I am transmitting to you this informal inquiry in view of your 
possible interest in considering it jointly with the cognate inquiry 
of the Austrian Chancellor communicated to you by this Depart- 
ment’s letter of September 24, 1927. 

I have [etc. ] 
For the Secretary of State: 

W. R. Casttes, Jr. 
Assistant Secretary 

863.51 M 82/- 

Mr. R.C. Lefingwell of J. P. Morgan & Co. to the Secretary of State 

New York, October 18, 1927. 
[Received October 19. | 

Dear Mr. Secretary: Confirming my statement over the telephone, 

the Austrian Government has in contemplation the flotation of a 

* Not printed.
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loan or loans in the amount of 775,000,000 schillings or about $110,- 
000,000. The purpose of the loan is to provide funds which, with 
some contribution from current revenues, are estimated to suffice for 
the completion of a five year program for the electrification of the 
Austrian railways (which was set under way from the proceeds of 
the Austrian reconstruction loan of 1923 and from budget surplus), 
for the erection of telephone cables and the improvement of high- 
ways, etc. It is intended that the loan be offered in this country and 
in England and in the important Continental markets to evidence 
international solidarity in behalf of Austrian reconstruction. 
We have been asked by the Austrian Government to issue the loan 

in this country and we have indicated our willingness in principle 
to study the matter, but it is still in its preliminary stages and 
nothing has been settled. 

The loan has already received the tentative approval of the Com- 
mittee of Guarantor States which guaranteed the Austrian loan of 
1923. The Trustees of that loan have been informed of the project 
and have expressed their wish to be kept advised. We understand 
the proposal will also be submitted to the Reparations Commission. 

It is proposed that the new loan be secured by a second lien, sub- 
ject only to the loan of 19238, on Austrian customs and tobacco receipts 
and on such other revenues as may be necessary, and that reparations 
and relief claims be subordinated to it and postponed until after its 
repayment, as in the case of the loan of 1923. 

There will doubtless be presented to you by the Austrian Govern- 
ment in due course, if indeed it has not already been done, a request 
that, as in the case of the loan of 1923, Congress subordinate the 
relief lien of the United States to the second charge now proposed 
to be granted and postpone its relief claim for a period extending 
beyond the maturity of the new loan, which would be say twenty-five 
or thirty years from the date of issue. There will also arise the usual 
question whether for any reason the Department of State interposes 
any objection to the proposed loan. 

I do not mean by this letter to ask for a ruling from the Depart- 
ment of State on a question which will thus be presented to it through 
official channels. My purpose in telephoning you, and in writing 
you in this detailed manner in accordance with your request, is only, 

as always, to keep the Department promptly advised of foreign loans 
in contemplation. 

For convenience of reference I enclose a copy of the decisions taken 
last week by the Committee of Guarantor States and the Trustees of 
the loan of 1923; of the joint resolution of Congress approved April 
6, 1922," and the announcement of the Secretary of the Treasury con- 

“For text of the resolution, see 42 Stat. 491.
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cerning his action thereunder; %* and of the prospectus of the loan 
of 1923.1” 

I am [etc. ] R. C. LerrrnewEu 

{Enclosure 1} 

The President of the Committee of Guarantor States (Albert) to 
the Austrian Minister of Finance (Kienbdock) 

Ocroper 12, 1927. 
Sir: The Committee of Guarantor States have considered the 

request of the Austrian Government for their approval under the 

Geneva Protocol II, of a new Austrian Loan for productive capital 
works. They have had the advantage of receiving in addition to 
the written memoranda furnished to them, verbal explanations from 
the representatives of the Austrian Government. They have also 
had the advantage of consultation with the Trustees of the Austrian 

Guaranteed loan 1923. 
The Committee have been informed that the Austrian Government 

do not propose to raise any other foreign loan during the period of 
five years covered by the present loan programme; and that it is 
the intention of the Austrian Government to apply to the proposed 
loan, some part of which will be raised in Austria itself, the prin- 
ciple recommended in 1924 by the Financial Committee of the 
League of Nations that revenue producing undertakings such as the 
post, telegraphs and telephones, and the railways, will recoup to the 
Austrian Treasury the charges for interest and amortization on 
such part of the proceeds of the loan as may be allocated to them. 

They understand that the Austrian Government will further make 
available for productive investments during the five years 1928- 
1932 inclusive certain sums out of the current Budget revenue. 

The Austrian Government will further make such written appli- 
cation to the Trustees of the guaranteed loan 1923 as may be neces- 
sary under the terms of the general bond of that loan: and they 
propose in due course to apply to the Reparations Commission and 
the States holding Austrian relief bonds for the necessary assents 
of those authorities. 

In these circumstances the Committee of Guarantors acting on 
behalf of the States whom they represent, raise no objection in prin- 
ciple to the issue by the Austrian Government of a loan for an effec- 
tive sum not exceeding 725,000,000 shillings for the revenue produc- 
ing purposes of the Post Office and Railways indicated in the state- 
ment submitted to the Committee, and have authorized their 

* Treasury Department press release, dated June 9, 1923, not printed. 
“Not printed.
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President, when the actual terms of the issue are communicated to 
him by the Austrian Government, to give on behalf of the Committee 
their final approval under Article 7 of the Protocol. 

I am [etc. | [Marto Atperti, M. P.] 

[Enclosure 2] 

Declaration of Trustees of the Austrian Loan of 1923 

The Trustees have heard the interesting exposé made by the Aus- 
trian delegation and taken note of the statements made by Doctor 
Schuller concerning the projected loan; as regards this loan the 
Trustees consider that they are not concerned to express an opinion 
unless they consider that the projected loan is likely to be preju- 
dicial to the Austrian Government guaranteed loan 1923/48. There- 
fore, when the terms and conditions of the loan are further advanced 

the Trustees will be notified in time to enable them to consider 
whether these are prejudicial to the interests of the bondholders of 
the Austrian Government guaranteed loan 1923/43. 

863.51/851 a 

The Secretary of the Treasury (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

WasuHinoton, October 21, 1927. 
My Dear Mr. Secretary: Receipt is acknowledged of the letter 

of Assistant Secretary Castle (EA 863.51/839), dated October 18, 
1927. It is stated therein that the Austrian Government wishes to 
know whether the Secretary of the Treasury has power, without 
further authorization by Congress, to extend for an additional period 
of five years the time of payment of the debt incurred by Austria 
for the purchase of flour from the United States Grain Corporation. 

If such authority is vested in the Secretary of the Treasury it must 
be derived from the Joint Resolution of Congress of April 6, 1922, 
c. 124, 42 Stat. 491. By the terms of this Resolution the Secretary 
of the Treasury was authorized “to extend, for a period not to 
exceed twenty-five years, the time of payment of the principal and 
interest of the debt incurred by Austria for the purchase of flour 
from the United States Grain Corporation and to release Austrian 
assets pledged for the payment of such loan, in whole or in part, as 
may in the judgement of the Secretary of the Treasury be necessary 
for the accomplishment of this Resolution: ...”7* By virtue of 
this authority the time of payment of the debt was extended to 
June 1, 1943, and the lien given the United States by Austrian Relief 
Bond No. 1, Series “B” of 1920, which it holds, was subordinated to 

* Omission indicated in the original letter.
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the Austrian Government guaranteed twenty-five year loan maturing 
in 19438. 

In response to my request of the Attorney General for his opinion 
as to whether under the Joint Resolution the Secretary of the Treas- 
ury might in his discretion further subordinate to the proposed new 
Austrian Federal Loan the len given the United States by the terms 
of the Austrian Relief Bond No. 1, Series “B” of 1920, he stated 
that “the Secretary of the Treasury has no power to act further un- 
der this Resolution. ...”?® A copy of the opinion of the Attorney 
General, dated October 15, 1927, was transmitted to you by this De- 
partment under date of October 18, 1927.29 The basis given by the 
Attorney General for his opinion is that “There is nothing in the 
Resolution to indicate that the authority given the Secretary of the 
Treasury was to be a continuing one or was to be exercised after the 

lapse of years and under changed conditions.” 
In my judgment the reasoning of the Attorney General in his opin- 

ion above referred to necessarily leads to the conclusion that without 
further authorization by Congress the Secretary of the Treasury has 
no authority to further extend the time of payment of the debt in- 
curred by Austria for the purchase of flour from the United States 
Grain Corporation. 

Very truly yours, 
A. W. Metron 

863.51/847 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Austria (Washburn) 

WasHINGTON, October 28, 1927—I11 a. m. 
20. Your 54, September 20, 10 a. m. and despatch 1532, September 

20. In opinion of law officers of this Government, the Secretary of 
the Treasury has no power to act further under the Joint Resolution 
approved April 6, 1922, and a new enabling act of Congress would 
be necessary to enable him to take the suggested action. 

OLps 

863.51/859 

The Minister in Austria (Washburn) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1585 Vienna, October 29, 1927. 
[Received November 14. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to acknowledge receipt of the Department’s 
telegram No. 20 of October 28th, 11 a. m., in response to my telegram 
No. 54 of September 20th, 10 a. m. and despatch No. 1532 of the 

* Omission indicated in the original letter. 
* Not printed.
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20th ultimo, advising me in substance that in the opinion of the 
Attorney General the Secretary of the Treasury has no power to act 
further under the Joint Resolution approved April 6th, 1922 and that 
a new enabling act of Congress will therefore be necessary to enable 
him to take the action desired by the Austrian Government. I am 
today advising Chancellor Seipel in the sense of the foregoing. 
Especially in view of the formal request contained in my despatch No. 
1573 of the 17th instant, it is superfluous to emphasize the desire 
of the Austrian Government for a new congressional enabling act 
and I am taking it for granted that the Department will at the proper 
time take appropriate action. 

The decision set forth in the Department’s telegram under refer- 
ence makes it certain that the new loan will be on a 30-year basis, 
though Minister of Finance Kienbéck told me only yesterday that. if 
the Secretary of the Treasury were free to act under the Resolution of 
1922 and cared to exercise his discretion, a shorter term would be 
most seriously considered. The Austrian Government had not defi- 
nitely committed itself, though the discussions in London and Paris 
had proceeded on. the 30-year theory. Dr. Kienbéck intimated that 
he expects shortly favorable action from the Reparation Commission 
and that the negotiations with the Relief Credit Committee, acting 
for the Relief Credit states, of which the Englishman, Leith Ross is 
chairman, vice Niemeyer, are proceeding satisfactorily. I will of 
course keep the Department informed of developments. 

In this connection I am enclosing herewith translations of two 
articles from the “Wiener Boersen-Kurier” of the 17th and 24th 
instant dealing with the loan flotation.”# 

I have [etc. ] ALBERT H. WasHBURN 

863.51/859 

The Secretary of State to the Secretary of the Treasury (Mellon) 

Wasuineton, Vovember 28, 1927. 
Sir: With reference to this Department’s letter of November 18,2 

which transmitted a copy of the formal request of the Austrian Gov- 

ernment to the United States Government” to grant postponement 
up to December 31, 1957, of the Austrian bond held by the United 
States Treasury, I have the honor to transmit for your information 
a copy of despatch No. 1585, dated October 29, 1927, from the Ameri- 
can Minister at Vienna,”* with its enclosures, regarding the contem- 
plated new Austrian loan. 

= Not printed. 
> 4 in note from the Austrian Chancellor to the American Minister in Austria, 

™ Supra.
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You will note the Minister’s statement that he is taking it for 
granted that the Department will at the proper time take appro- 
priate action to obtain a new Congressional Enabling Act. The 
Department’s only communication to the Minister on the matter has 

been that quoted in the Department’s letter to you of November 18 
to the effect that a new Enabling Act of Congress would be 

necessary. 
I should be pleased to receive any comment you may care to make 

on this matter. | 
I have [etc. ] 

For the Secretary of State: 
W. R. Castie, Jr. 

Assistant Secretary 

863.51 Relief Credits/7 

The Minister in Austria (Washburn) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1629 Vienna, November 30, 1927. 
[Received December 16. | 

Sir: I have the honor to report that I have recently had confer- 
ence with the Chancellor and Dr. Schiiller, and I am enabled to state 
that the Austrian Government is on the verge of abandoning that 
part of its request contained in the Chancellor’s letter to me trans- 
mitted with my despatch No. 1573 of October 17th, 1927, which has 
to do with the extension up to the 31st of December, 1957, of the time 
of payment of the principal and interest of the debt incurred by 
Austria for the purchase of flour from the United States Grain 
Corporation, leaving only to be dealt with by congressional reso- 
lution its request for the release of Austrian assets pledged for the 
payment of said debt, so as to subordinate them to the new con- 
templated federal loan. In stating this amended desire of the Aus- 
trian Government I have followed rather the phraseology found in 
the Joint Resolution of Congress approved April 6th, 1922, a copy of 
which was transmitted with my despatch No. 1037 of May 10th, 
1926.78 

Schiiller is leaving today for London to attend the sessions of the 
Relief Credit Committee which meets on the 2nd proximo, and he 
will there make his amended announcement in harmony with the 
foregoing. The Austrian Government now has to all intents and 
purposes a postponement of its various relief credits until 1942 and 
upon further reflection 1t apparently deems it more prudent not to 
complicate matters by asking for a further postponement until 1957, 
as contemplated by the Chancellor’s letter above mentioned. It does 

* Not printed.
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desire that Austrian assets pledged to the relief credits be released 
and subordinated in the manner indicated. 

Secondly, Schiiller has been authorized formally to state to the 
Relief Credit Committee in London that as soon as the new federal 
loan has been floated the Austrian Government desires to take up 
the question of entering into a general funding arrangement for the 
entire relief credits which amount to about £25,000,000. All the out- 
standing relief credit bonds provide that the terms of payment shall 
be the same in all cases and Austria must therefore make the same 
arrangement with the United States as is made with the other relief 
credit states. Schiiller says that it is to the advantage of Austria 
to take up the question of a debt settlement at an early date and not 
wait until 1942. He has stated this to me before, as I have elsewhere 
reported. It is obvious that he hopes to eliminate or greatly cur- 
tail the payment of interest which is now technically running. Aus- 
tria anticipates, as I gather, that her situation lays the foundation 
for the hope that she will receive at least as favorable treatment 
from the United States as Italy did. It is plain to me that the 
Austrian Government is especially anxious that the relief credit debt 
settlement shall not be harnessed up in any way with the new loan. 
If, as the Chancellor explained to me, the two matters were con- 
sidered together, the Austrian public would deem the conditions too 
onerous. They would lump the interest and amortization charges 
of the new loan and the relief credit settlement together. Schiiller 
goes so far as to say that the new loan would have to be abandoned. 
There have been apparently some disquieting rumors, traceable to 
banking circles in London and Vienna, to the effect that our Treasury 
Department or Congress might stipulate a relief credit settlement 
before taking favorable action upon the desired release of Austrian 
assets. Schiller does not want to appear to be forced into making 
an arrangement which he asserts his government desires to make 
voluntarily. 

It is my understanding that Minister Prochnik has not been ad- 
vised by cable of these developments, though he has recently had some 
telegraphic instructions about the disposition of alien property. I 
am therefore taking the precaution of briefly informing the Depart- 
ment of the existing situation by wire. 

The government here seems to regard it as assured that J. P. 
Morgan & Company will undertake to float the new issue and that 
it will be the only firm with which the Austrian Government will 
directly deal, though a syndicate will doubtless be formed. I get 
the impression that the advice of Morgan and Montagu Norman will 
be followed throughout. 

I have [etc.] Apert H. Wasupurn
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863.51 Relief Credits/6 : Telegram 

The Minister in Austria (Washburn) to the Secretary of State 

Vienna, December 2, 1927—11 a.m. 
[Received December 2—10: 02 a. m.] 

66. Enclosure 1 to my despatch 1578, October 17. Austrian Gov- 
ernment abandons its request for extension until 1957 of time of 

payment of principal and interest, leaving only its request that assets 
pledged for payment of the United States Grain Corporation Loan 
may be subordinated to contemplated new Federal loan. See joint 
resolution of Congress April 6th, 1922, transmitted with my despatch 
No. 1087, May 10, 1926.24 Explanatory despatch 1629 mailed 30th 
ultimo. 

W ASHBURN 

863.51 Relief Credits/1 

The Austrian Minister (Prochnik) to the Secretary of State 

No. 2423/70 Wasuineton, December 6, 1927. 
Exortitency: The Federal Government of Austria after having 

with the proceeds of a loan, the so-called League of Nations Loan, 
successfully completed the reconstruction of its public household and 
finances, by stabilizing the country’s currency, balancing the budget 
and accomplishing other measures provided for in an exhaustive 
restoration plan, is now anxious to likewise restore with the aid of 
a second loan private economics and business to a state of normalcy. 
In fact, my Government realize that the latter is an essential requisite 
for assuring a lasting duration of the first success. 

Before the first referred to loan could be issued it was necessary 
that all countries holding a first lien on Austria’s assets for relief 
credits defer this lien for a period of 20 years (the time fixed for 
the repayment of the said loan). 

Also the United States of America, as Your Excellency are aware 
of, deferred with authorization of Congress (Lodge Resolution) their 
lien for twenty years, beginning from 1923. 

As long as the relief credits are still outstanding against Austria, 
a similar action would be required to enable the issue of a second 
Joan. With other words the Federal Government of Austria face 
the necessity of approaching the creditor nations again with a request 
for a further 10 year extension of the aforementioned period of 
deferment. 

My Government, however, came to the conclusion that a settlement 
of the relief credits would be preferable to a further extension of 

*Not printed.
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the lien and is proposing to all creditor nations the following fund- 
ing plan, which I am likewise authorized to submit to Your Excel- 

lency. 
This plan in its original construction provides for a refund of the 

relief credits (capital and interest) within forty years (beginning 
1928) on a rising scale (with lowest equal yearly instalments in the 
first five years and highest equal yearly instalments in the last 25 

Years). 
But certain technical difficulties necessitated a change in this orig- 

inal plan. An opinion rendered by experts considers payments on 
relief credits prior to 1943 as contrary to the wording and spirit of 
the agreement entered upon by the Austrian Government in connec- 
tion with the League of Nations Loan. 

To overcome this technical obstacle, the Federal Government of 
Austria propose, that a debt funding would be agreed upon along 

the aforementioned line, that actual payments, however, would not 
be made before 1943, and that from this time on the whole debt 
(capital and interest) should be paid in 25 equal yearly instalments, 
and that these instalments should also include an amount correspond- 
ing to the loss on interest which the creditors suffered by non-pay- 
ment of agreed upon instalments due prior to 1943. 

Your Excellency would greatly oblige me by notifying me at your 
earliest possible convenience whether in principle the Government 
of the United States would accept to enter negotiations for a settle- 
ment of relief credits along aforementioned lines. 

Accept [etc. ] Epncar ProcHnik 

863.51 Relief Credits/6 

The Secretary of State to the Secretary of the Treasury (Mellon) 

Wasuineton, December 8, 1927. 
Sir: With reference to this Department’s letter of November 18,?* 

transmitting a copy of the formal request of the Austrian Govern- 
ment to the Government of the United States 7° to grant the suspension 
of the lien and the postponement up to December 31, 1957, of the pay- 
ments due for the relief credit accorded to Austria, I have the honor 

to transmit for your information a copy of telegram No. 66, dated 
December 2, 11 a. m., from the American Minister at Vienna,2" re- 
porting that the Austrian Government abandons its request for 
extension until 1957 of the time of payment of principal and interest, 
leaving only its request that the lien of the relief bond be subordi- 
nated to the contemplated new Austrian loan. 

* Not printed. 
‘ne note from the Austrian Chancellor to the American Minister in Austria, 

" 7 Ante, p. 458.
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There is also enclosed a copy of telegram No. 447, dated December 
3,6 p. m., from the American Embassy at Paris,” reporting that the 
three Austrian questions mentioned in the Embassy’s telegram No. 

442 of November 22, 1927, were not discussed in the meeting of the 
Reparation Commission December 3, but were adjourned to the next 
meeting, which will be held on January 14, 1928. A copy of the 
Embassy’s telegram No. 442 was transmitted to you by letter Novem- 
ber 25.78 

I have [etc. ] 
For the Secretary of State: 

W. R&R. Casttz, Jr. 
Assistant Secretary 

863.51 M 82/1 

Mr. R. C. Lefingwell of J. P. Morgan & Co. to the Under Secretary 
of State 

New Yorx, December 14, 1927. 
[Received December 15.] 

Dear Mr. Secretary: Referring to my letter of October 18th to 
Secretary Kellogg and to Assistant Secretary Castle’s reply of Octo- 
ber 22nd,” and to my talk with you the other day, all about Austria, 
this is just a line to remind you that discussions are going on in 
London between the Austrian Government and the European Relief 
Creditor States, and I understand the suggestion has been made by 
the Austrian Government that the Department of State might wish 
to be represented. 

Very truly yours, | 
R. C. LerrinewE.u 

863.51/872 | 

The Minister in Austria (Washburn) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1656 Vienna, December 14, 1927. 
[Received December 29. ] 

Sir: Supplementing my despatch No. 1629 of the 30th ultimo, I 
have the honor to report as of today the following developments in 
relation to the flotation of the projected new federal loan. I have 
been privileged to see some of the confidential files of the Foreign 
Office in preparing this report. 

* Not printed. 
® Telegram not printed. The three questions were: (1) Austrian restitution 

agreements and proposed priority over relief bonds; (2) issue of renewal bonds 
to replace Austrian relief bonds of 1920; (3) proposed new Austrian loan. (File 
No. 462.00 R 29/4204.)
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It became apparent upon the occasion of the meeting of the Relief 
Credit Committee in London on the 2nd instant, that Austrian official 
circles had been unduly optimistic and had underestimated some of 
the obstacles standing in their path. It there developed that the 
Dutch representative stated flatly that his government desired that 
some plan for the amortization of and payment of interest on the 
old relief credits be made as a condition precedent to any action on 
its part. This was just what Schiiller wanted to avoid, as stated on 
page 3 of my despatch under reference. 

As an offset to this request, the bankers (Montagu Norman and 
Morgan were specifically mentioned) raised the contention that the 
Austrian Government could not be required to arrange for any relief 
credit settlement prior to 1943 when the long term reconstruction loan 
matures. It was asserted that an earlier settlement would contravene 
the announcement made in the bankers’ prospectus at the time the 
Joan just mentioned was floated in 1923, and that the prospectus was 
based upon the bond contract. I have examined the American pro- 
spectus, a copy of which I have in my files, and it does not seem. to 
me to substantiate this contention. The Foreign Office tells me that 
this was also the opinion of the Austrian Government and Schiiller 
so stated to the bankers, whereupon they replied that if an earlier 
settlement was not strictly against the letter of the reconstruction 
bond, it was against its spirit. Inasmuch as the bankers’ views quite 
naturally carry very great weight as intimated in the concluding 
paragraph of my before-mentioned despatch No. 1629, the predica- 
ment which arose was embarrassing. Furthermore, one of the less 
influential opposition papers, “Der Montag”, printed a sensational 
story on the 5th instant, which attracted some attention, to the effect 
that the loan had gone on the rocks, mainly because of the opposition 
of Czechoslovakia. In point of fact, Czechoslovakia is not interested 
in the relief credits, because it extended none. The Czech Minister 
here denies that his government is unfriendly. It is nevertheless 
true that the Austrians believe that the Czechs have been throwing 
cold water on the loan proposal. Two reasons are given: first, it is 
said that the electrification of the railways is against Czech interests 
as it would make Austria less dependent upon Czech coal and, sec- 
ondly, some proceeds of the new loan were to be devoted, it was 
announced, to the improvement of Austrian dairies, the Austrian 
market for milk from Southern Moravia thereby being lessened. 

Italy’s attitude also created some uneasiness. (See in this connec- 
tion my despatch No. 1655 of the 12th instant).®° The Italian relief 
credit delegate suddenly left London for Rome for further instruc- 
tions after the meeting on the 2nd. 

* Not printed.
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Dr. Schiiller advised his government from London of the situation 
and the Relief Credit Committee took an adjournment until Monday, 
the 12th. The result of all this was that after a Cabinet council 
Schiiller was instructed by telegram on Thursday, the 8th, to make 
a relief credit settlement proposal. The entire relief credits ex- 
pressed in Austrian currency amount to 848,000,000 schillings. (This 
is approximately the equivalent of the £25,000,000 mentioned on page 
2 of my despatch No. 1629.) The accrued interest on this amount 
from now in 1927 up to 19438, the before-mentioned date of maturity 
of the reconstruction loan, is figured at 152,000,000 schillings, mak- 
ing the total amount due in 1943 approximately 1,000 million schil- 
lings. Schiiller was authorized to propose that beginning in 1948 
the Austrian Government would undertake to pay the amount just 
mentioned in twenty-five annual instalments of 40,000,000 schillings 
each. The Austrian Government desires to reserve the right to pay, 

| beginning in 1929 and up to 1948, something on account. It is 
provisionally proposed, if this right be utilized, to pay at first 
10,000,000 schillings annually and subsequently 15,000,000 if the fed- 
eral finances justify it. In the event payments are thus antic- 
ipated, interest at the rate of 8 per cent is to be deducted from the 
before-mentioned 1,000 million schillings due as of 1943. It is figured 
out that the estimated interest of 152,000,000 schillings would be 
greatly reduced and of course the annual instalment beginning from 
1943 would be substantially cut down. As I have heretofore reported, 
the Austrian Government hopes ultimately to avoid paying interest 
on its relief credits, taking into account their intrinsic character. I 
think there is some question however whether any advance payments 
will ever be made. It is hoped nevertheless, by a proposal of this 
kind, to meet the bankers’ views. The Chancellor said to me sig- 
nificantly on Monday that the position of the bankers was helpful to 
his government. 

The fact. that the Schiiller telegram had been sent was communi- 
cated to me on the evening of the 8th by the Finance Minister, Kien- 
bock. I promised however that I would not cable any statement of 
the situation, which was given me in the strictest confidence, and 
indeed there was no reason for doing so as it was anticipated that 
something definite would transpire at the adjourned Relief Credit 
Committee meeting on Monday, the 12th. This anticipation was 
realized. The Committee took cognizance of the relief credit settle- 
ment. proposal as made by Schiiller, and stated that it would be trans- 
mitted to the various governments represented on the Committee for 
action. I expect to be able later to transmit the exact formula of 
this proposal; something, as I understand, that was left to Schiiller’s 
discretion. The Committee further passed a resolution authorizing
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the subordination to the projected new federal loan for a period of 
thirty years of the Austrian assets or securities pledged for the 
repayment of the relief credits. This last action was taken by the 
Committee although the Dutch and Swiss delegates were without 
authority to vote affirmatively for the resolution. The Committee 
apparently had reason to believe that the written assent of the Dutch 
and Swiss governments would be presently forthcoming. . . . Appar- 

ently the fear expressed to me by Dr. Kienbéck that parliamentary 
assent of other countries than the United States might be found to be 
necessary, proved to be groundless. 

The next step will be the proceedings before the Reparation Com- 
mission. ‘There has been some reason to apprehend that Rumania 
would seek to make action here contingent upon the settlement of 
some controversy which it has with Austria, but I am told that 
pressure has been brought to bear to keep the former country quiet. 

I have [etce. | Apert H. Wasupurn 

863.51 Relief Credits/7a 

The Secretary of State to the Secretary of the Treasury (Mellon) 

Wasuineton, December €3, 1927. 

Sir: With reference to this Department’s letter of December 8 and 
to previous correspondence regarding the Austrian relief indebted- 
ness to the United States and the proposed flotation of a new Aus- 
trian loan, I have the honor to transmit herewith a copy of a note 
of December 6, 1927, addressed to the Department by the Austrian 
Minister at Washington. I also transmit a copy of despatch No. 
1629, dated November 30, 1927, from the American Minister at 
Vienna on the same subject. 

The note of the Austrian Minister makes the specific proposal that 
an agreement be made at this time for the funding of the relief 
debt; that actual payments should not begin until 1943; and that 
from 1943 “the whole debt (capital and interest) should be paid in 
25 equal yearly instalments, and that these instalments should also 
include an amount corresponding to the loss on interest which the 
creditors suffered by non-payment of agreed upon instalments due 
prior to 1943”. The Austrian Minister stated in conversation on 
December 5 that the proposed funding of the relief debts was on the 
supposition that the relief debt creditors will raise no objection to 
the new loan, and will give it precedence until it is paid off in 1958. 
The note, however, does not raise this question but inquires only 
“whether in principle the Government of the United States would 
accept to enter negotiations for a settlement of relief debt credits 
along aforementioned lines”. 

258346—42—vol. I-35
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Despatch No. 1629 of November 30 indicates that at that time 
the Austrian Government desired that the funding of the relief 
credit bonds and the subordination of the lien of these bonds to 
the new Federal loan be not considered together. It was apparently 
the intention of the Austrian Government to propose to the Inter- 
national Relief Bonds Committee meeting at London that the relief 
creditors subordinate the lien of their bonds and that as soon as the 
new loan has been floated the question of entering into a general 
funding arrangement for the relief credits be taken up. 

On December 14 the Department was informed by Mr. Leffingwell 
of J. P. Morgan and Company that discussions were going on in 
London between the Austrian Government and the European Relief 
Creditor States. It will be remembered from Reparation Commis- 
sion Annex 3258 B-1, a copy of which was transmitted to you by a 
letter of October 21, 1927, that an International Relief Bonds Com- 
mittee, representing the Governments of Denmark, France, Great 
Britain, Holland, Italy, Norway, Sweden and Switzerland met in 
Treasury Chambers, London, and, on or about July 14, 1927, agreed 
with the Austrian Government to replace the bonds of Relief Series 
B of 1920 with renewal bonds maturing January 1, 1943, and bearing 
5% interest. You will recall that a secretary of the American Em- 
bassy at London attended meetings of this Committee during the 
last half of 1924. The Department, however, has since that time not 
been in direct touch with the proceedings of the Committee. It may 
be noted, in passing, that the settlements which this Committee has 
negotiated with relief debtors have been much more favorable to the 
creditor governments than the settlements which the United States 
has negotiated with its debtors. 

