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PRELIMINARIES TO THE EIGHTH INTERNATIONAL
CONFERENCE OF AMERICAN STATES TO BE HELD AT
LIMA IN 19381

710.H Agenda/3}

The Director General of the Pan American Union (Rowe)
to the Secretary of State

v WasHINGTON, June 22, 1937.

My Drar Mr. SecreTARY : I beg to send you herewith three copies
of the report of the Subcommittee on Program of the Eighth Inter-
national Conference of American States,? to which is attached a
revised list of topics for possible inclusion in the agenda.

As you will observe, the Governing Board in a covering resolution
adopted at the session of June 16, 1937, requests that the Govern-
ments communicate their observations or suggestions on this list on or
before November 1st, in order that the Board may proceed with the
formulation of a project of program. At the same time the Govern-
ing Board requests the Governments to transmit with their observa-
tions or suggestions, projects which they may have prepared on any of
the subjects appearing in the list of topics, in order that they may
be distributed among the other Governments.

I beg to remain, my dear Mr. Secretary,

Most sincerely yours, L. S. Rowe

710.H Agenda/10

The Secretary of State to the Director General
of the Pan American Union (Rowe)

WasHinaroN, October 28, 1937.

My Drar Dr. Rowe: With reference to the Revised List of Topics
for the Program of the Eighth International Conference of American
States which was transmitted to the Governments of the American
Republics in accordance with the resolution adopted by the Governing
Board of the Pan American Union at its meeting on June 16, 1937,
I wish to communicate, through you, to the Governing Board, that the

! Continued from Foreign Relations, 1936, vol. v, pp. 1-2,

* Bighth International Conference of American States, Lima, Peru, Report of
the Subcommitiee on Program, with revised list of topics for possible inclusion
in the Agenda (Washington, Pan American Union.)

1



2 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1937, VOLUME V

Government of the United States has no observations to present re-
garding the List of Topics for the Program except to suggest that the
following topic be included on the Program: Improvement of
Inter-American Communications.

The Government of the United States will be glad to participate
in the conference on the basis of whatever agenda meets with the
approval of all the Governments of the American Republics although
such acquiescence will, of course, not be interpreted as implying that
the Government of the United States will find itself in a position to
support at the conference each topic now listed for inclusion in the
Program.

Sincerely yours, CorpeLr Hurn

710.H Agenda/12

The Acting Secretary of State to the Director General
of the Pan American Union (Rowe)

WasaINeTON, October 30, 1937,

My Drar Dr. Rowe: Supplementing my letter of October 28, 1937,

concerning the Program for the Eighth International Conference of

American States, I wish to suggest that the following topic also be

included on the Program: Establishment of Sanctuaries and the
Protection of Wild Life in the Americas.

Sincerely yours, SuMNER WELLES
710.H Agenda/13
The Director Generdl of the Pan American Union (Rowe) to the
Secretary of State

WasaINGTON, December 6, 1937.

Mz Dear Mr. SecreraRY : I beg to send you herewith the Report of
the Subcommittee on Program and Regulations of the Eighth Inter-
national Conference of American States,? which was approved by the
Governing Board at the session of December first and to which is
attached a draft of regulations of the Eighth Conference.

May I call your attention to the fact that the Report requests that
any observations which your Government may have to make be trans-
mitted to the Pan American Union on or before March 1, 1938.

I beg to remain, my dear Mr. Secretary,

Most sincerely yours, L. S. Rowe

! Eighth International Conference of American States, Lima, Peru, Project
of Regulations Submitted to the Governments, members of the Pan American
Union by resolution adopted by the Governing Board on December 1, 1937
(Washington, Pan American Union).
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710.H Agenda/17

The Secretary of State to the Director General of the Pan American
Union (Rowe)

WasHINGTON, December 27, 1937.

My Dear Dr. Rowe: I wish to make further reference to your letter
of December 6, 1937, transmitting copies of the Project of Regula-
tions for the Eighth International Conference of American States
and requesting that observations concerning the Project be trans-
mitted to the Pan American Union on or before March 1, 1938.

I desire to state that I have no suggestions to offer regarding the
Regulations except to express on behalf of the United States of Amer-
ica a preference for article 11 of the Regulations of the Seventh
International Conference of American States rather than the
corresponding proposed article 11.# Both of the articles in question
appear on page 6 of the Report of the Subcommittee and deal with
the official languages of the Conference and interpretations. In place
of the proposed article 11 it is suggested that the following correspond-
ing article of the Regulations of the Montevideo Conference be
substituted :

“Art. 11. Delegates may speak in their own languages from manu-
seript or otherwise. The interpreters shall render a summary of the
speech in the other official languages of the conference, unless the
speaker or any delegate may request a complete translation of his
remarks.

“The interpreters shall also render in the other official languages the
remarks of the president and the secretary general of the Conference.”

Sincerely yours, CorpeLr, HuLy

*The proposed article 11 read: “Art. 11. Delegates may speak in their own
languages from manuscript or otherwise, and, if requested, the interpreters
shall render a summary of the remarks in the other official languages of the
Conference.”



CHACO DISPUTE BETWEEN BOLIVIA AND PARAGUAY:
THE CHACO PEACE CONFERENCE*

[BiBLiograPHICAL Nore: Department of State Conference Series
No. 46: The Chaco Peace Conference, Report of the Delegation of the
United States of America to the Peace Conference Held at Buenos
Aires July 1, 1936-January 23, 1939 (Washington, Government
Printing Office, 1940) ; Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores y Culto,
La Conferencia de Paz del Chaco 1936-1939. (Compilacion de Docu-
mentos) (Buenos Aires, Grandes Talleres Grificos E. L. Frigerio e
Hijo, 1939).]

724.34119/836
The American Delegate to the Chaco Peace Conference (Braden)
to the Secretary of State
No. 406 BueNos Aires, April 20, 1937.

[Received April 27.]

Sir: I have the honor to present for the Department’s comments
and approval my suggestions on the policy to be pursued in the Chaco
Peace Conference negotiations on the territorial question.

That the Chaco Peace Conference has been in session since June
1935 2 largely may be attributed to and justified by: (@) delays occa-
sioned by the ambiguities of the June 12, 1985, Protocol;?® () the
inherent difficulties of the problem mostly resulting from the fact that
the war ended with theoretically neither a victorious nor a vanquished
party; (c¢) the revolutions in Bolivia and Paraguay;* (d) the in-
tractable personalities of some of the mediatory and ex-belligerent
delegates; (¢) the Indian suspiciousness especially of the Para-
guayans; (f) the precautions made necessary in order to avoid any
crisis occurring prior to or during the Maintenance of Peace Con-
ference.® With the exception of (f) these considerations still prevail
but are not generally appreciated, hence the Conference must now
demonstrate that definite progress towards a final solution is being

* Continued from Foreign Relations, 1936, vol. v, pp. 35-105.

? See ibid., 1935, vol. v, pp. 91 ff.

'dSee telegram No. 71, June 9, 1935, noon, from the Ambassador in Argentina,
ibid., p. 73.

¢ See ibid., 1936, vol. v, pp. 220 ff. and 858 ff.

" Inter-American Conference for the Maintenance of Peace, Buenos Aires, De-
cember 1-23, 1936 ; see ibid., pp. 3 ff.

4



THE CHACO PEACE CONFERENCE 5

made, otherwise its prestige will be undermined, its authority weak-
ened and the opportunity for a final peace lost.

Paraguayan attitude. A few men formerly in power, notably ex-
President Ayala and General Estigarribia, realize that it would be
advantageous for Paraguay to make certain concessions in order to
obtain a settlement and permanent peace. Unfortunately, however,
the Franco government is determined to remain in power at all costs
and lacks both the courage and intelligence to adopt such a patriotic
viewpoint. They fear to make the slightest concession in view of the
pressure of short-sighted younger army officers, a sedulously culti-
vated jingo public opinion and the criticism which political enemies
would direct at any agreement. In such circumstances inaction seems
best to them—and this accounts for the interminable delays, trifling
but time-consuming objections, shameless contradictions and refusals
to listen to reason. Furthermore, most Paraguayans are genuinely
convinced they won the war, that the Chaco is rightfully theirs, that
it would be reprehensible to withdraw one inch from their present
positions or extend any port facilities to Bolivia and that were hos-
tilities renewed they would again be victorious. Moreover, great
store is set by the June 12 Protocol provision that the Conference can-
not be dissolved until the arbitral compromise is definitely agreed
upon. Strict compliance with this clause would enable the Para-
guayans, through their insistence upon the inclusion of unreasonable
conditions, to defer more or less indefinitely the drafting of the ar-
bitral compromise; thus their Fabian tactics would keep the Con-
ference alive and ipso facto leave them, guaranteed by the six media-
tory nations, in their war’s-end positions in the Chaco. . . .

Bolivian attitude. Many Bolivians believe, with some reason
according to neutral military authorities, that were hostilities renewed
Paraguay would be driven eastward. But the ex-combatants are
war-weary and prefer a face-saving settlement. Certain mining and
financial interests, pursuant to arguments gradually developed by
Ambassador Nieto of Chile and myself during the last year, now
state that they are willing to supply up to £200,000 for payment to
Paraguay as an inducement for a final settlement. Foreign Minister
Finot frequently acts or speaks precipitously and unwisely but so far
when the facts are presented has been willing to resume a reasonable
course. Dr. Alvéstegui, chairman of the Bolivian delegation, until
now has been intelligent and cooperative.

Mediatory nations’ attitude. Chile realizes that a failure to con-
clude a definitive Chaco peace might entail a renewal by Bolivia of
annoying attempts to obtain an outlet to the Pacific. Ambassador
Nieto, together with a few other Chileans, believes that a corridor
to the ocean should eventually be ceded to Bolivia but does not wish
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the question forced upon Chile now. Hence Chile desires a final
settlement which, insofar as possible, will be satisfactory to Bolivia.
Ambassador Nieto throughout has been one of the most useful members
of the Conference. Last November he presented his credentials as
Ambassador in Brazil; twice I have intervened in order to obtain
his continued presence here until now, but in another thirty days he
must depart for Rio de Janeiro . . .

Peru logically might be expected to have the same attitude as
Chile but instead the Lima government so far has shown relatively
small interest in the negotiations. . . .

Uruguay appears to have scant interest one way or the other.
Delegate Manini Rios was helpful until he, in effect, withdrew from
our deliberations in December 1935. . . . ,

Brazil’s contribution has been of the greatest value and Ambassador
Rodrigues Alves the ablest member of the Conference. Unfortu-
nately, despite his two months’ vacation during January to March
of this year Dr. Rodrigues Alves is worn by the grind of the Conference
and, notwithstanding such encouragement as I have been able to give
him, is developing a defeatist attitude towards the Chaco problem,
which I sense is reflected in the Brazilian Foreign Office.

Argentina’s antagonism during most of 1936 to the Franco régime
has evaporated and there is reason to believe that the appalling delay
of three months in getting the Special Military Commission to the
Chaco is partly due to Argentine (Saavedra Lamas’?) willingness
to play the Paraguayan game of procrastination—an assumption which
coincides with the widely held impression that Argentina directly
assisted Paraguay during the war.

In view of the serious situation we now face it appears advisable
that soon an appeal should be made to President Justo to restrain
his Foreign Minister. Ambassadors Rodrigues Alves, Nieto and
I already have taken certain steps in this direction and hope to
discuss the situation frankly and fully with acting president Julio
Roca at a dinner to be attended only by the four of us and which
Nieto hopes to arrange within the next week or ten days.

An appeal to the personal pride of President Justo and Dr.
Saavedra Lamas should be effective—on the basis that for them to
go out of office this year with the Chaco question unsettled would more
than destroy any credit (including the Nobel prize) ¢ they might
have received in its composition to date.

My interpretation of the United States attitude is: Being entirely
free of any direct interest in the dispute our sole objective is the

¢ Carlos Saavedra Lamas received the Nobel Peace Prize for 1936.
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consummation of a permanent peace between Bolivia and Paraguay,
not alone for reasons of humanity and good neighborliness but still
more to prevent the almost inevitable resumption of war, sooner or
later, following upon a failure of the Conference. Of greater impor-
tance than the Chaco or the pretensions of the two ex-belligerent
nations is the preservation of the laboriously constructed American
peace system recently strengthened at the Maintenance of Peace
Conference. Another war would greatly damage this peace structure
and probably throw back to European influence those discouraged
elements of Latin America which under the recent strong leader-
ship of the United States have been signally oriented toward pan-
American cooperation. So prominent has been our Latin American
policy that a failure of this Conference would react with especial
force on the United States. Also, there would be loss of prestige
for all the mediatory governments and the heaping of reproach and
ridicule upon the individuals involved.

It is an accomplishment for the Conference that the Bolivian
Foreign Minister and delegates now, in private conversations with
Ambassador Rodrigues Alves, Nieto and me, frankly contemplate a
final agreement which would: () give Bolivia a free instead of a
sovereign port on the Paraguay river; () establish a permanent
frontier 75 to 150 kilometers east of the intermediary line; (¢) have
Bolivia pay £200,000 to Paraguay. These terms should satisfy Para-
guay—ex-President Ayala and General Estigarribia, I am sure, would
approve them—but unhappily it is quite another matter to obtain
their acceptance by the Franco government. In fact, Ambassador
Nieto of Chile and I are the only two persons acquainted with the
negotiations who see any chance for a territorial settlement. This
chance may be slight but so long as it exists the mediatory nations, in
a united front, must redouble their efforts, patience and ingenuity in
order to achieve a territorial agreement.

From the foregoing analysis of the situation it becomes obvious
that the principal obstacle to a final peace is the frame of mind of
present Paraguayan leaders. In order to bring them to reason two
methods are at hand : inducement and pressure.

Regardless of whether or not the transit and security regulations?
are accepted the trips of certain mediatory delegates—notably Am-
bassador Rodrigues Alves of Brazil, Ambassador Nieto del Rio of
Chile, Dr. Bunge of Argentina and myself—to La Paz and Asuncién
should be taken as soon as possible. On our visit to the latter city
it will be necessary for us to approach those really in control, one
after another, and convince them of the manifold advantages of a

 See Department of State Conference Series No. 46: The Chaco Peace Con-
ference, pp. 23, 106, 108.
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settlement which may be synthetized as follows: Peace will allow full
and free economic development, foreign capital will feel safer, and
a cash payment from Bolivia is a prize much needed to bolster sadly
deficient public finances. Paraguayan objectives in the war will be
substantially satisfied by apportioning to that country a major por-
tion of the Chaco and the refusal of a sovereign port to Bolivia. On
the other hand, Paraguay cannot expect to repeat her successes of
the recent war but, on the contrary, may be driven back so that a far
less satisfactory settlement would result from another conflict. In
urging the delegates’ trips to Asuncién I am not forgetful of the
possible embarrassments which may arise and that we may be treated
in cavalier fashion; nevertheless, I think these visits should be taken.

All possible legitimate pressure must be applied to Paraguay. In
so doing it is essential that the six mediatory countries present a single
front. Argentina, by reason of its unique influence in Paraguay, and
the United States, because of its impartiality, will carry the greatest
weight.

Any course now laid down for the territorial discussions may have to
be changed because of future developments but the present program
for the Conference is as follows:

In accordance with the plan approved by the Conference on Decem-
ber 25, 1936 (see my despatch No. 353 #), a time limit (not more than
two to three months) to be set for the active, direct negotiation of a
possible frontier. On its expiration should an agreement not be in
view a further period (not to exceed four months) to be allotted for
the drafting of an arbitral compromise for submission to the Perma-
nent Court of International Justice. Delegates’ trips to the ex-bellig-
erent countries to be made during the above two periods. Should the
draft agreement not be in sight at the conclusion of this latter period
the Conference to adjourn and issue a declaration placing the blame
where it belongs—probably, Paraguayan disinclination to reason.
Were this procedure to be followed Paraguay could, and undoubtedly
would, allege that the six mediatory nations had violated their solemn
agreement under the June 12, 1935, Protocol (Article I (3), second
paragraph) not to adjourn the Conference until a definite accord
had been reached. Yet these six powers should not be forced to act
as tools of Paraguayan intransigence and to remain indefinitely as
the guardians of a Paraguayan occupation of disputed territory—an
occupation which is recognized as temporary by the Protocols. Thus
we are between the Scylla of a failure strictly to comply with our
international commitments under the Protocols and the Charybdis of
violating the spirit of those same instruments. If we follow the
latter course we stultify ourselves, subject Bolivia to an injustice

® Dated January 14, 1937; not printed.



THE CHACO PEACE CONFERENCE 9

and open the way to future conflict. Therefore, it is my opinion that
the Conference must place a time limit on its deliberations but I
would like to receive the Department’s views in this particular.

The threat of a Conference declaration along the above lines might
bring Paraguay to heel. It is even possible that its issuance would
upset the Franco régime, bringing in other politicians who—especially
if they have General Estigarribia at their head—would be willing to
compromise and effect a settlement.

I submit the following specific recommendations for possible action
by the Department :

() That appropriate representations be made to the five other medi-
atory Foreign 8ﬁices, but especially to those of Brazil and Argentina,
calling upon them for renewed and vigorous efforts in an attempt to
reach a successful conclusion. Also, it would be beneficial were the
Chilean government induced to continue Ambassador Nieto at the
Peace Conference.

(8) At an appropriate moment, to be indicated by me, the presenta-
tion to the Paraguayan government by the American Minister in
Asuncion of a strong message stating United States expectation that
a reasonable accord will be reached and that further delay be eschewed.

(021.1 Unremitting pressure on the Paraguayan Minister in
Washington.

(d) Perhaps some use might be made of the Trade Agreements
holding out a favorable accord as an inducement for Paraguay’s
making peace with Bolivia.

The Department’s instructions, comments and suggestions are
earnestly requested in view of the serious nature of the status of
negotiations here.

Respectfully yours, SerumLLe Braben

724.34119/886
The Secretary of State to the American Delegate (Braden)

WasHiNgTON, May 7, 1937.

Sir: With reference to your despatch No. 406 of April 20, 1937,
following are the Department’s views with respect to the specific
recommendations made by you regarding the further course of
negotiations.

The necessity for a vigorous effort to reach a settlement on the
territorial issue has been urged upon both the Argentine and Brazilian
Ambassadors during conversations with them at the Department. This
policy will be continued whenever the opportunity arises.

The Department would be prepared to send a message to the Par-
aguayan Government as indicated in paragraph (b) on page 12 of
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your despatch, contingent upon the situation calling for such action
and upon circumstances being opportune.

Whenever the Paraguayan Minister has come to the Department,
occasion has been taken to talk with him about the desirability of
reaching a definitive settlement of the territorial issue. This pro-
cedure also will be continued.

The Department is of the opinion that the trade agreements program
cannot be used in any effective manner to induce favorable action
in the Chaco negotiations upon the part of the Paraguayan
Government.

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State:

SuMNER WELLES

724.34119/864
The American Delegate (Braden) to the Secretary of State

No. 420 Buenos A1res, May 7, 1937.
[Received May 18.]
Sir: I have the honor to transmit in Spanish text and English
translation a memorandum of the conversation which took place at
the dinner with General Justo, President of the Argentine Republic,
on April 29. The dinner was reported briefly in my telegram No. 63
of April 30,6 p. m.°
Each of the three delegates participating in the dinner have retained
one signed copy. This memorandum is being made available only to
the Brazilian and Chilean Foreign Offices and the State Department.
Respectfully yours, SeruiLLE BrapEN

[Enclosure—Translation]

MEeMORANDUM OF CONVERSATION BETWEEN AMBAssSADORS RoODRIGUES
Arves, BrRapEN AND NiETO DEL Rio AND PrESIDENT JUSTO AT THE
Dinner GivEN BY VIcE PresmENT Roca oN ApriL 29, 1937 at 9: 80
P. M. IN THE PRIvATE DiNiNe Room oF THE PLazA HoreL, THE MIN-
18sTER OF FormioN REeraTions Sr. Saavepra Lamas Brine Aiso
PrESENT

The Special Delegates Ambassadors of the United States of America,
Brazil and Chile, distressed at the slow pace that the President of the
Conference wishes to give to the fundamental negotiations, in opposi-
tion to the views of their respective governments in putting an end
as soon as possible to the territorial dispute of the Chaco, considered
the situation and arrived at the following conclusions:

® Not printed.



THE CHACO PEACE CONFERENCE 11

1) A lamentable atmosphere is being created by the delays of the
Conference: In Bolivia a spirit of disillusion and desperation and in
Paraguay a growing intransigence since its program of procrastina-
tion prospers;

9) There is need to arrive at a solution before the end of the term
of office of President Justo;

3) That the resolution adopted at the session of December 25, 1936
must be kept in mind, whereby a system of time limits was suggested
by the Committee of Three; )

4) That the indefinite prolongation of the Conference is inadmis-
sible without concrete expectation of a solution;

5) That there is a grave danger of the renewal of hostilities in case
the Conference through inaction or consideration of extreme posi-
tions, maintains the actual status quo;

6) That a new conflict in the (%haco would destroy the American
Peace system and would bring disrepute upon all the mediatory gov-
ernments;

7) That the fundamental question may be avoided only through a
real rebellion of the parties, or of one of them, to the letter and the
spirit of the Protocols, the Conference in that case having to indicate
precisely the causes which oblige it to desist from mediation;

8) Tﬁ’at the President of the Conference was taking as acts of
sabotage on the part of certain Delegations, the loyal efforts lookin,
to avoid a rupture of the same, renewing suspicions and fears whic
he showed every time at moments of crisis when he did not see a
possibility of solution.