The Department has orally assured the Austrian Minister that his 
formal proposal for the funding of the relief debts would be given 
prompt consideration by this Department and by the Treasury De- 

partment. In this connection, you will note the statement of the 
Austrian Minister that his Government has made the same proposal 
to the governments of the eight other relief creditor States. 

Since substantial unanimity of action on the part of these govern- 
ments will be required if the proposed funding is to be carried out, 
there is no occasion, pending further developments, to consider mak- 
ing at this time any affirmative commitment regarding the eventual 
attitude of this Government. This Department, however, feels that, 
if you concur, the Austrian Minister might now be informed that 
this Government is in principle disposed to consider at this time an 
arrangement for payment of the relief obligation commencing in 
1943, but that it desires a more specific statement of the proposal 

“Not printed.
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before a further expression of views can be given him. Before 
addressing any communication to the Minister, however, I shall be 
glad to have an expression of your views on the subject. I shall 
also be glad to receive such comment, if any, as you may care to 
make as to the desirability of the Government of the United States 
endeavoring to keep in touch with the discussions between the other 
relief creditor States and the Austrian Government. 

For convenience of reference in connection with the general sub- 
ject, I transmit herewith for your confidential information a copy of 
Annex 3271 D-2 of the Reparation Commission, which contains 
documents bearing upon the proposed loan, including a statement of 

“reasons which led the Austrian Government to submit a proposal for 
authorization to contract a loan to cover capital expenditure”. 

I have [etc. | 
For the Secretary of State: 

W. R. Cast1e, Jr. 
Assistant Secretary 

863.51 M 82/1 

The Under Secretary of State to Mr. Rk. C. Leffingwell of 
J.P. Morgan & Co. 

WaAsHINGTON, December 23, 1927. 
Dear Mr. Lerrinewewu: I beg to acknowledge the receipt of your 

letter of December 14 stating that discussions are going on in London ' 
_ between the Austrian Government and the European Relief Creditor 

States. With reference to your statement that the suggestion has 
been made that this Government might wish to be represented in 
these discussions, I may say this Department has received no sug- 
gestion from the Austrian Government or from any of the Creditor 
States that it should participate in or keep in touch with these dis- 
cussions. 

Thanking you [etc. ] Rosert E. Oups 

863.51/876 

The Minister in Austria (Washburn) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1664 Vienna, December 28, 1927. 
[Received January 23, 1928. | 

Sm: With further reference to my despatch No. 1656 of the 14th 
instant, in relation to the projected new federal loan, I have the 
honor to report that following Dr. Schiiller’s return to Vienna at the 
end of last week I had a brief conference with him on Saturday last 

* Not printed.
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and a more extended one today. As a result, I find that the facts 
reported in my despatch under reference were, in the main, correct. 
They were supplied to me by a Minister Plenipotentiary attached to 
the Foreign Office who was acting in Schiiller’s absence. 

, The latter tells me that at the first meeting of the International 
Relief Bonds Committee on the 2nd instant, he announced the willing- 
ness of his government to proceed promptly to some funding ar- 
rangement for the old relief credits, but again emphasized Austria’s 
great desire, as I have heretofore reported, to disassociate this fund- 
ing arrangement from the new loan negotiations. The various 
members of the Committee, according to Schiiller, expressed their 
sympathetic understanding with this attitude, but added in sub- 
stance: “You state that you are willing to make some funding pro- 
posal. Can’t you give us some hint of what this proposal is to be 
before we take action on your request to subordinate to the new loan 
the securities pledged to the old relief credits?” Furthermore, the 
position of the Dutch representative, set forth on page 2 of my 
despatch under reference, was not lost on Schiller. He thereupon 

outlined his idea of a funding proposal, a synopsis of which he 
cabled Minister Prochnik. He assumes that Prochnik promptly got 
in touch with the Department. The International Relief Bonds Com- 
mittee took the adjournment until December 12th, as I have already 
reported, and Schiiller advised his government of what he had done. 
The result was his telegram of instructions of December 8th, to 
which allusion was made on page 3 of my despatch No. 1656. These 
instructions practically embodied Schiiller’s recommendations. He 
thereupon made his formal proposal on December 12th, and on De- 
cember 13th he transmitted it in writing to Prochnik. This time he 
did not telegraph the latter and presumably the Minister’s advices 
reached Washington almost coincidently with my before-mentioned 
despatch No. 1656 of December 14th. 

Pursuant to the promise made on page 5 of the despatch just re- 
ferred to, the following is a copy of the Austrian Government’s formal 
funding proposal submitted as an atde memoire to the International 
Relief Bonds Committee on December 12th: 

“The Austrian Government submit the following proposal: 
They undertake the obligation of paying from 1943 onward during 

25 years 40 million schillings annually, that is to say a total of 1000 
million schillings. 

The Austrian Government reserve the right to pay from 1929 dur- 
ing five years 10 millions annually and then during ten years 15 
million schillings per annum, these sums with 8% compound interest 
until 1948 to be deducted from the sum of 1000 million schillings. 

After having paid off in this way 200 million schillings before 
1943 the Government would then have to pay 26.24 millions for 25 
years.
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In my despatch No. 1656 (page 2) I alluded to the contention of 
the bankers, Montagu Norman and Morgan, that the Austrian Gov- 
ernment could not be required to arrange for any relief credit settle- 
ment prior to 1948. This contention, I ascertained upon enquiry, 1s 
based upon these statements in the prospectus published by the 
American bankers when the reconstruction loan was issued: 

“By the concerted action of the principal nations of the world, 
including the United States of America, claims against Austria for 
relief bond charges have been subordinated to this Loan, and claims 
for reparation charges have likewise been subordinated by the 
Reparations Commission.*® | 

The Reparation Commission, by their Decision dated February 20, 
1923, have suspended for the purpose of the Guaranteed Loan, for the 
period of 20 years and for such further period as may be necessary 
until the full repayment of the Loan, the lien for reparation charges 
on any revenues which may be pledged as security for this Loan. 

By the concerted action of the principal nations of the world, in- 
cluding the United States of America by a joint Resolution of Con- 
gress approved April 6, 1922, liens against Austrian assets created 
after the Armistice in respect to relief credits, have also been 
postponed for the period of twenty years.” 

Before submitting his aide memoire, Schiller took the precaution 
of submitting it to the bankers. Norman gave his approval imme- 
diately and Morgan, upon the plan being referred to him in New 
York, after some days did the same. 

I gather that, while members of the International Relief Bonds 
Committee gave expression to their own opinion approving the 
Austrian proposal as a basis of negotiation, it was intimated that 
some alterations would probably be asked for by the governments 
interested. In fact, I have been permitted to glance through an 
informal aide memoire on this subject which is regarded as a 
confidential document. Objection was made to supplying a copy to 
the Reparation Commission on the ground that it was a part of the 
proceedings of a secret session. The main points of this informal 
aide memoire are: 

1. The International Relief Bonds Committee accepts in principle 
the proposal of the Austrian Government with the understanding 
that the arrangement will not give rise to any objection by the trustees 
of the League loan. 

2. The total sum to be paid back should approximate 1,250 million 
schillings and not 1,000 million as proposed. (In this connection, I 
may say that Schiiller informs me that he arrived at the sum of 
1,000 million schillings by adding to the 848 million total amount of 
the principal of the relief credits, the accrued interest up to the 

* The following omission is indicated in the original despatch.
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present time at a low rate of interest. This differs from the under- 
standing of Minister Wildner as reported by me at the bottom of 
page 3 of my despatch No. 1656.5 The outstanding relief credit 
bonds, as I understand, carry interest at the rate of 6 per cent, and 
Schiller admits that on this basis the total amount due would more 
closely approximate the 1,250 million schillings. He asserts however 
that the idea of paying any interest upon credits of this character 
arising out of supplies furnished in time of dire need to feed a starv- 
ing population is repugnant and that it was never really contem- 
piated that interest would be exacted. He ventures the opinion that 
ecretary Hoover, having charge of the relief credit operations, never 

seriously believed in the repayment of the principal, to say nothing 
of the interest.) 

8. The payment of 10 million schillings annually for five years 
beginning in 1929, appears to be satisfactory, but for the second 
period of five years an increase of payments from 15 million to 20 
million was suggested. There was some further suggestion that 
beginning in 1943 the period of annual instalments should, if neces- 
sary, be somewhat extended so as to provide for the payment of 
1,250 million schillings instead of 1,000 million. 

4, Annuities should be made payable in gold schillings. 
5. Relief debts should retain their full priority over reparations 

as now provided. 

The Austrian aide memoire and the counter aide memoire of the 
International Relief Bonds Committee are regarded as only affording 

a basis for negotiation. The Austrian Government does not believe 
that it will be required in the end to pay 1,250 million schillings. 
Schiller, as I have heretofore reported, feels that his government 
should get in principle from the United States as favorable treat- 
ment as the United States accorded Italy. This, he realizes, is 
hardly possible because the relief credit settlements must all be on 
the same basis. The Austrian actuaries have figured out that Italy 
will pay back in the end about 26 per cent of what she would have 
been required to pay on any normal interest funding arrangement, 
whereas the proposal of the Austrian Government as made in the 
before-mentioned aide memoire means, so the actuaries figure, that 
Austria obligates herself to pay 37 or 38 per cent of the amount for 
which it would be liable taking into account the 6 per cent rate of 
interest. On the basis of the Austrian proposal the United States 
would stand to recover about $28,000,000 on account of the approxi- 
mately $24,000,000 Grain Corporation loan, whereas on the basis of 
the informal counter proposal of the International Relief Bonds 
Committee the United States would in the end recover, as I under- 
stand, from $32,000,000 to $34,000,000. Having the Italian precedent 
in mind and taking into account the intrinsic character of the origi- 
nal loan, the Austrian Government hopes that the United States will 

* Ante, p. 460, par. 5.
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not prove to be a hard creditor and will not enhance the difficulties of 
settlement. 

I am enclosing a copy of the resolution of release of securities 
passed by the International Relief Bonds Committee. It requires 
a little elucidation. The “consent in principle” refers to the condi- 
tions (1), (2) and (3) therein incorporated. As to the clause relat- 
ing to legislative approval, Schiller assures me that in the protocol 
of the proceedings, in response to his enquiry for information, it 
transpired, upon roll call, that legislation to subordinate securities 
to the new loan was not required, but only legislative approval of a 
proposal to postpone beyond 1943 the payment of the principal and 
interest on relief credits. Legislative sanction therefore does not 
here come into question, the Austrian Government having abandoned 
its original request for postponement until 1957. 

As to the final paragraph relating to the views of the Netherlands 
and Swiss governments, the concurrence of these governments has 
since been obtained, as is evidenced by a communication of the Inter- 
national Relief Bonds Committee dated December 20th, addressed 
to the Austrian Minister in London, a copy of which is herewith 
enclosed. 

There is further enclosed, as of possible interest to the Department 
and to complete its file of official action thus far taken, a copy of 
the resolution of the Control Committee (translated from German), 
dated London, October 12th, 1927. There is finally enclosed a copy 
of the letter, dated October 12th, 1927, addressed to the Austrian 
Minister of Finance by the Committee of Guarantor States.3¢ The 
resolution of the Control Committee (enclosure 3) states that the 
Committee has been informed that the Austrian Government in- 
tends “to continue to comply with the recommendations of the Control 
Committee of the League of Nations of the year 1924 concerning the 
interest on the investment sum to be obtained through the post and 
railway administration.” This rather obscure allusion really refers, 
I am advised, to Par. 6 of Annex I of the Joint Report by the League 
Financial Committee and the Commissioner General (Dr. Zimmer- 
man), dated September 15th, 1924.%" The pertinent language is: 

“The Austrian Government, in agreement with the Financial Com- 
mittee, and with the Commissioner General, declares its willingness 
to adopt the following measures, and pledges itself: * 

* Enclosure 1, infra. 
* Printed as enclosure 1 to the letter of Oct. 18, 1927, from Mr. R. C. Leffingwell, 

of J. P. Morgan & Co., to the Secretary of State, p. 452. 
** League of Nations, The Financial Reconstruction of Austria, pp. 216, 230. 
* Omission which follows is indicated in the original despatch.
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6. To take all necessary steps to ensure that, when the State sup- 
plies State undertakings (‘Betriebe’) with money for carrying out 
investments, the State undertakings in question shall pay to the 
State reasonable interest and amortisation charges on such loans.” 

The findings of the Financial Committee embodied in Annex I were 
reported to the Department by F. S. Report No. 48 of September 
17th, 1924.8 In my despatch No. 573 of October 23rd, 1924,®° page 3. 
I reported in relation to this Par. 6: 

“The Budget before Parliament contains provisions to redeem the 
pledge in Point 6, especially with reference to the State Railways 
and Posts. (Point 6. To take all necessary steps to ensure that, 
when the State supplies State undertakings (‘Betriebe’) with money 
for carrying out investments, the State undertakings in question shall 
pay to the State reasonable interest and amortisation charges on such 
loans. )” 

Because of the interruption in the courier service and also on 
account of the fact that the pouch leaving the 1st proximo goes via 
the Southern Route to Constantinople, I am proposing to transmit 
the enclosures herein contained, with explanations, by open mail.” 
There will be duplication to this extent, but it may be desirable for 
the Department to have this information at an early date and I 
cannot assume that it is being otherwise advised. The documents in 
question, I know, were not sent to Minister Prochnik. 

I have [etc. | ALBert H. WasHBurN 

[Enclosure 1] 

[ Annex 3271-J | 
The Secretary of the International Relief Bonds Committee (Leith 

Ross) to the Austrian Minister in Great Britain (Franckenstem) 

Lonvon, 12 December, 1927. 

Sir: The Relief Bond Committee, representing the Governments 
of Denmark, France, Great Britain, Italy, Norway and Sweden, 
having referred to their respective Governments the request of the 
Austrian Government for the suspension of the first charge enjoyed 
by the Relief Bonds in favour of a development loan or loans for 
a sum not exceeding 725 million schillings which the Austrian Gov- 
ernment propose to issue, have the honour to inform you that the 
Government[s] which they represent would be willing, subject to 
such approval by their respective legislatures as may be required, to 
consent in principle to the release from the prior charge in favour of 

*° Not printed. 
““Despatch No. 1665, Dec. 30, 1927, received in the Department Jan. 11, 1928 

(file No. 863.51 Relief Credits/11, not printed). Copies were transmitted to the 
mreasury Department, Jan. 11, 1928 (file No. 863.51 Relief Credits/138, not 
prin .
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the Relief Bonds, for the period of the new Loan, not exceeding 30 
years, of such securities as may be necessary for the development 
loan or loans now in question, not exceeding 725 million schillings, 
without, however, prejudicing the priority over reparations to which 
Relief Bonds are entitled, provided that: 

(1) Similar consent is obtained from any other Powers interested 
as holders of Austrian Relief Bonds; 

(2) Consent is also obtained from the Reparation Commission for 
the release of the securities in question from the charge for repara- 
tion and other Treaty Costs: 

(3) The specific securities which it is desired to release are, in due 
course, submitted to the Chairman of the Committee who is author- 
ised to approve them. 

A further communication will be addressed to you in regard to the 
views of the Netherlands and Swiss Governments. ; 

I have [etc. ] F. W. Lerru Ross 

{Enclosure 2] 

The Secretary of the International Relief Bonds Committee (Leith 
Ross) to the Austrian Minister in Great Britain (Franckenstein) 

Lonpon, 20 December, 1927. 

Sir: With reference to my letter of the 12th instant, on the subject 
of the Austrian Government’s request for the suspension of the first 
charge enjoyed by the Relief Bonds in favour of a development loan 
or loans for a sum not exceeding 725,000,000 schillings which the 
Austrian Government propose to issue, I now have the honour to 
inform you that the Netherlands and Swiss Governments have notified 
their willingness to assent to the release from the prior charge in 
favour of the Relief Bonds of such securities as may be necessary 
for the development loan or loans now in question for the same period 
and subject to the same conditions as have been laid down by the 
other creditor governments represented on the International Relief 
Bonds Committee. 

I have [etc. ] F. W. Lerra Ross 

[Enclosure 3—Translation] 

Resolution of the Control Committee, Dated London, October 12, 
1927, Concerning the Contraction of an Austrian Investment Loan 

of 725 Million Schillings 

The Committee has taken due note of the proposals of the Austrian 
Government and of the declarations of the Austrian representatives; 
it has been informed that the Austrian Government will during the
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coming five years not contract any other foreign loan and that it 
intends in the case of the proposed loan, of which a part will be 
floated in Austria itself, to continue to comply with the recommen- 
dations of the Control Committee of the League of Nations of the 
year 1924 concerning the interest on the investment sum to be obtained 
through the post and railway administration. The Committee takes 
due note that the Austrian Government intends to use certain sums 
from current receipts for productive investments, for instance for 
roads and other investments. The Austrian Government will, should 
need arise, address itself to the trustees in accordance with the general 
bond, and contemplates approaching the Reparation Commission and 
the Relief Powers. The Control Committee does not protest in 
principle against the contraction of a loan with proceeds not ex- 
ceeding 725 million schillings for profit-yielding purposes of post and 
railways, according to the Austrian proposals, The Committee has 
authorized its president, after the concrete loan terms have been 
communicated to him to give the definitive consent. 

863.51 Relief Credits/4 

The Austrian Minister (Prochnik) to the Secretary of State 

No. 2531/70 Wasuineton, December 28, 1927. 
ExcetLency: Further advice received from my Government on the 

progress of negotiations conducted in London with a view of defer- 
ring the liens held against Austria by various nations for relief 
credits in order to pave the way for a new Government loan, necessi- 
tates some modification of the proposal submitted to Your Excel- 
lency with my note ddo, December 6th, 1927, No. 2423/70. 

In said note (par. 5) I stated that my Government came to the con- 
clusion that a settlement of the relief credits would be preferable to 
a further extension of the lien. 

In the meantime, however, the other creditor nations have with 
the consent of the relief committee deferred their liens for relief 
credits for a period of 30 years beginning from the date of issue of 

the loan. 
This deferment of lien does in no way alter the resolution of the 

Austrian Federal Government to settle the relief credits in con- 
formity with a plan outlined in my previous note. The pertaining 
negotiations are progressing favorably although final settlement may 

experience some delay. 
In view of the aforementioned facts I have the honor to solicit 

Your Excellency’s kind intermediary in causing an appropriate leg- 
islation to be recommended to Congress authorizing the Government
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of the United States in terms similar to those adopted in the so- 
called Lodge-Resolution to likewise defer for a period of 30 years 
beginning from the date of issue of the loan the lien for relief credits 
extended to Austria. 

On the same occasion I would appreciate an early notification as 
to whether or not the Government of the United States is willing to 
enter into negotiations for a settlement of Austria’s relief debts along 
the lines indicated in my previous note. 

In connection therewith I am in a position to state that my Gov- 
ernment, although not being able—for reasons mentioned before—to 
enter into an agreement stipulating for payments to be made prior 

to 1948, could and will reserve a right to commence payments on 
January ist, 1929. 

In fact my Government is contemplating to start the first pay- 
ments on the relief debts on the last mentioned date. 

Accept [etc.] Epaar ProcHnik 

863.51 M 82/3 

Mr. BR. C. Lefingwell of J. P. Morgan & Co. to the Under Secretary 
of State 

New Yorx, December 29, 1927. 
[Received December 81. ] 

Dear Mr. Secretary: I received your letter of December 23rd and 
we have cabled to our London partners to inform Baron Francken- 
stein, whose intention it was long since to ask the Department whether 
it wished to be represented in the discussions. 

I have no doubt that the Department will receive first hand infor- 
mation from the Austrian Government in due course, but, in view of 
Assistant Secretary Castle’s letter of October 22nd,*t I am writing to 
post you briefly concerning developments since my letter of October 
18th to Secretary Kellogg was written. 

As I mentioned to you when you were in town, the European Relief 
Creditor States, though willing to subordinate their lien to that of 
the proposed new loan, are unwilling to postpone their claim until 
after the maturity thereof. The Austrian Government, on the other 

hand, is anxious to stop accumulation of interest on the relief claims, 
for the European Relief Creditors are taking bonds from the Austrian 
Government for such interest. As I understand it, the Relief Credi- 
tors’ Committee now have before them a proposal of the Austrian 
Government to pay for 25 years from 1948 onwards 40,000,000 schil- 

“Not printed.
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lings per annum, i. e., a total of 1,000,000,000 schillings; the Austrian 
Government reserving the right, however, at its option, to anticipate 
these payments in part by paying for five years from 1929 10,000,000 
schillings per annum, during the next ten years 15,000,000 per annum, 
the sums so paid, with 8% compound interest until 1948, to be de- 
ducted from the total of 1,000,000,000 schillings. If prepayments 
as outlined above to the aggregate of 200,000,000 schillings were made 
prior to 1943, the Government would then have to pay only 26,250,000 
a year for 25 years from 1948. 

Very truly yours, 
R. C, LerrincweE.u 

863.51 Relief Credits/4 

The Secretary of State to the Secretary of the Treasury (Mellon) 

Wasuineton, January 7, 1928. 
Sir: With reference to this Department’s letter of December 23, 

1927, regarding the Austrian relief indebtedness to the United States 
and the proposed flotation of a new Austrian loan, I have the honor 
to transmit for your consideration a copy of note No. 2531/70, dated 
December 28, 1927, from the Austrian Minister at Washington. 

You will note that the Austrian Minister requests that there be 
recommended to Congress appropriate legislation authorizing the 
postponement of the relief credit lien for a period of thirty years 
from the date of issue of the contemplated new Austrian loan. The 
Minister also requests an early reply to his previous inquiry whether 
the Government of the United States is willing to enter into negotia- 
tions for a settlement of Austria’s relief debt along the lines indi- 
cated in his note No. 2423/70 of December 6, 1927. 

I also transmit herewith a copy of a letter, dated December 29, 
1927, from Mr. R. C. Leffingwell of J. P. Morgan and Company, 
regarding discussions in progress between the Austrian Government 
and the European Relief Creditor States. This letter gives further 
information as to the nature of the arrangement which the Austrian 
Government appears to contemplate. The first paragraph of Mr. 
Leffingwell’s letter indicates that the United States may be invited to 
keep in touch with the discussions understood to be proceeding at 
London. 

The Department will be glad to have your reply to its letter of 
December 23 and the present letter at your earliest convenience. I 
suggest that, if you concur, this Department now inform the Austrian 
Minister in the sense indicated in the Department’s letter of Decem- 
ber 23, pointing out that the consideration by this Government of the
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proposal to defer the lien would be facilitated by the receipt of more 
specific information as to the proposal for funding the relief debt, 
since this Government would like to consider both subjects at the 
same time. 

I have [etc. ] 
For the Secretary of State: 

W.R. Castres, Jr. 
Assistant Secretary 

ACTION OF THE AMERICAN MINISTER IN AUSTRIA ON THE OCCA- 
SION OF THE VIENNA PALACE OF JUSTICE RIOTS 

863.00/607 

The Minister in Austria (Washburn) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1477 Vienna, July 23, 1927. 
[Received August 8. | 

Sir: I deem it proper to acquaint the Department with the fact 
that early in the current week I took occasion, in alluding to the 
deplorable incidents arising out of the recent rioting in the City of 
Vienna, to express to the Chancellor the sympathy of the Govern- 
ment of the United States and to congratulate the Austrian Govern- 
ment upon its success in speedily restoring order. Similar state- 
ments, I have the honor to report, were made by most of my col- 
leagues in the name of their respective governments and I assumed 
that such action on my part would meet with the approval of the 
Department. 

In common with other Legations, I have also the honor to state, 
I received a formal notice from the President of Police of the inter- 
ment on Thursday of the police officers killed in line of duty during 
the insurrectionary outbreak. Specific inquiries came from several 
of my colleagues, notably from the English and Italian Legations, _ 
as to whether I intended to be present at the obsequies. This deci- 
sion was not so easy to make. I felt that the Government of the 
United States has special reason to be grateful to the Police Direction 
for so assiduously guarding American officials here in Vienna on 
account of the Sacco-Vanzetti incident—I have voiced my personal 
gratitude on several occasions. Nevertheless, the notice or invita- 
tion did not emanate from the Federal Government and it seemed to 
me that the presence of foreign diplomats might be construed as 
undue meddling in an internal matter. This, I ascertained upon 
talking with him, was also the view of the Belgian Minister, Le 
Ghait, the Dean of the Corps. The Italian Minister was especially 
anxious to know my final decision—perhaps because it is generally
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recognized, I think, that my relations with Police President Schober 
are extremely cordial. I may possibly be exceptional—I do not 
know—in having been able to see him at all times during the recent 
trouble. In any event, I got the impression that had the American 
Legation been represented, the Italian Legation would have been 
also. If the representatives of Republican America and Fascist Italy 
had been conspicuous by their attendance, I can imagine the comment 
of the radical press. My decision was mainly influenced however 
by the circumstance that the Federal Government itself neither ex- 
pressly nor impliedly intimated its desire in the matter. 

The foregoing is submitted for the Department’s information and 
possible comment. 

I have [ete. | ABert H. WAasHBURN 

863.00/607 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Austria (Washburn) 

No. 609 Wasuineron, August 15, 1927. 
Sir: The Department has received your Number 1477, of July 22, 

1927, stating that you have congratulated the Austrian Government 
upon its success in restoring order after the recent riots in Vienna, 
and that you received formal notice from the President of Police 
of the date on which interment of the police officers killed in the 
outbreak would be made but, after consultation with some of your 
colleagues, did not attend the obsequies. 

In reply you are informed that your action, as stated above, is 
approved. 

I am [etc. ] W. R. Castte, Jr.



BOLIVIA 

PROPOSED TREATY OF FRIENDSHIP, COMMERCE AND CONSULAR 

RIGHTS BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND BOLIVIA 

711.242/8a 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Bolivia (Cottrell) 

No. 808 Wasuineton, August 19, 1927. 
Sir: This Government has, as you are aware, entered upon the policy 

of negotiating with other countries general treaties of friendship, com- 
merce and consular rights, of which the central principle in respect 
of commerce is an unconditional most-favored-nation clause governing 
customs and related matters: This policy was inaugurated pursuant 
to the principles underlying Section 317 of the Tariff Act of 1922; ? 
it seeks assurances that equality of treatment for American commerce 
will be maintained in all countries. 

Besides the provisions relating to commerce, these treaties include 
provisions relating to rights of nationals of each country in the other 
country, to protection of property and to rights and immunities of 
consuls. This Government now desires to enter into such a treaty 
with Bolivia. 

The first treaty to become effective expressing the present policy of 
this Government was the Treaty of Friendship, Commerce and Consu- 
lar Rights with Germany, signed December 8, 1923; ratifications of 
which were exchanged October 14, 1925.2 Similar treaties have been 
signed by the United States with Hungary, Esthonia and Salvador, 
of which those with Esthonia and with Hungary have been brought 
into force by exchange of ratifications. 

A treaty containing the unconditional most-favored-nation clause 
was signed with Turkey on August 6, 1928. About a dozen other 
treaties containing such a clause are in process of negotiation. Modi 
vivendi based upon the same principle, entered into with the following 
countries, are in force—Brazil, Czechoslovakia, Dominican Republic, 
Finland, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Latvia, Lithuania, Nicaragua, 
Poland (including Danzig), Rumania and Turkey. 

+See Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, pp. 121 ff. 
742 Stat. 858, 944. 
*¥or treaties and modi vivendi hereafter referred to in this instruction and 

not cited therein, see footnotes to instruction No. 1162, Aug. 21, 1926, to the 
Ambassador in Brazil, Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 1, p. 569. 

A477



478 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1927, VOLUME I 

Two copies of the treaty of December 8, 1923, with Germany are — 
enclosed. You are requested, unless you perceive objection, to inquire 
whether it would be agreeable to the Government of Bolivia to pro- 
ceed to the negotiation with the United States of a similar treaty. A 
special draft of treaty will, of course, be prepared for presentation 
to Bolivia if this proposal is acceptable to the Bolivian Government. 
That certain departures from the text of the German treaty should 
be made is probable, but the views of both countries in respect of this 
matter may appropriately be exchanged during the course of nego- 
tiations. 

It would be gratifying if, among its early treaties embodying this 
principle, the United States could celebrate a general commercial 
treaty with Bolivia. Such treaty would supersede the Treaty of Peace, 
Friendship, Commerce and Navigation which was concluded by the 
two countries on May 138, 1858.5 You should in this connection keep 
particularly in mind that a most-favored-nation clause with a condi- 
tion such as that contained in Article II of the Treaty of 1858 would 
not now be acceptable to this Government. 