These conclusions having been examined from all angles, the means
were studied to influence the spirit of the President of the Conference
to make him change his policies. In various sessions ideas of this
nature were voiced, especially when it was necessary to exercise real
pressure for the quick termination of the Regulations on the road and
the distancing of the nuclei of troops. In private conversations also,
we tried to reflect the urgency of the solution of the fundamental ques-
tion, but all this without arriving at a definite answer from Sr.
Saavedra Lamas, whose general attitude is the deprecation of ideas.
It was also necessary to take into account the attitude of General
Martinez Pita, President of the Special Military Commission, which
has the same tendencies as those of Sr. Saavedra Lamas, the former
having stated that politicians and diplomats make the Chaco more con-
fused, whose solution only military men can achieve. And lastly, we
had to consider the Paraguayan policy which consists in delaying the
fundamental solution as much as possible, since nothing interests it
except the consolidation of the occupied territory.

Convinced that direct action on Sr. Saavedra Lamas would not have
the desired effect, the Delegate of Chile proposed and the idea was
accepted, to seek an intimate conversation with Dr. Julio Roca, Vice
President of the Republic, then Acting President, so that he might
carry the result to the knowledge of the President of the Nation. The

205758—b54—2
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said delegate invited Dr. Roca to dine with Delegates Rodrigues Alves
and Braden on April 23 in a private dining room of the Plaza Hotel.
With the necessary prudence, the situation was explained to the Vice
President. Convinced of the value of our observations, Dr. Roca
promised to speak to General Justo and moreover, to demonstrate
the personal interest which he had in helping and the consideration
which he had for the three delegates, suggested the idea of having in
the same place a dinner with the President of the Republic and the
Minister of Foreign Relations, which was naturally accepted, as it
was considered of great importance. Dr. Roca suggested extending
the invitation to the other delegates. The representatives pointed
out to Dr. Roca that the others are permanent Ambassadors accredited
to the Argentine Government, which would prevent them from ex-
pressing their opinions with the full freedom which the case demanded,
the reason for which the Chilean Delegate had not invited them.

In short, the conversation with Dr. Roca was the greatest oppor-
tunity. With the well known correctness of his conduct as the perfect
gentleman, he informed the Foreign Minister of the invitation which
had been extended to him. The first question which he set forth
was that the success of the Conference depended on the individual
disinterestedness that each of the mediatory governments would dis-
play, since if each one, or some, pursued determined advantages at
the expense of a solution of the Chaco, then the unity of the Con-
ference was lost and with it the possibility of reaching a common
objective. It was easy to see that Sr. Saavedra Lamas had thrown
over the spirit of the Vice President an odious doubt regarding the
mediators. He had once more expressed his lack of confidence in
the other governments and his obsession of sabotage. With energy
and an abundance of arguments, the Delegates took away from Dr.
Roca the last trace of doubt that the words of the Foreign Minister
might have left there. He suggested action by the presidents of
the other mediatory countries to collaborate with the Argentine
Executive.

He was then shown the extreme urgency of reaching the funda-
mental question, this being principally based on the nearness of the
presidential elections in Argentina and the danger of war which
would be brought on by the unjustified abandonment of the question
while one of the parties is in possession of territory under discussion.
Since the procedure to be followed is laid down in the Protocols,
there is no valid reason not to exercise the authority that the medi-
atory countries have.

The Delegates had a satsfactory impression of the step they had
just taken, without discounting the dangers in it, since in the last
analysis the conversation with Dr. Roca and that which they would
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soon have with H. E. the President consisted in very daring diplo-
macy. But they would have no reason to regret it, no matter what
were the consequences, in view of the attitude of the Argentine For-
eign Minister which was evaluated as being fatal for the peace of
America and the prestige of the mediatory governments. Moreover,
the eminent personality of Dr. Roca, free of all international prej-
udices, as well as that no less eminent one of General Justo, were
sufficient protection for the propriety of the delicate step.

On Thursday, April 29, the dinner with the President of the Nation
occurred in the same place as before. The Delegates had beforehand
exchanged ideas and decided what it would be necessary to discuss.
It was early seen that Sr. Saavedra Lamas was trying to keep the con-
versation on subjects foreign to the principal objective, an easy thing
for him who possesses in the highest measure a gift of talking. Two
or three attempts to broach the subject were turned off with undis-
guised design. Finally, the President himself cleverly made the
opening for discussion of the matter.

The conversation may be resumed as follows:

Delegate of the United States:

While we are all keenly aware of the urgent necessity of arriving
at a territorial settlement, and look with horror upon the possible
renewal of hostilities with all of the bloodshed and suffering involved,
nevertheless, more important than these considerations or the inter-
ests of Bolivia and Paraguay is the preservation of the American
peace system developed by President Justo and his Foreign Minister,
together with the other presidents and foreign ministers, particularly
of the mediatory nations. Naturally I am especially concerned re-
specting my own president—President Roosevelt—and Secretary
Hull, and that their contributions to this system shall not be dis-
sipated through a renewal of hostilities. Certainly another Chaco
war would do untold damage to the American peace system and to
the authority and prestige of all our presidents and statesmen and
would bring ridicule upon us delegates who have been directly in-
volved in the negotiations.

I am entirely convinced that if we fail to reach a solution to the
territorial problem another war is inevitable. Two things may hap-
pen: (a) If the Bolivians feel that they have sufficient documentary
and other evidence in hand as a result of the various Conference
declarations and agreements they may make a unilateral appeal to
the Permanent Court of International Justice in order to place them-
selves in a strong legal position and prove to the world that they are
not the aggressors in a new war. (b) If the Bolivians did not fol-
low this course then within a month from the date of the failure of
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the Peace Conference the Bolivians would seize the road and the
adjacent territory. There is in Bolivia a certain spirit of revenge.
The younger army officers, headed by Colonel Busch, are determined
to erase the black marks of defeat.

Ambassador Braden said that while he greatly respected General
Martinez Pita’s opinion, in this instance he could not agree with him.
In fact, the very distinguished position held by General Martinez
Pita—General of Division of the Argentine army, President of the
Special Military Commission and Special Delegate—placed him in
a position where he was regarded with awe by the ex-belligerent lesser
officers so that during his short stay in the Chaco—one week in
Asuncion and five or six days in Villa Montes—those officers did not
dare display to him their real sentiments. Whereas, Major Weeks,°
in addition to the trips made in company with General Martinez
Pita, has lived for six months in the Chaco during 1936 where he
slept, ate, drank, played cards with and was on terms of intimate
comradeship with both the Bolivian and Paraguayan officers, who have
unbosomed themselves to him frankly. Major Weeks declares that if
the Conference fails he considers that there is an 80% probability that
war will be renewed within a year and thereafter this percentage will
increase rapidly.

The American Delegate joined with his colleagues to insist that
the mediatory nations must, as a unit, attack the territorial question
with determination, energy and with the exercise of all the influence
and prestige within their power.

At an opportune moment, in answer to a question by President
Justo, Ambassador Braden explained why the other delegates were
not present. The three that were present, he said, had no duties
outside the Conference. We eat, sleep and breathe the Chaco and
therefore can and do dedicate all our time and effort to it. He added
that nevertheless, the other delegates were entirely in accord with
the program to pursue the territorial question energetically in order
to conclude a final peace before President Justo and Sr. Saavedra
Lamas left office. He then read a statement which that very afternoon
he had read to the Conference in the name of his government:

“In view of the seriousness of the deliberations on which we are
now entering, I keep the State Department informed of all the
details possible. I am therefore pleased to inform Your Excellencies
that my government has instructed me to express its pleasure at the
fact that all the mediatory delegates agree completely with my state-
ment made at the meeting of April 21 and repeated yesterday. That
is, that we are resolved to go to the bottom of the territorial question
with energy, wholeheartedness and determination, giving at the same

¥ Maj. John A. Weeks, Military Observer for the United States, member of
the Special Military Commission.
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time sufficient publicity to our activities so that the world may know
of our labors. In accordance with this firm intention of the Con-
ference my government agrees with our resolution taken yesterday
but believes that the only chance of success lies in our being prepared
to meet everyday and if necessary, all day, at any time and any place—
i. e. imitating the work which was so effective in seeking a solution for
the prisoners’ problem, a procedure which it is easy to follow.

“Several of the mediatory nations have special ambassadors accred-
ited to the Conference who devote their time exclusively to the Chaco
and are disposed at all times to give their collaboration to the intense
work required by the Conference in accordance with the plan of time
limits fixed and approved by the Conference as its own internal pro-
gram from now on at the meeting of December 25 last.”

The delegate added that the program outlined therein had met with
unanimous approval, and Sr. Saavedra Lamas said he agreed and
that this was an accurate statement of the program.

In entire agreement with the opinion of his colleagues Ambassador
Braden further emphasized that there was complete accord and unity
between each and every one of the mediatory delegates and repeated
his simile previously made that the Conference might be compared to
a football team, in which individual skill only is of little use, for
victory cannot be obtained excepting through complete coordination
and team play.

President Justo remarked that the presidents of the other five medi-
atory nations might also help the Conference to which he replied that
undoubtedly they could and would do so when called upon, but that
in the final analysis the playing field was in Buenos Aires and there-
fore President Justo’s intervention would prove the most effective.

When Sr. Saavedra Lamas objected that President Justo should
not be requested to intervene unless the Conference were absolutely
sure of success on the territorial question Ambassador Braden rejoined
that a Conference failure would be a greater blow to President Justo’s
prestige and that precisely to protect his prestige it would be desirable
for him to exercise his great influence and power.

Upon President Justo’s expressing some doubts as to whether the
intransigence of the parties could be overcome, the American delegate
replied that he had reached his position as a leader of a great nation
only by boldly facing stubborn intransigence and that many a time he
undoubtedly had overcome what appeared to be unsurmountable ob-
stacles by sheer determination and energy and that the Conference,
with the President’s support, could with similar determination and
energy confidently overcome all obstacles and reach the final peace.

Delegate of Brazil:

The Brazilian Ambassador, when he took part in the conversation,
insisted on the need to observe the time limits fixed in the session of
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December 25, since it was not possible for the Conference to meet in-
definitely, awaiting that the parties should arrive at a direct agree-
ment. And later added: One must not lose sight of the fact that
the Conference was born in Buenos Aires at the time of the visit of
President Vargas, taking advantage of the magnificent atmosphere
and under the propitious situation of an extensive cordiality through-
out America. It was called by President Justo and it must end
before the expiration of the actual administration. The administra-
tion to come will not have the same interests or the same responsi-
bility as that which called it and would find the subject already worn
by the natural action of the elapsed time. We therefore must hurry,
that the fundamental question may be considered with a will to solve
it as soon as possible using every effort to reach this goal. This is
the desire of all the delegates which have maintained an unmovable
solidarity. Let us take advantage of this spirit and we will arrive
at the end of our difficult task. The Delegate of Brazil pointed out
that this was the opinion of his government which has no other aim
than to cooperate with all the mediators, with the hope that the solu-
tion will come out of Buenos Aires.

He maintained the same arguments as Ambassadors Nieto and
Braden on the dangers to which we were exposed, of a new armed
conflict on the day the parties should feel helpless and on their own.
On account of this, he said, come our justified apprehensions and
fears. This is not a baseless opinion, since our Military Observers
who have lived the life of the Chaco in the most complete intimacy
with Paraguayan and Bolivian officers had received the same painful
impression.

The argument of Nieto’s that we had a sum of money which Bolivia
is willing to put at the disposal of the Conference once the problem
were about to be definitely solved, caused a profound impression.
For the rich men of Bolivia, that is the miners, are those who suffered
most during the war and will continue to suffer before the uncertain-
ties and dangers of a new war.

Delegate of Chile:

The Chilean Ambassador from the beginning of the conversation
pointed out the real dangers of a new war if the Conference without
justified and categorical reason left things as they are under the pre-
text that calm and prudence are advisable when it is not necessary to
call upon them, but on the contrary to use them in the measure that
they are ordinarily used in any serious endeavor, while now the need
was especially for authority and the prestige of mediation to over-
come the tendency to be seen in Paraguay to consolidate its conquests
over a territory in dispute. It is necessary to clear up the procedure
in accordance with the time limits adopted at the session of December
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25, 1936. He quoted the opinion of reliable military men, such as
General Fuentes, Major Weeks and Captain Bastos, besides other
trustworthy reports. He said it would be sad to arrive at the VIII
Pan American Conference in Lima ** with a war impending, or with-
out having resolved the territorial question.

He then said to the President that he had in his hands the oppor-
tunity to take advantage of the excellent disposition of Chile, Brazil
and the United States to arrive at a rapid solution, since these countries
had a close unity of views, a single complete loyalty to the work of
the Conference and a common desire not to lose time. That more-
over, none of them nor the other mediatory countries had special
interests or advantages to obtain from a solution of the Chaco,
aside from the common advantage of international peace. To a
question of the President as to what could be effectively done to
initiate the fundamental question, the Delegate of Chile answered
that there would be many ways of giving an atmosphere of authority
to the negotiations; that at the moment a means of great effect occurred
to him, that the debate on the problem be declared solemnly open in
a session with the parties, given added dignity if presided over by
H. E. the President of the Argentine Republic, which in no way
would mean a diminution of the authority of the President of the
Conference. The delegate recalled that the presidents of Chile and
Argentina had personally risked their prestige in taking the initiative
in stopping a war which was raging; that President Justo had
inaugurated the Chaco Conference without any assurance of success;
that President Roosevelt had come to Buenos Aires to open the
Conference for the Maintenance of Peace. The Delegate of Chile
supported all the views of his colleagues on the principal points of
the conversation. At the last, Ambassador Nieto said more or less as
follows: “I believe, Mr. Minister, that an understanding will not
be so difficult if at a given moment pecuniary compensation is called
into play. On this I have something to say. It would be almost
a lack of respect to ask of H. E. the President of the Nation and the
Foreign Minister, to keep this completely confidential; but I dare to
ask it for the good success of the negotiations. I may assure you that
Bolivia will supply a considerable sum of money, perhaps two hun-
dred thousand pounds, for a prompt and good arrangement. After
long negotiations which began last year, just as in the case of the
subsidy for the prisoners, the final word I obtained a few days ago
from my Bolivian mining friends, so that the Conference has at
its disposal a most useful element—a nervum rerum—to convince
the Paraguayan government, if we do not allow a long time to pass,
for we must be aware of the price of tin.”

2 See pp. 1 ff.
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The Minister of Foreign Relations:

He insisted various times on the need to conduct the fundamental
negotiations slowly, step by step, seeking out all the means of prudence.
He referred quickly to the unstable conditions of the internal politics
of Paraguay and Bolivia. He maintained with tenacity the non-
existence of any danger of the renewal of hostilities, saying that
this was the opinion of the Argentine military officers, General
Martinez Pita, Captain Vacca, etc., for Bolivia after its warlike
shattering was not in a situation to renew the war, nor was Paraguay
due to the latter’s financial weakness. He gave no value whatever to -
the contrary opinions set forth by the delegates on the logical basis
of the reports of their military men. He rejected the idea of direct
action by President Justo, before there were assurances of an arrange-
ment. He gave some attention to the report by the Delegate of Chile
regarding the sum of money which could be counted on, but this
impression did not determine him to outline any plan for rapid
action, but on the contrary repeated his comments favoring the
policy of indefinite time. When he was reminded of the definite
time limits which he himself had enthusiastically adopted at the
session of December 25, he was quiet as though surprised at something
that he did not recall. When the President interrupted him to add
the words “and firmness” to those of tranquillity and patience which
he had used, the Foreign Minister did not give any sign of agreeing
with the clear intent of General Justo, nor at the time that the
Delegate of Brazil repeated these words. He had the same indifferent
attitude when after dinner the President gave a graphic representation
with fists and foot of a reply General Foch gave on the way in which
he expected to resolve the problems of the Single Command during
the Great War.

In short, the delegates had the following impressions:

1) That the Foreign Minister saw with profound displeasure this
meeting for the purpose of showing the President and Vice President
that the Conference is taking a wrong course under the policy of Sr.
Saavedra Lamas.

2) That the President got a thorough idea of the object of the
meeting and, although he did not exactly indicate what he intended
to do, used the word “firmness” in a tone equivalent to an order di-
rected at his Minister for Foreign Relations.

8) That he got a direct statement that there were no individual
interests nor divergent opinions among the mediatory nations, and
moreover that they were probably circulated by the Foreign Minister
to conspire against the Buenos Aires negotiations. o

4) That the mediators are interested in having the subject liqui-
dated before the end of his administration.
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5) That no pretext would be good to undo the effects of the Inter-
American Conference for the Maintenance of Peace.

6) That at least the opinions and rationalizations of Sr. Saavedra
Lamas that he might have used to support his dilatory policy have
been weakened in the mind of the President, since he cannot overlook
those to the contrary expressed in all frankness by the delegates of
three friendly countries.

7) That Sr. Saavedra Lamas, through wounded amour propre, may
increase his policy, carrying it into the realm of personalities, and
in this case it is incumbent upon the governments to keep together
and to seek the support of General Justo who is more disposed to
accommodating action.

These are the impressions of the three delegates who sign the present
document, drafted by Ambassador Nieto del Rio and approved after
close examination. The facts and résumé of the conversations are
correct.

[File copy not signed]

724.54119/970
The American Delegate (Braden) to the Secretary of State

No. 474 Buenos Aires, August 4, 1937.
[Received August 16.]

Sir: I have the honor to refer to my despatch No. 406 of April 20,
1937, wherein I commented on the many delays encountered by the
Peace Conference and stated that “the Conference must now demon-
strate that definite progress towards a final solution is being made,
otherwise its prestige will be undermined, its authority weakened
and the opportunity for a final peace lost”.

On April 23 the Conference formally approved the regulations
for transit, control, and policing; *? on June 16 Colonel Trabal (Uru-
guayan Army) and Captain Vacca (Argentine Army) were des-
patched to the Chaco to put the regulations in force; on May 25 the
Bolivian and Paraguayan Foreign Ministers exchanged telegrams
declaring diplomatic relations renewed; on June 8 the Conference
resolved that direct negotiations on the fundamental question were
opened; and on July 12 the Conference reaffirmed this resolution.
Nevertheless, the regulations are not in force; ministers have not
been appointed, hence diplomatic relations have not been effectively
renewed ; and little useful discussion on the territorial question has
been had in the Conference since last December.

This lamentable state of affairs, aside from those reasons listed in
my aforesaid despatch No. 406, in my opinion may be ascribed to a
combination of the following:

2 See The Ohaco Peace Conference, pp. 28, 106, 108,
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(@) Unfortunately phrased public statements by Dr. Stefanich,
Paraguayan Foreign Minister, and also by Dr. Finot, Bolivian ex-
Foreign Minister, in contravention of their solemn promises to refrain
from so doing.

(b) Further delays and quibbling over interpretations by the
Paraguayans through Dr. Ramirez, head of their (i)eleg'ation.

(¢) As I have, on various occasions, informed the Department, it
has become increasingly apparent during the last several months that
the supreme consideration of Dr. Saavedra Lamas, Conference presi-
dent, is to preserve his personal reputation as the Great Peacemaker.
He fears to face the difficulties which necessarily will arise in the
territorial negotiations or the drafting of the arbitral compromise
and frequently has admitted of late that his earnest hope is to pass
the Chaco question to the World Court for solution. Failing in this,
his program will be through procrastination and obstruction to
avoid the Conference actively entering the territorial negotiations
until he has retired from office, so that the responsibility will fall
on his successor as Foreign Minister and Conference president. Last
year, at Geneva and elsewhere, he had it widely circulated that nothing
remained to be settled in the Chaco but a mere question of boundaries
such as exists between many countries (sé¢). Thus, he would dis-
parage success as an unimportant detail made possible by his own
efforts, and ridicule failure as evidence of incompetence by his suc-
cessor in contrast to the accomplishments attained under his own
leadership.

(d) Dr. Saavedra Lamas’ desire for Argentine domination—at
least economically—over the Chaco and southeastern Bolivia, coupled
with a fantastic fear that his country is surrounded by envious
neighbors who are forming “blocs” with one another directed against
Argentine interests. This reasoning by the Foreign Minister perhaps
leads him to believe that the best policy to pursue 1s either to make tﬁe
final peace alone, free from the other mediatory powers, or to per-

etuate the division between at least two of Argentina’s five neigh-
Eors—dz'm’de et impera.

The Conference failure to make measurable progress this year may
largely be attributed to (¢), although (@) and (b) definitely are
factors. I mention (d) as a possibility, although I am not prepared
to affirm that it has been an element of any importance.

Now, in my opinion, the essential facts are:

1. The Conference, during 1937, can point to little, if any, con-
structive accomplishment.

2. Enough is known of the opposing Bolivian and Paraguayan
theses to warrant the belief that a final territorial agreement, though
extremely difficult of attainment, nevertheless is possible if only a
determined, intelligent, uninterrupted effort be made by the Confer-
ence. Whether such an intensive effort can be had under the presi-
dency of Dr. Saavedra Lamas remains to be seen.

8. Unless a solution of the territorial question can be reached by
the Conference another Chaco War, sooner or later, will be inevitable.
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4. The evasive, face-saving program of Dr. Saavedra Lamas out-
lined under (¢) will not solve the territorial differences but on
the contrary will open the way for a renewal of hostilities.

5. Interpreting what I understand to be the Department’s wishes,
my attitude in the Conference has always been that every conceivable
effort must be made to arrive at a solution of the Chaco problem at
this Conference, and if possible before the Justo government goes
out of office.

6. Previously, my Brazilian and Chilean colleagues (Ambassadors
Rodrigues Alves and Nieto del Rio) and I have been able to circum-
vent Dr. Saavedra Lamas’ personal peculiarities, delays and obstruc-
tions by reasoning, flattery, and other means, doubtless because his
and our final objectives were then identical; now they are different
and it has been amply proven that our former methods with him no
longer are successful. Therefore they must be changed.