For your confidential information, though the Department, in pro- 
posing a treaty with Bolivia, is influenced chiefly by its policy of con- 
cluding with other countries generally treaties containing the uncon- 
ditional most-favored-nation clause, you are nevertheless desired to 
use especial diligence in seeking a favorable response from the Bo- 
livian Government, thus forestalling any efforts that other countries 
may be planning to make for the purpose of interposing in South 
American arrangements based upon special privilege—a policy wholly 
antagonistic to the policy of equality of treatment which the United 
States is undertaking to promote. You may recall in this connection 
that in 1928 this Government renounced the preferential customs 
treatment which certain American products had been receiving in 
Brazil and requested instead a pledge of equal footing with other 
countries in the Brazilian market.® 

For your further confidential information and guidance, it was 
some time ago suggested to the Department that there was a movement 
on the part of Spain to seek from the countries of Latin America 
special commercial concessions in return for certain advantages to be 
accorded to their commerce in Spain. In this connection see the De- 
partment’s circular instruction dated April 19, 1926.7 

The Department either has transmitted or expects at an early date 
to transmit instructions similar to the present instruction to the Amer- 

* Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. m1, p. 29. 
* Malloy, Treaties, 1776-1909, vol. 1, p. 118. 
*See Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, pp. 453 ff. 
"Not printed.
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ican missions in the other South American capitals except Ecuador, 
the political regime now functioning in which is not recognized by the 
United States, and, for the present at least, Panama, with which an 
important treaty of a different character is now pending.® 

I am [etc. | Prank B. Ketioce 

711.242/6 

The Minister in Bolivia (Cottrell) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1403 : La Paz, September 26, 1927. 

[Received October 18. | 
Sir: With reference to the Department’s Instruction No. 308, of 

August 19, 1927, in regard to the United States celebrating a general 

commercial treaty with Bolivia that would supersede “The Treaty of 
Peace, Friendship, Commerce and Navigation”, which was concluded 
by the two countries on May 18, 1858, I have the honor to report, upon 
discreet inquiry, that Bolivia would not at this time have any objec- 
tion to such a treaty, so far as is known by the President and his 
Cabinet. 

Just at this time, however, the Minister of Foreign Relations and 
Worship is regarded as hardly in position to take up such a matter 
immediately. Dr. Alberto Gutierrez, the Minister of Foreign Rela- 
tions and Worship, and to whom the President has delegated consider- 
ation and action upon international affairs, is critically ill and has not 
been in the Ministry for more than two months. 

Dr. Tomas Manuel Elio, the Minister of Hacienda and Industry, is 
temporarily in charge of the Portfolio of Foreign Relations. Dr. 
Alberto Cortadellas is Sub-Secretary and is in reality despatching all 
the work of this Ministry. 

I am informed that if Dr. Gutiérrez does not recover soon, that a 
new Minister will be appointed and then the Bolivian Government 
will be pleased to consider the foregoing matter. Among those spoken 
of as the successor of Dr. Gutiérrez, in case he does not become physi- 

cally able to assume his duties, is Dr. Daniel Sanchéz Bustamente, the 
Bolivian Minister to Chile, and at present in Buenos Aires as President 
of the Mission that is seeking to arbitrate the boundary question between 
Bolivia and Paraguay as to the Chaco.® 

As has been reported to the Department, Germany recently negoti- 
ated a treaty with Bolivia along the lines of the treaty that obtained 

*i. e., the unperfected treaty between the United States and Panama, signed 
July 28, 1926. See Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 11, pp. 828 ff.; also ibid., 1927, 
vol. 111, pp. 484 ff. 

* See pp. 315 ff. | 
258346—42—vol. 136
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before the World War, with certain modifications which can be 
regarded as bringing it up to date.?° 

I will keep in close touch with the situation, as regards Instruction 
No. 808, and will keep the Department fully informed.™ 

I have [etc. | JESSE S. CorrrELL 

BOUNDARY DISPUTE WITH PARAGUAY 

(See pages 315 ff.) 

*” Agreement signed at La Paz, Mar. 12, 1924, regarding the re-entry into force 
of the treaty of friendship and commerce of July 22, 1908; League of Nations 
Treaty Series, vol. Lx xiII, p. 95. 
“These negotiations did not result in the signing of any treaty.
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ESTABLISHMENT OF DIRECT DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS BETWEEN 

THE UNITED STATES AND CANADA AND OF AMERICAN DIPLO- 

MATIC REPRESENTATION IN THE IRISH FREE STATE* 

124.42/--: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain 
(Houghton) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHiInoton, December 1, 1926—6 p. m. 
938. As the British Government has appointed a Minister for the 

Irish Free State and has expressed its intention of appointing a 
Minister for Canada, the Government of the United States desires 
to appoint a Minister to each of these countries. You are instructed 
to confer with Mr. Chamberlain and determine if such appointments 
would be acceptable to the British Government. Also endeavor to 
ascertain the desires of the British Government as to whom the Min- 
ister will be accredited and to whom his credentials should be pre- 
sented. The following is for your information. The President has 
power to make the appointment without legislation but we must have 
an appropriation from Congress. Since this is the short session we 

desire to secure the appropriation as soon as possible. 
KELLOGG 

124.42/9 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Sterling) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1569 Lonpon, January 10, 1927. 
[Received January 22. | 

Sir: Referring to the Embassy’s telegram No. 6, dated January 7th, 
11 a. m., 1927,? I have the honor to enclose herewith a copy, in triplicate, 

of the Note referred to therein from the Foreign Office, with regard 
to the appointments of Ministers from the United States to Canada 
and the Irish Free State. 

I have [etc.] F. A. STertina 

1For correspondence concerning British proposal for the appointment of a 
Canadian Minister at Washington, see Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 1, pp. 578 ff. 
For correspondence concerning decision to accredit a Minister to represent the 
interests of the Irish Free State, see ibid., 1924, vol. 1, pp. 246 ff. 

*Not printed. 
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[Enclosure] 

The British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs (Chamberlaim) 
to the American Chargé (Sterling) 

No. T 152/92/373 Lonpon, 6 January, 1927. 
Sir: Mr. Houghton* was good enough to inform Sir William 

Tyrrell * last month, on instructions from the United States Govern- 
ment, of the intention of the President of the United States of America 
to appoint United States Ministers at Ottawa and Dublin in view of 
the appointment of His Majesty’s Ministers at Washington to repre- 
sent the interests of Canada and the Irish Free State, and His Excel- 
lency enquired whether these appointments would be agreeable. 

2. I now have the honour to state that His Majesty’s Governments 
in Canada and the Irish Free State have learnt with much satisfaction 
of the intention of the President of the United States and that these 
appointments will be most agreeable. 

_ 8. In reply to Mr. Houghton’s further enquiry in regard to the 
credentials of the Ministers whom the President proposes to appoint, 
the appropriate procedure would be that they should be addressed to 
His Majesty The King and presented to the Governor-General of 
Canada and of the Irish Free State respectively as His Majesty’s 
Representative in each of those Dominions. 

I have [etc. ] 
(For the Secretary of State) 

| Huperr MontcoMery 

701.4211/58 

The British Ambassador (Howard) to the Secretary of State 

No. 49 Wasuineton, January 24, 1927, 
Sir: I have the honour to refer to your note of December 4th last,® 

notifying me that the appointment of the Honourable Vincent Massey 
as His Majesty’s Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary 

to represent the interests of the Dominion of Canada in the United 

States will be entirely agreeable to the United States Government. 
In this connection, I have the honour to state that Mr. Massey has 

now advised me that he proposes to arrive at Washington at the end 
of the second week in February and is desirous of presenting his letters 

* Alanson B. Houghton, Ambassador in Great Britain. 
* British Permanent Under Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs. 
°Mr. William Phillips presented his credentials as American Minister in Canada 

on June 1, 1927, and Mr. Frederick A. Sterling presented his credentials as 
American Minister in the Irish Free State on July 27, 1927. 

° Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 1, p. 580.
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of credence on any day between the 15th and 19th of February. I 
should accordingly be most grateful if you would be so good as to 
notify me at your earliest convenience on what date it will be con- 
venient for the President to receive Mr. Massey for the presentation 
of his credentials. At the same time, I have the honour to inform you 
that the Government of Canada are desirous that I should accompany 
Mr. Massey to the White House on this occasion. 

I have [ete. ] Esme Howarp 

101.4211/58 

The Secretary of State to the British Ambassador (Howard) 

WasHineton, January 29, 1927. 
Excretiency: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt on the 

26th instant of Your Excellency’s note No. 49 of January 24th, in 
which, referring to my note of December 4th last with reference to 
the appointment of the Honorable Vincent Massey as His Majesty’s 
Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary to represent the 
interests of the Dominion of Canada in the United States, you inform 
me that Mr. Massey proposes to arrive in Washington at the end of 
the second week of February, and is desirous of presenting his letters 
of credence to the President on any day between the fifteenth and the 
nineteenth of February. You also inform me that the Government 
of Canada is desirous that you should accompany Mr. Massey to the 
White House upon this occasion. 

In reply I have the honor to inform you that the President will be 
glad to receive the appointed Minister of Canada, accompanied by 
Your Excellency, at three-thirty o’clock on the afternoon of Friday, 
February eighteenth, at the White House.’ 

I shall of course expect to have the pleasure of Your Excellency’s 
presentation of Mr. Massey to me so soon as shall be mutually con- 
venient after his arrival in Washington, and to receive from him at 
that time a copy of his letter of credence and a draft of the remarks 
which he purposes to make to the President—unless I shall have been 
sooner favored with the remarks through Your Excellency’s courtesy. 

Pursuant to the understanding reached between you and Mr. Wright, 
Assistant Secretary of State, in conversation on the twenty-fifth in- 
stant, Mr. Wright will call for Mr. Massey a few moments before the 
appointed time, for the purpose of escorting him to the White House, 
together with such members of his staff as he may desire to present. 
Tn further accord with that understanding, it is expected that Your 
Excellency will join the Minister and Mr. Wright at the White House; 

™Mr. Massey presented his letter of credence on Feb. 18, 1927.
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that the presentation to the President of the Minister, accompanied by 
Your Excellency, will be made by Mr. Wright, and that no member 
of Your Excellency’s staff will be present. 

In view of the fact that the procedure set forth differs from that 
followed in the presentation of the present Minister Plenipotentiary of 
the Irish Free State, in that Mr. Smiddy was not accompanied by 
Your Excellency, it is understood that neither Mr. Smiddy’s case nor 
that of Mr. Massey shall be deemed to establish a precedent, but that 
the determination of whether or not the Ambassador shall accompany 
future Ministers of Dominions of the British Empire when present- 
ing to the President letters of credence from His Britannic Majesty 
in a Plenipotentiary capacity shall be governed by the desire of 
the respective Dominion or its representative, which shall be 
communicated to the Department of State by the British Embassy. 

Accept [etc. | Franx B. Kenzoce 

CONTINUED PROTESTS BY THE CANADIAN GOVERNMENT AGAINST 
INCREASED DIVERSION OF THE WATERS OF THE GREAT LAKES * 

711.4216 M 58/128 

The Canadian Chargé (Beaudry) to the Secretary of State 

No. 230 WasHincton, September 1, 1927. 
Sir: I have the honor to refer to the note which you addressed to 

Mr. Chilton on December 7th, 1926,° regarding the publication of 
certain correspondence relating to the diversion of water from Lake 
Michigan by the Sanitary District of Chicago. 

His Majesty’s Government in Canada has noted that the Govern- 
ment of the United States considers that the reference in the Report 
of the Joint Board of Engineers on the St. Lawrence Waterway 
Project *° to the limited effect on lake levels of the diversion of water 
through the Chicago Sanitary Canal greatly alters the understanding 
of the situation, and that 1t might accordingly be considered un- 
desirable to publish the correspondence in question. 

I have been instructed to inform you that His Majesty’s Govern- 
ment in Canada has not been under any misapprehension as to the 
extent to which the abstraction of water through the Chicago Sani- 
tary Canal has lowered the levels of the Great Lakes and that it has 
been fully advised that this lowering has been in the neighbourhood 
of six inches. The papers which His Majesty’s Government in 

8 Continued from Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 1, pp. 580-590. 
° Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. x, p. 589. 
*” Report of Joint Board of Engineers on St. Lawrence Waterway Project, Dated 

November 16, 1926 (Ottawa, F. A. Acjand, 1927).
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Canada desires to publish incorporate its viewpoint with respect to 
the general principle of abstracting water from the Great Lakes Sys- 
tem and diverting it into another watershed, and include the protests 
of the Government of Canada against the abstraction, submitted on 
behalf of the people of Canada generally, as well as the protest of the 
Government of Ontario, submitted on behalf of the people of that 
Province. Any reference in the report of the Joint Board of Engi- 
neers as published, as to the actual effect of the withdrawal of water 
through the Sanitary Canal, does not in any degree whatsoever affect 
the viewpoint of His Majesty’s Government in Canada as expressed 
in this correspondence. 

His Majesty’s Government in Canada desires to take this oppor- 
tunity of pointing out that if any misapprehension exists in the United 
States or in Canada as to the degree of lowering occasioned by the 
Chicago abstraction, the publication of these papers will go a long 
way towards removing such misunderstanding. 

With reference to the suggestion that His Majesty’s Government in 
Canada enter upon a further discussion of the practical question of 
providing compensatory works as recommended by the Joint Board 
of Engineers, it may be pointed out that the installation of compensa- 
tory works for the restoration of lake levels will in no way recoup to 
the Great Lakes System the power which is lost to that system by the 
water abstracted therefrom through the Sanitary Canal. While 
recognizing the marked advantages which may be gained by the con- 
struction of suitable compensating works, His Majesty’s Government 
in Canada would not be prepared to enter upon a discussion of any 
plans for the construction of such works, if this course involved an 
assumption that the present abstraction is to continue. 
With reference, however, to the question immediately under con- 

sideration, His Majesty’s Government in Canada observes nothing 
in the Report of the Joint Engineering Board, including Appendices, 
which would render inadvisable the publication of the papers in 
question. On the contrary it is considered that the release of these 
papers would have a marked effect in clarifying public opinion on 

the question in both countries. 
I have the honour therefore to enquire whether the Government 

of the United States would not be prepared to publish the correspond- 
ence listed in Mr. Chilton’s note of November 16th, 1926, together 
with subsequent correspondence, at such early date as may be found 

convenient to both Governments. 
I have [etc. | LAURENT BEAUDRY 

* Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 1, p. 588.
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711.4216 M 58/128 

The Secretary of State to the Canadian Minister (Massey) 

WasHinctTon, October 17, 1927. 
Sir: In further reply * to your Legation’s note, No. 230, of Septem- 

ber first, I have the honor to inform you that this Government raises 
no objection to the publication of the correspondence referred to 
therein, relating to the diversion of water from Lake Michigan at 
Chicago.7® 

This Government has not failed to recognize the importance of the 
, contentions made by the Canadian Government relating to the ab- 

straction of water from one watershed and the diversion of it into 
another. In my note of July 26, 1926, I informed the British Am- 
bassador that this Government was nct prepared to admit the con- 
clusions of law stated in his notes of February 5, 1926, and May 1, 
1926, on this question.%* I did not think it was advisable to enter 
into a discussion of this legal question in view of the fact that the 
issues Involved in certain cases which were then and are still pending 
in the Supreme Court of the United States are closely parallel to the 
questions presented in the Ambassador’s notes. For this same 
reason I do not now desire to enter into a discussion of this question 
at the present moment. 

This Government, however, has heretcfore indicated that it is 
prepared to enter into discussions and negotiations with Canada 
covering the whole question of preservation of lake levels in the 
mutual interest of the two countries, 

This Government is glad to note the agreement by the Government 
of Canada with the conclusions of the Joint Board of Engineers 
that the diversion at Chicago has affected lake levels less than six 
inches. It also notes the feeling on the part of the Canadian Gov- 
ernment that lake levels could be dealt with, so far as navigation is 
concerned, by compensating works as recommended by the Joint 
Board of Engineers. It would appear in this connection that the 
question as to the practical results of diversion in its effect on navi- 
gation could be entirely remedied. 

As to the observation by the Canadian Government that the in- 
stallation of compensatory works to restore lake levels would not 
recoup to the Great Lakes System the power lost to the system by 
the diversion at Chicago, I would, without in any way admitting 
the principles of compensation, call attention to the fact that Canada 

? Reply of Sept. 12, 1927, not printed. 
* Printed in Correspondence Relating to Diversion of the Waters of the Great 

Lakes by the Sanitary District of Chicago (From March 27, 1912, to October 17, 
1927) (Ottawa, F. A. Acland, 1928). 

“Notes printed in Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 1, pp. 580, 584.
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now receives 36,000 second feet at Niagara as against 20,000 cubic 
feet per second on the American side for power purposes. I would 
further observe that without development of the lower St. Law- 
rence this question does not arise in that connection. 

I again wish to point out that all these problems appeal to the 
American Government as matters that may be settled by practical 
engineering measures which might be adopted pending further dis- 
cussion of the principles involved. 

Accept [etc.] Frank B. Ketxoae 

PROJECT FOR IMPROVEMENT OF THE ST. LAWRENCE WATERWAY BY 

JOINT ACTION OF THE UNITED STATES AND CANADA* 

711.42157 Sa 29/302a 

The Secretary of State to the Canadian Minister (Massey) 

Wasuineron, April 13, 1927. 
Sir: For more than one hundred years, the Great Lakes and the 

St. Lawrence River have furnished a common highway and trans- 
portation outlet for the population in the interior of the continent 
in both the United States and Canada. The waterway has been the 
subject of several treaties and conventions between the two countries. 
Its development has been a matter of continuous effort on the part of 
both countries. 

Pursuant to reference made to the International Joint Commission 
by both governments under authority of the treaty of January 11, 

1909,** that commission made investigation of the feasibility of im- 
proving navigational facilities of the St. Lawrence River between 
Montreal and Lake Ontario so as to transform that section into an 
ocean shipway. The Commission submitted its report, signed on De- 
cember 19, 1921,1” to your Government and to the Government of the 
United States after taking into consideration the existing character- 
istics of the waterway and its projected development, as well as the 
essential economic factors. It earnestly recommended to both gov- 
ernments the making of a treaty for a scheme of shipway improvement 
of the river between Montreal and Lake Ontario. It suggested, how- 
ever, that before final decision be made, the engineering features 
should receive further consideration and study. Delays naturally 
ensued cue to the problems of reconstruction resulting from the war. 

On March 14, 1924, the President of the United States appointed 
the St. Lawrence River Commission /® under the chairmanship of the 

* Continued from Foreign Relations, 1924, vol. 1, pp. 342-849. 
6 Foreign Relations, 1910, p. 532. 
7S. Doe. No. 114, 67th Cong., 2d sess. 
* See note from the Secretary of State to the British Ambassador, Apr. 28, 

1924, Foreign Relations, 1924, vol. I, p. 347.
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Honorable Herbert Hoover, Secretary of Commerce, to consider the 
whole project in its economic and national aspects and to express an 
opinion as to whether the project should be undertaken and the 
Government of Canada on May 7, 1924, appointed a national ad- 
visory committee under the chairmanship of the Honorable George 
Perry Graham, Minister of Railways and Canals. Through the 
arrangements brought about by these committees the two govern- 
ments by exchange of notes dated February 4 and March 17, 1925,” 
gave instructions to a Joint Board of Engineers designated by them 
to review and extend the engineering plans as recommended by the 

International Joint Commission in 1921. 
This Joint Engineering Board made an elaborate resurvey of the 

lake and river systems both as to navigation and power, and filed 
with each government an exhaustive report upon all its engineering 
aspects. The representatives of the two countries differed as to a 
few details but from the report it clearly appears that the improve- 
ment of the waterway for navigation and power purposes is both 

feasible and advisable. 
The St. Lawrence River Commission appointed by the President 

to advise this Government on the subject recently undertook an ex- 
amination of all of the economic as well as engineering facts bearing 
upon the proposed development and has made a complete report 
covering all aspects. It concluded that the construction of the ship- 
way at proper depths would relieve the interior of the continent, 
especially agriculture, from the economic handicaps of adverse trans- 
portation costs which now operate to the disadvantage of many states 
and a large part of Canada, would serve the industrial well being of 
both countries in the development of their power resources, and 
would tend largely to the increase of prosperity and the stimulation 
of industry. The Commission recommended that negotiations should 
be entered into with your Government in an endeavor to arrive at an 
agreement as to the speedy development of this waterway. 

The Government of the United States adopts the recommendations 
of the St. Lawrence Commission. It appreciates the advantages 
which will accrue equally to both countries by the opening of the 
waterway to ocean shipping. It feels that the necessary increase in 
railway rates due to the war, and the modern practices respecting 
the generation and transmission of hydroelectric power have in- 
creased the importance and practicability of early development, and 
believes that the factors which influence its conclusions must have 
equal application to, and influence upon, the Dominion of Canada. 

In view of the action already taken by both governments, it is 
apprehended that they are in accord on the principle that the project 

*® Report of Joint Board of Engineers on St. Lawrence Waterway Project, p. 4.
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should be undertaken. If this Government’s conclusion in this respect 
be correct, there only remains to be effected an understanding as to 
the methods and means for its earliest accomplishment. It seems 
highly appropriate that the development of the common highway 
for the benefit of both countries should be jointly undertaken. 

This Government is prepared to enter into negotiations with a 
view to the formulation of a convention appropriate to this subject 
and should be grateful to be informed of the views entertained on 
this subject by your Government. 

Accept [etc. ] FranK B. KeEttoce 

711.42157 Sa 29/317 

The Minister in Canada (Phillips) to the Secretary of State 

No. 15 Orrawa, July 13, 1927. 
[Received July 19.] 

Sir: Confirming my telegram No. 9, of July 12, 10 p. m., I 
have the honor to transmit herewith as a matter of record a copy 

of Mr. Mackenzie King’s note on the St. Lawrence waterway, dated 
July 12, 1927, in reply to your note to the Canadian Minister at 
Washington of April 18, 1927. There is likewise enclosed a copy of 
a personal letter from Mr. Mackenzie King” on the subject of the 
publication of the two notes. 

I have [etc. | Witu1amM PHILLIPS 

{Enclosure] 

The Prime Minster of Canada (Mackenzie King) to the American 
Minister (Phillips) 

Orrawa, 12 July, 1927. 
Sir: The Government of Canada has received and considered 

carefully the note of the Secretary of State of the United States to 
the Canadian Minister at Washington of April 13th, 1927, on the 
St. Lawrence Waterway. 

It shares the appreciation felt by the Government of the United 
States of the importance of the problem of the development of the 
St. Lawrence and of the aid in the solution of the engineering aspects 
of this problem afforded by the reports of the International Joint 

Commission and of the Joint Board of Engineers appointed by the 
two Governments in 1925. 

The report of the Joint Board of Engineers signed on November 
16th, 1926, while unanimous in many respects, indicated differences 

»” Not printed. are ee
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of opinion on important phases of the development proposed. It 
is understood that in the appendices to the report, which are in 
preparation, certain further alternative schemes will be presented 
which will be of essential value in arriving at a conclusion. 

The National Advisory Committee appointed by the Government 
of Canada to report on the economic and general aspects of the St. 
Lawrence Waterway question will not be in a position to make a final 
report until all the findings of the Joint Engineering Board, includ- 
ing the appendices, are available. Upon receipt of the report of the 
National Advisory Committee and upon consideration of the other 
factors involved, the Government of Canada will be able to determine 
its policy on the question, and will then have pleasure in discussing 
further with the Government of the United States at as early a date 
as possible the whole situation, including the proposals contained 
in the present note of the Secretary of State. 

Accept [etc. ] W. L. Mackenzie Kane 

PROPOSAL THAT THE PROBLEM OF IMPROVING THE ROSEAU RIVER 

DRAINAGE SYSTEM BE REFERRED TO THE INTERNATIONAL JOINT 

COMMISSION 

711,42157 R 72/9 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Canadian Minister (Massey) 

WasHinoton, Mebruary 26, 1927. 
Sir: I have the honor to invite your attention to the conditions 

which cause the periodic overflow of the Roseau River in the State 
of Minnesota and the Province of Manitoba. 

As you know, the Roseau River has tributaries in both the United 
States and Canada. The main stream, after flowing through the 
northwestern part of the State of Minnesota, passes into Manitoba 
and flows through the southern part of that province before empty- 
ing into the Red River. In the natural state of the stream the fall 
is slight and the channel is inadequate to carry the water originating 
above Roseau Lake. The construction of drainage ditches in Min- 
nesota and Manitoba has increased the volume of water discharged 
into the main stream of the Roseau River and has subjected the 
riparian property to inundation at times of increased rainfall. I 
am informed that the State of Minnesota has deepened and im- 
proved the channel of the Roseau River at various times in the 
past twenty years and has thus increased the capacity of the channel 
to the maximum which can be reached until the fall in certain 
Canadian reaches of the river is increased. Even with the im- 
provements that have been made, land in the United States for 
a considerable distance from the river is subject to periodic flooding 
by the waters of the Roseau River.
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I understand that surveys are now being made in Manitoba with 
a view to the ditching of additional drainage into the Canadian 
tributaries of the Roseau. It is also my understanding that other 
surveys are being conducted in Canada with a view to the construc- 
tion of dikes along the banks of the river. Both of these proposed 
improvements, if carried out, would further aggravate the situation 
as to flooding in the United States. 

In the view of this Government the question of the improvement 
of the Roseau River in such a manner as to protect riparian owners 
is of sufficient importance to justify the United States and Canada 
in referring it to the International Joint Commission for investi- 
gation and report under the provisions of Article IX of the Boun- 
dary Waters Treaty of 1909.21 I have the honor, therefore, to 
inquire whether the Canadian Government would be disposed to 
join this Government in referring the entire problem of improve- 
ment of the Roseau River drainage system in the interests alike of 
the people of Minnesota and Manitoba to the International Joint 
Commission with instructions to make an investigation and submit 
a report and recommendations to the Governments. This Govern- 
ment suggests that if the Canadian Government would be willing 
to join the United States in such a reference to the Commission, 
it might be desirable for the two Governments to designate engi- 
neers, one by each Government, to confer and submit a draft of 
the terms of reference. 

Accept [etc. ] JosEPH C. GREW 

711.42157 R 72/13 

The Secretary of State to the Canadian Chargé (Beaudry) 

Wasuineton, April 2, 1927. 
Str: In further reference to the matter of the improvement of 

the drainage of the Roseau River valley, which was referred to in 
my note of February 26, last, and in the Minister’s note of acknowl- 
edgment thereto of March 1,” I beg to inform you that reports 
have been brought to the attention of the Department that action 
is being taken in Canada to obtain appropriations for proceeding 
during the present season with works of drainage and diking along 
the Roseau River. 

Residents of the part of the Roseau River valley which lies in the 
United States are very earnest in their desire that no works shall 
be undertaken in Canada which will aggravate the flood conditions 

* Foreign Relations, 1910, p. 582. 
* Not printed. . |



492 _ FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1927, VOLUME I 

that hitherto have prevailed in the United States, and that, if 
possible, a system of drainage control shall be developed which will 
greatly reduce or remove these flood conditions. 

In view of the above mentioned reports I desire to refer to the 
proposal made in my note of February 26, last, that the entire prob- 
lem of the improvement of the Roseau River system be referred by 
the Governments of the United States and Canada to the Inter- 
national Joint Commission for investigation, report and ‘recom- 
mendations, and that each Government designate an engineer to 
confer and submit a draft of the terms of reference. This Govern- 
ment would be grateful if the views of the Canadian Government 
in regard to these proposals were made known to it at an early date. 

Accept [etc. ] 

For the Secretary of State: 
: JosEPH C. GREW 

71142157 R 72/22 

The Canadian Minister (Massey) to the Secretary of State 

No. 269 Wasuineton, 1 November, 1927. 
Smr: With reference to your note of April 2nd. 1927 and previous 

correspondence concerning the improvement of the drainage of the 
valley of the Roseau River, I have the honour to inform you that 
no decision has yet been arrived at by His Majesty’s Government in 
Canada with regard to the proposed reference to the International 
Joint Commission of the entire problem of this improvement, inas- 
much as the question is still under discussion with the authorities 
of the Province of Manitoba. 

2. The operations for the improvement of the river, which are 
now being carried on in conjunction by the Federal and Provincial 
Governments, will not prejudice the aspect of the question in which 
the Government of the United States is mainly interested, and are 
not believed to be contrary to the spirit or provisions of the Bound- 
ary Waters Treaty of 1909, particularly to the provisions contained 
in Article 4 of that Treaty. The competent authorities of His 
Majesty’s Government in Canada have had in mind in working out 
the present scheme of improvement that the excavated material 
should be so disposed in dikes on each side of the channel that the 
surface channel or flood way capacity of the river could be increased 
to receive the additional flood waters from Minnesota, if this action 
should prove to be necessary at a future date on a recommendation 
of the International Joint Commission accepted by the Governments 
of Canada and of the United States. 

I have [etc.] Vincent Massey
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711,42157 R 72/22 

The Secretary of State to the Canadian Minister (Massey) 

Wasuineton, December 12, 1927. 
Sir: I have the honor to refer to your note No. 269 of November 1, 

1927, informing me that no decision has yet been reached by the 
Canadian Government with regard to this Government’s proposal 
that the entire problem of the improvement of the drainage of the 
valley of the Roseau River be referred to the International Joint 
Commission for investigation, report and recommendations. 

This Government has given careful consideration to the views 
expressed in your note. I have to inform you, however, that the 
information which has been furnished me from sources in the United 
States is that the execution of the present plans for the improve- 
ment of the Roseau River in Canada will have an effect contrary to 
that which the Canadian authorities have in mind. I am informed 
that the carrying out of these plans would result in extensive damage 
by flooding to some eighteen townships in Roseau County, and to a 
large area in Kittson County, Minnesota. In view of this informa- 
tion, it would seem, that contrary to the views expressed in your 
note, the construction of the works will prejudice the aspect of the 
question in which this Government is mainly interested, and that it 
will be contrary to the spirit and provisions of the Boundary Waters 
Treaty of 1909. If the information which has been furnished me is 
correct, it would seem desirable that the execution of the plans should 
be deferred until approval thereof has been obtained from the Inter- 
national Joint Commission under Article IV of the Treaty. 