As the opening broadside in my new campaign (activating the
dismay at the £7 Mundo article transmitted in my despatch No. 468
of July 29, 1937 ), I read my enclosed statement of July 30 at the
Conference session held that day at my insistence after it had been
cancelled by Dr. Saavedra Lamas. He did not attend. It had a
decided effect. Also, it brought out the fact that my Uruguayan and
Peruvian colleagues apparently have not been presenting to their
governments a true picture of the sad course of this Conference, and
they made it clear to me that were my statement to appear in the
minutes they would be subject to criticism by their governments. I
therefore agreed that it should not appear in the minutes but threat-
ened to read it in should there be any further cancellation of meetings
and procrastination. This mild piece of blackmail will, I hope, have
a salutary effect. During the session of July 80 I likewise commented
upon the unjustifiable number of meetings which had been cancelled
(see enclosed schedule for July).

As a second step in my program I refer to the special report from
the Military Observers dated July 28 and the personal letter dated
July 27 addressed to me by Major John A. Weeks, both enclosed with
my despatch No. 473 of August 2, 1937.* The situation described
in those two communications is dangerous and, in view of that fact,
at the session of August 2 I read the statement appearing as enclosure
No. 2. The essential was the removal of Bolivian and Paraguayan
troops from their present positions almost in contact with one another.
Hence when Sr. Ramirez, Paraguayan delegate, was invited to the
meeting, he was informed this withdrawal of the troops from near the
line of “hitos” must take place without delay. I repeated to him that

* Not printed.
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if this is not done, I shall in duty bound have to recommend to my
government that it discontinue its moral guarantee. Sr. Ramirez
did not answer ; this may be an indication that he was impressed.

Needless to say, I shall, as heretofore, exercise every precaution,
in carrying forward these new tactics, to avoid any serious clash
with Dr. Saavedra Lamas. But I trust the Department will agree
with me that it is impossible to permit things to continue as they were
going, and that it is imperative that action be obtained.

Respectfully yours, SerUILLE BRADEN

[Enclosure 1]

Statement by the American Delegate (Braden)

Buenos Aires, July 30, 1937.

1. The United States Delegation is gravely concerned by the little
progress made this year in the Peace Conference and by its present
status.

2. At the end of 1936, aside from some minor matters, there
remained three important problems to be settled: (a) renewal of
diplomatic relations, (b) regulation of transit, control and policing,
and (¢) the fundamental question of territory and boundaries. Seven
months of this year have gone by, the diplomatic relations are not
effective, the regulations are not in force, and there has been almost
no discussion of territory and boundaries, so that matters stand
practically as they did last December.

3. After the regulations were approved in the latter part of April,
it was repeatedly declared in the sessions of this Conference by several
delegates including myself, that we were then resolved to enter the
fundamental question with energy, dedication and determination, at
the same time giving sufficient publicity to our activities so that the
world would know of our endeavors. At that time there was unanim-
ity of opinion that the periods of two and three months for direct
negotiations and drafting of the arbitral compromise respectively, be
adopted for the internal order of the Conference. Three months have
passed and, despite the fact that nearly two months ago, in our June
8th resolution, we formally declared, in a published resolution, that
the period for direct negotiations was inaugurated, actually nothing
has been done.

4. Ambassador Barreda Laos, on December 28th (Act 108), pro-
posed, was seconded by me, and it was unanimously agreed, that we
should meet daily in order, in particular, to forward the territory-
boundary negotiations. Again, on May Tth (Act 133), I had the
honor to refer to my distinguished Peruvian colleague’s resolution and
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urge that it be carried out. In deference to the wishes of some of
those present, it was decided that instead of meeting daily, we should
meet on Mondays, Wednesdays and Fridays of each week. This we
have not done by any manner of means. How can we expect the
parties to respect our resolutions and acts if we, ourselves, do not
live up to them?

5. I want to emphasize again the unanimous opinion which has
been stated time and again in this Conference, that the Peace Con-
ference must wind up its work in Buenos Aires, before the Govern-
ment of President Justo goes out of office and our distinguished
President’s present term of office is over. I fully appreciate, how-
ever, that some of the delegates and, in particular, our distinguished
President, have many other obligations and responsibilities, which
may impede their attending every session, but I am sure that we can
always count upon the attendance of the other Argentine delegates
and, in the case of any very important action or resolution, we should,
of course, whenever possible, defer its passage until the absent dele-
gates have had an opportunity to express their opinions so that our
resolution may, as always, be unanimous.

6. It is the opinion of this delegation, expressed many times here-
tofore, that the only manner in which we may hope successfully to
arrive at a territory-boundary agreement, will be by following a pro-
cedure similar to that adopted by the prisoners’ committee, whose suc-
cess was crowned by the signing of the January 21st, 1936 Protocol *—
that is, by meeting morning and afternoon and, if necessary, at night,
in what were practically all-day sessions every day. This delegation
will have the honor, within the near future I hope, to propose the
formal adoption of such a procedure but, in the meantime, it urges
that the Conference rigidly adhere to the resolution of May 7th, now
in force, and that hereafter no scheduled sessions be cancelled.

[Enclosure 2]

Statement by the American Delegate (Braden)

BuenNos A1res, August 2, 1937,
The situation described in the special report dated July 28 received
from the Military Observers and Major Weeks’ letter of July 27, which
I have just roughly translated, can be directly traced to the regula-
tions not being in force.
While I stated, at our last session, that in my opinion the strictly
correct procedure for the Conference to pursue with respect to the
regulations, would be to put them in effect and then listen to and decide

** Foreign Relations, 1936, vol. v, p. 36.
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upon any protests which might be made by either of the parties, I do
not, at this meeting, propose such action but may do so soon.

During the last several months, many of the mediatory delegates,
including myself, often have expressed their grave concern respecting
troop movements in the Chaco and the purchase of arms and muni-
tions by the ex-belligerents. Repeatedly, I have stated my preoccupa-
tion that, under present conditions, Bolivian and Paraguayan troop
units might come in contact along the intermediary line, thus making
it possible, if not probable, that some incident would occur leading to
a renewal of hostilities. It is well-nigh impossible to apportion re-
sponsibility in such cases, but that such incidents can generate a major
conflict is proven by the last war.

Hence, in view of the deeply disturbing news received today, I am
compelled to advise the Conference that unless all troops are removed
from the area within the lines of withdrawal, I shall, in duty bound,
have to recommend to my government that it discontinue its moral
guarantee given in the January 21 Protocolized Act.

I submit that there is no reason why Chapter II of the regulations
should not immediately be put in effect. In order that this may be
done, I move that Captain Vacca and, if possible, Colonel Trabal be
despatched to the Chaco, not later than the 4th instant, by airplane,
with instructions that, together with the Military Observers in Villa
Montes, they put Chapter IT of the regulations in force. Furthermore,
I request that this airplane be employed by the aforesaid officers, to fly
over all of the zone comprehended between the lines of withdrawal, in
order to check and make certain that all troops actually have been
removed from that area.

My motion is before the Conference.

724.34119/960 : Telegram
The Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell) to the Secretary of State

BuenNos Aires, August 10, 1937—38 p. m.
[Received 7:20 p. m.]
127. From Braden. My despatch No. 474, August 4 and letters to
Welles July 29 and August 5. Things have taken a decided turn
for the better so that I now hope for progress despite idiosyncrasies
of Saavedra Lamas and Ramirez. I am discontinuing the tactics
described in communications under reference until they again appear
to be necessary since together with results obtained from E?7 Mundo
article they have had the desired effect:
Saavedra Lamas admits Justo has demanded solution of Chaco
question during present administration. If possible final treaty to

® Letters not found in Department files.
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be formally concluded in November or December when Argentine and
Brazilian Presidents meet to inaugurate international bridge at Uru-
guayana. The Foreign Minister for the first time in many months
declares his firm belief that the final treaty can be reached by direct
negotiations within the Conference. The idea of passing the problem
to the World Court has been sidetracked at least temporarily.

2. Paraguayan delegation under instructions from their Govern-
ment have formally begun detailed exposition of their boundary pre-
tensions as first step in the direct fundamental negotiations.

3. Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs yesterday in private in-
terview requested my Brazilian colleague to obtain my cooperation
in pressing direct negotiations. Rodriguez Alves assured him of my
complete collaboration and I shall take the first opportunity to do so
myself.

4. Weeks telegraphed me yesterday troops withdrawn and every-

thing tranquil. [Braden.] S
D

724.34119/1046 : Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell)

WasHINeTON, October 6, 1937—7 p. m.

93. For Braden. Please cable your comment on a report received
here to the effect that the Paraguayan Government is planning to
make a move in the immediate future at the Chaco Conference to an-
nul the security regulations, the Protocol of June 9 and the statement
issued by the Conference on September 16.2 According to this report,
the proposed action would be made upon the ground that the members
of the military establishment of Paraguay in the so-called neutral
zone were determined by the action of the Conference as being civil-
ians and divorced from the control of the military authorities and
that consequently this created a situation not anticipated nor fore-
seen by the Paraguayan Government when the original security regu-

lations were under discussion.
Huown

724.34119/1053 : Telegram

The Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell) to the Secretary of State

Buenos Ares, October 7, 1937—5 p. m.

' [Received 6:15 p. m.]
193, From Braden. Your 93, October 6,7 p. m. No authoritative
‘information available here as to the attitude which will be assumed

" For text of the Conference resolution of September 18, see The Chaco Péace
Conference, p. 121,
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by new Paraguayan delegation due to arrive here October 10. In that
connection see my despatch 512 of September 29.2* However, my col-
leagues and I are of the opinion that Paraguayans will not accept the
regulations; what reasons will be adduced remains to be seen. If the
regulations adopted April 23 are not accepted the Paraguayan dele-
gation may cooperate in drafting new ones. Should they not do so
I feel the Conference should by appropriate resolution place the onus
on Paraguay for the failure to arrive at security regulations, with cor-
ollary responsibility for any unfortunate consequence their absence
might entail in the Chaco; the Conference thereupon demanding
active continuation of negotiations on the fundamental question.
The Bolivian delegate prior to his departure for La Paz agreed
with my Brazilian colleague and me that providing active negotiations
on the fundamental question were actually under way his country
would if necessary abandon transit over the road thus removing that
sore point from our deliberations. [Braden.]
‘WeDDELL

724.34119/1083

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Under Secretary of State
(Welles)

[ WasnaiNgToN,] October 19, 1937.
The Minister of Bolivia called this morning and read to me two
communications which he had received from his Government. The
communications which he was instructed to convey to me stated that
the Government of Bolivia was greatly disturbed by the situation
within the Chaco Conference; that it felt that, partly because of the
constant political changes in Paraguay and partly because of the in-
eptitude of the President of the Conference, Dr. Saavedra Lamas, the
Conference was headed for an imminent breakdown, and that if such
a breakdown took place, Paraguay would immediately recommence
military activities against Bolivia. The Minister was instructed to
request the Government of the United States to take part in the cre-
ation of a bloc within the Chaco Conference, to be composed of the
delegates of the United States, Chile, Brazil and Peru, for the pur-
pose of working together as a unit and bringing pressure to bear upon
the other members of the Conference so that a more speedy and satis-
factory procedure would be resorted to.
In response to this request, I said that, as the Minister himself
knew, the American delegate was on the closest and most cooperative
terms with the Chilean, Brazilian, and Peruvian delegates and that he

* Not printed.
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was working most harmoniously with them. At the same time, how-
ever, I said the United States delegate was working in perfect har-
mony with the Uruguayan delegate and was endeavoring to the best
of his ability to work in similar harmony with the President of the
Conference. I said that it seemed to me that the creation of any such
bloc as this within the Conference would immediately create sus-
picion and friction which would result in a situation entirely unfavor-
able towards the speedy attainment of the objectives desired. I
added that if any such move as this were undertaken, it would hardly
remain unknown to the President of the Conference, with the great
likelihood that when some impasse was reached the President of the
Conference would throw all the blame for this situation upon the
nations taking part in the creation of such a bloc with results that
might well be fatal to the Conference as a whole. The Minister said
that he entirely agreed with me and that he would advise his
Government to that effect.

The Minister then went on to say that he was advised by his Govern-
ment that some confidential formula had been worked out by some
of the delegations to the Conference providing for the solution of the
fundamental question when this is taken up by the Conference. The
Minister said that his Government believed that this confidential
formula failed to provide for Bolivia any outlet to the Paraguay
River and that if this were the case, such a formula would be com-
pletely unacceptable to Bolivia. I told the Minister that I was un-
aware of any such formula and that I could not conceive that our
delegate had participated in such conversations without advising the
Department of State.

I further said to the Minister that it was my understanding that
the Conference was now beginning to work more actively due to the
arrival of the new Paraguayan delegates and to the return of
Dr. Alvéstegui from Bolivia. I said that I could only hope that
satisfactory progress could be made.

S[uMNER] W[rLLES]

724.34119/1067
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Bolivia (Caldwell)

No. 17 WasnINGTON, OcToBER 20, 1937,

Sik: The Department has received your confidential despatch no. 40,
dated October 5, 1937, reporting upon your conversation with the
Bolivian Minister for Foreign Affairs during which the latter raised
the point of a possible meeting of the Presidents of Argentina, Brazil,

** Not printed.

205768—54 3
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Bolivia and Paraguay for the purpose of discussing a possible settle-
ment of the Chaco controversy.

The Department approves, in general, of the statements you made to
the Bolivian Minister for Foreign Affairs, as set forth in the penulti-
mate paragraph of your despatch. However, you are requested, in
such manner as you deem appropriate, to express orally to Dr. Vaca
Chavez the following additional views of your Government.

In your conversation with the Bolivian Minister for Foreign Af-
fairs you may state that your Government concurs, in general, with
the views that you expressed during the previous conversation. You
will add, however, that the Government of the United States is of the
opinion that the efforts being made by the Conference to bring about
a solution of the controversy should not be relaxed in any manner
pending the possible meeting of the four presidents; but that on the
contrary, there should be a special effort to make further progress
toward a solution. This Government, of course, would heartily wel-
come any contribution toward a final settlement that might be made
as a result of the proposed conference of the four presidents. It
appears probable that the conference organization might well be
utilized in carrying out any plan that the four presidents might be
able to agree upon. It would be valuable, therefore, to have the Con-
ference continue its work and to be in a position to take advantage
of any favorable developments that arise outside of the Conference.

A copy of this instruction is being transmitted to the missions at
Buenos Aires and Rio de Janeiro, and to Ambassador Braden.

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State:

SumMNER WELLES

724.34119/1080 : Telegram

The Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell) to the Secretary of State

Buenos Ames, October 23, 1937—noon.
[Received 12: 42 p. m.]
199. From Braden. Paraguayan delegation has rejected regula-
tions by note contending in detail that several provisions are not in
accord with protocols and therefore require congressional ratifica-
tion. The last paragraph, however, indicates willingness to consider
measures to implement non-aggression pact so as to preserve quiet
in the Chaco during remaining negotiations. At my request chair-
man of the Paraguayan delegation agreed to propose formula to
accomplish this end. I expect him to do so shortly. [Braden.]
‘WEDDELL
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724.34119/1080 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell)

‘WasHINGTON, October 26, 1937—2 p. m.

98. For Braden from the Under Secretary. Your 199, October
23 noon. The Paraguayan note which you refer to appears to
me gravely disquieting in view of the conditions which it may en-
gender. I suggest for your consideration the possibility of divorcing
the consideration by the Conference of the allegations of Para-
guay that the regulations are not in accord with the protocols and
the suggestions for implementation of the non-aggression pact which
the Chairman of the Paraguayan delegation has agreed to propose.
On the first point I would assume that the Conference must adopt
the position that the regulations are in accord with the protocol and
that this subject can be discussed in a conciliatory fashion with the
Paraguayan delegation.

With regard to the second point, that is the implementation of the
non-aggression pact, it would seem to be becoming more than evident
that direct negotiations cannot be successfully undertaken at least
for a considerable time to come, that is until the political situation
in Paraguay and in Bolivia has become far more stable than it now is.
If my judgment on this point is correct, the only other course left
would appear to be resort to the Hague court. Should resort be
had to that procedure, a considerable time will undoubtedly elapse
until the court has passed upon the case and until the two parties
to the controversy have accepted the award. During that period the
value of a well implemented non-aggression pact between Paraguay
and Bolivia, negotiated with the moral support of the powers com-
posing the Chaco Conference, will be very great inasmuch as it would
presumably quiet tension between Bolivia and Paraguay and prevent
the fear of a renewed attack on one side or the other.

I shall be glad to have you telegraph me what your views may be
with regard to the points above mentioned.

How

724.84119/1088 : Telegram
The Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell) to the Secretary of State

Burenos Ares, October 28,1937—9 a. m.
[Received 11:25 a. m.]

205. From Braden for the Under Secretary. Your 98, October
26, 2 p. m. I agree entirely with your first paragraph which is pre-
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cisely procedure I have urged Conference to adopt. As a result of
my motion and alarmed by the Paraguayan note the Argentine Min-
ister for Foreign Affairs appointed Ruiz Moreno the Brazilian dele-
gate, the Peruvian Ambassador and myself as a committee to obtain
from the Paraguayan delegation chairman a satisfactory project
implementing the non-aggression pact. The latter has promised us
to present today his proposition as approved by his Government.
The committee warned him («) as per last sentence of first paragraph
my telegram No. 193, October 7, 5 p. m., and () that conditions soon
would be further aggravated since in view of the non-existence of
regulations the Peruvian Ambassador had stopped his military
observer from going to the Chaco on October 15 as scheduled and
Brazil probably would do likewise November 15 thus leaving the area
between the opposing armies without neutral observers. The Argen-
tine and Brazilian members of committee added that this practically
implied the withdrawal by the mediatory Governments of their moral
guarantee.

With regard to the second point it may well be that even assuming
optimum cooperation from S. Lamas unstable political conditions
especially in Paraguay will make direct agreement impossible for some
time to come, nevertheless as indicated in my despatch No. 540 air
mailed October 22 [27] * T am convinced not yet that a Chaco settle-
ment cannot be obtained by direct negotiations. A satisfactory imple-
mentation of the non-aggression pact appears the first step in opening
the way, to be followed by active negotiations here, the delegate’s trips
to Bolivia and Paraguay and finally the united pressure of all six
mediatory Foreign Offices. Moreover except for two short and abor-
tive attempts during October 85 and December 36 there has been no
discussion of the boundary question within the Conference for which
omission the chairman is largely to blame. Therefore, the Conference
cannot conscientiously declare direct agreement impossible until a real
effort has been made to find a solution.

Protocol provides [provision?] that Conference cannot close until
arbitral compromise has been concerted, might impede The Hague
Court taking jurisdiction and certainly would bring strong Para-
guayan objections if we attempted to submit the question without
the compromise. But even granting jurisdiction were accepted and
award made by the Court, Paraguay would not accept the ruling,
Bolivia would try to enforce it, and Paraguayan resistance would
probably lead to a renewal of war.

Even if we obtain from Paraguay an implementation of the non-
aggression pact satisfactory to Bolivia the latter probably will not
agree to have it continue beyond the end of the Conference unless

* Not printed.
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assurances were given by Paraguay that the case would go to arbitra-
tion and the award [be] accepted since Bolivia fears that under the
protection of a non-aggression pact supported by the mediatory
powers Paraguay will endeavor to maintain indefinitely the status

guo of military occupation. [Braden.]
‘WEebpbELL

724.84119/1089 : Telegram
The Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell) to the Secretary of State

Bue~os Aires, October 28, 1937—11 a. m.
[Received 12:21 p. m.]

206. From Braden for the Under Secretary of State. Add the fol-
lowing to my 205, October 28, 9 a. m. In my opinion a final intensive
drive to settle the fundamental question should be made and to this
end the situation should be presented to the other mediatory Foreign
Offices, their opinions requested and a concrete program of the com-
plete unity of action laid down for the Conference. By reason of its
location to and detachment from conflicting problems the Department
of State logically should make this démarche. As soon as we have
determined just what security modus vivendi may be obtained in the
Chaco I shall transmit my specific recommendations in this particular.
[Braden.]

‘WEDDELL

724.84119/1096
The Minister in Bolivia (Caldwell) to the Secretary of State

No. 56 La Paz, October 29, 1937,
[Received November 5.]

Sir: Referring to the Department’s confidential instruction No. 17
of October 20, 1937, as to a proposed conference between the Presidents
of Argentina, Brazil, Bolivia and Paraguay, I have the honor to report
that in accordance with that instruction I had a conference yesterday
afternoon with Dr. Fabidn Vaca Chévez, Minister for Foreign Affairs,
in which I presented to the Minister orally the additional views of the
Department as set forth in the penultimate paragraph of the Depart-
ment’s instruction under review.

In reply, Dr. Vaca Chéivez expressed special gratification to learn
that the efforts being made by the Conference to bring about a solu-
tion of the controversy would not be relaxed on account of any supple-
mentary efforts which might be made in the same direction in the
meantime. He added that Dr. Alvéstegui had been specifically
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instructed to further the work of the Conference in every possible
way. While he had not been instructed to propose specific solutions,
he had been authorized to accept certain possible solutions in case these
were proposed to him by the Conference.

Dr. Vaca Chivez went on to say that he felt very strongly that no
step, however hopeful, should be taken to weaken the prestige or the
influence of the Conference itself, and he assured me of the desire of
the Bolivian Government to make use of the machinery of the Confer-
ence in carrying out any plan which might possibly be agreed upon in
the proposed conference between the four Presidents. From the tone
of his remarks I gathered that the whole plan was intended to be sup-
plementary and that arrangements for the proposed meeting were
still tentative and uncertain.

Dr. Vaca Chéivez then went on to tell me that the suggestion in ques-
tion had come originally from Dr. Saavedra Lamas, who had men-
tioned the matter first to Dr. Rodriguez Alves and later to Dr. Alvés-
tegui, who had made a confidential report on the subject during his
recent visit to La Paz.