In view of this conflict of views as to the effect which the execution 
of the present plans will have, I am strongly of the opinion that the 
matter is also within the letter and the spirit of Article IX of the 
Boundary Waters Treaty and suitable for reference to the Commis- 
sion under that Article by either or both Governments. I, therefore, 
have the honor to renew the proposal made in the Acting Secretary’s 
note of February 26, 1927, and repeated in his note of April 2, 1927, 
that the entire problem of the improvement of the Roseau River 
system be referred by the Governments of the United States and 
Canada to the International Joint Commission for investigation, 
report and recommendations, and that each Government designate an 
engineer to confer and submit to them a draft of the terms of 
reference. 

I further request that all action relative to the carrying out of the 
present plans for the improvement of the Roseau River be suspended 
until the International Joint Commission shall have made an investi- 
gation and report under such a referenca.
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This Government would be grateful if the views of the Canadian 
Government in regard to these proposals were made known to it at 
an early date. 

Accept [etc.] Frank B. Ketioce 

REPRESENTATIONS BY CANADA AGAINST CHANGES IN BORDER 

CROSSING PRIVILEGES BETWEEN CANADA AND THE UNITED 
STATES 

150.01 Commuters/16 . 

The Assistant Secretary of Labor (White) to the Assistant Secretary 
of State (Carr) 

WasHINGTON, April 22, 1927. 
My Dear Mr. Carr: Enclosed find copy of General Order No. 86, 

outlining land border crossing procedure, which may be of interest 
to your Department, particularly, as it may greatly increase the 
applications for non-quota visas at some of your consulates. I am 
informed this phase of the question was discussed with you several 
weeks ago by Mr. Husband.” 

Sincerely yours, 
Rose Cart WHITE 

[Enclosure] 

General Order No. 86 of the Department of Labor 

Wasuineton, April 1, 1927. 
Supsecr: Land border crossing procedure. 

1. Hereafter aliens residing in foreign contiguous countries and 
entering the United States to engage in existing employment or to 
seek employment in this country will not be considered as visiting 
the United States temporarily as tourists, or temporarily for busi- 
ness or pleasure, under any provisions of the Immigration Law 
which exempt visitors from complying with certain requirements 
thereof; that is, they will be considered as aliens of the “immigrant” 
class. 

2. However, the following aliens of the said “immigrant” class 
residing in foreign contiguous countries and who are now enjoying 
the border crossing privilege may continue so to enjoy it upon the 
payment of head tax, provided such head tax was assessible on aliens 
entering permanently at the time of original admission and, pro- 
vided further, that they are not coming to seek employment. 

A. Aliens whose original admission occurred prior to June 8, 1921. 
B. Natives of nonquota countries whose original admission 

occurred prior to July 1, 1924. 

* Second Assistant Secretary of Labor.
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C. Natives of quota countries whose original admission occurred 
subsequent to June 2, 1921, and prior to May 11, 1922, who at the 
time of such admission had resided in the Dominion of Canada, New- 
foundland, the Republic of Cuba, the Republic of Mexico, or coun- 
tries of Central or South America, or adjacent islands, for a period 
of one year. _ 

D. Natives of quota countries whose original admission occurred 
subsequent to May 10, 1922, and prior to July 1, 1924, who at the 
time of such admission had resided in the Dominion of Canada, 
Newfoundland, the Republic of Cuba, the Republic of Mexico, or 
countries of Central or South America, or adjacent islands, for a | 
period of five years. 

3. Aliens of all nationalities of the “immigrant” class whose orig- 
inal admission occurred subsequent to June 30, 1924, will be required 
to meet all provisions of the Immigration Laws applying to aliens 
of the “immigrant” class. Aliens of this class already enjoying the 
border crossing privilege, however, will be granted a reasonable time, 
not to exceed six months from June 1, 1927, within which to obtain 
immigration visas and otherwise comply with the laws. 

4, Aliens who have already complied with the requirements of 
the Immigration Laws and this General Order may be permitted to 
continue to enjoy the border crossing privilege. 

5. Aliens who have complied with the requirements of this General 
Order governing permanent admission will be considered as having 
entered for permanent residence. 

6. The use and issuance of identification cards to all classes of 
aliens entitled to same will continue as heretofore. 

7. Identification cards held by or issued to aliens of the “immi- 
grant” class shall be rubber-stamped as follows: 

IMMIGRANT 

Dated this..........dayof...........,192..,, 
at cc ce we ee ee 

oo ‘Immigrant Inspector. 

8. Identification cards held by or issued to aliens of the “non- 

immigrant” class shall be rubber-stamped as follows: 

NONIMMIGRANT 

Dated this..........dayof...........,19..,, 
at oc cc ee ee ee ee ee ee es 

oo ‘Immigrant Inspector. 

9. To insure uniformity stamps furnished by the bureau, only, 
shall be used and blank spaces, including that for signature, shall 

be filled in by the use of indelible pencil. 

258346—42—vol. 137
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10. All identification cards heretofore issued, held by aliens who 
can not, or do not, meet the requirements of law, regulations and 
this order, will be taken up and canceled upon an incoming trip of 
the holder and appropriate action taken. 

11. The work of validating outstanding cards should proceed 

slowly, systematically, steadily and persistently, and in such a 
manner as to avoid confusion, congestion, interference with proper 
routine administration and the giving of just grounds for complaint 
upon the part of the traveling public. 

12. The status of holders of identification cards shall be inquired into 
periodically, preferably every six months from date stamped, where 
practicable, but in any event not less frequently than once a year. 
When inquiry has been so made, it will be evidenced by a notation to 
show date of such inquiry and initials of the officer upon the reverse 
of the card. When the holder of a “nonimmigrant” identification 
card qualifies as an “immigrant,” a new identification card shall be 
issued, stamped, to show the correct status. 

Grorce J. Harris 
Acting Commissioner General 

APPROVED: 
Rose Cart WHITE 

Assistant Secretary 

150.01 Commuters/17 

The Canadian Minister (Massey) to the Secretary of State 

No. 100 WASHINGTON, 23 April, 1927. 
Sir: I have the honour to draw your attention to reports which 

have recently been circulating in the Press to the effect that the 
Government of the United States intends to make drastic changes 
in the regulations now applicable to persons living in Canada, and 
crossing daily to the United States to work, especially in the area of 
Detroit. 

In view of the long period during which the present practice has 
been followed, of the reciproca] character of the existing arrange- 
ments and of the serious dislocation which would result from any 
important alteration, I am instructed to request that, before any 
decision on this matter is taken or announced, an opportunity should 
be given for a conference to be held as soon as possible, between 
representatives of the Governments of the United States and of 
Canada. I am instructed to inform you that representatives of the 
competent authorities of the Canadian Government are prepared to 
come to Washington for such a conference at the earliest convenient 
date. 

I have [ete. | VINCENT MAssrEy
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150.01 Commuters/21 

The Secretary of State to the Canadian Minister (Massey) 

Wasuineton, May 10, 1927. 
Sir: I have the honor to refer to your notes dated April 23 and 

April 27, 1927,?4 in which you suggest a conference for the purpose 
of discussing the effects of a recent General Order of the Department 
of Labor pertaining to border-crossing privileges between Canada 

and the United States. 
I am very glad to inform you that a conference will be held in 

the diplomatic room of the Department, Thursday, May 12, at 10:30 
a.m. Officials of the Department of Labor will be present and I 
shall be very glad if you can attend and bring with you anyone 
whom you may desire to have present. 

Accept [etc. | 
For the Secretary of State: 

Wirpor J. Carr 

150.01 Commuters/56 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Visa Office (Du Bois) of a Con- 
ference Held May 12, 1927, Regarding Canadian Border Travel 
Difficulttes 

At 10:30 a. m., by invitation of the Secretary, the following 

officials met in the Diplomatic Room of the Department: 

The Secretary 
The Minister of Canada 
Assistant Secretary Wilbur J. Carr (State) 
Assistant Secretary Robe Carl White (Labor) 
Mr. Wrong, Secretary, Canadian Legation 
Mr. Jolliffe, Commissioner of Immigration of Canada 
Mr. Flournoy, Assistant to the Solicitor 
Mr. du Bois, Chief of the Visa Office. 

The Secretary made an introductory statement to the Conference 
in which he pointed out the importance of maintaining the trad1- 
tional friendly relations which had always existed with Canada. He 
hoped the conferees would discuss any and all questions arising from 
travel difficulties on the Canadian border in the friendliest spirit 
and he wanted the Conference to be sufficiently broad in scope to 
cover any question on which difficulties might arise with a view to 
their solution in a way that would maintain our friendly relations 
with Canada. | 

-™*Note of April 27 not printed; it stated that the early part of the following 
week would be a suitable time for holding the conference.
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The Secretary stated further that he hoped the work of the Con- 
ference would iron out all difficulties; that he would personally dis- 
cuss its results with the Secretary of Labor at. which discussion he 
invited the Minister of Canada to be present. 

Since it was Diplomatic Day, the Secretary then excused himself 
and the Conference proceeded informally, presided over by Assistant 

Secretary Carr. 
The Canadian Minister read a prepared statement outlining the 

widespread adverse effect Labor’s General Order No. 86 has had 
on the sentiment and economic structure in Canada. He said it is 
being taken up editorially and by the man on the street in cities far 
removed from the border and has become, in fact, an acute interna- 
tional issue. He exhibited a copy of the Border Cities Star which 
bore a full front page editorial under one-inch headlines, “An Un- 
friendly Act of a Friendly Nation” and presented other clippings 

similar in tone from Quebec and other interior cities. 
Mr. Wrong went further into details and suggested that under 

Labor’s own definition—“an alien who, having a fixed domicile in 
some other country which he has no intention to abandon, comes to 
the United States for a temporary period only”—the border-crossers 
were in the category of non-immigrants. 

Mr. White outlined the position of the Department of Labor at 
some length. He said that ever since July 1, 1924, Labor had been 
seeking a means to curtail the border-crossing privileges and was now 

driven by pressure from organized labor to a definite announcement 
of its program of control of border crossing by workers. He said 
these people who entered the United States solely for purposes of 
work and took the places of American workers were not contemplated 
by Congress as coming within the non-immigrant class. 

The discussion then became general and centered around the num- 
ber of persons who, under Labor’s Order, would be required to present 
quota immigration visas. It was submitted by the representatives 
of Canada that these persons caused them the greatest concern since 
they were over 90% British-born and as much the responsibility of 
the Canadian Government as native-born Canadians. Each group 
had certain statistics which seemed to indicate that between 4000 
and 6000 such persons were involved. It was pointed out that while 
this number was but a drop in the bucket as far as the American 
labor market was concerned, each individual, when thrown out of 
employment and forced to stay in Canada would become the nucleus 
of unfriendly feeling against the United States. 

The time within which these people might hope to receive visas 
under their respective quotas was discussed. Our system of allot- 
ment proportional to demand was explained and also the fact that
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obligations had been created in very large numbers both in England 

and in Canada by registrations on the part of prospective quota 

immigrants who had not hitherto enjoyed any border crossing 

privileges and who could not be set aside in favor of those who 

had. Statistics were adduced to show that a six-months period for 

the production of quota visas could not be considered as meeting 

the situation in the slightest degree. 
Mr. White pointed out that the six-months period was not expected 

by Labor officials to be an adequate period, but rather to be a period 

in which the situation would clarify itself; the definition of a period 
(any period) after which quota visas must be produced being the 
only actual curtailment in the number of foreign workers enjoying 
employment in the United States, and, consequently, the only actual 
benefit accorded to the A. F. of L. He stated that it was also con- 
ceived as a period of readjustment—a period during which due 
notice having been served, non-Canadian border crossing workers 
would secure employment on the Canadian side of the border. 

The Conference adjourned at 12:50 p. m. after agreeing that notices 
to the press should be limited to the statement that this was a pre- 
liminary session only and no announcement of its results could be 

made. 
Tentatively, with the understanding that Mr. White would discuss 

them with the Secretary of Labor, the following three points were 
agreed upon as being the lines along which a solution might be 
reached : 

1. Cease, as from the date of General Order No. 86, from the creation 
of further border-crossing privileges. 

2. Continue in effect the privileges hitherto granted until the 
individuals in each class involved may either bring themselves within 
the Act of 1924 2° or otherwise adjust their situations. 

8. The Departments concerned will report the situation to Congress 
when it convenes with a view to ascertaining whether it is disposed 
to grant any further measure of freedom in travel across our land 
borders than is permitted by the present law. 

C. pu B[ors] 

150.01 Commuters/21 

The Secretary of State to the Canadian Minster (Massey) 

Wasuinecton, May 28, 1927. 
Str: I have the honor to refer to your notes dated April 23 and 

April 27, 1927,7° and to a conference at the Department on May 12, 
in which you so ably presented the difficulties in which certain citizens 

* 43 Stat. 153. 
*Note of April 27 not printed.
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of Canada will find themselves as a result of General Order Number 
86 of the Department of Labor which relates to the daily crossing 

of the Canadian boundary to employment in the United States. I 
wish to assure you at the outset of the sincere desire on the part 

of this Government to continue the traditional freedom of mutual 
travel between Canada and the United States just as fully and 

completely as the provisions of the laws of this country relating to 

immigration will permit. 
While it is realized that the law upon which General Order Number 

86 is based, mandatorily modifies a long established practice, I should 
appreciate it if you would note that every effort was made in drafting 

that order to afford the most generous treatment possible under the 
law to all persons who acquired border crossing privileges before 
the effective date of the present Immigration Act of 1924. Further, 

every possible opportunity will be given to native-born Canadians 

to acquire legal status in the United States by the presentation of a 
non-quota visa and the single payment of the head tax in accordance 

with provisions of our immigration laws which are mandatory. The 
border-crossing privileges hitherto accorded such persons will be 

continued during such period as is necessary for them to obtain 

non-quota visas. 
We are agreed, I think, that the main difficulty les with the 

Canadian residents who are not native-born Canadians and who have 
acquired border-crossing privileges since the quota system became 

effective. It is appreciated that such persons are none the less the 
responsibility of your Government even though our immigration law, 
which, unlike Orders in Council, may not be modified except by act of 
the Congress, gives them a less favorable status than persons born in 
Canada. You will doubtless recall that the Immigration Act of 

19217 placed foreign born persons who had resided in Canada one 
year upon an equality with natives of Canada with respect to entry 

into the United States; the same Act as extended and modified by the 
Act of 1922 78 increased the necessary period of residence to five years; 

while the Immigration Act of 1924 denied the non-quota privileges to 

Canadian residents born outside of Canada and made them chargeable 

to the quotas of the countries in which they were born. It is among 

the non-Canadian born who are quota aliens that the Order will cause 
some hardship. The number involved is not yet accurately known 

and the competent authorities express the belief that 1t will be found 

to be comparatively small. It is recognized nevertheless, that many 

persons within this class, through their inability to obtain quota visas 

within the prescribed period, will, under the terms of the Order, be 

*7 42 Stat. 5. 
° 42 Stat. 540. |
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forced to relinquish employment in the United States which in certain 
cases they have enjoyed for a number of years. This would, I admit, 
constitute a hardship which I sincerely regret. I am sure you will 
appreciate that the large number of prior applicants whose desire to 
emigrate to the United States has been on record for some time at the 
Consulates in Europe and elsewhere and who must receive visas 
within the limited national quotas can not be deprived of the priority 
rights gained by such registration in favor of a particular group in 
any border city. Apart from the consideration that the law does 
not permit the creation of preferential classes in the discretion of the 
executive, fair dealing dictates that the obligations created by prior 

applications be scrupulously met. 
In order to make sure that no unnecessary hardship shall be 1m- 

posed upon persons in this category, consuls in the border cities have 
been directed to assist them in every possible way to obtain immigra- 
tion visas under the provisions of the immigration law. The consuls 
will at once undertake the classification and listing of such persons in 
the course of which, if it appears that any individual is inadmissible 
to the United States or is chargeable to a quota against which the prior 
recorded demand is exceedingly heavy, he will be informed of his 
situation in order that he may make his plans accordingly. Those 
who obviously can not hope to receive immigration visas for some time 
to come because they are chargeable to small European quotas against 
which large demands now exist will be clearly informed of their 
status. In other words, a sincere endeavor will be made to reduce the 
uncertainties of the situation to the minimum. 

The issue of quota visas will begin immediately after July 1 
against allotments of quota numbers from the appropriate quotas 
which will be as large as prior applications against the quotas will 
permit and will proceed at the maximum rate allowed by the law. 
Before the expiration of the time limit specified in Order Number 
86, within which aliens of this class must present quota visas, it will 
probably be found that all who have hitherto held border-crossing 
permits issued to them by the Department of Labor since the quota 
system became effective, will not, by reason of the numerical restric- 
tions of the quota law, be able to receive immigration visas. Should 
this prove to be the case, I shall be glad at once to request the Secre- 
tary of Labor to allow further time in which these people may gain 
a status in conformity with the law and the Secretary has already 
assured me that any such request will receive the most sympathetic 

consideration possible. 
Meanwhile, I shall be glad to confer with you whenever you desire 

it, and I am directing the officers of this Department to keep in 

touch with your Legation and to continue their studies of the sub-
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ject with a view to clearing away, so far as can be done under exist- 
ing law, all difficulties and dissatisfaction in regard to border 
crossing. Should these studies indicate that there are difficulties 
inherent in the law which tend to affect adversely the traditional 
friendly relations between Canada and this country, I shall make it 
a point to have the matter brought to the attention of the Congress 
when it convenes, and the Secretary of Labor assures me that he will 
cooperate to this end. 

Accept [etc. ] Frank B. Ketioae 

150.01 Commuters/90 

The Canadian Minister (Massey) to the Secretary of State 

No. 149 WasHInoTon, 8 June, 1927. 
Str: I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your Note 

dated May 28th. 1927, regarding the operation of General Order 
Number 86 of the Department of Labor of the United States. In 
so doing I desire to thank you for the careful and courteous con- 
sideration given by you and your officials to this subject at the confer- 
ence held at the Department of State on May 12th. and on subsequent 
occasions. 

I am instructed to inform you that His Majesty’s Canadian Gov- 
ernment is pleased to note that the Government of the United States 
desires to continue the traditional freedom of mutual travel between 
Canada and the United States. His Majesty’s Canadian Govern- 
ment is gratified by your assurance that in the administration of 
this Order steps will be taken to avoid inflicting hardship on indi- 
viduals so far as may be possible, and more particularly by your 
undertaking to ask the Secretary of Labor to extend the time set in 
the Order during which those who have to secure quota visas must 
comply with its terms, if it should become evident that these per- 
sons will be unable to secure quota visas by December Ist. 1927. The 
assurance of the Secretary of Labor that he will give to such a 
request the most sympathetic consideration possible is also noted 
with gratification. His Majesty’s Canadian Government is pleased 
to learn that you and the Secretary of Labor are prepared to co-op- 
erate in bringing to the attention of the Congress any difficulties 
inherent in the law which may be indicated by a further investiga- 

tion of this subject. 
His Majesty’s Canadian Government, however, regrets that the Gov- 

ernment of the United States has not considered it possible to modify 
in any respect the terms of the Order at the present time, and that, in 
consequence, a long-standing and reciprocal arrangement between the 
two countries has been suddenly terminated. I have the honour to
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lay before you, for the purpose of record, the views of His Majesty’s 
Canadian Government on the issues involved. 

For many years there has been reciprocal free movement over the 
border between the United States and Canada, a movement freer and 
involving a larger number of people than that between any other two 
countries in the world. This freedom of movement has been an out- 
standing demonstration of the close connection and friendship existing 
between the people of the two countries. The boundary is of such a 
character that the communities situated close to it on both sides must 
have many common interests. In some of these border communities the 
relationship has been so intimate that residents on one side of the 
frontier have been in the habit of crossing daily to the other side to 
engage in employment. ‘This practice, as you are aware, is of many 
years standing. The Convention known as Jay’s Treaty, concluded 
in 1794,?® provided in Article 3 :— 

“Tt is agreed that it shall at all times be free to His Majesty’s subjects 
and to the citizens of the United States and also to the Indians dwelling 
on either side of the boundary line freely to pass and repass by land or 
inland navigation into the respective territories and countries of the 
two parties on the Continent of America.” 

The broad principle which underlay this provision is clearly indicated 
in the statement contained in the concluding paragraph of the same 
Article :— 

“This Article is intended to render in a great degree the local ad- 
vantages of each party common to both and thereby to promote a dis- 
position favourable to friendship and good neighbourhood.” 

The practice rooted in this understanding and in the unique conditions 
of border intercourse on this Continent has continued to this day. It 
has been most marked in the area adjacent to Windsor and Detroit 
and inthe Niagara region. Though a large majority of the individuals 
who so cross the border daily are Canadians entering the United States, 
the practice is reciprocal, and a considerable number of citizens of the 
United States come to Canada each working day. 

The Canadian authorities have always treated, and continue to treat, 
citizens of the United States entering Canada in this way as non- 
immigrants domiciled in the United States. The Government of the 
United States has until lately similarly regarded Canadians crossing 
daily to the United States, and has made regulations to facilitate their 
crossing the boundary by the issue of identification cards to these per- 
sons, whom they describe as “aliens who habitually cross and recross 
the boundary upon legitimate pursuits.” 

In the Windsor area, however, particularly during the last few 
months, the status of Canadians so situated has become increasingly 

* Miller, Treaties, vol. 2, p. 245.
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uncertain, especially the status of those who are not of Canadian birth. 
Many either have been definitely turned back at the border, or have 
been required to pay head tax and to secure immigration visas. The 
publication of General Order Number 86 has suddenly ended this 
growing uncertainty by providing that hereafter all who are employed 
in the United States while living in Canada are to be considered as 
immigrants to the United States. 

His Majesty’s Canadian Government does not question, of course, 
the right of the Government of the United States to determine what 
persons may be admitted to the United States. They wish, however, 
to express their view that the ending, without notice or negotiation, 
of this long-standing arrangement, under which economic interests 
have developed and communities have grown up in Canada dependent 
in part on employment in the United States, is a legitimate ground 
for concern. Ten years have elapsed since the passage by the Congress 
of the United States of the Immigration Act of 1917, and three years 
since the passage of the supplementary Act of 1924; no new legisla- 
tion has been enacted since 1924 which affects the status of those who 
cross the border in this way, and the practice has been permitted to 
continue until the present time. The Order now applies for the first 
time to those who cross the border daily the provisions of the Act of 
1924, three years after its passage. 

As regards the general principle of the Order, the definition as an 
“immigrant” of one who is permanently domiciled in Canada and 
who enters the United States for a period of only eight or ten hours 
each working day, appears to be a departure from the ordinary mean- 
ing of the term, and seems to give to it a special sense in contradiction 
to customary usage. Immigration is generally considered to involve 
a change of domicile, and no other instance is known in which persons 
who retain in full their legal domicile and citizenship in one country 
are, at the same time, treated as immigrants to another country. In 

the view of His Majesty’s Canadian Government, the interpretation 
of the term “immigrant” carried out in the practice which has been 
in force between Canada and the United States for many years is 
eminently fair and reasonable. 

Certain exceptions to the operation of General Order Number 86 
are made in Section 2 of the Order, by which the individuals who 
come within four specified classes are to continue to be admitted upon 
payment of head tax only. I understand that these exceptions are 
made to mitigate the hardship caused to individuals who began cross- 
ing the border before the passage of the Immigration Act of 1924. 
In Section 3 of the Order, all who have begun to cross the border 
since June 30, 1924, are given “a reasonable time, not to exceed six



CANADA 505 

months from June 1, 1927, within which to obtain immigration visas 
and otherwise comply with the laws”. I am instructed to represent 
that for those who have to secure quota immigration visas the period 
of six months can hardly be regarded as “a reasonable time”, except 
perhaps in a small number of cases in which the persons’ names have 
for some time been on the waiting list for quota visas. As you already 
are aware, it is for those citizens of Canada who have to secure quota 
visas, numbering probably between four and six thousand, that His 
Majesty’s Canadian Government feels an especial concern. 

The laws of Canada make no distinction between citizens of Cana- 
dian birth and those of British or foreign birth who have acquired 
citizenship by domicile or naturalization, just as the laws of the United 
States make no distinction between native born and naturalized citi- 
zens. Unless some modification is made now or later, the effect of 
this Order will undoubtedly be to exclude from the United States the 
very large majority of these four to six thousand Canadian citizens 
who will be unable to secure quota visas before December 1, 1927. 
The number of persons seriously affected 1s a very small proportion 
of the population either of Canada or of the United States, but in 
the Windsor area it represents a very substantial percentage of the 
population of all ages, probably about fifteen per cent. In this area 
particularly the sudden dislocation of long established relations could 
hardly fail to have grave results. 

The view of His Majesty’s Canadian Government on the general 
principle of the Order has already been stated. With regard to its 
particular provisions, it is felt that in equity ample protection should 
be given to all who have been in the habit of crossing the border to 
work, irrespective of the date at which they began the practice, either 
by the extension of the exempted classes in Section 2, or by the elimi- 
nation of the six months’ time limit in Section 3, or by some other 
means. The interpretation given to the Immigration Act of 1924 
up to the present time has encouraged the belief that the daily crossing 
of the border to employment in the United States was not affected 
by this Act. The retroactive aspect of the Order in excluding indi- 
viduals who have been previously permitted by the Immigration 
authorities to enter the United States cannot, therefore, fail to cause 

il]-feeling and to work great hardship. 
I shall be glad to accept the invitation which you cordially extend 

in the last paragraph of your Note to co-operate with your Depart- 
ment in studying these and other border-crossing difficulties; and I 
trust that in consequence a mutually satisfactory arrangement may 
be arrived at before long. In conclusion I take pleasure in assuring 

you that His Majesty’s Canadian Government fully appreciates your
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earnest desire, so clearly manifested in the discussions which have 
taken place on this subject, to preserve by practical means the 
traditional friendly relations between the United States and Canada. 

I have [etc. | VINCENT Massey 

150.01 Commuters/98 

The Canadian Minister (Massey) to the Secretary of State 

No. 159 WASHINGTON, 13 June, 1927. 

Sir: I have the honour to refer to your note of May 28th. 1927, 
and to my reply thereto, Number 149 of June 8th. 1927, regarding 
the operation of General Order Number 86 of the Department of 
Labor of the United States. 

In the view of the competent authorities of His Majesty’s Cana- 
dian Government, certain doubts may arise as to the interpretation 
to be given to some of the clauses of this Order. In order, there- 
fore, to prevent, so far as may be possible, uncertainty as to their 
status among those affected by this Order, I have the honour to 
submit below a list of questions concerning its interpretation. I 
shall be glad if you will be so good as to transmit these questions 
to the proper authorities of the Government of the United States, 
and in due course to furnish me with the information requested :— 

1. What is the status under the Order of Canadians born in 
countries to which the quota applies who began to cross the border 
between June 8rd. 1921, and June 380th. 1924, and who did not have 
the requisite residence qualifications at the time of their first admis- 
aon to qualify under the provisions of Section 2 C and D. of the 

rder ? 
2. Will persons who fulfil the provisions of this Order, by the 

payment of head tax and by the presentation of visas when necessary, 
be able to continue to cross the border indefinitely without being 
required to pay head tax and to secure visas a second time? 

8. Will persons who comply with the provisions of this Order at 
some future date be able to live in Canada and cross the border 
daily to work? 

4. Will a person who is permitted under this Order to cross the 
border daily, and who at some future date changes his employment 
in the United States from one employer to another, be permitted 
to continue to cross the border? 

5. What will be the status under the Immigration Laws of the 
United States of persons permitted to cross the border under Section 
2 of the Order? Will they be considered to have been admitted as 
immigrants to the United States? 

6. What is the meaning of the phrase at the end of the first para- 
graph of Section 2 “provided that they are not coming to seek 
employment” ? 

7. If a person permitted to cross the border under Section 2 of the 
Order ceases in the future to cross the border, will he be permitted 
to resume the practice at a later date?
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For greater certainty regarding the exact meaning of the various 
classes of persons enumerated in Sections 2 and 3 of the Order, I 
submit in addition the following general enquiry: 

Will the following classes of persons be able to continue to cross 
ine porder on compliance with the conditions set out after each 
class 

(a) Canadians, irrespective of national origin, who began to 
cross the border before May 1st. 1917, without payment of head tax 
or presentation of visas; 

(6) Canadians, irrespective of national origin, who began to cross 
the border between May Ist. 1917, and June 8rd. 1921, upon payment 
of head tax; 

(c) Native born Canadians who began to cross the border between 
June 3rd, 1921 and June 30th. 1924, upon payment of head tax. 

(d@) Native born Canadians who began to cross the border since 
June 80th. 1924, upon payment of head tax and presentation of a 
non-quota visa; 

(¢) Canadians born in countries to which the quota applies, who 
began to cross the border between June 8rd. 1921, and May 10th. 
1922, and who had lived in Canada for one year before their first 
admission to the United States, upon payment of head tax; 

(7) Canadians born in countries to which the quota applies, who 
began to cross the border between May 1ith. 1922, and June 30th. 
1924, and who had lived in Canada for five years before their first 
admission to the United States, upon payment of head tax; 

(g) Canadians born in countries to which the quota applies, who 
began to cross the border after June 30th. 1924, upon payment of head 
tax and the presentation of a quota visa from the allotment of the 
country of their birth. 

I have [etc. ] Vincent Massey 

150.01 Commuters/116 | 

The Secretary of State to the Canadian Chargé (Wrong) 

Wasuinoron, June 30, 1927. 
sir: I have the honor to refer to the Minister’s note No. 159 of 

June 13, 1927, requesting certain information regarding the operation 
of the Department of Labor’s General Order No. 86 and to advise 
you that the following replies have been made by the appropriate 
branch of the Government to the questions propounded by you. 