As to possible concrete solutions, which might perhaps be offered
if a suitable opportunity arose, Dr. Vaca Chéivez went on to say that
he had been informed that Dr. Saavedra Lamas had sent Colonel
Schweitzer as his personal emissary to Asuncién to sound out opinion
in Paraguay as to a reasonable territorial solution in return for a cash
payment on the part of Bolivia to Paraguay. At the same time
Captain Maurifio had come to La Paz on a similar mission. Dr. Vaca
Chavez said that Captain Maurifio had reported that he had not found
positive evidence as to the probable attitude of Bolivian opinion on
this question.

As a possible alternative, Dr. Vaca Chéivez added confidentially that
the Bolivian Government was also considering another possible solu-
tion, involving the extension of the railroad from Puerto Casado to
the southern oil fields, with an agreement on the part of Bolivia to
export oil to Paraguay by this route in return for a definite territorial
settlement and the use of Puerto Casado as a free port on the part of
Bolivia, this suggestion being kept for the moment in strict reserve to
be used only if other suggested solutions proved to be impracticable.
All this Dr. Vaca Chévez told me as an indication of the desire of
Bolivia to seek in every possible way a prompt and equitable solution
under the terms of the peace protocol of June, 1935, and through the
machinery set up at that time.

In this connection, however, the Brazilian Legation has received
information which it believes to be reliable that, on his arrival in
La Paz, Captain Maurifio went to President Busch and to two high
officers of the Army (Pefiaranda and Calleja) with a personal message
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from Dr. Saavedra Lamas, suggesting a direct arrangement between
Paraguay, Bolivia and the Argentine as the only practicable solution
of the Chaco problem.

Respectfully yours, Roeerr G. CALDWELL

724.34119/1089 : Telegram

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Argentina
(Weddell)

WasnaingTON, November 4, 1937—7 p. m.

102. For Braden from the Under Secretary. Your 205, October
28, 9 a. m., and 206, October 28, 11 a. m. The exchange of views
effected in my telegram 98, October 26, 2 p. m., and your telegrams
under reference make it appear desirable for our delegation to support
conference action along the following lines:

(1) It appears that the Paraguayan delegation should be tactfully
informed, in reply to the note mentioned in your 199, October 23,
noon, that the Conference cannot decide otherwise than that, under
the Erotocols, the establishment and maintenance of a security system
in the Chaco is an exclusive function of the Conference until a final
peace settlement is achieved. Reference to the signature of the Jan-
uary 9 bases® by the Paraguayan Forelgn Minister and the Para-
guayan delegate, and to the Paraguayan delegate’s note of May 18,%
should be helpful in this respect.

(2) At the same time that the foregoing is brought to the attention
of the Paraguayan delegation, the G‘gonference should express, in a
conciliatory manner, its willingness to discuss with the Paraguayan
or Bolivian delegations any clarification of the existing security regu-
lations that may be considered necessary by either of the two parties.

(8) The mediatory powers might well be urged to continue to
send their military observers to the Chaco, at least during the time
that a further effort is being made to adjust the matter of the security
regulations. While failure to keep observers in the Chaco might
imply a withdrawal by the mediatory powers of their moral guaran-
tee, as stated by the Argentine and Brazilian delegates, it also might
be interpreted as meaning that the Conference has given in to Para-
guay as concerns jurisdiction over security measures. In the event
that Para%;lay makes it impossible for the military observers to
carry out their instructions from the Conference, consideration then
might be given to making public a conference resolution which would
provide for the withdrawal of the observers and which would set forth
the reasons for such action. The Paraguayan delegation might be
informally apprised of this contemplated procedure.

(4) It seems highly desirable that the Clc))nference should press the
negotiation of a well implemented non-aggression pact concurrently
with its work on the fundamental issue. The negotiation of such a

# See The Chaco Peace Conference, pp. 23, 106, 108.
= Ibid., p. 120.
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pact, however, should be entirely divorced from a consideration of the
present security regulations; and it should be made clear that a rapid
adjustment respecting the regulations, on the basis of conference
jurisdiction, is the most important immediate problem.

In your opinion, is the Brazilian statement of October 8, reported
in your despatch 539, in accord with the procedure outlined in para-
graph (4)? There is some indication that the Brazilian plan would
be to drop the question of the existing regulations in the event that
Paraguay refuses to accept the regulations as they are. The Brazilian
delegate went on to say that should Paraguay refuse, the Conference
would be faced by the necessity of rapidly establishing a modus wi-
vend:i guaranteeing security in the Chaco and acceptable to Bolivia.
If the modus vivend: referred to would represent merely a modifica-
tion of the existing regulations and would be based upon conference
jurisdiction in the matter, then the views of Brazil and the United
States are approximately the same.

I am considering the views expressed in the second and third para-
graphs of your telegram 205 ; and I have noted that the comment about
General Estigarribia, set forth in paragraph 8 of your despatch 541,
indicates the possibility that his moderate views may yet prove of
assistance in reaching a direct settlement of the Chaco controversy.
However, I wish to give further study to the alternate courses of con-
tinued effort for direct settlement or resort to The Hague court before
reaching a definite decision in the matter.

You may, in your discretion, discuss paragraphs (1) to (4) of this
telegram with the mediatory delegates, with a view to bringing about
unity of action by the Conference.

WELLES

724.34119/1103 : Telegram ‘
The Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell) to the Secretary of State

Bueros Ares, November 6,1937—3 p. m.

[Received 3: 52 p. m.]

212. From Braden for the Under Secretary. On October 29 the

Brazilian delegate received telegram from his Foreign Office quoting

report from Brazilian Minister at La Paz that the Argentine Military

Attaché there had declared to President Busch, Chief of Staff, and

other prominent officers he was authorized to give them to understand
that Saavedra Lamas being convinced the final treaty could not be

% Dated October 20; not printed.
# Dated October 21 ; not printed.
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reached by the Peace Conference suggested doing away with it thus
leaving negotiations to Argentina as sole mediator.

Brazilian delegate was further informed yesterday the source was
Bolivian Minister in Brazil now in La Paz, confirmed by Under Sec-
retary for Foreign Affairs. I have requested confirmation from
Caldwell.

The Argentine Military Attaché may have exceeded his instructions
but under any circumstances the incident is serious if confirmed. As
soon as we are satisfied of the facts my Brazilian colleague and I will
consult as to what action we can recommend. [Braden.]

‘WEDDELL

724.34119/1104 : Telegram
The Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell) to the Secretary of State

Buenos Aires, November 6, 1937—4 p. m.
[Received 8:20 p. m.]

213. From Braden. Department’s telegram No. 102, November 4,
7 p. m. Paraguayan project which was delayed by illness of Para-
guayan Minister for Foreign Affairs and attempted revolution # de-
livered to Committee today. It does not cover transit but otherwise
through generalities attempts to accomplish the same ends as the
regulations of April 23. Committee discussions thereof will begin
tomorrow with ex-belligerent delegations.

Paraguayan delegation has already been informed as per paragraphs
1 and 2 of telegram under reference.

Brazilian October 8th statement is in accord with paragraph 4 of
telegram under reference excepting that it contemplates only present
security regulations or in lieu thereof a modus vivend:i which will
protect the situation in the Chaco until the termination of the Con-
ference but it does not suggest or contemplate a permanent well imple-
mented non-aggression pact.

I expect that during Committee discussions during the next few
days we will arrive at a concrete plan as to exactly what may be accom-
plished in the way of present security measures in the Chaco.

The considerations advanced in my despatch 546, in my opinion,
make it preferable that the stand outlined in your telegram under
reference be made a part of the suggested démarche by the Department
incorporating it as point 3 of my outline. I have reason to believe
that Foreign Offices of Chile, Brazil and Peru agree substantially
with the Department’s views. Uruguay is an unknown quantity and

# For correspondence concerning the revolution in Paraguay, see pp. 717 ff.
* Dated October 28; not printed.
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is not to be relied on. But chances of getting the chairman committed
to a definite course of action will be greater following the Department’s
démarche than if I were to present the program in Conference.
[Braden.]

WEDDELL

724.34119/1117
The American Delegate (Braden) to the Se¢retary of State

No. 558 Buen~os A1res, November 10, 1937.
[Received November 19.]

Sir: I have the honor to enclose in Spanish and in English trans-
lation the text of a possible modus vivend:i * in substitution for the
security regulations of April 23, 1937, at least until such time as those
regulations are approved by a Paraguayan Congress.

The enclosed text has been arrived at through discussion between the
Paraguayan delegation and the committee chairmanned by Dr. Ruiz
Moreno, second Argentine delegate. The Paraguayan delegation is
referring Article 2 and Article 6 to their government for approval.
The project has not yet been discussed with the Bolivian delegation.

I am not commenting at this time but merely transmitting the text in
order possibly to save cable costs later.

Respectfully yours, SPrRUILLE BRADEN

724.34119/1128a : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell)

WasmiNgTON, November 30, 1937—T7 p. m.

114, For Braden from the Under Secretary. The Bolivian Minister
called upon me today by instruction of his Government to inform me
that the Bolivian Government had been giving consideration to the
modus vivend: proposed and had found it unacceptable inasmuch as it
contained material departures from the bases of the January regula-
tions. I expressed to the Minister my hope that the Bolivian Govern-
ment in its reply to the Conference would not tender a flat rejection of
the modus vivendi but would give every possible consideration to the
possibility of making such counter proposals as it deemed necessary
within the framework of the modus vivendi as formulated. The Min-
ister stated he would advise his Government accordingly.

Please cable the Department any representations in this regard
which may have already been made to you or to the Conference by the
Bolivian delegation.

Huwu

7 See The Chaco Peace Conference, p. 128,
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724.34119/1129 : Telegram
The Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell) to the Secretary of State

BueNos A1res, December 1, 1937—8 p. m.
[Received 8:16 p. m.]

235. From Braden. Your 114, November 30, 7 p. m. No reply to
the Conference has been made yet by Bolivia but the delegate rather
favors rejecting modus vivend: hoping thus to emphasize Paraguayan
insubordination to protocols as these are interpreted by the Conference
in contrast with Bolivian orthodoxy. The Brazilian delegate and
I have repeatedly pointed out that the modus vivend: is not equiva-
lent to the bases and regulations but is a means of achieving minimum
security required in the Chaco for the life of the Conference. Strongly
recommending acceptance we have contended that Bolivia’s juridicial
position will be protected by the projected Conference reply to the
Paraguayan October 20 note and she could further clarify it in a note
addressed to the Conference ; Bolivian position would also be strength-
ened by being conciliatory once again. [Braden.]

WeDDELL

724.34119/1145
The American Delegate (Braden) to the Secretary of State

No. 575 Buenos A1res, December 2, 1937.
[Received December 14.]

Sir: I have the honor to refer to my telegram No. 212 of November
6, 3 p. m. concerning statements attributed to Major Maurifio, Argen-
tine Military Attaché in La Paz, to the effect that Dr. Saavedra Lamas
desired the elimination of the other mediatory nations so that Argen-
tina could act alone. The Bolivian delegate yesterday advised Am-
bassador Rodrigues Alves and me that he had received a telegram
from his government confirming the Maurifio story.

In that connection, on the evening of November 25, Sr. Carcano,
Argentine Ambassador in Rio de Janeiro, confidentially advised the
Brazilian delegate, Ambassador Rodrigues Alves, that he had warned
the Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs that Argentine policy
on the destroyer incident * and the Chaco would, if continued, alienate
Brazil and cause that country’s withdrawal from the Peace Conference.
The Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs replied that he did not
mind in the slightest degree if Brazil and all the other mediatory
powers withdrew but would indeed welcome it, since he had agreed
with the Paraguayans that negotiations might be pursued with Ar-

» ;%ee despatch No. 1710, August 20, 1937, from the Ambassador in Argentina,
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gentina as the sole mediator. I believe allowance should be made for
Ambassador Cércano’s strong antipathy for Dr. Saavedra Lamas;
Dr. Zubizarreta and his colleagues have shown no such disposition
as attributed to them by the Conference president.

I am reliably informed that Major Tauber, Argentine Military
Attaché in Asuncién made a hurried and secret trip into the Chaco
a couple of weeks ago and thereafter immediately came to Buenos
Aires. One naturally wonders if his mission was not similar to that
of his fellow officer in La Paz.

Dr. Zubizarreta, Paraguayan delegate, advised me confidentially on
November 27 that he had been summoned a few days before by the
Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs to a meeting with Major
Maurifio who, among other indiscretions, said that Bolivia, being
anxious for a final treaty, was willing to pay a large sum of money to
Paraguay and no longer desired a sovereign port. Dr. Saavedra
Lamas injected the remark—“No paltry sum but many millions”.
While I believe the Bolivian government will be willing, in the final
showdown, to put up money and forego a sovereign port if it obtains
an otherwise satisfactory agreement, to pass this information on to
the Paraguayans at this time can only make our negotiations with
them more difficult. Major Maurifio, supported by the Argentine
Minister for Foreign Affairs, also told the Paraguayan delegate that
they could obtain a frontier, for at least a short distance, along the
Parapiti river. The Bolivians have always declared they preferred
war to making such a concession.

The Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs naturally tried to keep
secret the Maurifio mission. When he found he could not do so, and
that his personal efforts to settle the Chaco singlehanded were not as
successful as he had hoped, he produced Major Maurifio at the Con-
ference session of November 26, that the other delegates might be
enlightened by him on his mission in Bolivia. Among other state-
ments, Major Maurifio said that the Bolivian government would be
willing to put up between 10,000,000 and 15,000,000 pesos, Argentine
currency. The maximum sum ever discussed previously had been
£200,000 or approximately 3,350,000 Argentine pesos.

The importance of this affair lies in the fact that there is confirma-
tion that Major Maurifio, under orders from Dr. Saavedra Lamas, did
interview high Bolivian officials with a proposal to torpedo the Con-
ference. He was unsuccessful since the Bolivian officials replied their
country preferred the Conference. It is the role of Charity to suppose
that Major Maurifio exceeded his instructions. On the other hand
the Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs’ statement to his Ambas-
sador in Rio de Janeiro that the Paraguayans were agreeable to his
idea of Argentina proceeding alone in the mediation was written only
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a short time before Major Maurifio was sent to La Paz and therefore
strong presumption exists that he acted under orders.

I have thoroughly discussed this matter with Ambassador Rodrigues
Alves and we are of opinion that nothing can be done by us in the
premises without seriously endangering the Conference. It appears
best to leave that Maurifio incident where it is and to ignore this last
intrigue by Dr. Saavedra Lamas as we have others.

Respectfully yours, SprUILLE BRADEN

724.34119/1144
The American Delegate (Braden) to the Secretary of State

No. 574 BuenNos Aires, December 3, 1937.
[Received December 14.]

Sir: I have the honor to report that in an all day meeting yesterday,
the Brazilian and Peruvian delegates and I submitted general pre-
liminary bases for a final peace treaty to Dr. Zubizarreta and Dr.
Cardozo, Paraguayan delegates, and obtained their promise to make
us informally a counter proposal which, while undoubtedly presenting
their maximum aspirations, nevertheless will follow the broad lines
laid down by us and which, from conversations with the Bolivian
delegate, we have reason to believe may constitute the initial formula
on which to build the peace. We explained to the Paraguayan dele-
gates that we had not consulted the Bolivians, and in fact we knew
our suggestions would meet resistance and initial refusal from Dr.
Alvéstegui but if the Paraguayans accepted them we would undertake
to open negotiations with him on the following bases:

1. No sovereign port for Bolivia but a limited free port (puerto
franco) in the vicinity of Puerto Casado with adequate wharves,
warehouses, railroad terminus, etc. to be installed by Paraguay for
Bolivian use.

2. A frontier to the east of that described in paragraph 6 (a) of
my despatch No. 482 of August 31, 1937.2°

3. Bolivia to pay Paraguay a sum of money which will be invested
by the latter in the construction of the Paraguayan section of a rail-
road from the Puerto Casado district to the Camiri region. Bolivia
to construct the remainder.

4. Mutual renunciation of war responsibilities.

5. A well implemented non-aggression pact.

With respect to these bases the following comments may be made:

1. Bolivia still insists officially that a sovereign port on the Para-
guay river is a sine qua non to any final agreement. The Bolivian

* Not printed. Paragraph 6 (e¢) read: “A permanent frontier starting from
some point on the Pilcomayo River between D’Orbigny and Ballivian, running
north to approximately Lat. 20° south then eastward to the inner Bay of Bahia
Negra ;” (724.34119/1007)
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delegate has, however, confidentially advised my Brazilian colleague
and myself that his government will accept a free port providing
the other terms of the treaty are satisfactory. It is evident that
Bolivia desires a free port in the full sense of the word without any
restrictions and including the installation of their own customs.
Paraguay, on the other hand, wishes free port facilities to be limited,
so that while there would be no Paraguayan taxes or duties imposed
upon the transit of people and material through the port, there would
not be a Bolivian customs office and Paraguay would retain a certain
degree of supervision in the free port area. This is essentially a
detail to be worked out in negotiations.

2. The Paraguayans will unquestionably at first insist upon a fron-
tier lying along the intermediary line and that any withdrawal to
the east or south of that line should be compensated for by an ap-
proximately equal area to the north or west. On this point we will
encounter our greatest difficulties. However, yesterday we proposed
the following Iine to the Paraguayans: Starting at the intersection
of longitude 61° with the Pilcomayo river, north through Fortin
Esteros, northwest to Cafiada Tarija, northeast to Ingavi and east
to the intersection of latitude 20°-0'-35’” with the river Otuquis.
As was to be expected, the Paraguayans were shocked at the suggestion
of such a boundary. Dr. Zubizarreta intimated that we should at
least propose a line approximating that mentioned in paragraph
6 (@) of my despatch No. 482.

3. The golivian delegate has indicated to Ambassador Rodrigues
Alves and me that his country, providing other conditions are satis-
factory, would be willing to construct a railroad from the Camiri area
to Puerto Casado and even to contemplate some participation by
Paraguay in the oil industry of southeastern Bolivia. Yesterday Dr.
Zubizarreta held that the portion of the railroad within Paraguayan
territory should be constructed and owned by the Paraguayan govern-
ment and that, to this end, Bolivia should pay to Paraguay the requi-
site amount of money, leaving to the latter to decide when railroad
construction should begin. It is interesting, in this connection, that
whenever the building of a railroad in the Chaco has been mentioned,
Dr. Saavedra Lamas has endeavored to have the route to run from
Puerto Casado to Yacuiba, thus effectually furnishing Argentina
with a strategic line in the Chaco.

Incidentally, a railroad from Camiri to Puerto Casado might sub-
stantially reduce the value of the proposed Argentine railroad from
Yacuiba to Santa Cruz and it would probably greatly lessen, if not
eliminate, Argentina’s interest in Bolivian oil, excepting for that in
the Bermejo region, and thus might indirectiy maﬁze %olivia more
disposed towards some mutually satisfactory settlement with the
Standard Oil Com anﬁ.

4 and 5. I doubt that there will be any difficulty encountered on
tllif'se points, providing an agreement can be reached upon the first
three.

The foregoing plan is, of course, vague and preliminary, but at
least seems to offer an opportunity to bring the ex-belligerent nations
together on the fundamental elements for discussion and to afford
satisfactory starting points for the territorial-boundary deliberations.
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In fact, I would feel quite optimistic respecting these negotiations
were it not for Dr. Saavedra Lamas’ ignorance of the Chaco problem,
his gross indiscretions and intrigues, plus the fact that he categorically
refuses to permit the formation of any Conference committee or to
allow any meetings whatsoever of delegates without his presence,
even though one of the other Argentine representatives attend. In
other words, he makes it impossible for us to adopt an intensive, in-
telligent procedure such as was followed successfully by the Prisoners
Committee and which both the ex-belligerent delegates agree is the
only satisfactory way to work. TUntil he is out of the way our only
course seems to be to make such progress as we can through “pro-
hibited” meetings analogous to the one held yesterday, despite the
deliberate obstruction of the Conference president.

Respectfully yours, SeruILLE BRADEN

724.34119/1186
The American Delegate (Braden) to the Secretary of State

No. 577 Buenos A1res, December 3, 1937,
[Received December 14.]
Sir: I have the honor to transmit a memorandum which at his re-
quest I prepared for Dr. Alvéstegui, Bolivian delegate, on the proposed
security modus vivend: in the Chaco. He informs me that he has
transmitted it to his government, together with other arguments
which have been adduced by the mediatory delegates in favor of
Bolivia’s acceptance of the modus vivendi. The Bolivian delegate
as yet has received no expression of opinion from his government on
this subject.
Respectfully yours, SprUILLE BRADEN

[Enclosure—Memorandum]

Buenos Aires, November 29, 1937.
At a time when it appears that the fundamental negotiations may
be begun with some hope of success, for the Conference to accuse
Paraguay of insubordination and to place the responsibility on that
country for any incidents which might occur in the Chaco would not
be in keeping with the role of a mediator and might prejudice the
success of our final negotiations. Therefore, providing Bolivia’s
juridical position in this security question can be entirely protected
and providing that no serious incidents occur in the Chaco, it would
‘be advisable for Bolivia to agree to the modus vivendi at least for
such time as would indicate whether it was workable or not.
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Bolivia’s juridical position may be thoroughly protected by

(@) The projected Conference note to Paragray including such
alterations in the last paragraph thereof as may seem desirable;

(b) A separate exchange of notes between the Bolivian delegation
and the Conference entirely clarifying the position of all parties con-
cerned. In such an exchange of notes, Bolivia could emphasize her
conciliatory spirit in trying, once again, to adjust security matters in
contrast with a certain degree of intransigence on the part of
FParaguay.

Major Weeks, U. S. Army, is acknowledgedly a competent officer
whose opinion is worthy of special consideration by reason of his
service for sixteen months in the Chaco, as a member of the Neutral
Military Commission and the Special Military Commission, as well
as a Conference Observer. He has reported that the essential re-
quirements for the maintenance of a minimum of security and tran-
quility in the Chaco are:

1. Withdrawal of troops to adequate distances on each side of the
intermediary line.

2. Limitation of the number of troops or police permitted to remain
within the aforesaid withdrawal area.

3. That any “destacamentos” within that area or concentration of
troops in the rear of that area are not to be moved excepting in accord
with the Military Observers.

4. That the Military Observers may be empowered to endeavor to
adjust any incidents which may arise and in case of necessity should
they be unable to do so, the aforesaid incidents to be referred to the
Peace Conference.

5. No shooting for any reason whatsoever to be allowed within one
to two kilometres on either side of the intermediary line.

It will be noted that the “disposiciones” or modus vivendi cover
the question of withdrawal of troops by fixing certain concentration
points for them. The limitation of number of troops is also provided
for in the limited number to be allowed in the “destacamentos”.

The third and fourth points similarly are covered in the modus
vivendi and Dr. Zubizarreta has assured the Conference committee
with whom he negotiated that the fifth point could readily be handled
by the Military Observers in consultation with the commands in the
Chaco.

Therefore, while there is no equivalence between the April 23 Regu-
lations and the modus vivendi, and the latter document admittedly
does not clearly define matters by laying down “lines of withdrawal”,
specifying the exact number of police to be allowed within the area,
etc., nevertheless the modus vivends, if carried out in the spirit as well
as in the letter, will prevent all contact between Bolivian and Para-
guayan posts or patrols and accomplish the same ends as the Regula-
tions. There is every incentive for Paraguay to comply with the
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spirit as well as the letter of the modus vivendi and Dr. Zubizarreta
has assured the mediatory delegates that in actual practice the provi-
sions of the April 28 Regulations will be carried out. That is to say,
the Military Observers, in consultation with the commands, will locate
concentration points behind the lines of withdrawal or separation.
“Destacamentos” similarly will be placed at ample distances from
one another and will be limited in number to probably less than the
500 police allowed in the Regulations. Furthermore, Dr. Zubizarreta
declares that every liberty of transit will be given over the Villa
Montes-Boyuibe road.

Both Bolivia and the Conference repeatedly have emphasized the
urgent need for a security system in the Chaco (see Dr. Alvéstegui’s
note, August 5, 1937 %°) ; hence, for Bolivia now to leave matters in
their present status would indicate that previous insistence on im-
plantation of a security system was unwarranted and would make both
Bolivia and the Conference appear as having been unduly alarmist.

In any event, as long as Bolivia’s juridical position is fully pro-
tected, it is certainly worth while giving the modus vivendi a trial,
since, if it is found impracticable it can readily be cancelled and the
situation returned to the status of October 20 without detriment to
the prestige plus the fact that Bolivia, by acceding to the modus
vivend: on this trial basis, would once again have demonstrated co-
operation and an earnest desire for peace which could not do otherwise
than strengthen that country’s position before the world at large and,
in particular before the Hague Court if, as and when the question were
ever presented there.

724.34119/1151
The American Delegate (Braden) to the Secretary of State

No. 587 BuenNos A1res, December 14, 1937.
[Received December 22.]
Sir: I have the honor to inform you that the informal conversations
reported in my despatch No. 574 of December 3, 1937 have continued
between Ambassador Rodrigues Alves, Brazilian delegate, Ambassa-
dor Barreda Laos, Peruvian delegate, and myself on the one hand, and
the Paraguayan delegation on the other.
On December 6 Dr. Zubizarreta, senior Paraguayan delegate, made
us the following offer:

1) That the permanent frontier should coincide with the inter-
mediary line. 2) That any territory in Paraguay’s possession, such
as that in the neighborhood of the Villa Montes-Boyuibe road, which
were relinquished should be compensated by an area to the north of

¥ Not found in Department files.
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the intermediary line, in which case they proposed the following
frontier: Cururenda (o&posita D’Orbigny)—up the middle of the
Pilcomayo river to Palo Marcado—north through Carandaiti (leaving
Carandaiti in Paraguayan possession) to Santa Fé on the Parapiti
river—following the course of this river to its intersection with lati-
tude 19° 10 S.—a straight line to San Juan—south following the
course of the Otuquis and Rio Negro rivers until their junction with
the Paraguay river. (In the course of this meeting Dr. Zubizarreta
read to us his confidential instructions issued by President Ayala in
June, 1935 which assert the intermediary line is the minimum accepta-
ble to Paraguay and the maximum line beginning at Yaura (Brazil)—
south to the Pilcomayo—Pilcomayo to D’Orbigny-Juntas del Pilar—
headwaters of the Pilcomayo in the Chiriguanos mountains—head-
waters of the Parapiti—following the Parapiti to the Izozog
marshes).

Dr. Rodrigues Alves, Dr. Barreda Laos and I declared the above
offer to be totally inacceptable even as a starting point and we in-
sisted that the intermediary line be the maximum of Paraguayan
aspirations and a frontier on the Parapiti to be unthinkable. (Bolivia
would prefer another war to such a condition). Also we refused
to improve upon the Esteros line proposed by us (See paragraph 2,
page 3 of my despatch No. 574).

Dr. Zubizarreta said that he had exceeded his instructions by making
the offer described in paragraph 2 of this despatch and, to break the
deadlock, suggested that Dr. Cardozo, junior Paraguayan delegate,
should go to Asuncién, discuss the matter with the President of
Paraguay and the Minister for Foreign Affairs, and bring back spe-
cific and full instructions. By arrangement with the Argentine gov-
ernment, Dr. Cardozo will be allowed to go through the yellow fever
quarantine on Paraguayan ports. He leaves for Asuncién today.

Dr. Ramf{rez, former Paraguayan delegate, also returns to Asuncién
today to present a detailed report of his work here. He claims to have
documents signed, or at least initialed, by Dr. Carlos Macedo Soares,
former Brazilian Minister for Foreign Affairs, showing that during
December, 1936 the Conference agreed to a frontier along the Parapiti
river for Paraguay. I doubt the existence of such evidence, but even
if true it proves nothing beyond a lapsus memoria on Dr. Macedo’s
part. In order, however, that Dr. Cardozo might be fully informed
and be in a position to disabuse his Government of any such aspira-
tions, I have read to him the pertinent portions of my despatch
#3538 of January 14, 1937,® describing the discussions of the Com-
mittee of Three with Dr. Stefanich.

As stated in item (2) page 3 of my despatch #540 of October 21,
1937 the Paraguayan delegation’s instructions in October were not
to negotiate on the fundamental question; also their intransigence

* Not printed.
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was augmented by the false hopes given them by Dr. Saavedra
Lamas. Nevertheless, some progress has been made since Dr. Zubizar-
reta, during the last two weeks, has at least discussed a final settlement
with us and has made the above described offer for a permanent
frontier.

This morning, in a final talk with him, I frankly warned Dr. Car-
dozo that if Paraguay would escape responsibility for the breakdown
of the Conference, he must return from Asuncién with a much better
proposition than that offer. He argued that Paraguay juridically
was entitled to stay on the intermediary line. I told him the media-
tory delegates unanimously disagreed with that thesis, but leaving the
legalities for my colleagues to discuss, he and his government must
look at the realities—not what Bolivia would get but what Paraguay
would have in contrast with prewar conditions; by ceding some of
the occupied territory they could obtain a permanent peace highly
advantageous to them from every aspect. I went into the economic,
military, logistic and other commonsense phases of the situation in
detail and admonished him at parting that: (&) If Paraguay insists
on the intermediary line as a permanent frontier, the Conference will
fail and another war become inevitable; (&) If Paraguay as a start-
ing point for the direct negotiations will ask for the intermediary
line as the maximum boundary but with a withdrawal eastward of
15 to 20 kilometres in the vicinity of the Villa Montes-Boyuibe road,
then I believed the parties could gradually be brought into closer
approximation; and a permanent frontier could be negotiated or
left for arbitration to be located somewhere between that maximum
and the Fortin Esteros line proposed by the Brazilian and Peruvian
delegates and myself. Dr. Cardozo promised to present faithfully
my views to President Paiva and other authorities in Asuncién. He
said he appreciated the responsibility which rested upon him and the
Paraguayan government and was, personally, 90% plus in agreement
with me. It remains to be seen whether the Paraguayan government
and delegation will have the courage to face the facts and negotiate
along the reasonable lines described on page 2 of my despatch #574.
‘We should be able, fairly accurately, to size up the prospects shortly
after Dr. Cardozo’s return from Asuncién, now scheduled for
December 27.

Respectfully yours, SprUILLE BRADEN



BOUNDARY DISPUTES

ECUADOR AND PERU*
722.2815/1035 : Telegram
The Minister in Ecuador (Gonzalez) to the Secretary of State

Qurro, April 17, 1987—7 p. m.
[Received April 18—1:14 a. m.]

22. The President has expressed the earnest hope that the Depart-
ment may be able to take some action in the present impasse in the
boundary negotiations. He is convinced that without such action the
negotiations will fail and that a situation then will develop which will
threaten peace in South America.

The President is of the opinion that the United States has a moral
obligation to lend its influence at this time because as a result of state-
ments of Mr. Fletcher 2 to the Ecuadorean Minister in 1922 negotia-
tions were not initiated and the consequent delay has prejudiced
Ecuador’s position. The Ecuadorean Ambassador has been instructed
to bring these points to the attention of President Roosevelt.

The Minister for Foreign Affairs informs me that this morning he
inquired of Mello Franco ® of Brazil whether he would be willing to
serve as an observer at the negotiations. The Minister is also making
inquiries whether he would be acceptable to Peru.

Full report by air mail leaving tomorrow.*

GonNzALEzZ

722.2315/1035

Memorandum by Mr. Selden Chapin of the Division of Latin
American Affairs

[WasuiNgTON,] April 19, 1937.

After carefully going over the memorandum books in the Division
I find a memorandum of January 81, 1922, with respect to three con-
versations between Mr. Fletcher, then Under Secretary of State, and
the Ecuadoran Minister, Mr. Elizalde.

! Continued from Foreign Relations, 1936, vol. v, pp. 106-125.

2 Henry P. Fletcher, Under Secretary of State, 1921-22,

3 Afranio de Mello Franco, ex-Minister for Foreign Affairs, of Brazil.
4 Despatch No. 748, April 17, not printed.
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The Ecuadoran Minister called about ten days prior to January 31,
1922 (apparently it was on January 9, 1922), to inquire informally
how the United States would regard an effort on the part of his Gov-
ernment to settle the Ecuadoran-Peruvian boundary dispute along
the same lines as were then being followed with regard to the Peru-
vian-Chilean controversy. Mr. Fletcher stated in part as follows:

“I then told him that the Department was not prepared to give any
expression of opinion at that time; that I was not familiar with the
details of the controversy, and asked him to give me a memorandum
of just how the matter stood and what his Government proposed to
do. I intimated strongly, however, my personal opinion to the effect
that the Ecuadoran Government should not complicate the situation
at that time—which was before Peru had accepted the President’s in-
vitation—(presumably the invitation to participate in the Tacna-
Arica conference.® (SC)) and that I believed that it would be the
part of v;isdom to wait and see how our invitation was acted upon,
et cetera.

The Ecuadoran Minister never submitted a memorandum since his
Government stated that it had no concrete plans at that time. On
January 31 he called again to see Mr. Fletcher, suggesting that Peru
and Ecuador appoint representatives in Washington for the purpose
of arranging for the settlement of their boundary dispute. Mr.
Fletcher stated in reply,

“T informed him that we would take note of this and, while I could
not make any expression which would indicate any intention or desire
on our part to interfere in the matter now or at any future time in any
way, he could say to his Government that if an arrangement of their
difficulties satisfactory to both Governments could be reached this
Government would be very gratified thereat.”

Mr. Elizalde then insinuated “that arbitration of the difficulties by
the United States would be, from our position and prestige in this
hemisphere, et cetera, welcomed by his Government.” Mr. Fletcher
stated in reply, “I made clear that I could not discuss even the possi-
bility of the United States acting as arbitrator,” and in answer to the
complimentary things which Mr. Elizalde had to say about the United
States and the feeling that an American arbitrator would render a
just decision, Mr. Fletcher stated in his memorandum:

“I again declined to consider this phase of the question and he
requested that this Department take sympathetic note of the move
which his Government had made looking toward a settlement of this
question by direct approach to the Government of Peru. I told him
that we would take due note of what he had had to say.”

There is no other memorandum of a conversation in 1922 between
Mr. Fletcher and the Ecuadoran Minister on the subject of the Ecua-

® See Foreign Relations, 1922, vol. 1, pp. 447-518.
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dor-Peru boundary dispute, except the brief one of the conversation
on January 9, 1922, included in the memorandum of January 31. Mr.
Fletcher retired as Under Secretary on March 6, 1922.

722.2315/1041 : Telegram
The Minister in Ecuador (Gonzalez) to the Secretary of State

Qurro, May 7, 1937—6 p. m.

[Received 9:40 p. m.]

24. The President and the Minister for Foreign Affairs continue

inquiry as to the Department’s reaction vis-a-vis the memorandum

submitted with my despatch 748, April 172 When may I expect
instructions in the premises?

GoNzALEZ

722.2315/1041
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Ecuador (Gonzalez)

WasHINGTON, May 11,1937—6 p. m.

16. Your 24, May 7, 6 p. m. The Ecuadoran Ambassador referred
to this matter three times—once to the President last June, and twice
to Mr. Welles,” the first time after he saw the President in June, the
second time following his recent trip to Quito. On all occasions the
Ambassador merely referred to the statements made by Mr. Fletcher
as reported by the Ecuadoran Minister to his Government, and indi-
cated the confidence of his Government that the United States would
take every proper step to assist in the settlement of the boundary
dispute. The Ambassador has been informed in reply that his Govern-
ment can be assured of course of the friendly disposition of this Gov-
ernment, which has been, and which will continue to be, made manifest
in every appropriate and practicable manner.

You may, if further inquiry is made of you, repeat to the President
and Minister for Foreign Affairs the Department’s attitude as set
forth to the Ambassador.

Huw

722.2815/1054 : Telegram
The Minister in Ecuador (Gonzalez) to the Secretary of State

Qurro, June 9, 1937—6 p. m.

[Received 11:25 p. m.]

25. The President has informed me of the receipt of a note from
Peru formally charging a breach of neutrality by the entry of Ecua-

¢ Not printed ; memoranda submitted with this despatch covered conversations
reported in telegram No. 22, April 17, 7 p. m., p. 46.
“Sumner Welles, Under Secretary of State.
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dorian troops in the Zarumilla neutral zone and adding that orders
have been issued to repel by force any future incursions. The Ecua-
dorian Minister in Lima has been instructed to deny categorically
this assertion.

The Minister for Foreign Affairs confirmed the foregoing. He is
most perturbed over the situation and expressed the fear that any
untoward incident in that district might be the cause of immediate
hostilities. Inasmuch as the allegation is groundless it is interpreted
as the forerunner to breaking off the negotiations in Washington.

The attitude of the President is most dangerous to peace in the
Americas; He considers the negotiations fruitless and apparently
is prepared to terminate them. He is even contemplating hostilities
notwithstanding that he recognizes Peru’s superior strength and re-
sources and anticipates Ecuador’s defeat. Regardless of these con-
siderations he has convinced himself that armed conflict is the only
alternative.

The President expressed the belief that the Department is prevent-
ing President Roosevelt from taking any positive action in the present
impasse. He regrets this since without the President’s influence he
considers that the negotiations must fail and that relations may be
ruptured immediately thereafter.

GoNzALEzZ

722.2315/1057

Memorandum of Conversation, by the Under Secretary of State
(Welles)

[WasmiNgTON,] June 10, 1937.

I asked the Ambassador of Ecuador to call upon me this morning
and communicated to him the contents of the telegram sent to the
Department by the American Minister in Quito under date of June
9,6 p. m.

I explained to the Ambassador that I was very seriously preoccu-
pied with the information transmitted and particularly by the im-
pressions Mr. Gonzalez had communicated to me of the attitude and
understanding of the position taken by this Government which were
alleged to exist on the part of President Piez.

With regard to the allegation that, “The Department of State is
preventing President Roosevelt from taking any positive action in
the present impasse”, I said that, of course, the Ambassador knew
better than I did what a strange misapprehension this was; that,
as he knew, President Roosevelt was deeply interested in the success-
ful termination of the negotiations between Peru and Ecuador for
the solution of the boundary dispute; that he had himself addressed
the two delegations, expressing his hope that an early agreement
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would be found, and that he had referred to the controversy in public
addresses—in one of them made not long ago. I said that the Presi-
dent felt very strongly exactly as the Secretary of State and I felt
that, in view of the fact that the President was named in the protocol
between Peru and Ecuador as the contingent arbitrator of the dispute,
he must be scrupulously careful to avoid taking any action which
would give rise to the unfounded impressions that he was bringing
pressure to bear on one or the other of the parties to the dispute. I
said that President Roosevelt was animated solely by a spirit of equal
and warm friendship for both countries and because of his passionate
desire to see peace maintained upon firm foundations on the American
continent. In so far as the belief had been expressed that the Depart-
ment of State is influencing President Roosevelt counter to his own
inclinations, I said to the Ambassador that I knew, from his personal
acquaintance with the President, that he would know that President
Roosevelt would be guided solely by what he himself thought right
and in this instance the President was confident that the stand he had
taken was the one which would prove most helpful in the settlement
of the controversy.

In so far as our desire to be helpful was concerned, I reminded the
Ambassador that he knew from my prior conversations with him of
the talks I had had with Ambassador Concha® during the latter’s
recent visit to Washington. I said that I found Dr. Concha, here as
in Buenos Aires, a sincere lover of peace, a very moderate minded and
practical statesman, and that I knew from what he had said to me that
Dr. Concha desired the negotiations in Washington to succeed. Dr.
Concha had returned from Washington to Lima, had conferred with
President Benavides; and I felt sure that his wise judgment would
be given great importance by the President of Peru. I told the Am-
bassador further that it was generally reported in Lima that a new
civilian government would soon be constituted in Peru and that there
was considerable feeling that Dr. Concha himself would head this new
government.

In view of all of these facts, I asked the Ambassador if he would
not consider it peculiarly deplorable at this very moment, when the
prospects seemed brighter than they have for some months past, for
his Government to consider breaking off negotiations or even to con-
template hostilities. That, I said, was an inquiry which I made
because of my friendship for him and for his country and from the
standpoint of the interest of Ecuador itself. Another inquiry which
I felt was not inappropriate was how it would be possible for the
Government of Ecuador, after the peace treaties which it had signed

8 Carlos Concha, Peruvian Ambassador in Chile and former Minister for For-
eign Affairs, had made a trip to the United States in 1936.
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at the Buenos Aires Conference ® and in view of the unanimous desire
on the part of all of the American republics there expressed always
to resort to peaceful means of adjudicating disputes, now to contem-
plate hostilities when no act of aggression had been committed against
Ecuador by Peru. I said that I was afraid that if other important
governments of the American continent, like Ecuador, were to take
such a step as this, public opinion throughout the continent would
rapidly begin to feel that all that the American delegations at Buenos
Aires had given to the cause of peace was mere lip service and of no
practical benefit.

Finally, I reminded the Ambassador that, inasmuch as the Govern-
ment of Peru had specifically stated in her reservations to the various
peace instruments in Buenos Aires that she would not regard the pend-
ing boundary controversy with Ecuador as within the scope and juris-
diction of any of the peace treaties and conventions there signed, the
only machinery in existence for the peaceful settlement of the bound-
ary dispute were the protocols of 1924 and 1936 * and the negotia-
tions now proceeding in Washington. If Ecuador withdrew from
these negotiations, what peaceful means would be left for the solution
of the controversy ?

The Ambassador said that he would at once cable his Government
along the lines of our conversation and would follow up this cable
by an air mail letter to President Péez, in which he would go into
great detail. He said that he felt that Mr. Gonzalez had probably
unintentionally exaggerated and given the wrong color to the re-
marks which may have been made to him by President Piez. He
said that, of course, his Government had been gravely disturbed by
the allegations publicly made by Peru and was always fearful of a
sudden rupture which would give rise to armed hostilities. He said,
however, that he was confident that the Government of Ecuador would
never make the first move. The Ambassador said further that he had
consistently advised his Government never to be the first to break
negotiations in Washington since these negotiations were the only
definite guarantee which Ecuador could have for an eventual satis-
factory settlement.

The Ambassador, as always, was most appreciative of the attitude
which we took. He said that he fully understood the attitude as-
sumed by President Roosevelt, which he believed the only possible
and only truly helpful attitude; and that one of his own chief dif-

? See Department of State Conference Series No. 33: Report of the Delegation
of the United States of America to the Inter-American Conference for the Main-
tenance of Peace, Buenos Aires, Argentina, December 1-23, 1936 (Washington,
Government Printing Office, 1937).

* Foreign Relations, 1924, vol. 1, p. 305.

" Ibid., 1936, vol. v, p. 116,
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ficulties was the fact that the Ecuadoran delegates to the negotiations
at Washington did not know American psychology nor understand
the way in which they could be most helpful to their Government,
and persisted in the belief that they must every day try to print in
the newspapers attacks upon Peru or defenses of the Ecuadoran
position.

In conclusion, I said that I felt the Ambassador knew us so well that
there was no advice that I could give him as to how to deal with
American public opinion. I stated finally that it was particularly
regrettable that this incident had now arisen because I knew from
our own Embassy in Lima that the opinion of the Peruvian Gov-
ernment towards the Government of Ecuador had become far more
friendly and favorable as a result of the refusal of the Government
of Ecuador last month to permit the Ecuadoran press to publish
articles written by Aprista refugees attacking the President of Peru
and the members of his administration.

The Ambassador said he would keep me closely in touch with all
new developments of which he might learn.

S[um~er] W([ELLES]

722.2315/1054
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Ecuador (Gonzalez)

‘WasHINGTON, June 10, 1937—6 p. m.