The questions are taken up in the order in which they appear in 
the Legation’s note, with the answers appended thereto. 

“1. What is the status under the Order of Canadians born in 
countries to which the quota applies who began to cross the border 
between June 8rd, 1921, and June 30, 1924, and who did not have the 
requisite residence qualifications at the time of their first admission 
to qualify under the provisions of Section 2 C and D of the Order? 

“A. The Order contemplates that where residence is a requisite, 
such residence must have obtained at the time of original admission.
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“2. Will persons who fulfil the provisions of this Order, by the 
payment of head tax and by the presentation of visas when necessary, 
be able to continue to cross the border indefinitely without being 
required to pay head tax and to secure visas a second time? 

“A. Persons who comply with the provisions of the Order are 
admitted as immigrants, and the immigration rules and regula- 
tions governing what constitutes abandonment of status, exemption 
from repayment of head tax, etc., for aliens so admitted are 
applicable. 

“3. Will persons who comply with the provisions of this Order 
at some future date be able to live in Canada and cross the border 
daily to work? 

“A. The answer to the preceding question would seem to answer 
this query. 

“4, Will a person who is permitted under this Order to cross 
the border daily, and who at some future date changes his employ- 
ment in the United States from one employer to another, be per- 
mitted to continue to cross the border? 

“A. This question would also appear to be answered by the fore- 
going, the nature and place of employment being a matter of no 
particular concern. 

“5. What will be the status under the Immigration Laws of the 
United States of persons permitted to cross the border under Sec- 
tion 2 of the Order? Will they be considered to have been admitted 
as immigrants to the United States? 

“A. This question is answered in the affirmative. In fact, the 
whole tenor of the Order deals with such persons as immigrants 
and not as visitors. 

“6. What is the meaning of the phrase at the end of the first 
paragraph of Section 2 ‘provided that they are not coming to seek 
employment’? 

“A. The exemptions in the Order apply only to aliens entering 
in pursuance of existing employment, and not to persons seeking 
employment. 

“{. If a person permitted to cross the border under Section 2 of 
the Order ceases in the future to cross the border, will he be permitted 
to resume the practice at a later date? 

“A. This question is answered under query No. 2. 
“All the questions under the captions (a), (b), (c), (d), (e), 

(7) and (g) are answered in the affirmative, with the restrictions 
already referred to.” 

Accept [etc. | 
For the Secretary of State: 

Wizeor J. Carr 

150.01 Commuters/198 

Lhe Canadian Minister (Massey) to the Secretary of State 

No, 281 Wasuineton, 26 November, 1927. 
Sir: I have the honour to refer to your note of May 28th. 1927 and 

to my reply thereto of June 8th, regarding the operation of General
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Order Number 86 of the Department of Labor of the United States, 
and also to the numerous conversations which have taken place be- 
tween members of your Department and this Legation on this subject. 
In the course of your note you were kind enough to employ the fol- 
lowing language: | 

“Before the expiration of the time limit specified in Order Number 
86, within which aliens of this class must present quota visas, it will 
probably be found that all who have hitherto held border-crossing 
permits issued to them by the Department of Labor since the quota 
system became effective, will not, by reason of the numerical restric- 
tions of the quota law, be able to receive immigration visas. Should 
this prove to be the case, I shall be glad at once to request the Secretary 
of Labor to allow further time in which these people may gain a status 
in conformity with the law and the Secretary has already assured 
me that any such request will receive the most sympathetic con- 
sideration possible.” 

The time limit of December ist. which was set in this Order is now 
only a few days away. It has become apparent that a considerable 
number of Canadian citizens, who have been freely permitted to cross 
the border daily to employment under permits issued to them by the 
Department of Labor, are unable to comply with the terms of the 
Order because they were born abroad, and cannot secure immigration 
visas chargeable to the quotas of their countries of birth by December 7 
1st. I understand that there are registered at the various United 
States Consulates at border points, the names of some three thousand 
individuals who have been in the habit of crossing the border to em- 
ployment, and who have applied without success for the issue of quota 
immigration visas. These three thousand individuals are therefore 
in the most imminent danger of being deprived of their means of 
livelihood. 

I therefore venture to suggest that the time has come when the 
assurances made in the second of the sentences which are quoted above 
from your note, should be put into effect. I need not emphasize the 
desirability of reaching a rapid decision, nor the difficulties which will 
be incurred at the points principally affected, if no relief is afforded 
before December 1st. The view of His Majesty’s Government in 
Canada, as expressed to you in my note of June 8th, remains un- 
changed. It sincerely hopes that you may find it possible to inform 
me immediately that the effects of the Order have been so modified as 
to permit at least those who have applied for immigration visas with- 
out being able to secure them, to continue to cross the border without 
difficulty. 

You will doubtless note that I am now only requesting relief for 
those who have taken all steps in their power to comply with the terms 
of the Order. In your note of May 28th. you stated that the compul-
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sory relinquishment by such persons of their employment in the United 
States, which they may have enjoyed for 1 number of years, would 
constitute a hardship which you sincerely regretted. I have every 
confidence that you will take all steps to avoid the infliction of this 

hardship, and to arrive at an equitable solution of this problem. 
I have [etc.] Vincent Massry 

150.01 Commuters/198 

The Secretary of State to the Canadian Minister (Massey) 

Wasuineton, December 9, 1927. 
Sr: I have the honor to refer to your note No. 281 of November 26, 

1927, and to recent conferences held with you at the Department upon 
the subject of relief for those residents of Canada crossing the border 
daily for employment in the United States who have apphed for 
quota immigration visas but who have been unable to obtain them 
prior to December 1, 1927, the time limit specified in General Order 
No. 86 of the Department of Labor within which they were to present 
such visas. 

As you have already been informed, it has been found possible to 
grant a substantial measure of relief to the aliens in question by 
arranging that those who have gone as far as they could in order 
to comply with the terms of General Order No. 86, by registering 
as applicants for visas at the American Consulates on the border 
prior to December 1, 1927, shall have priority status as of the date 
when they were accorded the border-crossing privilege. It is be- 
lieved that they will thus be able to obtain their visas and to satisfy 
the requirements of the American immigration laws as fast as their 
examination can take place by the immigration authorities on the 
American side of the border, they continuing meanwhile to enjoy 
their border-crossing privileges. This relief is afforded in an effort 
to remedy any injustice that may have been suffered by this class of 
quota aliens due to the probability that they understood prior to the 
promulgation of General Order No. 86, that they had complied with 
American law when they had applied for and obtained. border-cross- 
ing permits and that it was not necessary for them to apply also for 
immigration visas. 

The Departments of State and Labor believe that the situation 
which was created by General Order No. 86 has, as a whole, largely 
disappeared, so many adjustments in individual cases having been 
made under the terms of the Order during the six months’ period 
afforded for that purpose which ended November 30, 1927. The 
change made in the priority status of quota commuters who have 
been unable to obtain visas, although having registered as visa appli-
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cants prior to December 1, 1927, will, it is believed, afford all needed 
relief in those cases. Commuters born in Canada, on the other hand, 
may obtain non-quota visas upon application at a consulate and 
satisfying the consul as to their birth in Canada and their admissi- 
bility to this country under its immigration laws. 

Accept [etc. | 
For the Secretary of State: 

Wiser J. Carr 

DISINCLINATION OF THE CANADIAN GOVERNMENT TO AUTHORIZE 
THE DISCONTINUANCE OF SEINE FISHING IN MISSISQUOI BAY 

711.428/1020 

The Secretary of State to the British Ambassador (Howard) 

WasHINotTon, April 13, 1926. 
ExcEetLtency: I have the honor to invite your attention to the fact 

that pike-perch in Lake Champlain, which annually migrate to the 
Canadian waters of Missisquoi Bay at the northern end of the Lake 
for the purpose of spawning, are being taken with seines under 
licenses issued by the Canadian authorities. The spawning season 
usually lasts from about March first to April fifteenth and it is under- 
stood that the licenses are issued for this period, although it has 
been reported that individuals continue illegally to fish with seines 
until well along into the month of May. During this time when the 
fish are passing into the Canadian waters they are taken in very 
large quantities without having had an opportunity to spawn, thus 
serving to destroy in large measure the future supply of this valuable 
food fish. 

The question of conserving the pike-perch fisheries in Lake Cham- 
plain was discussed by the American-Canadian Fisheries Conference 
held in 1918.8° The report of this Conference, signed by the Com- 
missioners for the United States and the Commissioners for the 
Dominion of Canada at Lake Champlain, New York, September 6, 
1918,** contained the following statement with reference to the 
protection of the fisheries of Lake Champlain: 

“At the Boston hearings representatives from the States of New 
York and Vermont appeared to urge better protection of the fisheries 
in Missisquoi Bay, the Canadian portion of Lake Champlain. This 
matter had received preliminary consideration by the conference 
during its sittings in Washington, D. C. 

"See American-Canadian Fisheries Conference, Hearings at Washington, 
D. C., January 21-25; Boston, Mass., January 31, February 1; Gloucester, Mass., 
February 2; St. John, N. B., February 5-6, 1918 (Washington, Government 
Printing Office, 1918). 

* Foreign Relations, 1918, p. 439. 

258346—42—vol. I-38
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“It was explained that for some years past these two States, with 
the cooperation and assistance of the Federal Government, were en- 
deavoring to make Lake Champlain a favorite tourist resort, as, owing 
to its character, it could not support any extensive commercial fish- 
ing. To this end both States were prohibiting all net fishing, but 
the most important spawning grounds for pike-perch, the most valu- 
able fish in the lake, are in the portion thereof that is in Canadian 
territory, and there each spring, when the fish crowd into these waters 
to spawn, they are caught with seines. Thus the good effects of the 
work of the two States were being largely nullified. 

“It was also explained that the United States Bureau of Fisheries 
operates a pike-perch hatchery on the lake and that 1t was prepared 
to enlarge the hatchery and increase its work if the net fishing were 
stopped. 

“While this matter was not explicitly referred to the conference 
for consideration, it was one of which it could take cognizance. It 
was, therefore, left with the Canadian delegation for such action as 
they felt justified in taking. 

“Following the return of the Canadian section to Ottawa, after 
hearings at St. John, it laid the facts before the Canadian Govern- 
ment, and recommended that all net fishing in Missisquoi Bay should 
be stopped. This recommendation was approved, and the fishery 
regulations for the Province of Quebec were amended accordingly 
by Order in Council of February 18, 1918.” (Page 37) 

The amendment, prohibiting net fishing in Missisquoi Bay and 
in the Canadian waters of Lake Champlain, was later incorporated 
in an Order in Council of October 22, 1921, which in turn was re- 
scinded by a subsequent Order in Council, dated March 1, 1922. 

Since the promulgation of the Order in Council of March 1, 1922, 
it appears that net fishing has been authorized in Missisquoi Bay 
under licenses issued by Canadian authorities, and that at the present 
time fish are being gathered in by seines night and day. 

The harmful effect which this seining is having upon the Lake 
Champlain Fishery is apparent. 

I have the honor, therefore, to express the hope that you will pre- 
sent the matter to the Government of Canada and ascertain whether 
that Government would be willing to cooperate with this Govern- 
ment in conserving this fishery by prohibiting net fishing in the 
Canadian waters during the spawning season. If the prohibition 
inaugurated by the Order in Council of February 18, 1918, were 
reestablished by the Canadian authorities, it would be a source of 
gratitude to the United States and particularly to the people living 
in the vicinity of Lake Champlain, who feel greatly aggrieved at 
the existing practice. It is suggested that the furtherance of good 
will which discontinuance of the seining would occasion would no 
doubt outweigh the economic loss to individuals who have profited 
from the seining operations. Since this Government understands
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that the operations complained of are now being vigorously prose- 
cuted, it is hopeful that the Canadian authorities may see their way 
clear to take immediate action in the premises. I shall appreciate it 
if you will inform me as soon as feasible as to the disposition of the 
Canadian Government in this matter. 

Accept [etc. ] Frank B, Kewioce 

711,428/1038 

The British Ambassador (Howard) to the Secretary of State 

No. 393 Wasuineton, June 7, 1926. 

Sir: With reference to your note No. 711.428/1020 of April 13th 
last regarding the pike-perch fisheries in Lake Champlain, I have 
the honour to inform you at the request of the Government of 
Canada, that enquiries made through the Department of the Prov- 
ince of Quebec which administers fisheries in that area, indicate that 
while some illegal fishing was attempted in April, the seines and 
other apparatus were immediately seized and an official of the De- 
partment, who has since made a thorough investigation, has reported 
that conditions are now entirely satisfactory. 

As set forth in your note under reference, the question of prohibit- 
ing seining in the Missisquoi Bay was considered by the Canadian- 
American Fisheries Conference of 1918, and in anticipation of the 
different questions that had been referred by the two Governments 
to the Conference being settled by the acceptance of its report by 
both Governments, a regulation was adopted by Order in Council of 
February 18th, 1918, prohibiting fishing by means of nets of any 
kind in Missisquoi Bay. This regulation was maintained in the face 
of growing objection to it until March ist, 1922, up to which time 
the recommendations of the Conference, though they had been ap- 
proved by the Canadian Government, had not been approved by 
that of the United States and there was no immediate indication that 
they would be. 

Missisquoi Bay is in the Province of Quebec, where the fisheries 
are being administered by the Provincial authorities, which conse- 
quently issue any licenses which authorize fishing there. The state- 
ment in your note abovementioned that it has been reported that 
individuals continue to fish in the Bay during the close season is 
being communicated to the Provincial authorities for proper attention. 

It will be recalled that the Treaty of 1908 for the regulation of the 
fisheries in boundary waters *? covered not only Missisquoi Bay, but 
other waters as well. The regulations adopted by the Commission 

” Foreign Relations, 1908, p. 379. a
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appointed under that Treaty failed to receive the approval of the 
United States Senate and so did not become effective. 

In the light of the above, the Dominion Government are of the 
opinion that the situation should be dealt with as a whole rather 
than that Missisquoi Bay should be considered by itself. 

I have [etc.] Esme Howarp 

711.428/1072 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Canadian Minister (Massey) 

Wasuineton, March 1, 1927. 
Sm: I have the honor to invite your attention to the situation re- 

garding pike perch fisheries in Lake Champlain which in former 
years has been a subject of correspondence between the Department 
and the British Embassy. In note No. 393 of June 7, 1926, the 
Ambassador stated that it was the Canadian Government’s view 
that fishing in boundary waters should be considered as a whole 
rather than that the fishing in Missisquoi Bay should be considered 
separately. 

While this Government appreciates the Dominion Government’s 
position as set out in the Ambassador’s note, it believes that the 
interests of the people on both sides of the international boundary 
require the discontinuance of seine fishing in Missisquoi Bay, inde- 
pendent of the solution of questions relating to fisheries in other 
boundary waters. This Government understands that in the Lake 
Champlain region the interests of the summer angler are of greater 
financial importance to the resident people than market fisheries could 
be. You will recall that the American-Canadian Fisheries Confer- 
ence of 1918 found that the work of the States of New York and 
Vermont directed toward the building up of the Lake Champlain 
region as a summer resort was being “largely nullified” by seine 
fishing in the Canadian part of Missisquoi Bay. The benefits of the 
fish hatcheries in the American section of the Lake are likewise 
impaired by the seine fishing. 

This Government appreciates the importance of adequately pro- 
tecting and regulating fishing in all the boundary waters through 
the cooperation of the governments of the United States and Canada. 
It is a matter of regret to it that questions of a local nature have 
delayed it in undertaking negotiations in regard to the fisheries in 
certain waters. However, this Government is hopeful that in respect 
of the fisheries in every part of the boundary waters in relation 

to which no serious questions have arisen the Dominion Government 
will find it possible to cooperate in the preservation of the permanent 
interests of the people immediately concerned.
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In view of the opening of the season in which seine fishing in Lake 
Champlain has been permitted, which is now approaching, I have 
the honor to request that you bring the views of this Government to 
the attention of the Government of Canada with the suggestion 
that, if the Dominion Government finds it practicable to prohibit 
the use of seines in Missisquoi Bay, this Government will appreciate 
such action being taken. 

Accept [ete. ] JosEPH C, GREW 

711.428/1089 

The Canadian Minister (Massey) to the Secretary of State 

No. 53 Wasuineton, 22 March, 1927. 
Str: With reference to your note No. 711.428/1072 of March 1st. 

on the subject of the pike perch fisheries in Lake Champlain, I have 
the honour to state that the competent Department of the Dominion 
Government which has had the matter under consideration, repre- 
sents that the conditions affecting the situation in Lake Champlain 
remain unchanged, such conditions being briefly outlined in the fol- 
lowing manner. 

It is explained that the fisheries of Missisquoi Bay are the property | 
of the province of Quebec and are being administered by the Pro- 
vincial authorities, who are opposed to the prohibition of a reason- 
able amount of seine fishing in the Bay, though while pike perch or 
pickerel resort to the Bay for spawning purposes fishing for them is 
prohibited during the spawning season. While the exclusive power 
to make regulations in all parts of Canada rests with the Federal 
Government, in an area where the fisheries are owned and are being 
administered by the Provincial authorities, the Federal Government 
hesitates to impose regulations that are not desired by the Provincial 
authorities unless the conditions are extraordinary in their character. 

Although the question of fishery regulations in Lake Champlain 
was not referred to the Canadian American Fisheries Conference in 

1918, it was brought to the attention of the Conference by delegations 
representing the States of New York and Vermont, and indeed the 
question was raised by the American members of the Conference at 
its preliminary sittings. It was at the time anticipated that the 
recommendations of the Conference would be approved by both 
countries, and accordingly as the fishing season was then approach- 
ing, on the recommendation of the Canadian members of the Con- 
ference to their Government, a regulation was adopted in February 
1918, prohibiting all net fishing in Missisquoi Bay. The Conference 
completed its work and submitted its report in September 1918, and 
its recommendations were subsequently approved by the Canadian
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Government, though such approval was not given by the United 
States Government. The regulation was, however, maintained in 
the face of continuously growing opposition until March 1922, when 
it was annulled as there was no indication at that time that the 
recommendations of the Conference would be approved. 

Attention is further called by the Department to the fact that the 
Missisquoi Bay situation was covered by the Treaty of 1908 for the 
regulation of the fisheries in boundary waters, but that the regula- 
tions drawn up by the Commission appointed under that Treaty 
failed to receive the approval of the United States Senate. 

After consideration of all circumstances, the Canadian Govern- 
ment is still of opinion that the Missisquoi Bay situation should be 
dealt with in connection with other outstanding matters and not by 
itself and I am accordingly requested in bringing their views to the 
notice of the United States Government, to take advantage of the 
opportunity to dwell upon the importance of early attention being 
given to the settlement of the outstanding fishery questions between 

the two countries. 
I have [etc. | Vincent Massry 

711.428/1089 

The Secretary of State to the Canadian Minister (Massey) 

Wasuineron, March 30, 1927. 

Srr: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of your note No. 

53 of March 22, 1927, relating to seine fishing in the Missisquoi Bay 
section of Lake Champlain. 

I note with regret that the Canadian Government does not deem it 
advisable to discontinue the issuance of licenses for such seine fishing 

at this time. 
Accept [etc.] Frank B. Ketioce
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PROPOSED TREATY OF FRIENDSHIP, COMMERCE AND CONSULAR 
RIGHTS BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND CHILE 

711.252/— 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador wm Chile (Collier) 

No. 765 Wasuineron, August 19, 1927. 
Sir: This Government has, as you are aware, entered upon the policy 

of negotiating with other countries general treaties of friendship, 
commerce and consular rights, of which the central principle in re- 
spect of commerce is an unconditional most-favored-nation clause 
governing customs and related matters. This policy was inaugu- 
rated pursuant to the principles underlying Section 317 of the Tariff 
Act of 1922;? it seeks assurances that equality of treatment for Amer- 
ican commerce will be maintained in all countries. Besides the pro- 
visions relating to commerce, those treaties include provisions relating 
to rights of nationals of each country in the other country, protection 
of property and rights and immunities of consuls. 

Reference is made in this connection to the Department’s Diplomatic 
Serial No. 211, dated August 18, 1923,° and to the Embassy’s despatch 
No. 346, December 20, 1923.4. The Department’s program of nego- 
tiating commercial treaties was delayed pending the favorable action 
of the United States Senate on the first treaty drafted in accordance 
with the new policy, the ratification of which treaty was not consented 
to until 1925. This Government is now prepared to enter into such 
a treaty with Chile and desires to do so as promptly as practicable. 

The first treaty to become effective expressing the present policy 
of this Government was the Treaty of Friendship, Commerce and 
Consular Rights with Germany, signed December 8, 1923, ratifications 
of which were exchanged October 14, 1925.5 Similar treaties have 
been signed by the United States with Hungary, Esthonia and Sal- 
vador, of which the ones with Esthonia and Hungary have been 
brought into force by exchange of ratifications. 

* See Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, pp. 121 ff. 
* 42 Stat. 858, 944. 
* Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, p. 131. 
*Not printed. 
* For treaties and modi vivendi hereafter referred to in this instruction and not 

cited therein, see footnotes to instruction No. 1162, Aug. 21, 1926, to the Ambas- 
sador in Brazil, Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 1, p. 569. 
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A treaty containing the unconditional most-favored-nation clause 
was signed with Turkey on August 6, 1923. About a dozen other 
treaties containing it are in process of negotiation. Mode vivendi 
based upon the same principle, entered into with the following coun- 
tries, are in force—Brazil, Czechoslovakia, Dominican Republic, Fin- 
land, Greece, Guatemala, Haiti, Latvia, Lithuania, Nicaragua, Poland 

(including Danzig), Rumania and Turkey. 
Two copies of the treaty of December 8, 1923, with Germany are 

enclosed. You are requested, unless you perceive objection, to in- 
quire whether it would be agreeable to the Government of Chile to 
proceed to the negotiation with the United States of a similar treaty. 
A special draft will, of course, be prepared for presentation to Chile 
if this proposal is acceptable to the Chilean Government. It is prob- 
able that certain departures from the text of the German treaty should 
be made either in the special text to be submitted to the Govern- 
ment of Chile or, on behalf of either party, during the course of 
negotiations. 

It would be gratifying if, among its early treaties embodying the 
principle of unconditional most-favored-nation treatment, the United 
States could celebrate a general commercial treaty with Chile. The 
lack of a general commercial treaty with Chile since the Convention 

of Peace, Amity, Commerce and Navigation, concluded May 16, 1882,’ 
was terminated on January 20, 1850, is a matter of regret to this 

Government and it hopes that a comprehensive modern agreement 
may now be entered into. You will of course keep in mind in this 
connection that a most-favored-nation clause with a condition, such 
as that contained in the first sentence of Article II of the Treaty of 
1832, would not now be acceptable to the United States. 

For your confidential information, though the Department, in pro- 
posing a treaty with Chile, is influenced chiefly by its policy of con- 
cluding with other countries generally treaties containing the uncon- 

ditional most-favored-nation clause, you are nevertheless desired to 
use especial diligence in seeking a favorable response from the 

Chilean Government, thus forestalling any efforts that other countries 

may be planning to make for the purpose of interposing in South 
America arrangements based upon special privilege—a policy wholly 

antagonistic to the policy of equality of treatment which the United 

States is undertaking to promote. You may recall in this connection 

that in 1923 this Government renounced the preferential customs 

treatment which certain American products had been receiving in 
Brazil and requested instead a pledge of equal footing with other 
countries in the Brazilian market.® 

* Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 11, p. 29. 
7 Miller, Treaties, vol. 3, p. 671. 
® See Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, pp. 453 ff.
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For your further confidential information and guidance, the De- 
partment was informed some time ago that there was a movement on 
the part of Spain to seek from the countries of Latin America special 
commercial concessions in return for certain advantages to be ac- 
corded to their commerce in Spain. In this connection see the 
Department’s circular instruction dated April 19, 1926.° 

Reference is made confidentially to the Embassy’s despatch No. 346 
of December 20, 1923, which touched énter alia on the possibility that 
the Chilean Government would desire some exception to the most 
favored nation clause covering either the Latin American countries 
as a whole or, more specifically, Bolivia and Argentina. While it 
would appear inadvisable to raise the question of exceptions in any 

discussions with the Chilean Government, the Department suggests 
that, in case Chilean officials should introduce the matter, you might 
assume an attitude of discouraging the exemption of any large group 
of countries, and in case the suggestion is made that one or two 
specific countries should be exempted, you might state that you will 
report the matter to Washington. You will of course avoid any 
commitment. 

The Department either has transmitted or expects at an early date 
to transmit instructions, similar to the present instruction, to the 
American missions in the other South American capitals except Ecua- 
dor, the political regime now functioning in which is not recognized by 
the United States, and, at least for the present, Panama, with which 
there remains pending an important treaty of a different character.” 

I am [etc.] Franx B. Ketioae 

711.252/3 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

SAantTraco, October 6, 1927—6 p. m. 
[ Received October 7—9 : 03 a. m. | 

146. Minister of Foreign Affairs after studying German treaty 
is willing to negotiate on those general conditions but says Bolivia 
would have to be excepted because of economic situation and existing 
treaties and future political reconciliation. Last night Under Sec- 
retary told me both Peru and Bolivia would have to be excepted but 
Minister of Foreign Affairs mentioned only Bolivia. I told Under 

Secretary exception was too great. Minister of Foreign Affairs said 
he would have to create a commission on which Minister of Hacienda 

°Not printed. 
“i.e. the unperfected treaty between the United States and Panama, signed 
ey we See Foreign Relations, 1926, vol. 11, pp. 828 ff.; also ibid., 1927, vol.
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and Minister of Fomento would be represented. ... Minister of 
Foreign Affairs said he would discuss matter with two colleagues 
mentioned and perhaps could give me a memorandum Monday, but 
when I asked if he would lke to have you prepare a draft treaty 
he said yes enthusiastically. I suggest you rush it to me unless 
you can cable me what to draft by reference to German treaty. I 
have presented matter in such a manner that Minister of Foreign 
Affairs almost thinks he suggested it and I believe I have convinced 
him that to conclude a treaty would cover him with glory. [Para- 
phrase.] He informed me that he had recently negotiated commer- 
cial conventions with Germany and Spain. [End paraphrase.| I do 
not believe this is generally known. He assured me that nothing in 
them would prevent entering into treaty with us along these lines, 
that there is no favor granted that would be obstacle to our nego- 
tiations. I think I have inspired Minister of Foreign Affairs with 
desire to negotiate at once and it is barely possible that a treaty could 
be concluded in time to submit to Congress at its special session which 
it is now thought will convene on October 17th. 

I do not think any treaty can be concluded unless Bolivia is ex- 
cepted and it is likely that Congress will insist Peru also be excepted. 
Minister of Foreign Affairs thinks congressional discussion would 
make it impossible to conclude a treaty in less than two months. 
Under Secretary says six months because of necessity of consulting 
Chamber of Commerce for promoting national industry, et cetera. 

CoLLIER 

711.252/3 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Chile (Collier) 

WasHINGTON, October 14, 1927—7 p. m. 
52. Your 146, October 6th, 6 p.m. Please draft treaty on basis of 

treaty with Germany as follows and submit it to the Foreign Office. 
All references herein are to Articles of that Treaty. Articles of your 
draft when completed will have to be renumbered. 

Use without change Articles 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10; 17 to 28 both inclu- 
sive. Strike out entirely articles 14, 15 and 30. Use other articles 
amended as follows. 

Preamble. Substitute “Chile” for “Germany” and leave names of 
plenipotentiaries blank. 

Article 1. Remove brackets from last paragraph and rewrite as fol- 
lows: “Nothing contained in this Treaty shall be construed to affect 
existing statutes of either of the High Contracting Parties in relation 
to the immigration of aliens or the right of either of the High Con-
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tracting Parties to enact such statutes.” (See Treaty Series Number 

736.) ?? 
Article 7. Use paragraphs 1,3 and 6 without change. In paragraph 

2, line 4, after “or” insert “charges or bases of such duties or charges 

and no.” In line 4 substitute “or” for “and no.” In line 8 after “other” 

insert “from whatever place arriving.” At the end of paragraph 2 

add “nor shall any such duties, charges, conditions or prohibitions 

on importations be made effective retroactively on imports already 

cleared through the customs or on goods declared for entry into con- 

sumption in the country.” Between paragraphs 3 and 4, insert the 

following paragraph: 

“In the event of licenses being issued by either of the High Con- 
tracting Parties for the importation into or exportation from its 
territories of articles the importation or exportation of which 1s 
restricted or prohibited, the conditions under which such licenses may 
be obtained shall be publicly announced and clearly stated in such 
a manner as to enable traders interested to become acquainted with 
them; the method of licensing shall be as simple and unvarying as 
possible and applications for licenses shall be dealt with as speedily 
as possible. Moreover, the conditions under which such licenses are 
issued by either of the High Contracting Parties for goods imported 
from or exported to the territories of the other Party shall be as 
favorable with respect to commodities, formalities and otherwise as 
the conditions under which licenses are issued in respect of any other 
foreign country. In the event of rations or quotas being established 
for the importation or exportation of articles restricted or prohibited, 
each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to grant for the importa- 
tion from or exportation to the territories of the other Party an equita- 
ble share, in view of the normal volume of trade in the particular class 
of goods between the two countries, in the allocation of the quantity 
of restricted goods which may be authorized for importation or expor- 
tation. In the application of the provisions of this paragraph no 
distinction shall be made between direct and indirect shipments. It 
is agreed, moreover, that in the event either High Contracting Party 
shall be engaged in war, it may enforce such import or export restric- 
tions as may be required by the national interest.” 

In paragraph 4, line 3, after “extend” insert “by treaty, law, decree, 
regulation, practice or otherwise.” For paragraph 5, use corre- 
sponding paragraph of Treaty with Esthonia, which includes goods 
exported as well as goods imported, and substitute therein “Chile” 
for “Esthonia.” Between paragraphs 5 and 6 insert new paragraph 
as follows: 

“In the same manner there shall be perfect reciprocal equality in 
relation to the flags of the two countries with regard to bounties, 
drawbacks and other privileges of this nature of whatever denomi- 
nation which may be allowed in the territories of each of the Con- 
tracting Parties, on goods imported or exported in national vessels 

*“ Treaty of Dec. 28, 1925, with Estonia, Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 11, p. 70.
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so that such bounties, drawbacks and other privileges shall also and 
in like manner be allowed on goods imported or exported in vessels 
of the other country.” 

In paragraph 7 strike out lines 2 to 5 inclusive and 7 to 12 inclu- 
sive. Compare with last paragraph of Article 7 of the Treaty with 
Esthonia. A new Article relating to customs procedure will be 
transmitted later for insertion immediately after Article 7. Do not 
postpone submission of draft to Foreign Office pending its receipt. 

Article 11. In lines 22 and 27 substitute “High Contracting 
Parties” for “United States.” 

Article 12. Add at end of second paragraph a new sentence as 
follows: “If such consent be given on the condition of reciprocity 
the condition shall be deemed to relate to the provisions of the laws, 
National, State or Provincial under which the foreign corporation 
or association desiring to exercise such rights is organized.” 

Article 18. Strike out the last sentence of the first paragraph. 
In place of original articles 14 and 15 insert the following Article 

of two paragraphs 

“Commercial travelers representing manufacturers, merchants and 
traders domiciled in the territories of either High Contracting Party 
shall on their entry into and sojourn in the territories of the other 
Party and on their departure therefrom be accorded the most favored 
nation treatment in respect of customs and other privileges and of 
all charges and taxes of whatever denomination applicable to them 
or to their samples. 

If either High Contracting Party require the presentation of an 
authentic document establishing the identity and authority of a 
commercial traveler, a signed statement by the concern or concerns 
represented, certified by a consular officer of the country of destina- 
tion shall be accepted as satisfactory.” 

Article 16. Strike out “of the United States” from line 11. In lines 
22 and 28 substitute “or to any discrimination” for “and shall be given 
national treatment.” Substitute “or any other matter” for “and all 
other matters.” 

Article 29. Strike out everything following “zone” in line 12. 
Article 32. Substitute “Spanish” for “German.” Leave name of 

City and date blank. 
Omit Senate resolution. Reservation regarding immigration is in- 

corporated in text of draft as last paragraph of Article 1. Department 
will instruct you further regarding reservation as to national treat- 
ment of shipping. Prepare draft but do not present it pending further 
instructions, 

The complete text will be forwarded by early pouch. Considera- 
tion is being given in regard to exception of treatment accorded Bolivia 
and Peru. 

Ketioae
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711.252/6 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Santiago, October 24, 1927—4 p. m. 
[Received 9:10 p. m.] 

161. Your telegram 52, October 14,7 p.m. Am uncertain whether 
the Department wishes me to submit draft of commercial treaty to the 
Foreign Office as stated in two places or whether it wishes this withheld 
pending further instructions as distinctly stated in end of message. 
Please cable instructions. 

Minister of Foreign Affairs tells me Minister of Hacienda and new 
Minister of Fomento or Promotion are considering the treaty in prin- 
ciple. Minister of Hacienda is said to oppose waiver of power to grant 
special favors. 

Special session of Congress not yet called owing to disturbed internal 
political conditions . . . These have preoccupied the attention of the 
Cabinet so that treaty could not have been presented advantageously 
last week even if that were your desire. Moreover rumors of Cabinet 
organization would have made such a move useless. It is now thought 
Congress may convene middle of November. 

CoLLIER 

711.252/6 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Chile (Collier) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHINeton, October 27, 1927—6 p.m. 
56. Embassy’s telegram number 161, October 24, 4 p. m. Please 

cable Department whether you think any material prejudice to nego- 
tiations would result if we deferred submittal of draft treaty until 
the middle of November or thereabouts, so as to allow time for further 
consideration of question whether to include in draft treaty sub- 
stance of United States Senate reservation regarding national 
treatment of shipping. 

KELLoce 

711.252/8 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Santraco, October 30, 1927—noon. 
[Received 5 p. m.] 

164. Your telegram 56, October 27,6 p.m. Believe postponement 
desirable, will promote ultimate success. Special session of Congress 
not yet called and date uncertain. Every measure in which we are
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[interested ?] is now in as good shape as can be hoped for. Political 
situation again tranquil. 

Have been invited to make trip on Thursday this week to Buenos 
Aires, Paraguay and Iguassu. Will be gone about 15 days but can 
return immediately if occasion should arise. I am greatly in need 
of rest and request immediate cable permission so as to make arrange- 
ments. Hofer will be in charge. 

COLLIER 

711.252/4 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Chile (Collier) 

No. 788 WasuHineton, November 2, 1927. 
Sir: There is transmitted herewith for submission to the Foreign 

Office for negotiation between the United States and Chile a draft 
of a treaty of Friendship, Commerce and Consular Rights which 
already has been the subject of preliminary instructions. A copy 
of the draft is enclosed for the use of the Embassy.*® 

Detailed instructions in regard to each article of the draft will be 
sent to you by an early pouch. The following statements in explana- 
tion of the more important differences between the enclosed draft 
and the Treaty of Friendship, Commerce and Consular Rights signed 
by the United States and Germany, December 8, 1923, are made for 
your information and for use in explanations to the Chilean 
authorities. 

The reservation concerning statutes relating to the immigration 
of aliens made by the Senate of the United States in giving its advice 
and consent to the ratification of the treaty between the United States 
and Germany is incorporated in the draft as the last paragraph of 
Article I. The reservation making provision for the termination 

| at the end of one year of the paragraphs of Article VII relating to 
the treatment of vessels and Articles IX and XI (Articles X and 
XII of the enclosed draft). is not included in the enclosed draft. 
Further reference will be made to this reservation. 

‘The fourth paragraph of Article VII is designed to assure equality 
of treatment in respect of licenses, quotas and contingents for the 
importation or exportation of restricted goods. In. practice it has 
been difficult to obtain such equality of treatment for the com- 
merce of the United States in certain European countries in which 
systems prohibiting or restricting the importation or exportation 
of certain goods have been in force, and from which prohibitions 
or restrictions abatements are made by contingents. or licenses. 

* Not printed. | _ |
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This Government desires that the paragraph be included in the 
treaty with Chile as it is undertaking to have it included in all 
the treaties of Friendship, Commerce, and Consular Rights, which 
it is now negotiating. 

Stipulations in regard to prohibitions, restrictions and licenses 
are contained in the International Convention Relating to the Sim- 
plification of Customs Formalities signed at Geneva, November 38, 
1923, in Article 9 of the Anglo-Austrian Treaty of May 22, 1924, 
and in a provision contained in the second paragraph of Exchanges 
of Notes signed by the United States with a number of countries, 
namely,— 

Poland, February 10, 1925, Treaty Series No. 727; Finland, May 
2, 1925, Treaty Series No. 715; Esthonia, March 2, 1925, Treaty 
Series No. 722; Rumania, February 26, 1926; Treaty Series No. 733; 
Latvia, February 1, 1926, Treaty Series No. 740; Lithuania, De- 
cember 28, 1925; Treaty Series No. 742; and Haiti, July 8, 1926, 
Treaty Series No. 746. 

The seventh paragraph of Article VII providing for equality of 
treatment of vessels with regard to bounties, drawbacks and other 
privileges, although not contained in the treaty between the United 
States and Germany is included in a number of the older treaties 
to which the United States is a party, and this Government desires 
to have it included in the treaties of Friendship, Commerce, and 
Consular rights, which it shall sign hereafter with maritime 
countries. 

The sentence at the end of the second paragraph of Article XIII 
“If such consent be given on the condition of reciprocity the con- 
dition shall be deemed to relate to the provisions of the laws, 
National, State, or Provincial, under which the foreign corporation 
or association desiring to exercise such rights is organized” is de- 
signed for use in treaties with countries in which the right of a 
corporation organized under the laws of the United States to 
engage in business is conditioned on reciprocity. This provision 
would have the effect of obtaining for American corporations in 
Chile in the event that the laws of Chile in relation to the right 
of a foreign corporation to engage in business contain a condition 
of reciprocity, the right to engage in business according to whether 
the laws of the State of the United States under which such cor- 
poration is organized extend the right to engage in business to 
foreign corporations. 

The reservation making provision for the termination of para- 
graphs and articles relating to shipping made by the Senate in 
giving its advice and consent to the ratification of the treaty with 
Germany is included in the Treaty with Esthonia as the third para-
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graph of Article XXIX. As stated above on page 2 of this in- 
_ struction no corresponding reservation is included in the enclosed 
draft. The Department will instruct you by telegram whether to 
include such a paragraph in the draft before submitting it to the 
Chilean Government or at any time during the negotiations. 

If it be included it will be added as the third paragraph of Article 
XXX. The words “Except as provided in the third paragraph of 
this Article” will be inserted at the beginning of the first paragraph 
of Article XXX and the new paragraph will read as follows: 

“The sixth and seventh paragraphs of Article VII and Articles X 
and XII shall remain in force for twelve months from the date of 
exchange of ratifications, and if not then terminated on ninety days 
previous notice shall remain in force until either of the High Con- 
tracting Parties shall enact legislation inconsistent therewith when 
the same shall automatically lapse at the end of sixty days from such 
enactment, and on such lapse each High Contracting Party shall 
enjoy all the rights which it would have possessed had such para- 
graphs or articles not been embraced in the Treaty”. 

Further comment in regard to the differences between the enclosed 
draft and the treaty of the United States with Germany will be 
included in the detailed instructions. 

When presenting the draft to the Foreign Office please state that 
this Government reserves the right to propose changes therein 
throughout the course of the negotiations. Please inform the 
Department by telegram of the receipt of this instruction. You will, 
ef course, not present the draft to the Foreign Office, until the 
Department sends you a further communication authorizing you 
to do so. 

I am [etc. ] Frank B. Ketioce 

REPRESENTATIONS TO THE CHILEAN GOVERNMENT REGARDING 
PROPOSED LEGISLATION FAVORING CHILEAN MERCANTILE MA- 
RINE 

625.003/101 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Santiago, August 22, 1927—11 a. m. 

[Received 12:35 p. m.] 
109. Chilean Government special commission appointed to study 

problem of promoting merchant marine is considering the recom- 
mendation of preferential customs duties on importations in national 
vessels. This will greatly injure Grace Line which has asked my 
assistance in pursuance of informal] representations as to injury this 
is likely to do commercial interests but would appreciate specific 
instructions. 

CoLLIEr
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825.85/41: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Santiago, August 25, 1927—4 p. m. 
[Received 8:30 p. m.] 

111. Supplementing my 109, August 22, 11 a. m. Government’s 
proposed law for American [CAdlean?] national mercantile marine has 

been published. Synopsis is as follows: 

1. Chilean Government to repay steamers amount of Panama Canal 
tolls. This will give steamers 7’eno and Aconcagua practically $115,- 
000 United States gold yearly. The commission which reported bill 
is said to have declared that this subvention is to offset “a direct 
compensation paid by the American Government equivalent to tolls”. 

2. Shippers of nitrate in Chilean vessels are to receive a premium. 
3. Ten percent reduction in customs duties to be allowed on imports 

in Chilean vessels. 
4, Minister of Hacienda is empowered to raise loans for account 

of Chilean companies for the purchase of new vessels, such loans to 
be granted by the Government and vessels to be mortgaged to the 
Government and companies’ dividends in excess of 10 percent to be 
equally divided between stockholders and Government. 

5. Law if enacted to go into effect January Ist, 1928. 

British and other European shipowners have asked their Gov- 
ernments to make protests before Chilean Government especially with 
regard to points 1 and 2. 
Manager of Grace Line to make protests before Chilean Govern- 

ment especially with regard to points 1 and 2. 
Manager of Grace Line asks me to aid and says proposed meas- 

ures would be decisively detrimental to Grace Line and appears to 
be especially directed against its service between Chile and New 
York, inasmuch as there are no established Chilean lines between Chile 
and European ports. 

I request instructions and respectfully suggest that in view of 
strong movement for promoting national objects mere representa- 
tions as to general desirability that nothing at all be done to hurt 
mutual commercial interests will not be sufficient. [Paraphrase.] 
If we are to secure moderation of Chile’s present mood, I think more 
concrete representations will be necessary, such as would be used 
between business competitors. I do not mean, however, to recom- 
mend—and not at all under present conditions—anything suggestive 
of retaliation, although I have a feeling that a firm policy of defense 
by the United States is necessary. I shall take no action until I 
receive instructions. [End paraphrase. | 

| COLLIER 

258346—42—vol. 139
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825.85 /42 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Santraco, August 30, 1927— 3 p.m. 
[ Received 6 p. m.] 

115. Government has sent to Congress project of law embodying 
all points of my 111, August 25, 4 p. m., except point 2. Omission of 
latter will probably greatly diminish opposition to bill by British 

shipowners and eliminate that of other nations. Grace Line is seri- 
ously and almost solely threatened. I renew request for instructions 

by cable. 
CoLLIER 

825,85/42 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State (Castle) to the Ambassador 
in Chile (Collier) 

{Paraphrase] 

WasHINcTon, August 31, 1927—6 p. m. 
37. Embassy’s telegrams: No. 109, August 22, 11 a. m.; No. 111, 

August 25, 4 p. m.; No. 115, August 30, 3 p. m. 
1. It is the feeling of the Department that objection may properly 

be raised by the Government of the United States with respect to 
point 3 in Embassy’s synopsis of proposed law and also with respect 
to preferential export duties or bounties of similar effect should 
measures such as those contemplated in point 2 be brought up again. 

You should try in every proper way to dissuade the Government of 
Chile from applying the above discriminatory measures, pointing out 
that Chilean ships and their cargoes pay the same duties and charges 
in American ports as American ships and their cargoes, and that the 
failure of Chile to accord reciprocal treatment to American ships 
would be viewed by the Government of the United States with the 
greatest regret. You may say also the policy of national treatment 

of shipping has become almost universal and that according to avail- 
able information only two nations at the present time depart there- 
from. Almost invariably such discriminatory policies lead to 
controversies with other states. 

2. The following is for your information and guidance. The two 
nations to which reference is made above are Mexico and Portugal. 
In the case of the latter, representatives of maritime nations have made 
strong representations.'* 

3. As to point 1, while the Government of the United States does not 
question the legal right of nations to subsidize shipping, yet it must 
point out that the granting of subsidies to ships using the Panama 

Correspondence not printed. .



CHILE 529 

Canal, with the avowed object of relieving such ships of the burden of 
tolls which competing ships are obliged to pay, would change the pres- 
ent status whereby the Canal is used by vessels of all countries on an 
equal footing. The Government of the United States would view with 
concern any step which would tend to substitute for the present regime 
of equality in the use of the Canal one of special advantage. You may 
discuss this matter in the above sense with the appropriate authorities. 
If these authorities should refer to mail payments to the Grace Line by 
the Government of the United States, you may indicate that these pay- 
ments have no relation to Canal tolls and that similar payments are 
made by the Government of the United States to lines operating in 
other parts of the world. 

For your information. The Department understands that payments 
to the Grace Line for carrying United States mail to the west coast of 

South America during the fiscal year ending June 30, 1927, amounted 
to $284,801, and to the Chilean Line, the Compafifa Sud Americana de 
Vapores, whose ships it is proposed to subsidize, $50,883. The Grace 
Line employs four ships and has approximately two sailings a month, 

while the Chilean Line employs two ships and has one sailing a month. 
Possibly it was the disparity in such payments which prompted the 
recommendation of a subsidy to the Chilean Line. It may be useful 
in this connection to ascertain the payments by the Chilean Government 
to the two companies for carrying the mail. 

On the basis of its present information regarding point 4 the Depart- 
ment perceives no grounds for objection. 

It is the desire of the Department to conclude a general commercial 
treaty with Chile containing provisions for reciprocal national treat- 
ment of shipping. On August 19 instructions were mailed to you.® 
Kindly employ especial diligence to prevent the adoption of a policy so 
gravely at variance with United States treaty aims. 

Inform Department fully of any action by you. In case you discuss 
the question with your colleagues, you should be careful to avoid any 
suggestion of joint action. You should not threaten retaliation in any 
discussions with Chilean officials. 

CASTLE 

825.85/43 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Santraco, September 1, 1927—3 p. m. 
[Received 4:45 p. m.] 

118. Supplementing my 115, August 30, 3 p. m. Proposed law 
omitted paragraph 2 of commission’s recommendations because section 

* Ante, p. 517.
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17 of nitrate law already gives President power to pay bounty to 
producers who ship on Chilean ships. Much anxiety amongst diplo- 
mats of shipping countries, all cabling their Governments for 
instructions. 

CoLLIER 

825.85/44 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Santiaco, September 2, 1927—6 p. m. 
[Received September 83—6:10 p. m.] 

120. James Heavey, Chilean manager Grace Line, called today. 
Believes nationalistic movement in Chile will result in passage of 
ship subsidy law substantially as reported. Says there will be prob- 
ably many purchases of new boats. Braun and Blanchard, owners 

of existing service between Valparaiso, Punta Arenas and Buenos 
Aires, already have plans ask Government for guarantee of loan for 
purchase of at least four new ships for European and North American 
trade. He also said Government member of nitrate board contem- 
plates immediately putting into effect section 17 of nitrate law author- 

izing additional [subsidies?] to Chilean ships that carry nitrate. 
Moreover all shipping interests are greatly agitated by provision in 
the report of joint committee appointed to study revision of tariff 
which authorizes President to grant additional reduction of duty equal 
to 25 pesos per ton on several classes of merchandise including struc- 
tural steel, vehicles, agricultural machinery and many other articles. 
Heavey estimates this represents at least 70 percent of American 
exports to Chile. Foreigners, especially British, greatly agitated by 
this provision claiming that inasmuch as existing Chilean lines to 
foreign countries only touch American ports this will give great ad- 
vantage to American exporters. Undoubtedly this proposed tariff 
provision as well as all features of shipping law would stimulate 
American export trade at least until Chile purchases new ships and 
establishes services to Europe. This provision should be carefully 

considered by the Department but I assume that you wish your 
instructions in your cipher telegram 37, August 31, 6 p. m., complied 
with and I will do so unless otherwise instructed. — 

CoLLIER
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825.85/42 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Chile (Collier) 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasuineoton, September 14, 1927—2 p. m. 
41. Department’s telegram No. 37, August 31, 6 p. m. 
(1) The Department has noted the considerations set forth in your 

telegram No. 120, September 2, 5 p. m., but, nevertheless, it desires that 
every effort be made to dissuade the Government of Chile from apply- 
ing discriminatory import duties in favor of Chilean ships. 

(2) Your telegrams No. 118, September 1, 3 p. m., and No. 120, 
September 2, 5 p.m. Bounties contemplated under section 17 of the 
nitrate law if paid to shippers would apparently be similar in effect to 
preferential import duties. You should, therefore, try to dissuade the 
Government of Chile from applying the former measure on the same 
general grounds as the latter, namely, that neither Chilean ships nor 
their cargoes are subjected to discriminatory treatment in ports of the 
United States as compared with American ships. 

Grace and Company has informed the Department that the National 
Nitrate Council has passed a measure, to become effective upon the 
approval of the President, providing for a payment of 7 pesos per 
metric ton in favor of Chilean ships for nitrate carried to Canada, 
Cuba, and the United States. Grace and Company consider that this 
measure, in conjunction with preferential import duties, will seriously 
affect their interests. | 

Inform the Department whether the payments referred to by the 
Grace Line would be made to shippers or to shipowners. The Depart- 
ment is giving consideration to the question whether representations 
should be made regarding payments to Chilean shipowners based on 
quantity of cargo carried and distance transported, but you should take 
no action with regard to such measures without specific instructions. 

(3) Your telegram No. 119, September 1.1* It is not entirely clear 
to the Department whether the mileage subsidy of 2 pesos per ton of 
coal transported in Chilean ships for each one thousand kilometers 
would be payable to shippers or to shipowners. If payable to shippers, 
its effect would be similar to the discriminatory measures mentioned 
above and appropriate representations in the same sense should be 
made, 

Telegraph as soon as possible as to the probable effect of your rep- 
resentations, also, whether the representatives of other countries have 
made representations, and if so, to what effect. 

KELLoca 

* Post, p. 537.
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825.85/49 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Santraco, September 17, 1927—11 a. m. 
[Received 2:21 p. m.] 

133. My telegram number 118, September 1, 4 [3] p.m. President 
of Chile yesterday issued decree under sections 17 and 33 of nitrate 
law granting to Chilean ships carrying nitrate to foreign countries 
the following bounties per metric quintal: To countries [south?] of 
the Panama Canal, 50 Chilean centavos; to countries north of Panama 
Canal, including Cuba and the Antilles, 70 Chilean centavos; to coun- 
tries on Atlantic seaboard, 1 Chilean centavo. Decree goes into effect 
as soon as published in Diario Oficial. Bounty is paid to ship and 
not to producer. Correct the error in point 2 of my telegram 111, 
of August 25, 4 p. m., and my 118, of September 1, 3 p.m. Error 
was due to incorrect newspaper report of law. 

COLLIER 

825.85/50 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Santiaco, September 20, 1927—11 a. m. 
[Received 9:15 p. m.] 

136. Your 41, September 14,2 p.m. Supplementing my 133, Sep- 
tember 17, 11 a. m. Yesterday I had separate conversations with 
regard to ship subsidies with the President of the Republic, Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, Under Secretary, Chief of Diplomatic Section, 
prominent Senator, prominent Deputy on committee to which bill 
has been referred, German and French Ministers, Dutch and British 
Chargés. First four apparently much impressed by my representa- 
tions; diplomats mentioned have also made representations. Prin- 
cipal British opposition is due to their belief that preferentia] duties 
will favor American export trade. However, owing to bad effects 
of proposed bill on British service between Valparaiso and New 
York, they have same reasons for opposition to bill as Grace Line. 
I am informed from other sources that British Foreign Office called 

Chilean Minister to Great Britain to its office and made very strong 
representations to him. Possibly such action by you with Davila?’ 
would be helpful especially if there is a possibility of increase of 
duties by us to counteract effect' of Chilean discrimination and 
bounties. I believe all persons connected with the Foreign Office 

“ Chilean Ambassador at Washington, Oct, 6, 1927.
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believe bill as drafted most unwise. Under Secretary says he took 
my note*® in which I made strong representations against repay- 
ment Panama Canal dues and tariff preference and bounties to Min- 
ister of Finance who has promised him to reconsider bill. He made 
same promise to me when I saw him at suggestion of President of 
Republic. I am soon to have another long talk with him. I also 
talked with Delcourt, head of the Nitrate Bureau, and Simon, head 
of the Budget Bureau, both of them members of commission that 
recommended ship subsidy bill. Senator and Deputy with whom I 

talked believe bill as drafted very faulty ...I feel confident 
before final passage provisions as to Canal tolls will be stricken out 
and there is strong probability that preferential duties will be elim- 
inated and possibly bounties to ships and that instead there will 
be a lump sum subvention with provisions for diminution in case 
companies do not drum up commerce and get full cargoes. If sec- 
tion 317 of customs law 7° is applicable, may be well for Department 
to let Davila know of its existence even if inexpedient to intimate 
that it will be put into effect. I shall not relax my efforts although 
I have repeatedly urged reciprocity of treatment and have not hinted 
at reprisals even to counteract unfair discrimination. 

COLLIER 

825.85 /52 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Santiago, September 21, 19287—6 p. m. 
[ Received 11:45 p. m.] 

141. Have made further representations to Minister of Foreign 
Affairs as to proposed law favoring mercantile marine, calling at- 
tention to principles of Geneva convention 19237° (see Trade 
Information Bulletin 202, stating that even if Chile has not rati- 
fied it, 1t should not be forgotten as expression of its delegate as to 
principles that should govern, and that the United States in fact — 
adopts this liberal practice wherever reciprocal treatment is not 
denied to it. 

Minister of Hacienda lunched with me today privately. I dis- 
cussed matter fully with him and I am assured by him that he will 
give personal reconsideration to bill and redraft it and that provision 

* Note No. 802, Sept. 12, enclosed with despatch No. 1184, Sept. 13, not printed; 
this pb ewes ened on Department’s telegram No. 37, Aug. 31, 6 p. m., p. 528. 

” Convention and statute on the international regime of maritime ports and 
protocol of signature, signed at Geneva, Dec. 9, 1923; League of Nations Treaty 
Series, vol. Lv1lr, p. 285,
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as to the Panama Canal toll dues will be stricken out. I also 
believe preferential duties will be eliminated and possibly also in 
near future payment to ships of peso per ton of nitrate carried 

by them. He made following interesting statement “Although this 
payment is made to ships it is intended to benefit producers who 
unquestionably will decline to send nitrate on Chilean ships unless 
freight is reduced by this amount paid to ships by the Govern- 
ment.” Practically, this payment therefore is considered by him 
as bounty to producers. I believe Government eventually will sub- 
stitute law granting lump sum subvention or payments for main- 
tenance service on designated routes. 

COLLIER 

825.85/60 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Sant1aco, October 28, 1927—3 p. m. 
[Received 8 p. m.]| 

163. Government has published ship subsidy bill substituting 
[bill?] mentioned in my 141, October [September] 21, 6 p. m. and 
previous telegrams. Summary of new bill is as follows: 

Article 1. President of the Republic authorized to spend up to 
2,000,000 pesos annually as subventions to national companies which 
have maintained for more than 3 years a regular service through 
the Panama Canal. This subvention to be regulated in proportion 
to the quantity of cargo carried by the respective companies. 

Article 2. Companies accepting these benefits are to share net 
proceeds with the State as follows: 

Reserves are first to be deducted and from balance a dividend 
of 10 percent is to be paid stockholders and the residue distributed 
proportionately between stockholders and the State, the latter being 
considered as holding shares of a value equal to 10 times sub- 
vention paid during the year. Government to name a director 
on the companies that accept the subsidy. 

Article 3. President of the Republic authorized to contract for 
account of companies, and with Government guarantee, loans that 
may be required for acquiring ships destined to foreign commerce 
or coastwise trade. These loans to be guaranteed by mortgages 
on the ships, companies to arrange to take care of the service of 
the loans. 

Article 4. Expenses occasioned by the law are to be met by 
increasing all consular duties 10 percent. 

Article 5. New law to go into effect January Ist, 1928. 

Consular fees are frequently based on value of invoice. I assume 
proposed increase affects consular invoices of imports from all coun-
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tries whether Chilean vessels maintain service with them or not. 
If so proposed increase seems to me unobjectionable in principle 
and possibly beneficial to American exports. Personally, cannot 
see ground for objection to new bill but would appreciate Depart- 
ment’s instructions. 

COLLIER 

825.032/47 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Chile (Hofer) to the Secretary of State 

santiago, Vovember 9, 1927—S5 p. m. 
[Received 11:45 p. m.] 

172. The President has formally called Congress into special session 
November 15th. Subjects on the agenda affecting American interests 
are: 

1. Appropriate measures for Chilean delegation to the Pan Ameri- 
can Conference at Havana” which will be definitely appointed ac- 
cording to the Minister of Foreign Affairs within a week. 

2. New ship subsidy bill. 
8. Revision of the tariff regulations. 
4, Insurance bill.” 
5. Coal bill. 

The petroleum bill for the exploitation of Chilean oil fields so far 
not on the agenda. 

Fearing that proposed legislation may contemplate the payment 
of a further Government bounty for nitrate carried by Chilean vessels 
and the proposed tariff revision may contain a provision as rumored 
that shipments of iron and steel carried by Chilean bottoms are to 
recelve a 25-peso per ton rebate, I have reiterated to Minister of 
Foreign Affairs point of Department’s telegram 41, September 14, 
2 p.m., the first four paragraphs of Ambassador’s note 802, September 
12th to Foreign Office transmitted to the Department in despatch 
number 1184, September 13th.2* Netherlands Chargé d’Affaires is 
protesting against any legislation providing for bounties or [rebates]. 

I understand the President desires to railroad all legislation, the 
exact status of which is in many cases obscure, through Congress as 
fast as possible. 

HoFer 

*' Held at Habana, Jan. 16-Feb. 20, 1928. 
” See pp. 541 ff. 

See pp. 587 ff. 
* Note No. 802 and despatch No. 1184 not printed.
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825.85 /66a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Chile (Hofer) 

[Paraphrase] 

Wasuineton, November 22, 1927—1 p. m. 
62. Department’s telegram No. 61, dated November 19, 1 p. m.”° 

In regard to any proposed tariff or shipping legislation by which 
discriminating import duties would be imposed in favor of cargo 
carried in Chilean ships, you are instructed, unless you see some 
objection, to invite the attention of the appropriate authorities to 

the following laws of this country. 
1. Subject to the stipulations contained in section 4228 of the Re- 

vised Statutes, mentioned below, section 2502 (as amended) provides 
that a discriminating duty of 10 percent shall be imposed on mer- 
chandise imported into the United States in foreign ships. However, 
the President, by section 4228, is empowered to suspend the applica- 
tion of this measure in favor of ships of any nation which presents 
satisfactory evidence that it does not lay discriminating duties on 
the cargoes of American ships. In accordance with this stipulation 
a Presidential proclamation dated November 1, 1850,7° suspended the 
application of such discriminating duties insofar as Chilean ships 
were concerned, the suspension to continue effective as long as re- 
ciprocal exemption of American ships from discriminatory treatment 
was continued by Chile. 
When referring to the above stipulations of law, you should indi- 

cate that the adoption by the Chilean Government of the discrimina- 
tory measure in question would eliminate the only basis on which 
the President of the United States is empowered to continue in sus- 
pension the law by which Chilean ships would be subjected to similar 
discriminatory treatment in American ports. 