18. Your June 9, 6 p. m. I have seen the Ambassador of Ecuador
this morning and have expressed to him the earnest hope of this
Government that at this moment, as there would appear to be good
reasons to believe that a more favorable atmosphere was developing
for the successful continuation of the boundary negotiations in Wash-
ington, no sudden step might be taken which would terminate the
negotiations or would give rise to a situation which might lead to a
more acute form of controversy.

I have explained fully that the President is familiar with every
phase of the negotiations and has consistently felt that the way in
which he could be most helpful to Ecuador and to Peru as contingent
arbitrator was for him to maintain an attitude of the most friendly
but scrupulous impartiality as between the two Governments and not
attempt to bring moral pressure to bear upon one or the other since
this might well give rise to unfounded conjecture.

I have reminded the Ambassador of the solemn agreement of all of
the American republics at Buenos Aires to solve all disputes which
might arise between them only by pacific methods, and I have urged
caution and moderation as being in the best interests of the two Gov-
ernments involved in the dispute.
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The considerations which have been advanced to the Ambassador
of Ecuador will be reported by him directly to President Péez, and
it is not desired that you personally make any further representations
either to the President or the Minister of Foreign Affairs. A copy
of a memorandum of my conversation with the Ambassador will be
sent to you by air mail for your confidential information.

HowLw

722,2315/1068 : Telegram
The Chargé in Peru (Dreyfus) to the Secretary of State

Lima, June 30, 1937—3 p. m.
[Received 6 p. m.]

33. President Benavides summoned me to the Palace at noon and
informed me that he was taking a step in Washington today to relieve
the impasse which has existed between the thesis supported by the
Peruvian and Ecuadoran boundary delegations now in Washington.
He stated that his purpose in calling me was that he wished to have
conveyed to President Roosevelt the message that his proposal to sub-
mit the preliminary question (asunto previo) to the Hague Tribunal
was being made merely to help along the negotiations. He wished
me to stress the point that the step should not be considered in the
least as possible lack of confidence in our President but on the con-
trary it was his idea that through this procedure the President would
be left quite unhampered (incolwme) to make the final decision in
accordance with the protocol of 1924.

Drexrus

722.2315/1068 : Telegram

T'he Secretary of State to the Chargéin Peru (Dreyfus)

WasHINGTON, July 6, 1937—1 p. m.
21. Your telegram No. 30 [33], 8 p. m. Please request an audience
with President Benavides and state to him that President Roosevelt
deeply appreciates his cordial message conveyed in your telegramj;
that the President’s sole interest in the boundary negotiations is that
it may be possible for Peru and Ecuador to find in the near future an
amicable settlement of this long-standing question in order that
friendly relations between all the countries of the Americas may be
permitted to develop to the fullest extent; and that the President
desires that President Benavides be assured that any plan which may
be satisfactory both to Peru and Ecuador for hastening the termina-
tion of the pending boundary question will be viewed with most sin-
cere gratification in the United States.
Huwn
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722.2316,/1080
The Chargé in Peru (Dreyfus) to the Secretary of State

No. 5239 Lima, July 10, 1937.
[Received July 22.]

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s telegram No. 21
of July 6th, 1 p. m., conveying a message from President Roosevelt
to President Benavides with reference to the latter’s message to Presi-
dent Roosevelt concerning the Peruvian-Ecuadoran boundary nego-
tiations.

President Benavides received me in audience at noon on July 9th.
In compliance with the Department’s instructions, I informed him
that President Roosevelt had deeply appreciated his cordial message;
that the President’s sole interest in the boundary negotiations is that
Peru and Ecuador may find it possible in the near future to reach an
amicable settlement of this long-standing question in order that
friendly relations between all the American Republics may develop
to the fullest degree and that the American Government will view
with most sincere gratification any plan which may be satisfactory
both to Peru and Ecuador for hastening the termination of the pend-
ing boundary question. After he had heard the message, President
Benavides said that he was gratified to learn that President Roose-
velt had understood the intent of his proposal which had been made
in the hope that it would relieve the existing deadlock between
the delegates by submitting the previous questions for decision
to the highly respected Tribunal of The Hague, and that there was
not the least intention on his part to get away from the provisions of
the Protocol of 1924, which leaves the final decision in this matter to
President Roosevelt.

President Benavides stated that the reply to his proposal had not
yet been received from the Ecuadoran Government.

Respectfully yours, Louis G. Dreyrus, Jr.

722.2315/1088
The Minister in Ecuador (Gonzalez) to the Secretary of State

No. 881 Qurto, August 26, 1937.
[Received September 2.]

Smr: I have the honor to inform the Department that in a conversa-
tion on August 25th with the Minister for Foreign Affairs he brought
up the subject of the negotiations in Washington for the settlement
of the Ecuadorean-Peruvian boundary dispute. He stated that he had
authorized his Delegation in Washington, in response to the Peruvian
proposal to submit the juridical question to The Hague, to propose
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the submission of the whole controversy to arbitration by the Presi-
dent of the United States. He said quite frankly that his purpose
is to prevent the removal of the negotiations from Washington, and
his faith in President Roosevelt to hand down an equitable award.

He added that he had further authorized the Ecuadorean Delega-
tion to propose that, if Peru refused arbitration by President Roose-
velt, an agreement be made on the line of the Garcia-Herrera Treaty,
submitting to the arbitration of President Roosevelt the zone com-
prised between the Pastaza and Morona Rivers. He explained that
this line had been agreed to by the Ecuadorean Delegate Herrera and
the Peruvian Delegate Garcia. Furthermore, the Ecuadorean Con-
gress had ratified that line, and the Peruvian Congress had also rati-
fied it with the exception of the zone between the two rivers mentioned.
The Minister expressed the belief that this is the most reasonable offer
that can possibly be made by his Government. He added, parentheti-
cally, that he would probably be stoned by his own people for such a
maximum concession.

The Foreign Minister then expressed the pessimism he feels that
Peru will not agree to either proposal. At that moment he became
especially agitated and remarked “it would seem that war is our only
recourse”.

Respectfully yours, AxTtonto C. GoNzALEZ

722.2315/1107
The Ambassador in Peru (Steinkardt) to the Secretary of State

No. 143 Lima, December 1, 1937.
[Received December 7.]

Sir: I have the honor to report that in the course of a talk yesterday
with Dr. Carlos Concha, the Minister for Foreign A ffairs, he requested
me to convey the following message to Mr. Welles:

He said that in connection with the Ecuadoran boundary dispute,
he had instructed Dr. Francisco Tudela y Varela, before his recent
departure for Washington, to seek to terminate the discussions along
the lines of general principles and legal doctrine, and to commence
discussing a practical solution. He said he thought the discussion of
general principles had continued long enough and that the time had
come for the respective emissaries to consider and endeavor to find a
practical solution. He added that as he hoped the negotiations would
now enter the final stage, he had instructed Dr. Tudela to keep in the
closest possible touch with Mr. Welles and to consult him frequently
and without reservation, as he was certain the Under Secretary could
and would be glad to be of great assistance to both parties during the
final stages of the negotiations.
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Dr. Concha concluded by observing that he was about to make a
determined effort to reach a final solution and that while the position
thus far taken by the Ecuadoran Government made his task particu-
larly difficult, he was not without hope that—with Mr. Welles’ as-
sistance—an agreement satisfactory to both parties could be arrived
at.
Respectfully yours, Lavurence A. STEINHARDT

HONDURAS AND NICARAGUA*

715.1715/510 : Telegram
The Chargé in Honduras (Cramp) to the Secretary of State

Teeucicarea, August 6, 1937—5 p. m.
[Received 9 p. m.]

27. The Minister for Foreign Affairs called at the Legation this
morning to request the possible extension of the good offices of the
Government of the United States in a matter which has arisen con-
cerning the boundary between Nicaragua and Honduras.

On August 4 letters arrived here from Nicaragua bearing a 10
centavos Nicaraguan air mail stamp on the face of which appears
a map of section of Central America with a considerable portion of
Honduran territory as shown on most maps marked “territory in
litigation.”

This area includes the territory of Mosquitia and about half of the
Departments of Colon and Olancho.

The Minister for Foreign Affairs stated that Honduras had con-
sidered the boundary question closed since the arbitration award of
the King of Spain in 1906;* that Nicaragua had again raised the
question in 1918 at which time the United States had offered their
services which were accepted by Honduras but not by Nicaragua, but
that the matter had been dropped and had remained dormant since
then.

He showed me the note to be sent to the Nicaraguan Government
today which stated: that the Honduran Government regarded this
stamp issue as an unfriendly act; that it was an infringement of its
national sovereignty; that although it realized the danger of arous-
ing hostile feeling among peoples of neighboring nations it must
request the immediate withdrawal of the stamp from circulation;
and that it was sure the Nicaraguan Government in the interest of
maintaining friendly relations would order such a withdrawal.

*® Continued from Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, pp. 792-808.

’;(%\évard of December 23, 1906, British and Foreign State Papers, vol. c,
. X

* See Foreign Relations, 1918, pp. 11 ff.
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In addition to this vigorous protest the Minister told me that all
mail received bearing the stamp would be returned to Nicaragua
undelivered but that the Honduran Government would be satisfied
with the immediate withdrawal of the stamp and that he hoped for
an amicable settlement.

I will keep Department informed of developments.

Cramp

715.1715/518 : Telegram :
The Chargé in Honduras (Cramp) to the Secretary of State

Tecuciearra, August 27, 1937—8 p. m.
[Received August 28—10:10 a. m.]

30. My telegram of August 6, 5 p. m. In a note dated August 26 to
the Nicaraguan Minister for Foreign Affairs, the Honduran Govern-
ment “energetically protests” against the publication in Managua
of a map showing an alteration in the frontier from that established
by the award of 1906. The note ends stating that the Honduran
Government “once and for all takes the firm stand that the demarca-
tion of the boundary between Honduras and Nicaragua was fixed
by the arbitral decision of the King of Spain.”

Feeling against Nicaragua is running high here and the Nicaraguan
Minister told me yesterday he feared that the situation might get
out of hand and that the Honduran Government might bring about
a crisis “by its provocative attitude.”

I will be guided in the matter by the Department’s strictly confi-
dential instruction Number 103 of April 30th, 1936, outlining our
policy in the American Republics.

Repeated to Managua.

Cramp

715.1715/517 : Telegram
The Chargé in Nicaragua (Castleman) to the Secretary of State

Manacua, August 28, 1937—7 a. m.
[Received 10:45 a. m.]

86. On August 26th I airmailed my despatch No. 593 dated August
26th * which should arrive in Washington Monday [7'zesday?] or so,
the despatch describing the present state between Nicaragua and Hon-
duras, to be briefly summarized as follows:

- In 1935 Honduras issued an airmail postage stamp with a map of
that country which depicted the territory in dispute between Hon-

“ Foreign Relations, 1936, vol. v, p. 134,
¥ Not printed.
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duras and Nicaragua as definitely within Honduran boundaries, even
including, according to President Somoza, territory which has been
and is controlled by Nicaraguan authorities. The Minister for For-
eign Affairs informs me that at the time when the Honduran stamp
was issued Nicaragua did not consider the matter worthy of protest.

On August 10th of this year a Nicaraguan airmail stamp with a
map of Nicaragua was put into circulation which segregated the area
in question and labelled it “territory in dispute.”

Honduras presented a note of protest, requesting that the stamp be
withdrawn from circulation.

The Honduran position is reported to me to be based on the arbitral
award of the King of Spain, which assigned the territory to Hon-
duras, an award which Nicaragua—for factual and juridical reasons
adduced—did not accept. It will be recalled that the good offices of
the United States, with a view to obtaining a settlement, were offered
in 1918, and that in 1921 ¢ the Secretary of State suggested arbitration
before the Chief Justice of the United States, a suggestion which Nica-
ragua accepted but Honduras declined.

The territory is now supervised by Nicaragua and Honduras under
a “status quo” arrangement which divides it, for present purposes, into
two zones, one under each of the two nations.

General Somoza invited me to the Casa Presidencial yesterday eve-
ning to complain regarding the matter, stating that he is deeply con-
cerned and wishes the Department of State to have complete
information.

He informed me that the President of Guatemala has offered his
mediation in the stamp incident and also his arbitration to settle the
whole question of the territory.

To gain time, he explained, President Somoza replied to the Guate-
malan proposal that he could not give a decision until after despatch-
ing Nicaragua’s reply to the Honduran note of protest. Such reply,
he told me, will be despatched Tuesday.

He informed me that the Nicaraguan note will be drawn with mod-
eration but must convey refusal to withdraw the stamp and a state-
ment of Nicaragua’s position as regards the territory in question.

Thursday, he said, he explained his position to the Honduran Min-
ister and called his attention to the following circumstances: that he
(the President) had loyally kept his frontier territory clear of Hon-
duran political émigrés, by considerable labor and at the expense of
political affinities with the émigrés, who are Liberals; that he knew
that Honduras is strengthening her border forces by gathering local
levies, but that he has not increased his men or moved a soldier; that

8 See Foreign Relations, 1921, vol. 1, pp. 234 fI.
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his policy will be to await aggression if the matter comes to a conflict
but that he cannot fail to protect Nicaraguan interests if driven. He
stated to me that he asked the Honduran Minister to inform President
Carias of the above facts and that, through the Minister, he requested
Carias to stop troop movements in the interest of preventing friction
or incidents which can drive the two countries into a war that would
ruin them both.

Further, he specifically asked that I convey to the Department (1)
that he will accept the mediation of the President of Guatemala to
put an end to the present friction between the two countries but (2)
as regards the offer of arbitration of territorial rights he would prefer
to have the American Government (that is, the Department of State
or its nominee) as arbitrator, and in case this is not possible, “to have
the Department’s advice as to the arbitration proposed by President
Ubico”.1®

The situation here is quiet, and while the newspapers have given
ample attention to the affair of the stamps, they have handled it with
moderation and an expressed desire for concord.

The President, however, regards conditions as serious.

CASTLEMAN

715.1715/617 ; Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Honduras (Cramp)

WasHINGTON, August 28, 1937—5 p. m.
16. The following telegram from the American Chargé d’affaires
in Managua is repeated for your confidential information.
[Here follows text of telegram No. 86 of August 28, 7 a. m., from the
Chargé in Nicaragua, printed supra.]
Without making any inquiries whatever please telegraph your opin-
ion in this matter.

Huwn

715.1715/522 : Telegram

The Chargé in Honduras (Cramp) to the Secretary of State

Tecuctearpa, August 29, 1937—9 p. m.

[Received August 30—1: 54 p. m.]

81. Department’s telegram No. 16, August 28, 5 p. m. A summary
of my despatches being airmailed tomorrow 2 is as follows:

The Nicaraguan Minister told me in substance data in the Legation’s

telegram from Managua but denied knowledge of his Government’s

*® Jorge Ubico, President of Guatemala.
¥ Not printed.

205758—54——F5
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policy in the matter at issue. He added that he was considerably
worried that the situation was getting out of hand here.

The following day the Honduran Government sent a second vigor-
ous note of protest to Managua as summarized in my telegram No. 30,
August 27, 8 p. m.

For the past 2 weeks the local press has been entirely silent on the
matter, but 2 days ago the semi-official newspaper published the text
of the award of 1906 and last night a bitter editorial was released,
denouncing countries which broke their word and did not line up to
treaty obligations.

In this capital feeling against Nicaragua is strong. While public
demonstrations have been prohibited by the President there is con-
siderable talk of war and the temper of the people is becoming increas-
ingly antagonistic.

Last night José Maria Albir a Nicaraguan and private secretary to
the President who has been his most able and conservative adviser and
the “brake” on government policy was dismissed which will probably
be taken in Managua as further evidence of hostile feeling.

The Honduran Government claims that the King of Spain’s award
is definitive and that it will not open the boundary question again to
arbitration. However, I believe they might accept the good offices of
the United States merely from their view point to establish the legality
of the arbitration decision of 1906.

I consider the situation here as serious and with strong possibili-
ties of this Government, under its present advisers, taking some mis-

guided action.
Crame

715.1715/517 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Nicaragua (Castleman)

‘WasnaINGTON, August 30, 1937—5 p. m.

50. Your 86, August 28, 7 a. m. Please arrange through the Min-
ister of Foreign Affairs for an immediate interview with President
Somoza.

Please say to President Somoza that this Government greatly appre-
ciates his action in informing it of the present friction between Nica-
ragua and Honduras and his interest in having the American Govern-
ment act as arbitrator or offer its advice as to the arbitration of the
boundary difficulty. The Government is gratified to learn of the
evident statesmanlike determination of President Somoza not to allow
the present friction to develop into a war which, as he states, would
be ruinous to both countries. You may express the confidence of this
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Government that the Nicaraguan reply to the Honduran note will be
conciliatory in tone and offer a basis for peaceful resolution of the
present friction. A pacific resolution of the difficulty would redound
to the international renown for statesmanship of President Somoza
and his Government.

If the President inquires, you may inform him that consideration is
being given to his suggestion that this Government might arbitrate
the question of territorial rights.

In discussing the matter with the Minister of Foreign Affairs you
might inform him of the recent statement of Dr. Luis Manuel Debayle
to the Chief of the Division of the American Republics that upon his
return to Nicaragua he would do everything possible to bring about
a speedy termination of the controversy.

Huwn

715.1715/525 : Telegram
The Chargé in Nicaragua (Castleman) to the Secretary of State

ManNagua, August 31, 1937—4 p. m.
[Received 11:25 p. m.]

89. Last night I communicated to the Minister of Foreign Affairs
the contents of the Department’s telegram No. 50, including the
penultimate paragraph.

He dictated to me in English:

“President Somoza is very pleased with the appreciation [evalua-
tion] of his attitude and wishes to let you know that he has not done
more than fulfill his duty as President of Nicaragua and a loyal friend

of the United States, in whose hands he wishes to put the arbitration
of the whole question.”

He stated that the Honduran note is so strong and categorical that
reply to it forces upon his Government a firm statement of the Nica-
raguan position, but that certainly Nicaragua’s note will leave the
door open to conciliation. I am to receive copies of the exchange of
notes and will forward them. He stated that in view of Honduran
preparations his responsibility is such that he must now look to defence
of the Nueva Segovia frontier and he plans day after tomorrow to
reinforce his weak forces with 30 men led by Atocotal and Somoto.
This will be the first Nicaraguan military move. In my opinion fear
of political consequences, if war comes and he is caught unprepared,
makes him take the step. He is definitely for peace.

Doctor Debayle actively engaged in matter and is a considerable
influence on peaceful side.

CasTLEMAN
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715.1715/518 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Honduras (Cramp)

WasHINGTON, August 31, 1937—5 p. m.

17. On August 28 President Somoza informed our Legation at
Managua of his concern regarding the present friction between Nica-
ragua and Honduras and stated his interest in having the United
States Government act as arbitrator or offer its advice as to the
arbitration of the boundary difficulty, particularly with respect to the
offer of the President of Guatemala to act as mediator or arbitrator.
On August 30 the Legation was instructed to seek an interview with
President Somoza and to express to him the confidence of this Govern-
ment that the Nicaraguan reply to the first Honduran note would be
conciliatory in tone and offer a basis for peaceful resolution of the
present friction. The Legation was instructed to inform the Presi-
dent, if he made further inquiry, that consideration was being given
to his suggestion that this Government might arbitrate the question
of territorial rights.

Please endeavor to arrange through the Minister of Foreign Affairs
for an immediate interview with President Carias in which you should
inform him that this Government has viewed with increasing concern
the controversy between Nicaragua and Honduras. You should ex-
press to him the confidence of this Government that the Honduran
Government will do all in its power not to permit the present friction
to develop into a more serious controversy which would endanger the
friendly relations between the two countries. You should remind him
that the recent conference at Buenos Aires # was devoted primarily to
the adoption of accords for the maintenance of peace on this hemi-
sphere, and that it would now be a misfortune that so shortly after
that conference two friendly nations could not get together and com-
pose their difficulties on a high plane of statesmanship. A peaceful
solution of the present friction would add to the international renown
for statesmanship of President Carias and his Government. You
may state that the Government of the United States is disposed to do
whatever it can to be of assistance.

The Department has noted with interest your own belief that the
Honduran Government might accept the good offices of the United
States, merely however, from the point of view as to whether or not
the arbitral decision of the King of Spain of 1906 is legal. If the
President makes any suggestion that the United States use its good
offices you are instructed to inform him that you feel confident that
your Government will give any suggestion that he cares to make the
most serious consideration.

* See Department of State Conference Series No. 33; also Foreign Relations,
1936, vol. v, pp. 3 fI.
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In this connection please endeavor discreetly to ascertain whether
the President of Guatemala has also offered his services as mediator
or arbitrator to Honduras and if so the reaction or reply of the Hon-
duran Government to this offer.

Please repeat to the Legation at Managua all telegrams to the
Department.

Hown

715.1715/528 : Telegram
The Chargé in Hondwras (Cramp) to the Secretary of State

TEcUCIGALPA, September 1, 1937—8 p. m.
[Received September 2 (#)—11:48 a. m.]

34. Department’s telegram No. 17, August 31, 6 [6] p. m. A de-
tailed memorandum # of my interview with President this afternoon
being airmailed tomorrow. The principal points brought out were:

(1) That Honduras would not permit the question to be reopened
to arbitration.

(2) That Ubico had offered good offices but Honduras had merely
acknowledged receipt and taken no further action.

(8) That a possible acceptable solution might be continuation of
mediation of 1921 but that more time was needed to study this
possibility.

(4) That Honduras would not take aggressive steps.

I believe the President to be sincere in the hope of a peaceful solu-
tion but the temper of the people is becoming increasingly difficult to
control.

Cramp

715.1715/529a : Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Honduras (Cramp)

WasnuiNgTON, September 2, 1937—6 p. m.

19. The Department has been informed that the Minister of War
has informed Mr. Turnbull of the United Fruit Company that Hon-
duras has not sent as yet a single man into the disputed territory or
added to its forces along the already agreed upon border and is dis-
posed to withhold moving any troops provided that the Nicaraguan
Government agrees to do likewise.

For your information only, the Department was informed this
morning by telephone by Dr. Luis Manuel Debayle in Nicaragua that
Nicaragua is contemplating sending troops to protect border towns
but only because Honduras has already dispatched troops into the

# Despatch No. 797, not printed.
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disputed territory. The Department has reason to believe that if the
Honduran Government will agree to maintain the status gque with
respect to troops both in the disputed territory and along the already
agreed upon border the Nicaraguan Government will agree to do
likewise.

You are requested therefore to endeavor to secure a confirmation of
the statement which the Minister of War is said to have made to Turn-
bull as quickly as possible.

How

715.1715/529a Suppl. : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Nicaragua (Castleman)

‘WasHINGTON, September 3, 1937—6 p. m.

53. Department’s no. 52, September 2, 6 p. m.?® Please seek an
immediate interview with the proper authority including the Presi-
dent if you believe it appropriate and advisable, and state that the
Honduran Government has assured the Department that no Honduran
troops have been dispatched to the border and that the Honduran
Government will agree not to move any troops if Nicaragua agrees
likewise. You will please express the earnest hope of this Govern-
ment that the Government of Nicaragua, in order to minimize the
possibility of an armed clash, will find it possible to agree with the
Honduran Government not to dispatch troops either to the section
of the border already agreed upon or into the disputed territory.

If the Government of Nicaragua agrees to this proposition you will
then suggest that it would seem desirable for the two Governments to
confirm the arrangement directly, one to another, through their
accredited diplomatic representatives. In this case advise the Lega-
tion at Tegucigalpa directly so that it may make a similar suggestion to
the Honduran Government. Repeat to the Department your telegram
to the Legation at Tegucigalpa.

Howo

715.1715/549a : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Honduras (Cramp)

WasHINGTON, September 4, 1937—>5 p. m.

24. Department has instructed Legation Managua to telegraph you
directly regarding arrangement for suspension of troop movements
to border. You may use your informal good offices to expedite con-

® This telegram transmitted to the Legation in Nicaragua for its “strictly
confidential information and not for discussion with anyone” the text of telegram
No. 19, September 2, 6 p. m., to the Chargé in Honduras, supra.
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firmation of arrangement as rapidly as possible. Communicate di-
rectly with Legation Managua regarding this matter, repeating all
telegrams to the Department.

HuoLn

715.1715/545 : Telegram
The Chargé in Nicaragua (Castleman) to the Secretary of State

ManagUa, September 5, 1937—4 p. m.
[Received 9:11 p. m.]

95. Yesterday a decree was issued here prohibiting circulation of
the Honduran map stamp in Nicaragua.

Somoza would heartily welcome a chance for a common withdrawal
of the map stamps and thinks it had best be done by a quiet agreement
between the two Governments, possibly little by little, and without
publicity.

He says that Nicaraguan Foreign Office mail to the Nicaraguan
Legation at Tegucigalpa is delivered there with the Honduran map
stamp on it. He considers this probably the work of a subordinate,
but not helpful.

The sticker was on all letters in today’s air mail from Honduras,
which were sent back in accordance with decree mentioned above.

Repeated to Tegucigalpa.

CASTLEMAN

715.1715/548 : Telegram
The Chargé in Honduras (Cramp) to the Secretary of State

Treuciearra, September 6, 1937,

[Received 9:40 a. m.]

47. The following telegram has been sent to Managua September

5,10 a. m. Blue seal showing Honduran map being placed on Foreign

Office notes and all official correspondence as well on all mail. Further-
more blue lapel buttons showing the same map being worn.

Cramp

715.1715/548 : Telegram
The Chargé in Nicaragua (Castleman) to the Secretary of State

Manacua, September 6, 1937—2 p. m.
[Received 5:22 p. m.]

96. For Duggan.?* Cramp and I have arranged by telephone that
the Foreign Offices of Nicaragua and Honduras are to talk by telephone

* Laurence Duggan, Chief of the Division of the American Republics.
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at 4 this afternoon to arrange simultaneous presentation of assurances
that troops will not be moved, covering the following points: hour of
presentations, form and extent of assurances, appropriate publicity.

We will telegraph after the interview. CASTLEMAN

715.1715/552 : Telegram
The Minister in Costa Rica (Hornibrook) to the Secretary of State

San Josg, September 6, 1937—8 p. m.
[Received September 7—12: 04 a. m.]

59. Following week-end surge of public sentiment favorable to such
action and apparently after consultation with Salvador, Costa Rican
Government late this afternoon offered mediation to Nicaragua and
Honduras.

Reports from Managua indicate that conflict was in process of

adjustment before this step taken. H
ORNIBROOK

715.1715/551 : Telegram
The Chargé in Honduras (Cramp) to the Secretary of State

TreucreaLra, September 6, 1937—8 p. m.
[Received September 7—1:22 a. m.]

50. Successful conversation took place between the Foreign Min-
isters this afternoon and joint assurance that neither country will send
troops to the frontier region will be released simultaneously tomorrow
morning at 11.

I introduced the Foreign Minister here to Doctor Reyes 2 and left
the room during the entire conversation in order to eliminate any
indication that I was party to the agreement.

The President and the Government here have reacted most favor-
ably following first step toward bettering relations between the two
countries.

Referring to my telegram 45, September 4, 10 p. m.?* I suggested
to the Chargé d’Affaires in Managua this morning over the telephone
that this Government would consider completely eliminating all men-
tion of the present dispute over the radio here and that he discover
whether the Nicaraguan Government would do likewise.

Following the agreement not to move troops, the Foreign Minister
agreed to prohibit all radio broadcast concerning the question and to
restrict the press to dignified comment and to discontinue all scurrilous
articles.

2 Manuel Cordero Reyes, Nicaraguan Minister for Foreign Affairs.
* Not printed.



BOUNDARY DISPUTE BETWEEN HONDURAS AND NICARAGUA 67

These two steps will go far towards relieving the present tension
and I believe this Government would be amenable to any means by

which the dispute can be settled with dignity.
Cramp

715.1715/550 : Telegram
The Chargé in Nicaragua (Castleman) to the Secretary of State

ManNacUa, September 6, 1937—9 p. m.
[Received September 7—2: 22 a. m.]

97. To Mr. Duggan. In pursuance of instructions telephoned by
Mr. Duggan to telegraph covering the period subsequent to our tele-
phone conversation of Saturday 3 p. m., I report as follows: Saturday
night at 9 o’clock Dr. Debayle, the President’s intimate counselor,
returned from the country. I then discussed with him the proposition
of the exchange of Honduran-Nicaraguan assurances against the
movement of troops to the frontier and arranged to see the President
next morning.

Sunday morning the President received me at 11 o’clock and we
talked until 12, when he left town. The only arrangement which we
could conceive, in view of his insistence upon American assistance in
arranging things, as he now deeply distrusts the Hondurans, was to
have the American Legations in Managua and Tegucigalpa arrange
synchronization of the presentation of assurances at the two capitals.

It was emphasized as clearly understood that any action which must
be taken by his [¢4is?] office would be merely to help the two Govern-
ments get together, and nothing more, without any guarantee of
engagements which the two countries might enter into.

Telegraph offices being closed most of Sunday, I could not commu-
nicate until after 5 p. m. and by that time a more desirable plan sug-
gested itself, which I could communicate to our Chargé in Tegucigalpa,
and get his reply and comments, more expeditely by telephoning next
morning.

I saw Dr. Debayle next morning at 10. I suggested to him the
proposition of having the heads of the Nicaraguan and Honduran
Foreign Offices talk by telephone and arrange matters between them
and, in our conversation, led him to consider that the points to be
covered might well be (1) the hour for the presentation of assur-
ances by the diplomatic representatives accredited in the two countries,
(2) the form and extent of the assurances, and (3) the handling of
publicity. Debayle telephoned to the President and obtained his
approval. The telephone conversation between the two Ministers was
tentatively set at 4 p. m. and the presentation of the assurances by the
diplomats at 11 tomorrow morning (Tuesday).
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At 12 I talked by telephone with Cramp at Tegucigalpa, conveying
these propositions for the consideration of the Government of Hon-
duras. He telephoned me at 1: 30 that President Carias was “enthusi-
astic and delighted”. At 4 Cramp and I introduced the two Ministers
for Foreign Relations over the telephone and both definitely retired,
leaving them to discuss matters and make their arrangements.

After the telephone conversation the Nicaraguan Minister of Foreign
Affairs told me that it had been agreed that the two accredited diplo-
mats are to present the assurances to the two Presidents at 11 o’clock
Tuesday morning.

The assurances are to be worded essentially as follows (from the
telegram of instructions sent by the Foreign Office to the Nicaraguan
Minister at Tegucigalpa) :

“The Government of Nicaragua, desirous of facilitating a pacific
settlement of the present friction, has authorized me to inform Your
Excellency that, on a basis of strict reciprocity it engages itself not to
send troops to the frontier region between the two countries. Itis with
the greatest satisfaction that the Government of Nicaragua avails it-
self of this opportunity to reiterate to the Government over which

Your Excellency so worthily presides its good wishes and respectful
consideration.”

Publicity is to be released to the newspapers simultaneously in the
two capitals.

President Somoza appears anxious to end the friction if he can do
so with decorum according to the criteria of the country. The public
aspect here is calm, now that radio blackguarding has ceased. Still,
the spontaneity and enthusiasm of demonstrations in the provincial
cities at the time of the radio war, the growing sentiment in Managua
at that time, the more recent mass offers of services received by Somoza
from chauffeurs, railroad men and similar, as well as other evidences,
indicate that there is a feeling under the surface which, if provoked,
can create a serious situation.

Repeated to Tegucigalpa. CASTLEMAN

715.1715/558 : Telegram
The Chargé in Nicaragua (Castleman) to the Secretary of State

MaNaguUa, September 7, 1937—noon.

[Received 2:42 p. m.]

98. For Mr. Duggan. Referring to my telegram No. 97, September

6, 9 p. m., Honduran presentation of assurances took place at 11 with

reported cordiality. Shall report later regarding press handouts.
Repeated to Tegucigalpa.

CASTLEMAN
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715.1715/559 : Telegram
The Ohargé in Nicaragua (Castleman) to the Secretary of State

ManNaguUa, September 7, 1937—5 p. m.

[Received 8:42 p. m.]

100. Referring to my telegram No. 98, the Honduran Minister’s

statement of assurances will appear in tomorrow morning’s Managua

newspapers, which are on the streets tonight, there being no evening

papers, accompanied by an expression of gratification by the President

of Nicaragua.

No mention of American action will appear.

Repeated to Tegucigalpa.
CasTLEMAN

715.1715/585 : Telegram
The Chargé in Honduras (Cramp) to the Secretary of State

TrcuciearLra, September 7, 1937—6 p. m.
[Received 10: 50 p. m.]

52. The joint assurances of the Nicaraguan and Honduran Govern-
ments, together with their covering letters, were prominently pub-
lished this afternoon in the press without comment.

The Foreign Office desired to mention that this had been done
through the good offices of the Legations, but I insisted no mention
be made of our part therein and the press makes no reference thereto.

The Foreign Minister informed me this morning that he thought
the reaction throughout the country would be favorable and that he
was more than pleased with this first step toward the reestablishment
of good relations with Nicaragua.

I expect to have this Government’s comments on the proposal of
mutual withdrawal of the map stamps tomorrow.

Cramp

715.1715/551 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Honduras (Cramp)®

WasmiNgTON, September 7, 1937—7 p. m.

25. Your 50, September 6, 8 p. m. The Department desires you
to seek an immediate audience with the Minister for Foreign Affairs
and to express to him its sincere gratification over the statesmanlike
action taken by him in conjunction with the Nicaraguan Foreign
Minister in telephonically arranging for the maintenance of the

"NA %linilar telegram was sent on the same date to the Chargé in Nicaragua
as No.
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military sfatus guo in the area of the border common to Honduras and
Nicaragua. You may add that this amicable adjustment of a difficult
problem prompts the Department to express the renewed hope that a
friendly solution of such questions as remain may be happily and
speedily achieved.

Huow

715.1715/568 : Telegram
The Chargé in Nicaragua (Castleman) to the Secretary of State

Manacua, September 7, 1937—7 p. m.
[Received 10: 30 p. m.]

102. General Somoza would be glad to have a neutral zone on the
frontier, but his practical concept of such a zone, while reasonable
from a Nicaraguan viewpoint, would involve withdrawals by Hon-
duras to which I firmly believe she would not consent, and the com-
munication of which might even possibly arouse Honduran indig-
nation.

Cramp and I have discussed the matter by telephone. He did not
receive a favorable reaction to his very guarded inquiry at Tegu-
cigalpa, and he and I venture to believe that this is not the moment
for the idea but that it had better be left dormant.

Repeated to Tegucigalpa.

CASTLEMAN

715.1715/571 : Telegram
The Chargé in Honduras (Cramp) to the Secretary of State

TecucieALPA, September 7, 1937—midnight.
[Received September 8—2: 15 p. m.]
54. I was told this evening by the Minister for Foreign Affairs
that Honduras will not reopen the frontier limitation question to
arbitration. I gathered in my conversation with him that the basis
for mediation which the Government will consider is for the defini-
tion of the obscure points mentioned in the alleged Nicaraguan ac-
ceptance of 1906, which mostly concern the area around Teotecacinte.
He told me personally and in strictest confidence that the Govern-
ment was not entirely adverse to the offer of President Ubico, but
that it would prefer, if possible, to find some other means of solving
the question.

Crame
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715.1715/574 : Telegram
The Chargé in Honduras (Cramp) to the Secretary of State

TrecUcrcaLPs, September 8, 1937—noon.

[Received 5:13 p. m.]

57. For Duggan. Referring to our conversation this morning, I
have suggested to Castleman that he obtain some statement from
President Somoza with reference to his desire for reciprocal with-
drawal of the stamps, which could be quoted direct to the President

of Honduras tomorrow. [Cramp]

715.1715/575 : Telegram
The Chargé in Honduras (Cramp) to the Secretary of State

TEegUcIGALPA, September 8, 1937—1 p. m.

[Received 4: 34 p. m.]

58. I have just learned that the Director of Posts here has agreed

not to place the blue sticker on mail for Nicaragua, reciprocating

the agreement of the Director of Posts in Nicaragua not to put the

Nicaraguan stamp on mail destined here. This was arranged through
the good offices of Pan American Airways in both capitals.

Cramp

715.1715/576 : Telegram
The Minister in Honduras (Erwin) to the Secretary of State

Trcucicarra, September 8, 1937—5 p. m.

[Received 9:26 p. m.]

60. For Duggan. It is now believed that, should the Department
approve of again presenting the matter of withdrawal of stamp in
accordance with this morning’s conversation and the Legation’s tele-
gram No. 57, September 8, noon, it could be handled more effectively
through the Foreign Minister rather than direct with the President.
Erwin

715.1715/582a : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Honduras (Erwin)

WasHINGTON, September 8, 1937—7 p. m.

26. On the occasion of your visit tomorrow to the Foreign Minister
the Department desires you to repeat its gratification of the action
taken by him to prevent an increase in the tension existing between
Honduras and Nicaragua. The Minister’s highly statesmanlike atti-
tude and action augur well for a solution of the present controversy.
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You may then state the hope of this Government to Dr. Lozano that
now that mutually satisfactory steps have been taken with regard to
troop movements to the frontier, both Governments will endeavor to
find some means of settling in an equally satisfactory manner the im-
mediate cause for the recent flaring up of the long-standing boundary
dispute. You may say that your Government has been confidentially
informed that the Government of Nicaragua would welcome an oppor-
tunity for a mutual withdrawal of the map stamps and other official
printed insignia and considers that this might best be accomplished
by an agreement arrived at between the two Governments and with-
out publicity. The desirability of withdrawing the stamps gradually
has been emphasized. You may inform the Minister that it would
certainly redound to the reputation which his country has for peace
if some such arrangement as that indicated or any other arrangement
that is equally agreeable to the two Governments could be arrived at.

In concluding you may inform the Minister of the Department’s
belief that some such action as above indicated would be highly bene-
ficial and would in no wise prejudice the position of Honduras with
respect to the existing controversy but on the contrary would give a
new indication to the Western Hemisphere of Honduras’ intention to
adhere to peaceful means in the settlement of international disputes.
You should, of course, inform the Minister that these views of your
Government are merely presented for his consideration and because
of the lasting friendship of the United States for his country.

You may permit the Minister to read but not to retain a paraphrase
of the present telegram which is being repeated to Managua.?®

Huoww

715.1715/576 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Honduras (Erwin)

WASHINGTON, September 9, 1937—11 a. m.

27. Your no. 60, September 8 5 p. m. Department leaves to your
discretion procedure to be followed.

Huown

715.1715/583 : Telegram
The Minister in Costa Rica (Hornibrook) to the Secretary of State

San Josg, September 9, 1937—11 a. m.
[Received 1 p. m.]

61. Referring to my telegram No. 59, September 6, 8 p. m., copies
of correspondence furnished by Foreign Office evening of September
8 show that Nicaragua and Honduras politely reject Costa Rican offer,

# Sent to Managua as Department’s telegram No. §6, September 8, 7 p. m.



BOUNDARY DISPUTE BETWEEN HONDURAS AND NICARAGUA 73

former considering as still pending United States 1918 [apparent
omission]? and later feeling that owing to action of friendly govern-
ments adjustments already under way. Guatemala had made offer
and would welcome collaboration but has had official notice that good
offices of the United States already accepted. Salvador confident
adjustment would be reached but ready to lend friendly aid in event
of failure or in response to indication from Governments concerned
that intervention would be welcome.

HorNIBROOK

715.1715/595 : Telegram
The Minister in Honduras (Erwin) to the Secretary of State

TecUcicaLpA, September 10, 1937—6 p. m.
[Received 11 p. m.]

63. For Duggan. Confirming this afternoon’s telephone conversa-
tion the Honduran Government states that it cannot withdraw the
1935 stamp. However, as a friendly gesture it will immediately
suppress the blue sticker.

It sees no reason why the status quo of the respective stamps cannot
be maintained without affecting consideration of the next step towards
the solution of the controversy.

Erwin

715.1715/5983 : Telegram
The Chargé in Nicaragua (Castleman) to the Secretary of State

ManacUa, September 10, 1937—11 p. m.
[Received September 11—2: 26 a. m.]

108. A morning paper prints the text of the exchange of notes be-
tween Costa Rica and Nicaragua relative to the Costa Rican offer
of mediation, also the Honduran reply to the Costa Rican offer, a
Guatemalan communication to Costa Rica relative to Nicaragua’s
reply to its offer of mediation, and a Salvadoran note of the Govern-
ment of Costa Rica.

Minister for Foreign Affairs states that this material was given out
in Costa Rica, to his annoyance.

The Nicaraguan reply to Costa Rica, as principle, courteously de-
clines the Costa Rican offer, saying “(my Government) is in the case
of informing (you) that, as it considers the mediation initiated from
the year 1918 by the Government of the United States of America
(to be still) pending, it has already informed that Government, with
motive of the new difficulty which has arisen in relation to the old

# For possible clarification, see fifth paragraph of telegram No. 108, September
10, 11 p. m., from the Chargé in Nicaragua, p. 74.



74 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1937, VOLUME V

question of the frontier between Honduras and Nicaragua, of the
satisfaction with which it would see the continuance of its good offices.
The Department of State has advised that it is giving the matter its
most attentive consideration.” The note further states Nicaragua gave
the same reply to Guatemala’s offer, and adds, “in any case, if my
Government should remain free from the engagements mentioned
nothing would be more welcome to it than” to confide the obtention
of a solution to the President of Costa Rica.

The Honduran note states in declining the Costa Rican offer, that
“due to the measures of friendly Governments an understanding has
been reached between the Foreign Offices of the two nations prepared
against the mobilization of troops which could be brought about by
the recent friction.”

Guatemala told Costa Rica that the Guatemalan offer had been de-
clined because it had official notice that the good offices of the United
States, accepted in 1918, were still pending.

Salvadoran note uninteresting.

The Minister for Foreign Affairs is vexed at Costa Rica’s divulging
these essentially confidential documents and tells me that as the propo-
sition of American mediation was never taken up formally with the
Department, the Nicaraguan Minister in Washington will be instructed
to consult with the Department relative to the “conveniencia” of mani-
festing formally the satisfaction with which Nicaragua would see a
continuance of the good offices of the United States, and then, if there
is no objection, formally to express this principle. The Minister for
Foreign Affairs takes this course consequent upon the President’s
desire for American mediation expressed to me (really meant our
intervening in general; see my telegrams 86, 89, 97 ) and in view of
the Department’s helpfulness in the case, hoping that it may be con-
sidered a continuance of the action of 1918. The President is particu-
larly desirous to avoid acceptance of any mediation except that of
the United States and does not want to be obliged to pay further
attention to Ubico’s offer, which he feels chary about.

Repeated to Tegucigalpa. CASTLEMAN

715.1715/623 : Telegram
The Minister in Honduras (Erwin) to the Secretary of State

TrcuUcIGaLPA, September 19, 1937—S8 p. m.

[Received September 20—11: 45 a. m.]