2. If any proposal for discriminatory tonnage or other similar 

dues on American ships be made, you should, unless you see some 
objection, inform the Chilean authorities that American laws pro- 
viding for discriminatory tonnage dues have also been suspended as 

far as Chilean ships are concerned, but that the President of the 
United States is empowered to hold these laws in suspension only so 
long as American ships receive national treatment with regard to 
such dues and charges in Chilean ports. 

8. You should indicate that the intent of the laws to which refer- 
ence is made is that the ships of each foreign government shall enjoy 
in American ports the identical privileges which the same class of 
American ships and cargo may enjoy in the said foreign country. 

Ketioaa 

7° Not printed. 
*9 Stat. 1004,
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825.85/67 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[ Wasuineton,| December 6, 1927. 
The Chilean Ambassador called on me today in relation to the laws 

pending before the Chilean Congress. He said the Chilean Gov- 
ernment was going to abandon the discriminatory tariff duties and 
any law to refund canal tolls and that if they did anything, they 
would make a straight subsidy to Chilean steamship lines. I told 
him of course we had no objection to that; that my objection to 
the other procedure was that we gave uniform rates through the 
Canal to all nations; that at one time we had a law giving American 
coastwise ships free tolls; that I had no idea that Congress would 
ever go back to the free toll system but if foreign countries com- 
menced to refund their tolls, quite likely the Congress would 
discriminate in favor of American ships. 

So far as the tariff duties are concerned, I told him we are in 
favor of even tariffs to all nations on all goods, whether carried in 
domestic or foreign bottoms, but if any countries commenced to dis- 
criminate on goods carried in foreign bottoms, we automatically 
would be compelled to do the same. He said he had perhaps gone 
farther with his Government than he ought and that he had told 
them he thought it was very unwise after having taken the matter 
up with American interests. I thanked him very much and told 
him I thought it was satisfactory as to the progressive tariff on oil. 
He said he thought he had arranged it satisfactorily to the American 
business interests and copper and nitrate companies. He said that 
the House of Representatives had passed a law; that the Senate was 
going to postpone it. He said it was largely on his advice; that the 
cost of manufacturing copper in this country had been constantly 
going down and the cost in Chile had been going up so that they 
were about equal and he thought if additional burdens were placed 
upon the copper companies, the companies would develop more copper 
in this country and less in Chile. 

REPRESENTATIONS TO THE CHILEAN GOVERNMENT REGARDING 

EFFECTS OF PROPOSED COAL LAW ON AMERICAN INTERESTS 

825.6362/18 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Santiago, September 1, 1927—4 p. m. 
: , [Received 5:30 p. m.] 

119. Government has sent to Congress proposed law to aid coal 
industry. It provides for a Government coal board, imposes heavy 
increased duties on coal and crude petroleum, creates fund for port
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works and for loans not exceeding 20 million pesos to private persons 
for construction of [colliers], grants annual subsidy of 10 pesos per 
ton of cargo capacity for ships constructed in Chile and a mileage 
subsidy of 2 pesos per ton of coal transported in Chilean vessels per 
1,000 kilometers. Full text and analysis of bill will reach you Sep- 
tember 29th.?7_ This should be considered in connection with proposed 
ship subsidy law.?® 

CoLLIER 

825.6362/21 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Chile (Collier) 

WasHtneton, October 10, 1927—noon. 
50. Your despatch 1166, September 1st.2® The Department has re- 

ceived a protest from the Chile Copper Company and the Andes 
Copper Mining Company on the ground that the proposed coal law 
singles out American copper companies for discriminatory taxation 
which in application will soon amount practically to confiscation of 
their properties. The Department is not yet convinced that a formal 
protest would be justified but you may nevertheless bring the matter 
informally to the attention of the Minister for Foreign Affairs point- 
ing out that since it appears impracticable for the copper companies 
to use coal instead of oil the proposed progressive duty upon the 
latter will apparently prevent them from operating at a fair profit 
and that the exemption of Diesel engine oil suggested by the Chilean 
Ambassador will not help matters unless extended to include fuel oil. 
Please impress upon the Minister for Foreign Affairs that while the 
Department does not question the right of the Chilean Government 
to enact legislation for the legitimate encouragement of Chilean in- 
dustries it is greatly concerned over the probable effects of this par- 
ticular measure and cannot believe that any law which might threaten 
the existence of the American copper interests in Chile could ulti- 
mately benefit that country. : 

KELLOGG 

825.6362/24 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Santraco, October 19, 1927—noon. 
[Received 2:05 p. m.] 

151. Your 50, October 10, noon. Under Secretary of Foreign Af- 
fairs tells me that my representations were forwarded to Minister 

77 Despatch No. 1166, Sept. 1, not printed: - oe . 
“See pp.526 ff a 
“Not printed; see Ambassador’s telegram No. 119, supra. os
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of Hacienda who assures Foreign Office that he will make changes 
in law which will save the United States interests from injury. The 
answer is somewhat indefinite but hopeful. I will watch developments. 

COLLIER 

825.6362/25 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Chile (Collier) 

WasuHineton, Vovember 1, 1927—7 p.m. 
58. Department informed by American interests that Chilean Gov- 

ernment is paying little attention to protests made by their repre- 
sentative, Mr. Seibert, against the coal bill, which has already been 
approved by the Joint Committee of Congress. Department had 
hoped that no definite action would be taken pending the receipt of 
full report which 1t understands Chilean Ambassador, following 
conferences in New York, is making to President Ibafiez. Please 
investigate and cable briefly report on present situation. 

KELLOGG 

825.6362/30 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Santiaco, Vovember 2, 1927—4 p. m. 
[Received 8 p. m.] 

168. Your 58, November 1, 7 p. m. It is true Chilean Govern- 
ment shows unwillingness to modify coal and petroleum bill. Min- 
ister of Hacienda last Sunday published full page exposition in local 
newspapers, criticising American companies for not having made 
representations as to innumerable and varied propositions and sug- 
gestions criticising methods for protecting the coal industry advanced 
during the last 5 years. His exposition also sought to justify Gov- 
ernment’s action and challenges statements made by local represen- 
tatives of North American interests as to burden which proposed 
new law will impose upon them. I immediately addressed a note 
to Foreign Office defending companies for not having bothered Gov- 
ernment with representations as to proposals that had not received 
Government’s approbation and referring to Minister of Hacienda’s 
admission that Government’s proposition was not published until 
September 2nd, and that companies’ representations were made Sep- 
tember 29th, and the American Government’s representations, based 
upon necessarily partial and incomplete information, were made 
October 14th. I requested, in view of the immensity of interests in- 
volved, that the matter be studied further by Chilean Government
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and opportunity be given American Government to become more 
fully apprised as to the facts. 

I have engagements to see Minister of Foreign Affairs and Presi- 
dent of the Republic as to matter today. Minister of War and 
Minister of Fomento are dining with me tonight. Last-mentioned 
should be particularly interested. I will endeavor to present the 
matter to all of them and also will see Minister of Hacienda if 
possible. 

Rampant protectionist sentiment and desperate condition of Chile 
coal industry, coupled with [paraphrase] the reported statement that 
powerful Chilean nitrate companies are willing to accept an increased 
duty on coal which they use provided that the Chilean Government 
will reduce the export duty on nitrate [end paraphrase], make it 
doubtful whether duties will be materially reduced; but I will do 
the best I can. Incidentally it should be borne in mind that loss of 
revenue caused by any possible reduction of nitrate export duties 
will be made up by increased taxes, probably on copper and possibly 
on iron ore. 

COLLIER : 

$25.6362/33 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Chile (Hofer) to the Secretary of State 

Sant1aco, Vovember 16, 1927—noon. 
[Received 5:50 p. m.] 

176. Ambassador’s telegram 168, November 2,4 p.m. Chamber of 
Deputies passed coal bill substantially as reported by joint committee 
late yesterday after short discussion. Bill expected to be sent promptly 
to the Senate. 

[Paraphrase.] Seibert says that there is little hope for effective 
modifications since prestige of Government and Minister of Finance, 
who has suffered much embarrassment by protests, is involved if Con- 
gress does not promptly approve bill. [End paraphrase. ] 

Horer 

825.6362/40 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Sant1aco, December 10, 1927—1 p. m. 
[ Received 2:35 p. m.] 

186. Have continued efforts to secure modification of coal and petro- 
leum bill. Minister of Foreign Affairs on November 30th answered 
note referred to in telegram 168, November 2, 4 p. m., reiterating that
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Chilean Government felt copper companies had delayed unduly in mak- 
ing protests and also challenged accuracy of their figures and con- 
clusions and stated that it was difficult to accede to request. for prolonga- 
tion of the study of this measure but that “as a demonstration of its 
good will the Government had proposed to Congress an addition to 
law permitting President of the Republic for a period of one year to 
make resolutions as to the matter if he believed such action consistent 
with national interest.” JI understand intention is to authorize Presi- 
dent to suspend or modify application of law if in his judgment wise. 
Meantime thorough investigation of the situation will be made. 

William Braden * has had numerous conferences with President and 
Minister of Hacienda as to this bill and also existing tax laws and is 
about to leave, hopeful and fairly well satisfied with this arrangement. 
There has been a formal interchange of notes between him and Minister 
of Hacienda providing for such a study of entire situation in fulfillment 
of assurance given me by Foreign Office as above-mentioned. 

CoLLIER 

REPRESENTATIONS TO THE CHILEAN GOVERNMENT REGARDING 
EFFECTS OF PROPOSED INSURANCE LEGISLATION ON AMERICAN 

INTERESTS 

825.506/4 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Chile (Collier) 

Wasuineron, May 5, 1927—10 a. m. 
19. Home Insurance Company of New York calls Department’s 

attention to a cablegram from its agent in Chile reading in part as 
follows: 

“Minister Finance has published his intentions to nationalize in- 
surance as soon as possible. Principal points are as follows. Gov- 
ernment will form a reinsurance company. Foreign companies will 
be eliminated. Native companies must reinsure their surplusses with 
Government company. When law is passed companies will be con- 
sidered national only if two-thirds of capital belongs to Chileans.” 

It is stated that British and German companies doing business in 
Chile have asked for diplomatic intervention. Home Insurance Com- 
pany desires this Government to protest against measure as being 
confiscatory. Please inquire of Foreign Office concerning proposed 
measure and report fully by telegraph, especially with regard to ex- 
tent to which it appears to be confiscatory. Department has requested 

* Mining engineer and capitalist of New York. 
In telegram No. 29, Feb. 8, 1928, 3 p. m. (not printed), the Ambassador in 

Chile informed the Department that the coal law had been signed by the President 
on Jan. 9, 1928 (file No. 825.6362/43).
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company to furnish information concerning nature and extent of its 
business and property interests in Chile. 

KELLOGG 

825.506/5 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Santiaco, May 13, 1927—5 p. m. 
[Received 11:15 p. m.] 

64. Your No. 19, May 5,10 a.m. Just prior to its receipt I had 
made informal representations to Minister of Foreign Affairs as to 
proposed insurance law, and have subsequently conversed with him. 
He says my representations will receive serious consideration but 
have been sent by him to the Minister of the Treasury whose project 
this is. Its provisions are correctly stated in your cable. As yet 
it cannot be said to have had indorsement of Cabinet although proba- 
bly reflecting the avowed policy of this administration to promote 
national interests in every way possible. German and British Min- 
isters who have made rather vigorous protest owing to their large 
interests, believe project will be adopted and this is not unlikely, 
although not apt to occur at once, and some substantial amendment 
may be made. Ministers of Treasury, Interior and Public Works 
dined with me last night. The first-named told me the matter was 
not ready for immediate enactment, although he felt that much if 
not all insurance should be effected in Chilean compantes and that 
French companies had been driving them out of the field by rather 
unfair methods. I pointed out mutual advantages that would permit 
French companies to continue business and unfairness, practically 
amounting to that which might be considered destruction of property 
rights, if French companies were prohibited from carrying [on] a 
business which they had established in the past at considerable ex- 
pense. Except in this respect I do not see anything confiscatory. 
Chilean Government appears inclined to consider this as simply with- 
drawal of a license to each business issued without any consideration 
entitling it to be considered permanent and does not consider it con- 
fiscatory. Am acting independently of British and German Ministers 
but in close touch with them. Minister of Hacienda in submitting his 
project to commission appointed to consider insurance question said 
that it was not official and should be considered only as basis for 
study. I know of no inquiries as to their business yet made from 
foreign companies but if law is enacted new companies will be subject 
to inspection by Superintendent of Insurance and required to furnish 

all pertinent information that may be desired by him. 
CoLLIER
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§25.506/8 ; Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Santraco, August 1, 1927—4 p. m. 
[Received August 2—38:15 p. m.] 

97. My telegram number 64, May 13, 5 p. m. and despatches 1079, 
May 21st, and 1185, July 16th en route,®? with enclosures to the last. 
IT report that insurance bill, modified and made more drastic, was 
sent recently to Congress with urgent message requesting immediate 
passage in form presented. This draft of law limits insurance 
business in future to nationally organized companies and requires 
that all reinsurance be effected through the caja of reinsurance. 
However, it permits foreign companies now doing [business?] in 
Chile to reorganize as national companies. Minister of Hacienda 
tells me that the general provision that two-thirds of stock must be 
owned by citizens or residents of Chile does not apply to last-men- 
tioned case and that existing foreign companies may reorganize 
and stock may be held by foreigners in the same proportions as at 
present. Agents for American companies dread requirement of 
reorganization as national companies because of great powers given 
to Superintendent of Insurance who may not only fix rates but 
determine amount of risk that may be carried and dictate with what 
company reinsurance may be effective. Nevertheless agents of 
American companies believe that the grant of such powers to Super- 
intendent of Insurance, although apt to be exercised capriciously 
for the purpose [of] driving foreign insurance out of business, cannot 
be questioned in principle as violative of international or constitu- 
tional right. Proposed legislation does not appear confiscatory 
unless refusal to allow continuance of a business which has acquired 
a goodwill value can be so considered. 

In order to prevent insurance from being written by foreign 
owners of property located in Chile in foreign companies, the act 
as now drafted in section 59 imposes tax on such policies equal to 
half of premium that would be charged by Chilean national com- 
panies and imposes very heavy fines in addition to | for?] failure to 
pay. Prior to incorporation of this provision in the bill, the big 
American business interests had expected to avoid hardships of the 
Jaw by insuring in New York with New York companies and the for- 
elon insurance doing business in Chile had hoped this possibility of the 
insurance business being thus diverted from Chile to foreign coun- 
tries would convince the framers of the bill of the inexpediency 
of the proposed legislation. 

All are greatly perturbed by new provision and wish assistance 
of our Government. 

= Despatches not printed. 
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I have had three opportunities to discuss matter directly with 
Minister of Hacienda who earnestly advocates this legislation. I 
got him to withdraw the request for urgent action by Congress but 
matter has been referred to a joint committee of House and Senate 
and it is possible that measure will be rushed through notwithstand- 
ing he assured me his purpose in withdrawing urgency request was 
to permit me to communicate with you and obtain instruction. 

There have been intimations that article 59 would be stricken out 
if we would not oppose rest of legislation. Best-informed agent for 
American companies believes this will be the maximum which we 
can accomplish and that if this section is eliminated it will result in 

either abandonment of the bill or eventual repeal. 
I know of no treaty obligations preventing Chile from limiting in- 

surance business to its own citizens. I request Department’s instruc- 
tions as to any principles of international jaw that may be invoked. 
I have made representations to Ministry of Foreign Affairs that pro- 
posed law is injurious to mutual commercial interests, inconsistent 
with fundamental idea of insurance to spread loss and that it is par- 
ticularly hazardous to Chile to seek to insure itself, considering possi- 
bility of catastrophe by earthquake with enormous incidental loss. 

I have told Minister of Hacienda that in my opinion section 59 in- 
fringes upon sovereignty foreign countries and trespasses upon right 
of foreigners to make legitimate contracts in foreign countries with 
other foreigners. I believe he is impressed by this reasoning and that 
it is for this reason there have been intimations that he may change 
this provision especially if optional provisions were withdrawn. But 
I have specifically declared that I have no authority to compromise 
in this manner and that I await your instructions. British, French 
and German colleagues, who have been cooperating, are much pleased 
with my success in getting Minister to notify Congress that measure 
may not be considered urgent. 

Foreign Chamber[s] of Commerce in Chile have all or practically 
all petitioned Government not to pass measure and some Chilean busi- 
ness interests are expressing doubt as to wisdom of legislation and it is 
said that some national insurance companies fear workings of law but 

hardly dare oppose it. 
I have been careful to say nothing that indicates possibility of any 

retaliation afterward and other so-called nationalistic legislation in- 
tended to promote Chilean industry. 

[Paraphrase.] If the Department believes it wise to point out that 
this legislation which is intended to exclude forejgners or to limit 
unorganized opportunities is undesirable, I recommend that it be 
done through conversations between you and the Chilean Ambassador 
to the United States.
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I have conversed with two vice presidents of the National City Bank 
of New York, now in Santiago, and with Doctor Kemmerer and we 
agree that the proposed legislation is likely to be detrimental to the 
real economic interests of Chile but [omission?] because of official or 
business relations with the Chilean Government. Instructions 
requested. [End paraphrase. ] 

. COLLIER 

825.506/8 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Chile (Collier) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHincton, August 8, 1927—noon. 
31. The Department has not yet received proposed Chilean law 

nationalizing insurance. However, upon the information at hand, 
the Department does not think a protest 1s warranted upon grounds 
that the law under international law would be confiscatory and vio- 
lative of the rights of American citizens. Nor does the Department 
think that article 59 infringes upon the sovereignty of foreign coun- 
tries and trespasses upon the rights of foreigners as you suggest. 
However, the Department believes that you are warranted in urging 
that it be eliminated because it would interfere with free and mutually 
beneficial intercourse between the United States and Chile. At your 
discretion you may take up this matter again informally with the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

KEt1Loce 

825.506/18 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Santr1aco, September 12, 1927—noon. 
[Received 6:40 p. m.] 

129. Supplementing my 114.°* Joint committee has reported in- 
surance bill with amendments to Chamber of Deputies. All efforts 
by myself and commercial attaché and interested American enterprises 
to get printed or specific information about committee amendments 
have so far been unavailing, report “not yet having been printed for 
distribution”. It is understood that existing foreign agencies will 
be allowed to continue business with present personnel and without 
reorganizing as national companies upon condition that in addition 
to amount required for mathematical reserves they invest 2,000,000 

* Dated Aug. 30, 1927, 11 a. m.; not printed.
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pesos in Chilean securities or property that can be readily liquidated 
and that they pay a tax on premiums collected 50 percent greater 
than the tax to be paid by national companies. 

Former section 59, modified and now made section 46, is said to pro- 
vide that every person or company who insures property located in 

Chile in companies not established in Chile must pay a tax “variable 
between 15 and 20 percent of the premium that would be collected 
by a Chilean national company”, the President of the Republic to be 
authorized to fix the tax within these limits. It is uncertain whether 
policies taken out in foreign companies whose existing agencies may 
be continued by them under the new law will be subject to this tax. 

Shall I protest against discriminatory taxation and also against 
second-mentioned tax so far as it affects policies on Chilean property 
taken out in the United States by Americans not residents of Chile? 
Cable promptly, measure likely to be rushed through. Nationalistic 
sentiment strong, mere representations as to promotion of mutual 

interests by equal or liberal treatment not apt to produce results. 
CoLLIER 

825.506/13 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Chile (Collier) 

[Paraphrase] 

WasHinetTon, September 14, 1927—6 p. m. 
42. Your telegram No. 129, September 12, noon. The Department 

can perceive no good basis for a protest against the provisions of the 
insurance law. See Department’s telegram number 31, August 8, 
noon. 

KEeELLoce 

825.506/14 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Santraaco. September 19, 1927—noon. 
[Received 12:55 p. m.] 

135. Insurance bill as amended is considered by local representa- 
tives of American fire companies already having agencies here as 
likely to result in big increase in business because it will prevent 
entrance of new foreign companies unless they nationalize and because 
it requires Chilean companies to effectuate all insurance among them- 
selves or through Government caja while requiring foreign companies 
to reinsure in caja only 20 percent. However many object even to this 
In principle, unwilling to cooperate in any way with Government in
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insurance business and on this ground threaten to discontinue agencies 
but most agents believe prospects of increased business will cause 
them not to do so. Requirement of increased deposits and heavier 
taxes even though discriminatory are not considered by agents as 
offsetting probable big increase in business and profits. National 
companies in whose interests bill was drafted not now completely 
satisfied with its provisions and may seek amendments which may 
possibly be adopted although this is not likely, moreover any further 
discussion is apt to help established foreign companies. 

COLLIER 

825.506/16 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

Santraco, September 21, 1927—3 p. m. 
[Received 7:40 p. m.] 

188. Regular session of Congress has terminated. Government 
contemplates calling special session about October 6th. Insurance 
bill will then come before Senate. I request Department’s consid- 
eration of the fact that the tax on policies negotiated by foreigners 
with foreign companies and executed in foreign countries affects not 
only msurance on real estate, that is, buildings, but also insurance 
on personal property, machinery and other chattels and also insur- 
ance against loss of prospective profits caused by interruption of 
business due to fire. Am informed that one of three great American 
copper companies carries 12 million dollars against loss of prospec- 
tive profits, presumably the others carry proportionate insurance. 
Attorneys for American interests have argued that if such contracts 
relating to personal property even though used in connection with 
or derived from real estate situated in Chile can thus be taxed, it 
would appear that any contract affecting such personal property, as 
for instance mortgages and assignments, could be taxed. Does this 
in the Department’s opinion affect its decision that no representa- 
tion should be made against this feature of the law? 

| | CoLLIER 

825.506/16 : Telegram ; . | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Chile (Collier) 

Ce 7 WasHineton, September. 27,-1927—7 p. m. 

47. Your 1388, September 21, 3 p.m. As there is no discrimina- 
tion against: American concerns there is.no apparent ground for a 
formal protest but in your discretion you may continue to urge
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informally that the provision in question be eliminated upon the 
ground that it would interfere with business between the two 
countries. 

CaRR 

825.506/21 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Chile (Hofer) to the Secretary of State 

Santraco, Movember 17, 1927—6 p. m. 
[Received 10:10 p. m.] 

179. Ambassador’s telegram 138, September 21,3 p.m. Insurance 
bill passed Senate yesterday with modifications, all of which accord- 
ing to Beausire, representative of Great American and Home Insur- 
ance Companies, are acceptable to foreign companies. Article 46 
amended so as to permit insurance of properties in Chile with local 
branches of foreign insurance companies or if the risk is unacceptable 
the local companies may place insurance abroad without being subject 
to tax. 

HoFer 

825.506/22 

The Ambassador in. Chile (Collier) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1256 Santz1aco, November 29, 1927. 
[Received December 21.] 

Sim: Referring to the Embassy’s telegram No. 179 of November 
17, 5 p. m., reporting the modifications made in Article 46 of the 
redrafted Insurance Bill, I have the honor to state that on the 23 
instant the Chamber of Deputies approved the bill in question with 
all of the modifications made by the Senate with the exception of 
Article 36 which does not vitally affect foreign interests but refers 
to the question of non-taxation of local institutions of a benevolent 
or charitable character. 

The bill as presented at the opening of the special session of Con- 
gress contained several new changes beneficial to Foreign Companies 
and the subsequent amendments,—particularly in Article 46 which 
now allows local branches of foreign insurance companies to place 
insurance abroad when the insurance has been turned down by the 
local companies, without being subject to a special tax,—is consid- 
ered by Mr. Beausire as eliminating the most harmful feature of the 
bill as far as foreign companies are concerned. However, the cut- 
ting down of the required capitalization of the local companies 
to only $500,000 and of the foreign companies to $1,000,000 is some- 
what regretted by foreign interests as this it is believed will permit
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the establishment of certain local companies which would not have 
been able to have entered the field if the original amount of $1,000,- 
000 capitalization for local companies and $2,000,000 for foreign 
companies had remained in force. 

In conformity with the Department’s instructions I have refrained 
from formal protests, but I have repeatedly made informal repre- 
sentations as to the injury to the general business interests of the 
two countries likely to result from the bill as originally drafted. 

I have [etc. | Wm. Miter CoLiier 

DISAGREEMENT OF THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE WITH DECISION 
OF A CHILEAN COURT THAT A DIPLOMATIC SECRETARY DOES NOT 

ENJOY DIPLOMATIC IMMUNITY 

701.05 /135 

The Chargé in Chile (Engert) to the Secretary of State 

No. 962 Santr1aco, Vovember 22, 1926. 
[Received December 22. | 

Sir: Referring to an item mentioned on page 32 of the Embassy’s 
General Conditions Report No. 980-G of October 6, 1926, 4 I have 
the honor to transmit herewith a translation of the full text of the 
decision of the Santiago Court of Appeals which held that a Second 
Secretary of the Brazilian Embassy in Santiago—and therefore by 
inference any other diplomatic secretary in this capital—is subject 
to the jurisdiction of the Chilean courts in a criminal case, and that 
an order for his arrest and imprisonment may be issued provided 
notification thereof be given to the Brazilian Ambassador. 

As the diplomatic secretary in question was recalled by his Gov- 
ernment shortly after the case began and although the decision of 
the Court of Appeals will consequently remain without effect as re- 
gards his person, most members of the diplomatic corps in Santiago 
feel very strongly that a dangerous precedent has been set which 
should not remain unchallenged. 

For the Department’s information I am quoting below in translation 
Article I of the Chilean Code of Criminal Procedure: 

“The Tribunals of the Republic exercise jurisdiction over Chileans 
and foreigners for the purpose of judging crimes committed in its 
territory, except in the cases provided for by the rules generally 
recognized in International Law”. 

The Department will observe, moreover, that in paragraph (1) of 
the inclosed decision the exceptions made by International Law are 
admitted. But in paragraph (2) the Court is of the opinion that 
International Law recognizes diplomatic exemptions from criminal 

* Not printed.
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jurisdiction only in favor of “Ambassadors, Ministers, and Chargés 
d’A ffaires”. 

Apart from the fact that in most civilized countries no distinction 
is made between the chiefs of missions and the diplomatic secretaries 
as regards their immunity from arrest and trial by the local author- 
ities, the decision appears to contradict itself because 1t will be noted 
that in paragraph (9) it goes so far as to say that not even an Am- 
bassador could claim the privilege of exterritoriality if he committed 
a crime in Chile, as he would be subject to the jurisdiction of the 
special tribunal provided for in Article 15 of the Code of Criminal 
Procedure. | 

I have [etc. | C. Van H. ENceErr 

[Enclosure—Extracts—Translation ] 

Decision of the Santiago Court of Appeals, September 24, 1926 

1. As a general rule all persons who reside within the limits of 
a country, be they citizens or foreigners, are subject to the laws which 
that country establishes, except the exceptions recognized by interna- 
tional law, and in consequence it pertains to the tribunals of each 
nation to judge of all the acts subjected to them by its constitution 
or laws and to conserve the validity of the public authority by the 
defence and vindication of all the rights created by its laws which 
have been disregarded. 

2. That the exceptions recognized by international law, accepted 
by all civilized countries, are (1) the person of a sovereign, when he 
enters the territory of a friendly power; (2) the diplomatic agents, 
understanding as such the ambassadors and diplomatic ministers and 
chargés d’Affaires, who represent the sovereign and government of 
friendly nations; (8) the warships which sail or anchor in territorial 
waters; (4) the armies or troops of other nations which visit or pass 
in transit through national territory; 

9. That if the Secretary Barroso were not subjected to the Chilean 
Tribunals for the purpose of judging the criminal acts which he may 
have committed, he would be in a better position than the Ambassa- 
dor himself, who would have to appear because of the privilege he 
enjoys before the special tribunal established by Article 15 of the 
Code of Penal Procedure, and who would not be protected by exterri- 
toriality for the purpose of being judged by the Brazilian courts, 
because it would be a question of a common crime committed on 
Chilean territory.
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701.05/135 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Chile (Collier) 

No. 699 Wasuinoton, January 8, 1927. 
Sir: The Department refers to the Embassy’s despatch No. 962 

of November 22, 1926, enclosing a copy in translation of the decision 
of the Court of Appeals at Santiago of September 24, 1926, holding 
that a Secretary of the Brazilian Embassy in Santiago was subject 
to the jurisdiction of the Chilean courts in a criminal case and that 
he might be arrested and imprisoned for his criminal acts committed 
in Chilean territory. The Embassy states that although the decision 
of the Court will remain without practical effect as the Secretary in 
question was called home by his Government shortly after the case 
began, members of the diplomatic corps in Santiago feel that the 
decision is a dangerous precedent and should not go unchallenged. 

While the Department feels that the decision of the Court in the 
case referred to was in contravention of the generally recognized 
principle of international law that diplomatic immunity from local 
criminal jurisdiction enjoyed by heads of diplomatic missions also 
extends to the members of their suites, it is considered that this 

Government need not make a special protest against the precedent 
set by the case. However, should the diplomatic corps at Santiago 
decide that the decision merits a joint protest to the Chilean Govern- 
ment as being contrary to international law, you are authorized to 
express concurrence. 

I am [etc.] 

For the Secretary of State: 
JosepH C. Grew



. 

*
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ommuttee oF Vontrot of the suaran- International Commission of Jur- 

tor States for the Reconstruction ists: International conferences 
of Austria, consent to Austrian " . : ° 
investment loan, 442-448, 445,| Delegates at international confer- 
448, 451, 452-453, 469-470, 471- ences, U. 8., rules of precedence, 
472 420 

Committee of Experts for the Pro-| Hague peace conferences of 1899 and 
gressive Codification of Inter- 1907, and conferences on private 
national - Law, questionnaires, international law, 372, 384-385, 
410-413 387, 388 

Committee of Experts on Double| Import and Export Prohibitions and 
Taxation and Tax Evasion, par- Restrictions, Conference for the 
ticipation of United States in Abolition of. See Import and 
meeting, 286-288 Export Prohibitions and Re- 

International Commission of Jurists. strictions, ete. — 
See International Commission of | International Commission of Jurists. 
Jurists. See International Commission of 

International Joint Commission, Jurists. 
U.8.Canada. See under Canada.| Naval Armament Limitation, Three- 

Joint Commission of the Preparatory Power Conference for. See Three- 
Commission for the Disarma- Power Conference at Geneva. 
ment Conference. See under} Radiotelegraph Conference, Third In- 
Preparatory Commission. ternational, 288n 

Permanent Advisory Commission of] §pecial Commission for the Prepara- 
the League of Nations, 217 tion of a Draft Convention on the 

Relief Bonds Committee, Interna- Private Manufacture of Arms 
tional. See under Austria. and Ammunition and Imple- 

Reparation Commission, consent to ments of War. See Special Com- 
Austrian investment loan, ques- mission, etc. 
tion of, 442, 448, 445, 455, 460,] World Economic Conference. See 
463 World Economic Conference. 

Security Committee of Preparatory ; 
Commission for the Disarma-| Conflict of laws. See International 
ment Conference, question of Commission of Jurists: Accom- 

U. S. participation in work, plishments and recommendations 
206-213 concerning private international 

Special Commission for the Prepara- law. . 
tion of a Draft Convention on the} Consular officers. See Diplomatic and 
Private Manufacture of Arms consular officers. 
and Ammunition and Imple-!Conventions. See Treaties, conven- 
ments of War. See Special Com- tions, ete. 

mission, etc. . Coolidge, Calvin (President): 
St. Lawrence River Commission, 487-| Executive order regarding rules of 

488 precedence as between certain 
Temporary Mixed Commission on officers of the United States, 

Armaments, aan us 419-420 
Tripartite Claims Commission, U.8.-| yw t A l v-xxv: 

Austria and Hungary, 302-303,| Feb, 5 conereee ane ‘appro. 
304, 305-308 priation for American representa- 

Communism, statement by Secretary of tion at World Economic Confer- 
State regarding Bolshevik aims and ence, 238-239, 239-240; Feb. 10, 
policies in Mexico and Latin Amer- concerning invitation to confer- 
ica, 356-363 ence for naval armament limita- 

Conciliation, commissions of, 387, 388 tion, text, 6-8 
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Coolidge, Calvin—Continued. Diplomatic privileges, ete.—Continued. 
Three-Power Conference at Geneva: right of foreign governments to ac- 

Discussions with U. S. officials quire, without restriction, property 
and instructions to Secretary of for Embassy or Legation purposes 
State concerning, 42-438, 64, 89, in District of Columbia, 417-418 
133-134; message to Congress, | Diplomatic relations, establishment of 
Feb. 10, concerning invitation to direct relations between United 
Conference, 6-8; statement to States and Canada and of American 
press concerning failure of Con- diplomatic representation in Irish 
ference to come to agreement, Free State, 481-484 

139-140 Disarmament conferences. See Pre- 
Costa Rica, proposal for permanent paratory Commission for the Dis- 

court of American justice, 366-367 armament Conference; Three- 

Cuba, temporary parcel post convention Power Conference at Geneva; and 
with United States, x Washington Conference of 1922. 

Customs duties (see also Chile: U. S.| Discrimination. See Argentina: Naval 
representations; Import and Ex- construction; Australia; and Chile: 
port Prohibitions, ete.): Exemp- U. S. representations. 
tions enjoyed by foreign diplomatic | District of Columbia property, right of 
and consular officers in United foreign governments to acquire, 

States, 414-417; protective tariff, without restriction, for Embassy 
remarks of President Coolidge, or Legation purposes, 417-418 

Domicile, theory of, 370, 390-392 
Czechoslovakia, attitude toward Aus-| pj nin , ; ee ominican Republic. See under Bound- 

trian investment loan, 461 ary disputes. 

Diplomatic and consular officers (see . also Diplomatic privileges and Economic Conference. See World Eco- 
immunities) : nomic Conference. . 

Consuls, legal position and functions, Ecuador, protest concerning U. SB. 
411n, 412 efforts for Peruvian ratification of 

Diplomatic agents, revision of classi- Colombian-Peruvian boundary 
fication, proposed, attitude of treaty of 1922, 338-341 
Great Britain, 410; of United| Egypt, inquiry concerning ownership 
States, 411, 412 of property in District of Columbia, 

Rules of precedence as between cer- and U.S. reply, 417-418 

tain officers of United States, | Electric Boat Company, efforts to secure 
419-420 , contract to build submarines for 

U. S. oro instructions concern- Argentina, 424, 431, 482-434, 435, 
ng— 436 

Bolshevik aims and policies in| . 
Mexico and Latin America, Equality of states, 383 
356-363 Exchange of publications of the Amer- 

Foreign loans by American bank- icas, 385 
ers, questions arising from| Extradition, 382, 392-393, 412 
negotiation of, 312-315 

Suits against United States Ship-| Fisheries, disinclination of Canada to 
ping Board vessels in foreign authorize discontinuance of seine 
courts, 418 fishing in Missisquoi Bay, 511-516 

Treaties and resolutions concluded | Foreign governments, right to acquire, 
at Washington Conference, without restriction, property for 
status, 286-2388 Embassy or Legation purposes in 

Diplomatic privileges and immunities: District of Columbia, 417-418 
Disagreement of Department of France. See Three-Power Conference 

State with Chilean court decision at Geneva. 
that a diplomatic secretary does . 
not enjoy diplomatic immunity, Good offices (see also Boundary dis- 

549-551; exemptions from taxation putes), 387-388 
and customs duties enjoyed by|Grace Line, U. S. representations to 
foreign diplomatic and _ consular Chile regarding proposed legisla- 
officers in United States, 414-417; tion injurious to commercial in- 
League of Nations officials, ques- terests, 526-537 
tion of privileges of, 413-414; proj- | Great Britain (see also Australia; Can- 

ects VII and VIII of International ada; Irish Free State; and Three- 

Commission of Jurists, 385-387; Power Conference at Geneva): 
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Great Britain—Continued. International Acceptance Bank, 427-— 
Commercial ’ treaties with United 428 

tates: 1794, amity, commerce, | International boundaries. See Canada: 

spavention to regulate commerce, |p prone crossing Privileges. sulate co »! International Commission of Jurists, 
question ap piwation to Austra- representation of United States at , , , es : 

Inquiry concerning U. 8. attitude to- meets in ee Ge Janeiro, Apr. 18- 

ward— Accomplishments and d Revision of classification of diplo- Cir PS aMMeD ES | Aha FecomnmMenca- 
matic agents, 410; U. 8S. reply, P “ions concerning . 
411 rivate international ay codifica- 

Status of Teague of Nations officials, won » 869-370, 378, 390-394, 
418; U.S. reply, 414 . 

Interest in decision as to ownership Convention reel Ry 
of San Andrés Archipelago, 324, OMMMUSSION, 9: 370° 

326 U.S. declaration, 391.” .S. ; 
Great Lakes. See under Canada. U.S. participation in meetings of 

subcommission, 378 
Hague peace conferences of 1899 and Public international law, projects of 

1907, and conferences on private 369-370. 370-371. 380-390. 
. ° 3 ? wv"? 
international law, 372, 384-3885, 393-394, 406-407 

87, 38 . . American Institute of International 
Haiti. See Boundary disputes: Domin- Law: Code of private interna- 

Helium gas, U. 8. exception concerning lonal ow prepared oy ’ 
. 390, 399-400; projects of con- 

exportation, 257, 282, 285 ventions on public international 
Hull, the Hon. Cordell, remarks concern- law formul ted b ‘ 366, 370-371 

ing World Economic Conference 374-375 399. 383.383  oe4 3R5" 

and Lausanne Treaty, 239-240 386 387-389. 399-400: re ? 

Hungary. See Alien Property Custo- > 4s ’ 22 FCCOM 
af mendation of Commission of 
jan. Jurists for further cooperation, 

Immigration Act of 1924 (see also Can- 3893 394 
ada: Border-crossing privileges), Arbitral tribunal, proposal for: State- 

restrictive features, as applied to ments and explanations of U. S. 
Australian businessmen, 437-441 delegate, 367-368, 368, 369, 389— 

Import and Export Prohibitions and 390, 408-409; U. 8. attitude, 367, 

Restrictions, International Confer- 368 
ence for the Abolition of, Geneva, Codification of international law 

Oct. 17—Nov. 8, 246-285 (see also Accomplishments, 

Convention: Preliminary draft es- supra): Resolution of Fifth In- 

tablished by Economic Commit- ternational Conference of Ameri- 

tee, text, 249-253; provisions, can States, text, 364-365; résumé 

discussions and negotiations con- of accomplishments prior to 

cerning, 267-282; U.S. comments, 1927, 372-376 
254-266; U. 8. reservation con-| International conferences of Ameri- 

cerning helium gas, 257, 282, 285; can states: Proposals with polit- 

U.S. signature, 285n ical implication presented to 

League of Nations invitation: Ques- meeting of Commission of Jurists, 

tion of, 246-248; text, 248-253; reference to Sixth Conference, 

U.S. acceptance, 254 395-397; recommendation of 

U. S. delegation: Instructions, 254— Commission concerning codifica- 
266, 269-270, 271-2738, 275, 279, tion, text for presentation to 
280-281, 282; personnel, 254; Sixth Conference, 393-394; ré- 
reports, 266-269, 270-271, 273- sumé of accomplishments toward 
275, 275-279, 279, 281-282, 282- codification of international law, 
285 372-376; texts of resolutions and 

Tnsular possessions of United States, re- recommendations, 364-365, 366 
marks of President Coolidge, x—xI Pan American Union, code and proj- 

Insurance legislation, U. S. representa- ects prepared at request of. See 
tions to Chile regarding effects of American Institute of Interna- 
proposed legislation on American tional Law, supra. 
interests, 541-549 Permanent court of American justice, 

Interchange of professors and students of Costa Rican proposal and U. S. 
the Americas, 385 attitude, 366-367 
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International Commission of Jurists— | League of Nations-——Continued. 

Continued. Committee of Experts for the Pro- 

Purpose and scope of meeting, 365- gressive Codification of Inter- 

366, 379-380, 102-0003 nonpolit- national paws questionnaires, 

ical powers of, 394-39 410-413; U. S. raply, 411-413 

Sessions, 371, 377-379, 400-407 Cooperation in effecting Austrian 

U.S. delegates: investment loan, 442-4438, 445- 

Appointment and instructions, 364- 446 

R 367, 369 Officials of, question of status, British 

eport, text, 369-409 inquiry and U. S. reply, 413-414 

Statements and explanations con-| Legislation (see also Chile: U. S. repre- 

cerning proposal for arbitral sentations, etc.), recommendation 

tribung pore: oy oon of International Commission of 

-390, 406-409, U.S. ablle urists concerning, 394 

tude and instructions, 368, 369 | 7 etters rogatory in penal matters, 411”, 

International law (see also Diplomatic 412 

privileges and immunities and In-| Limitation of armament (see also Three- 
ternational Commission of Jurists), Power Conference at Geneva), 

questionnaires prepared by Com- status of treaties concluded at the 

mittee of Experts for the Pro- Washington Conference and of 

gressive Codification of, 410-413 certain resolutions adopted by that 

International relations of United States, Conference, 236-288 
remarks of President Coolidge, | Loans: Argentine loan for naval con- 

XXIV-XXV struction, proposed, 427-428, 429, 

Intervention, 383, 395-397; statement 432; foreign loans by American 

by American delegation to meeting bankers (sce also Austria: Loans), 

of International Commission of U. 8. circular instruction to diplo- 
Jurists, 396 matic nan ort consular officers 

. ; arning questions arising from 

Irish Free State: Desth of zepresenta-) negotiation of, 812-315 
92: establish f American 
diplomatic representation in, 481- Maritime neutrality, 387 
482, 482n; U. 8S. reply to inquiry Merchant marine: Chile, U. 8. repre- 

regarding diplomatic exemptions sentations regarding proposed legis- 

from taxation and customs duties, lation favoring, 526-537; United 
414-417 States, remarks of President Cool- 

Italy. See Three-Power Conference at Mexico: Proposal concerning nonoccu- 

eneva. pation of states, presented | to 
: — nternational Commission of Jur- 

Japan. a yp free Bow er Conference ists, 395; remarks of President 

neva. Coolidge concerning difficulties with, 

Latin America (see also International XXIV; Statcment Rhevik alms and 

Commission of Jurists): Aviation policiesin Mexicoand Latin America 
service to,. remarks of President 256-363 ° ’ 

oo ee State vewandine Ry Beers Morgan & Co., J. P., negotiations in 

tins ind ‘Policies in Mesico and | commection ith han 
Latin America, 356-363 460, 461, 465, 467, 473-474. 

League of Nations (see also Committee | Most-favored-nation treatment: 
of vps men Double Faxation Discussion in connection with prob- 
an ax Evasion; Import an lemeof double taxation, 287-2 
Export Prohibitions, etc.; Prepara-| Report of Committee of Experts foe 
tory Commission for the Dis- the Progressive Codification of 
armament Conference; Special International Law, 411n, 413 
Commission for the Preparation| Treaties and agreements. See Treaty 
of a Draft Convention | on the of friendship, commerce and 

rivate anufacture 0 rms, consular rights under Argentina 
ete.; and World Economic Con- Bolivia, and Chile 
ference): Munitions. See A nd iti 

Arbitration, boundary question be- ¢ Arms and munitions, 

tween Dominican Republic and | National defense, remarks of President 
Haiti, possibility of submission Coolidge, VII-VIII 
to, 350, 352-3853, 353-354 Nationality, theory of, 370, 390-892 
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Navalarmament limitation. See Three-| Preparatory Commission for the Dis- 
Power Conference at Geneva. armament Conference —Continued. 

Naval construction. See under Argen-| Third and fourth sessions—Contd. 
tina. Discussions and negotiations con- 

Netherlands, attitude toward Austrian Blockade economic, 177 
investment loan, 461 : 

: Draft conventions, 175-176, 177- 
Neutrality, 387 199, 200-204, 205 
Nicaragua (see also Boundary disputes: U. 8S. statement concerning 

Colombia—Nicaragua), U.S. poliev: acceptable draft: Sugges- 
Plea of Niearagua for condemnation tions and_ instructions, 
by International Commission of 178-194; text, 200-203 
Jurists, 394--395; remarks of Presi- Interdependence of naval, land, 
dent Coolidge, xxXIv and air armaments, 175 

International supervision or con- 
Pacific settlement of international con- trol of armaments, 177-194, 

flicts, 3887-390 7 oho oe ; . 
Pan American conferences. See Inter- ATHTPACION OF Nava’ armament, 

national Commission of Jurists: rae Ne 200, 208-204, oo 
International conferences of Ameri- 195-199" eftectives, 194, 

can states. \ Lowe, Security Committee, U. S. par- 
Pan Arnerican Congress of Highways ticipation, 206-213 

(1928), x Postponement of fourth session, 
Pan American sanitary convention, question of, 206 

Nov. 14, 1924, additional protocol U. 8. observations concerning work 
signed Oci. 19, 1927, 309-311 of first and second sessions, 2-4, 

Pan American Union. See Interna- 7-8, 9, 163-175 
tional Commission of Jurists: U. 5. participation (see also Joint 
American Institute of International Commission and Third and fourth 
Law. sessions, supra), question of con- 

Panama Canal, x1, 527, 528-529, 533- tinuance, 163-166 
534, 537 Property rights, right of foreign govern- 

Paraguay. See Boundary disputes: ments to acquire without restric- 
Bolivia—Paraguay. tion, property for Embassy or 

Parcel post convention, temporary, Legation purposes in District of 
U. §.-Cuba, x Columbia, 417-418 

Permanent court of American justice, 
Costa Rican proposal for, 366-867 | Radiotelegraph convention signed Nov. 

Permanent Court of International Jus- 25, text, 288-301 
tice, 261, 367, 381, 388 Recognition, doctrine of unconditional 

Peru. (see also Boundary disputes: recognition of new states, 383 
Colombia—Peru), agreement with | potier credits. See Austria: L 
Eeuador (1924) for submission of ene crea S. ee AUS Ma. Loans. 
boundary question to arbitration, Reparation Commission, 442, 443, 445, 
340 455, 460, 463 

Philippine Islands, remarks of President | Riots, action of American Minister on 
Coolidge, x—-xt occasion of Vienna Palace of Justice 

Precedence, rules of, as between certain riots, 475-476 
U. §. officers, 419-420 Russia: Bolshevik aims and policies in 

Preparatory Commission for the Dis- Mexico and Latin America, state- 
armament Conference, 2—4, 5, 7-8, ment by Secretary of State regard- 
9, 10-18, 19, 22, 29,32, 35-36, ing, 356-363; Japanese position with 
62, 159-218 respect to Russia, 50 

Joint Commission report, U. 8S. ob- 
servations: Comments of Sec-jSanitary convention of 1924 between 
retary of American Representa- United States and other American 
tion, 159-162; text of U. S. Republics, text of additional proto- 
memorandum, 166-175 col signed Océ. 19, 309-311 

Relationship of Three-Power Con- |Special Commission for the Preparation 
ference to work of Commission, of a Draft Convention on the 
4,5,8, 10-13, 19, 22, 29, 32, 35-36, Private Manufacture of Arms and 
62, 196-197, 199-200, 204, 206 Ammunition and Implements of 

Third and fourth sessions: War, 213-235 
Adjournment of third session, 199,; League of Nations invitation and 

204; of fourth session, 213 U. 8S. acceptance, 2138-216 
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Special Commission for the Preparation; Three-Power Conference at Geneva, 
of a Draft Convention, ete-——Contd. ete.—Continued. 

Memoranda of U. 8. views concern-| Discussions and negotiations concern- 
ing— ing —Continued. 

Categories and statistics of pro- Auxiliary craft, 46, 51-58, 55-57, 
posed convention, 231-232 58, 66-72, 73-82, 838, 84-92, 

Methods of supplying needs for 95, 97-102, 103-104, 104-105, 
military equipment, 232-234 106-107, 108-115, 116-119, 

Preliminary draft convention sub- 120-138, 141-145, 148-152‘ 
mitted to the Committee of 152-1538, 154 
the Council by the Committee Cruisers, numbers, size, arma- 
of Inguiryv, 225~231 ment, and total tonnage, 46, 

U. SS. representative: Instructions, 52-53, 55-56, 66-70, 71-72, 
216-234; nonparticipation in 73-80, 838, 84-88, 89-92, 
drafting committee, 235; state- 97-102, 103-104, 104-105, 
ment of U. 8. views, 234-235 106-107, 108-109, MEET 

St. Lawrence Waterway, project for im- 112, 1138-115, 116-119, 120, 
provement by joint action of the 121-1238, 124-127, 129, 131- 
United States and Canada, xvutt, 1338, 133-138, 141-145, 148- 
487~-490 xt 150, 150-152, Ba 188, 158 | 

States: Existence, equality, and recog- xtension Of v-o7e Talo to 
nition of, 383-384, 395-397; foreign auxiliary craft, 52-53, 55-57, 
states. com : 155-156; Japanese desire for 

; petence of courts in ; ; 
> : . favorable modification of certain classes of cases against, tj dU. §. attitude. 57 
411n, 412-413; obligations in event we 118 116, 130-131. 133. 
of civil war, 387 ? , , ae! 

ya ge , Obsolete vessels, question of re- 
Subsidies: tention, 75, 100, 101, 110- 

Chilean. See Chile: U. 8. representa- 111, 114, 116-117. 117-118 
_ tions, ete. 125, 127-129 , 

United States mail, 529 Submarines, 46, 70, 76, 110, 111, 
. 123, 124, 135, 188 

Taxation: Committee of Experts on Surface craft, 46, 58, 76, 83, 91, 
Double Taxation and Tax Evasion, 95, 100-101, 105, 108, 110- 
participation of United States in 111, 118, 117-118, 123-124, 
meeting, 286-288; exemptions en- 125, 127-129 
joyed by foreign diplomatic and British proposals relative to modi- 
consular officers in United States, fications of Washington treaty, 
414-417, 418 48-49, 50-51, 53, 54-55, 56, 

Three-Power Conference at Geneva for 57-66, 73, 83, 86-87 
Limitation of Naval Armament, ‘Capital ships (see also British pro- 
June 20-Aug. 4, vi, 1-159, 175, posals, supra), 73, 74, 93, 96 
185, 196-197, 199-200, 204, 206 Failure of conference to reach agree- 

Adjournment (see also Failure of con- ment: Discussion of adjournment 
ference, infra), temporary, for vs. termination, and decision to 
purpose of consultations, 82, 85, adjourn, 189, 140-141, 147, 150, 
98, 102-103, 104, 107, 119, 126 151-152, 158, 155; Japanese sug- 

Arrangements for meeting: gestions for averting, 148-150, 
Date of conference, 13, 28, 33, 34, 150-152, 152-158; joint declara- 

35, 36, 40, 175 tion made at final plenary session, 
Delegations: British and Dominion, 1538-155; remarks of President 

33, 35, 38, 40, 45-46; French Coolidge, vim1; résumés of negoti- 
mission of information, 39n; ations, 139-140, 153-159; state- 
Italian unofficial observers, 39, ment to press concerning final 
39n; Japanese, 34, 35, 40; session, 155-156; U.S. action in 
United States, 34-35, 37, 40- event of, discussion and instruc- 
42, 43-45 tions, 80-83, 89, 112-113, 114, 

Place of meeting, 35-37, 37-38 136-137, 138-139, 140, 145, 146, 
Committee meetings: Executive com- 147, 148 : 

mi ce, ’ 2, 54, D, 78; tech- ish i th of, 92 intl comiticen, Gy tori, 42] Sesh roresntative death of 2 
cerning— egomamons cone ment limitation, 68, 72, 80, 94-96 

Anglo-American parity, 51, 52, Message of appreciation to President 
55-56, 59, 65-66, 72-73, 88, Coolidge, 47 
105 Organization of conference, 47-48 
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Three-Power Conference at Geneva,|Three-Power Conference at Geneva, 
etc. —Continued. ete. —Continued. 

Preliminary opinions and discussions} U. 8. proposal for three-power confer- 
concerning— ence to which France and Italy 

Extension of 5-5-3 ratio to classes would send observers, 23-33, 39 
of vessels not covered by Attitude of France, 31-32, 39n; 
Washington treaty, 4-5, 44 Great Britain, 23-24, 26-27, 

French and Italian tonnage, 29, 30 32-33; Italy, 24-25, 39; Japan, 
Interdependence of naval, land, and 23-24, 26, 27, 33, 39 

air armaments, 2-3, 7-8, 12,/ U.S. Secretary of State: Mecting with 
24, 30, 31-32 British Prime Minister, 145-146; 

of, 4-5, 14, 16, 18-19, 21, 28, 41, 98, 104, 107, 108, 116; reports 
24,25 | . to President Coolidge, 63-64, 

Modifications in Washington treaty, 124-127, 138-139, 153-156, 157- 
proposed, 44 159 

Press releases and reports concern- 
ing— ; . Treaties, conventions, etc.: 

Anglo-American parity, 65 Boundary treaties. See Boundary 
pabitas ships, 93, 90 h h treaties. 

conomies possible through exten- . . 
sion of age limit and reduetion| Commerela’ treaties Ane dohip com 

,, tb Size of cruisers, 97, 134 merce and consular rights under 
Failure of conference, ee Arsentina, Bolivia, and Chile: 

Final plenary session, 155-156 © 7 yee } 

Meeting of Secretary of State and also Uz S.-Great Britain, inf: ra. 
British Prime Minister, 145- Convention for negotiation of treaties 
146 (project IV of International 

Naval holiday, 141-142, 146 Commission of Jurists), 384-385, 

Postponement of plenary session of 397 
July 11, 92 Gondra convention, 388, 389-390 

Presence of representatives of! Jmport and export prohibitions and 
American steel interests at restrictions. See Import and Ex- 
Conference, 96-97, 106 port Prohibitions and Restric- 

Tonnages to be scrapped under tions, International Conference 
American proposal, 46, 48 for the Abolition of. 

Proposals of Great Britain and United Most-favored-nation treatment, trea- 
States to be laid before confer- ties and agreements according. 

ence, 42-43 See Treaty of friendship, com- 
Relationship of Conference to work roerce and consular rights under 

of Freparatory Commission for Argentina, Bolivia, and Chile. 
the Disarmament Conference, 4,| Parcel post convention, temporary, 
3; 5, ee 1, 22, a su OR United States and Cuba, x . 
62, 196-197, 199- -? » 206 Private manufacture of arms and 

Statements of U. Ss. chairman, 49, 78, ammunition and implements of 

81-82, 82-83, 89, 109, 111-113, war, preparation of draft con- 
119-121, 1386-1387, 138, 140, 145, vention. See Special Commis- 
146, 152, 153 sion, ete. 

U, 8. proposal for five-power conver-| Projects of conventions adopted_by 
sations preliminary to conference International Commission of Jur- 
for conclusion of agreements con- ists. See International Commis- 
cerning limitation of naval arma- sion of Jurists: Accomplishments 
ment on classes of vessels not and recommendations. 

covered BY Washington treaty of Projects of conventions formulated 

, by American Institute of Inter- 
Acceptance by Japan, 13-14 national Law. See International 
Attitude and declination of France, Commission of Jurists: American 

ae a obs italy, 14-16, Institute of International Law. 

Delay and final acceptance by| Radiotelegraph convention signed 
Great Britain, 17, 20-21, 22-23 Nov. 25, text, 288-301 

Transmittal to Argentina, Brazil, Sanitary convention of 1924 between 
and Chile, for information, United States and other Ameri- 

9-10; reply of Argentina, and can Republics, text of additional 

U.S. attitude, 19-20 protocol signed Oct. 19, 309-311 
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Treaties, conventions, etc.—Continued.|U. 8. naval and marine forces, use in 
U. S Argentina: Treaty of friend- China and Nicaragua, xxIv 

ship, commerce and consular} U. 8. Navy Department: Conference of 
rights, proposed, attitude of Navy officials with President, for 
Argentina, 421-423; treaty of discussion of proposals to be laid 
friendship, commerce and naviga- before Three-Power Conference at 
tion of 1853, Argentine desire for Geneva, 42-43; representation at 
denunciation, 421-423 Three-Power Conference, 43 

U. §.-Bolivia, treaty of friendship, | U. 8. statutes: Immigration Act of 1924 
commerce and consular rights, (see also Canada: Border-crossing 
proposed, 477-480 privileges), 489, 440, 441; Revised, 

U. §.-Chile, treaty of friendship, com- section 4228, empowering President 
merce and consular rights, pro- to suspend discriminatory duty on 
posed. See under Chile. merchandise imported in foreign 

U. 8.-Cuba, parcel post convention, ships, 536; Tariff Act of 1922, 257, 
temporary, X 259, 260, 278-279, 280, 477, 517 

U. §.-Great Britain, commercial] United States Grain Corporation. See 
treaties: 1794, amity, commerce, Austria: Loans. 
and navigation, cited, 508; 1815,| United States Shipping Board: Re- 
convention to regulate com- marks of President Coolidge, vitt; 
merce, question of application to suits in foreign courts against 
Australia, 488, 439, 440 vessels of, 418 

Washington Conference (1922) trea- 
ties and resolutions: Cited, 210, } Vienna Palace of Justice riots, action of 
210-211; status, 236-238 American Minister on occasion of, 

475-476 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

See Russia. War debt, U. S., remarks of President 
U. 8. Congress: Joint resolution (1922) Coolidge, v 

authorizing arms embargoes, 258;} Washington Conference of 1922, treaties 
joint resolution (1922) extending and resolutions: Cited, 210, 210— 
for 25 years payments on Austrian 211; status, 2386-238; treaty for 
relief loan, 448, 444-445, 447-448, limitation of naval armament, 
450, 451, 453-456, 458, 459; Senate British proposals for modifications, 
Committee on Foreign Relations, 48-49, 50-51, 53, 54-55, 56, 57-66, 
statement left with Committee by 73, 83, 86-87 
Secretary of State regarding Bol-| World Economic Conference, Geneva, 
shevik aims and policies in Mexico May 4-23, American representa- 
and Latin America, 356-363; Sena- tion, 238-246 
tors, selection as representatives at| Appropriation: Message of President 
Three-Power Conference at Geneva, to Congress, 288-239; opinion 
question raised, 41-42; support of of the Hon. Cordell Hull con- 
U. 8. course at Three-Power Con- cerning passage, 239-240 
ference, question of, 152 League of Nations invitation, trans- 

U. §. Department of Labor. See mittal, 238 
Canada: Border-crossing privileges} U.S. delegation: Personnel, 245-246; 
between Canada and United States. report of chairman, 240-246 
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