67. The Legation has learned that the President has suggested to
Colonel Brooks that American “fighting pilots” be immediately em-

ployed. So far asis known no action taken yet in the matter.
RWIN

® Telegrams No. 86, August 28, 7 a. m., p. 57; No. 89, August 31, 4 p. m,, p. 61;
and No. 97, September 6, 9 p. m., p. 67.
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715.1715/623 : Telegram
T he Secretary of State to the Minister in Honduras (Erwin)

WasHINGTON, September 22, 1937—6 p. m.
29. Legation’s 67, September 19, 8 p. m. The Department desires
that you immediately and informally approach the Foreign Minister
and, referring to the information which has come to you, convey to him
the Department’s concern over the possibility of citizens of the United
States being employed or becoming involved in any military opera-
tions within or without the borders of Honduras. In this connection
you should call to the Minister’s attention the assurances given the
Legation by the President and the former Minister for Foreign Affairs
to the effect that no American aviators would be so employed.
The Department desires to be kept fully advised as to Honduran
attitude.

Huwo
715.1715/664
T he Minister in Honduras (Erwin) to the Secretary of State
No. 27 TEcUCIGALPA, September 27, 1937.
[Received October 4.]

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Legation’s telegram No. 67,
September 19, 8 p. m., 1937, and to the Department’s telegram No. 29,
September 22, 6 p. m., 1937, relative to the possible employment of
American pilots by the Honduran Government to fly its planes, and
to report that I was today informed by “Colonel” Brooks that to date
he had not taken any steps towards obtaining these new men.

With regard to the same question, the Minister for Foreign Affairs
told me that he knew nothing whatsoever concerning the matter, such
things being handled directly by the President. In accordance with
the Department’s instructions, it was pointed out to him that the Lega-
tion could not but look with grave concern upon American pilots being
used in the event of hostilities. The Foreign Minister then said that
he did not know what instructions the President had given his son,
Mr. Gonzalo Carfas C., who has returned to New York City as Hon-
duran Consul General and who may possibly be endeavoring to em-
ploy Americans. In this connection, when Mr. Carfas returned to
this country some weeks ago he brought with him one American me-
chanic, but no pilots.

There is an unconfirmed rumor in the town that possibly Mexican
pilots will be employed, but, to date, the Air Force maintains its status
quo, namely, with approximately ten student Honduran pilots under
the direction of “Colonel” Brooks and the Inspector of Aviation, Mr.
Lufis Fiallos, who is a pilot trained in the United States.

Respectfully yours, JorN D. Erwin
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715.1715/661a : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Honduras (Erwin)®

‘WasHINGTON, October 1, 1937—7 p. m.

30. Yesterday the boundary dispute was discussed separately with
the Honduran Chargé and the Nicaraguan Minister at some length
along the following lines:

That the United States, while it is not extending its good offices at
this moment, nevertheless, as a friend of Honduras, is desirous of
assisting in every way agreeable to the two Republics to bring about
a satisfactory termination of this long standing controversy which
has given rise in the past to bitterness, recriminations and even mili-
tary preparations on the part of both countries;

That in view of the solemn pledges for the maintenance of peace,
entered into at the recent conference at Buenos Aires, it would be
highly unfortunate if the dispute could not be amicably settled ;

That this Government firmly believes that both Honduras and Niec-
aragua are desirous of arriving at a mutually satisfactory understand-
ing that would remove forever the source of irritation;

That if the two countries can sit down at a common council table
and settle their differences between themselves, they will have given
an example to the world of statesmanship and of the ability of
countries to settle their differences peacefully;

That it is hoped, therefore, that the two countries will take an early
opportunity to confer with one another in an endeavor to find, first
of all, a mutually agreeable basis for procedure and, secondly, by
following that procedure, a final settlement of the dispute; and

That this Government, and it is presumed other American govern-
ments, would of course wish to consider earnestly any joint request
for their friendly good offices that the Governments of Nicaragua
and Honduras might wish to make as a result of their consultation
with one another.

Finally the opportunity was taken to point out to the Minister
that should this dispute become more acute, and no pacific solution
appear to be envisaged, it would then seem fitting and in accordance
with the spirit of the pledges entered into at Buenos Aires that the
countries of this hemisphere consult with one another in order to
determine what proposals for peaceful settlement they might care to
offer.

% The same, mutatis mutandis, October 1, 7 p. m., to the Chargé in Nicaragua
as telegram No. 62.
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The Honduran Chargé brought out the point that Honduras had
accepted the protocol of 1930,* but that it had been rejected by the
Nicaraguan Congress. In the ensuing discussion it was intimated
that possibly this protocol could serve as one of the bases for the
discussions between the two governments, an effort being made to find
some common meeting ground on those aspects of the protocol which
were found unsatisfactory by the Nicaraguan Congress.

You are requested to seek an immediate audience with the Minister
for Foreign Affairs and to reiterate to him the views of the Depart-
ment as expressed to the representatives of his country here. If the
discussion provides a suitable opening you may mention that the
protocol of 1930 might be one of the starting points for the direct
discussions between the two countries.

Please inform the Department by telegram of the Minister’s views,
when formulated.

A similar telegram is being sent to Managua.

Huwu

715.1715/662 : Telegram
The Minister in Honduras (Erwin) to the Secretary of State

Tecuciearpa, October 4, 1937—noon.
[Received 4:25 p. m.]

70. Department’s telegram No. 30, October 1, 7 p. m. The Minister
for Foreign Affairs informed me this morning that the Honduran
Government would gladly agree to reopening the question of the
protocol of 1931. He added that such a reopening could only be
considered with regard to the demarcation of the boundary, pointing
out that article 1 of the protocol dealt with the award of 1900 [1906]
and that the Honduran Government would not discuss this question,
as it considered the award definitive and the question closed.

It was gathered that there was little possibility of the two Govern-
ments getting together without the good offices of some other country.
The feeling seemed to be that Nicaragua originated the dispute and
the first conciliative move should come from there.

The Foreign Minister said that the Honduran Government would
prefer to have the United States as sole mediator, but added that if

* Signed at Managua January 21, 1931; see Foreign Relations, 1930, vol. 1, p.
877, footnote 2; ibid., 1931, vol. 1, pp. 792 ff. For text, see Nicaragua, Ministerio
de Relaciones Exteriores, Exposicion sobre la cuestién de limites entre Nicaragua
Yy Honduras y protocolo de arreglo suscrito el 21 de enero de 1931 (Managua,
Imprenta Naclonal, 1931), pp. 19-23.
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one or two American Republics should offer to mediate, [a?] Central
American country would be acceptable.
Erwin

715.1715/670 : Telegram
The Chargé in Nicaragua (Castleman) to the Secretary of State

Manacua, October 5,1937—10 p. m.
[Received October 6—1:20 a. m.]

130. Department’s 62, October 1, 7 p. m.®* Foreign Minister states
Nicaragua appreciates communication and continues in the same good
will toward seeking a peaceful solution, but unfortunately the conduct
of the Honduran Government toward certain Nicaraguan Consuls and
toward the persons and goods of Nicaraguans resident in Honduras
renders impossible any direct conference between the two countries
either by themselves to seek out peaceful solutions or jointly to solicit
the good offices of other countries, and, for this reason, Nicaragua
considers herself the desirability of expressing by herself the satis-
faction with which she would see the United States, alone or associated
with other countries, extend her good offices for the solution of the
case.

My comment: The Nicaraguan Government has at last abandoned
its former attitude of regarding the case more as a vexation and on
account of the continued reports of the persecution of Nicaraguans in
Honduras is now genuinely angry. I consider the situation here as
now more serious than at any time during the affair.

Repeated to Tegucigalpa.

CASTLEMAN

715.1715/662 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Honduras (Erwin)®

W asHINGTON, October 6, 1937, 7 p. m.

31. Department’s No. 30 of October 1, 7 p. m. In reply to the
friendly and informal suggestions proffered by this Government, the
Government of Honduras has replied that it would be willing to con-
sider reaching an agreement with Nicaragua for the purpose of solicit-
ing the good offices of one or more American states in order to promote
a pacific and definitive settlement of the boundary dispute. The Gov-
ernment of Honduras has further indicated that because of the past

 See footnote 81, p. 76.

# The same, mutatis mutandis, October 6, 7 p. m, to the Chargé in Nicaragua as
telegram No. 64.
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familiarity of the Government of the United States with this pending
boundary controversy, it would prefer that the good offices in question
be undertaken by the United States.

The Government of Nicaragua has stated in reply to the suggestion
proffered by the United States that the recent conduct of the Hon-
duran Government “towards certain Nicaraguan Consuls and towards
the persons and goods of Nicaraguans resident in Honduras” would
make it impossible for Nicaragua to attempt through direct negotia-
tions with Honduras either to seek peaceful solutions or jointly to
solicit the good offices of other countries. Nicaragua is considering
the desirability of expressing unilaterally the satisfaction with which
she would see the United States, either alone or associated with other
powers, extend good offices for the solution of the dispute.

In view of the willingness thus expressed by both parties to the
controversy to accept the good offices of one or more of the American
states to facilitate the pacific solution of the controversy, the Gov-
ernment of the United States suggests for the consideration of the
Governments of Honduras and Nicaragua the desirability of accept-
ing the good offices of three American powers, one to be selected by
common accord from the republics of South America, one by common
accord from the republics of Central America and, should this pro-
cedure be acceptable to the two Governments concerned, the Govern-
ment of the United States will gladly serve as the third of the powers
to tender their good offices.

You are instructed to communicate orally the foregoing to the
Minister of Foreign Affairs at the earliest opportunity and to state
that should this suggestion meet with the approval of his Govern-
ment, this Government would propose as the most expeditious manner
of obtaining the friendly services of the three American states above
referred to, that the Government of Honduras indicate to the Gov-
ernment of the United States three governments of South America
and three governments of Central America whose good offices it
would be prepared to accept, indicating the suggestions in the order
of preference. Upon receipt of the opinion so expressed by the Gov-
ernments of Honduras and Nicaragua and should it be possible in
the panels submitted to select two Governments acceptable to both
partles, the Government of the United States would then gladly
inquire of the Government of South America and of the Government
of Central America so selected whether they would be disposed to
join with the United States in the tender of good offices for the pur-
poses in mind.

In conclusion you should make it clear that, while the Government
of the United States, because of its interest in the maintenance of
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peace in the world at large and in particular in the Western Hemi-
sphere, would be happy to be of service to the two Governments in
suggesting a pacific settlement of the present controversy, it would
not care to undertake these friendly services alone. It would prefer
to be associated with at least two other American republics in this
endeavor. As was made clear by the pacts adopted at the Conference
at Buenos Aires, any threat to the maintenance of peace on the Amer-
ican Continent is a matter of concern to all of the American republics,
and this Government strongly believes that it would be preferable
from the standpoint of inter-American relationships that in the pres-
ent instance the task of assuring a peaceful and satisfactory settle-
ment of this dispute be entrusted to at least three American republics
and not to one alone.
Please telegraph the Department as soon as possible of the reply
of the Government to which you are accredited.
Huww

715.1715/678 : Telegram
The Minister in Honduras (Erwin) to the Secretary of State

TreucicaLrA, October 7,1937—4 p. m.
[Received 8:07 p. m.]

74. In compliance with Department’s telegram No. 31, October 6,
7 p. m., plan was presented to the Foreign Minister today. He ex-
pressed appreciation for willingness of the United States to continue
its attitude of helpfulness and said that he would take the plan up
with the President. The Foreign Minister made it clear, and re-
emphasized it several times, that under no circumstances would his
Government agree to any new plan for settlement which in any
event involves the validity of the award of the Mexican Minister to
Spain. [sic]

He said public sentiment in Honduras would never accept any
weakening in the Government’s attitude that the Laoudo ** was defini-
tive and final. He pointed out that it must be clearly understood that
mediation of even most friendly republics, such as United States,
would not be sought except with the clear understanding that Nicara-
gua agree to start discussion on basis of Nicaragua’s acceptance of
article I of protocol of 1931.%

Erwin

2 Award of December 23, 1908 ; British and Foreign State Papers, vol. ¢, p. 1096.
® Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, p. 805.
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715.1715/684 : Telegram
The Chargé in Nicaragua (Castleman) to the Secretary of State

Manaeua, October 8, 1937—noon.

[Received 4: 24 p. m.]

134. Referring to Department’s telegram No. 64, October 6, 7 p. m.,*

Minister for Foreign Affairs desires me to communicate the following
to the Department :

“Nicaragua accepts with the greatest satisfaction the friendly in-
tervention of the 5nited States. The lists requested by the Depart-
ment of State are formed, on the part of Nicaragua, in the following
manner:

Central America: first Guatemala, second Costa Rica, third
Salvador.

South America: first Chile, second Ecuador, third Panama.

The Government of Nicaragua again repeats its deepest gratitude
to the Government of the United States”.

Repeated to Tegucigalpa.
CASTLEMAN

715.1715/685 : Telegram
The Chargé in Nicaragua (Castleman) to the Secretary of State

Manaaua, October 8, 1937—5 p. m.
[Received 8: 03 p. m.]
135. Referring to my[ #] telegram No. 74, October 7, 4 p. m. from
Tegucigalpa, when I discussed with the Nicaraguan Minister of
Foreign Affairs the content of the Department’s telegram No. 62,
October 1, 7 p. m.,*” I mentioned the protocol of 1931 as a possible
point of departure. No conclusion was formulated by the Minister
because matters took a different trend. However, his initial opinion
was that the protocol in its original form, particularly the substance
of the first clause which is insisted upon by the Honduran Minister
for Foreign Affairs, is not acceptable to Nicaragua. He seemed to
think that the protocol as modified by Congress,*® which appears in
the “memoria” of the Foreign Minister for the year 1931, might be
acceptable, but the Department will note that this instrument denies
the validity of the Laudo, and is therefore contrary to the expressed
basic requirement of Honduras.

* See footnote 34, p. 78.
¥ See footnote 31, p. 76.
* Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 1, p. 805.
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Will the Department please instruct whether there is any suggestion
toward conciliating the two viewpoints or any other related phase
which I should take up when, as I believe is prudent, I ask for a formal
expression of the Minister’s views.

Repeated to Tegucigalpa. CASTLEMAN

715.1715/678 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Honduras (Erwin)

WasHINeTON, October 8, 1937—6 p. m.
32. Your 74, October 7, 4 p. m. Please say to the Minister for
Foreign Affairs that the Honduran position as regards the basis of
a definitive settlement of the territorial dispute has been carefully
noted. This Government believes, however, that the first and most
urgent objective of the suggested utilization of good offices is the
proposal of measures which may relieve the present tension in the
relations of Nicaragua and Honduras and thereafter the suggestion
of bases for a definitive settlement of the fundamental issue. At
this second stage it would be appropriate for Honduras to set forth
its position as regards the basis of a definitive settlement of the
controversy.
Howo

715.1715/695 : Telegram

The Honduran Minister for Foreign Affairs (Lozano H.) to the
Secretary of State

[Translation]

Tecucrearra, October 9, 1937—3: 05 p. m.
[Received October 11—5 a. m.]

Because of the lamentable boundary incident that has arisen be-
tween this country and Nicaragua, which is of continental interest, I
am authorized by the Constitutional President of the Republic to
make the following spontaneous declarations in the name of the
Government of Honduras. First: Honduras reiterates her convic-
tion that it is the duty of the American nations to preserve peace on
the continent. Second: Honduras points with pride to the deep re-
spect that her international obligations are given by her; respect
shown by honoring the obligations undertaken in the treaties she has
signed. Third: Honduras makes plain her devotion to the civilized
method of arbitration for settling controversies between nations.
Fourth: as a consequence of her devotion to the institution of arbitra-
tion, Honduras declares the sanctity of arbitral decisions. Fifth:
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Honduras will always be disposed to give the best reception to any
suggestion that may be made to her for friendly mediation on matters
of an international character, provided that respect for and obedience
to arbitral awards already made is included in the suggestion. And
sixth : Honduras has full confidence that as she has understood how
to respect the rights of others her own rights will also be respected.

T avail myself [etc.] Juorio Lozano H.

715.1715/693 : Telegram
The Minister in Honduras (Erwin) to the Secretary of State

Trcucrearpa, October 9, 1937—noon.

[Received 3: 35 p. m.]

76. The Legation has received text of telegram sent to the Depart-
ment today by the Foreign Minister here who states that the same
message has been forwarded to all Ministries of Foreign Affairs on the
American Continent.
' Erwin

715.1715/692 : Telegram
The Minister in Honduras (Erwin) to the Secretary of State

Tecuctearpa, October 9, 1937—4 p. m.
[Received 8:55 p. m.]
77. Department’s telegram No. 32, October 8, 6 p. m. Called on
Foreign Minister at 2:30 this afternoon to report substance of De-
partment’s instructions. Was unable to make earlier engagement
with Foreign Office because of Cabinet meeting this morning. The
Foreign Minister, after reiterating Honduras’ position, as stated in
my telegram No. 74, October 7, 4 p. m., expressed renewed appreciation
of efforts of the United States to bring settlement. The Foreign
Minister said however that his Government does not consider it ad-
visable to offer a panel of sister republics for the purpose indicated
until assurances are given in writing that points proscribed in his
telegram of today will not be considered.
Erwin

715.1715/685 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Nicaragua (Castleman)

WasHaINgTON, October 11, 1937—7 p. m.

66. Your 135, October 8, 5 p. m. The Department’s purpose in
mentioning the Protocol of 1930 in the communication which you
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were directed to make to the Nicaraguan Government in telegraphic
instruction no. 62 of October 1, 7 p. m.,** was not to suggest that the
protocol should be the basis of a definitive settlement of the
controversy.

The protocol was indicated as one of several possible starting points
for the discussions preparatory to a definitive settlement of the bound-
ary controversy.

This Government believes that the immediate and most urgent
objective of the suggested utilization of good offices is the proposal of
measures which may allay the present tension in the relations of
Nicaragua and Honduras, and thereafter the examination of bases
for a permanent settlement of the fundamental issue. At this second
stage it would be appropriate for Nicaragua to set forth its position as
regards the bases for a definitive settlement of the controversy. In
advance of this stage of the discussions the Department cannot take
any position with respect to the bases for a solution of the funda-
mental problem.

The foregoing is for your guidance in any conversations you may
have with the Nicaraguan Government.

Howu

715.1715/698 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Honduras (Erwin)

WasHiNGTON, October 12, 1937—4 p. m.

33. Your telegram no. 76, October 9, noon. The Department has
received the telegram from the Honduran Foreign Minister referred
to in your telegram cited above and in reply thereto you are instructed
to make the following oral representations to the Minister of Foreign
Affairs:

“Upon instructions of my Government I have the honor to acknowl-
edge the receipt by the Secretary of State of Your Excellency’s
telegram of October 9 and to state that my Government has noted
with gratification the devotion of the Honduran Government to the
ideals of continental peace and pacific settlement of controversies
between nations. It is hardly necessary to state that this Govern-
ment fully shares Honduras’ views as to the desirability of the pacific
settlement of disputes and the sanctity of arbitral decisions.

It is noted that Honduras will always be disposed to give the best
reception to any suggestion that may be made to her for friendly
mediation on matters of an international character provided that
respect for and obedience to arbitral awards already made is included
in this suggestion.

In this connection, my Government desires to express the view
that in the friendly preliminary discussions which are contemplated,
the question of the sanctity ofy arbitral awards does not arise.

* See footnote 31, p. 76.
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As has previously been indicated to Your Excellency, my Govern-
ment believes that the immediate and most urgent objective of the
suggested utilization of good offices is the proposal of measures which
may allay the present tension in the relations of Nicaragua and
Honduras, and thereafter the examination of bases for a permanent
settlement of the fundamental issue.

My Government believes that on consideration the Honduran
Government will agree that, in advance of the preliminary discussions
it would not be desirable for either of the parties to place any condi-
tions on their acceptance of good offices nor seek to insist upon prior
agreement upon tﬁe bases of settlement of the fundamental issue.
The basic issue cannot be satisfactorily discussed until the present
obstructive tension has been cleared away.

Acceptance of the good offices suggested and entry into the neces-
sary preliminary discussions designed to remove the present friction
can in no way be construed as impairing the position or rights of
either party in later discussions directed towards a permanent settle-
ment of the basic issue.

In view of the foregoing considerations the Government of the
United States hopes tl%at Your Excellency’s Government will find
itself in a position to proceed at an early date to name the panel of
American powers from which two will be selected to lend their good
offices in association with the Government of the United States.”

Huw

715.1715/708 : Telegram

The Nicaraguan Minister for Foreign Affairs (Cordero Reyes) to
the Secretary of State

[Translation]

Manaeua, October 14 [137], 1937.

[Received October 14—1: 50 p. m.]

Referring to the declarations of the Government of Honduras of
the 9th of this October in connection with the incident that has arisen
between Nicaragua and that country as a sequel to the old boundary
question, I have been instructed by the President of the Republic to
declare the following: First. Nicaragua’s traditional policy has been
and is that of the most loyal adherence to peace, as is proved not only
by her modest and unconditional support of the elaboration of anti-
war law, but, chiefly, by her conduct, during the present friction with
Honduras, firmly oriented, even at the cost of great sacrifices, towards
the prevention of the outbreak of war between two peoples so closely
bound together by their history and the solidarity of a common
destiny. Second. Nicaragua’s policy is likewise traditionally
respectful of the principle of the sanctity of treaties. Third. Nica-
ragua considers that the disapproval by her public authorities of the
arbitral award by the King of Spain that was handed down on the



86 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1937, VOLUME V

question of the boundary with Honduras is not incompatible with
the preceding declaration as the said award was prepared and de-
livered in substantial violation of the treaty that defined the obliga-
tory relation between the parties, and it may even be said that the
said award is not based on the arbitration agreement, as the life of
the latter had already expired. Fourth. Nicaragua has always been
disposed to submit her allegations as to the nullity of the award to a
new arbitration, whereby she demonstrates her sincere devotion to
this civilized means of settlement of disputes. Fifth. Nicaragua
likewise has been and is disposed to secure the definitive settlement of
the question pending with Honduras by any non-military method,
on the basis of mutual concessions. Sixth. In accordance with the
foregoing declarations, which she considers sufficiently broad, Nica-
ragua declares that she would accept with satisfaction the friendly
intervention of third governments that might be suggested to her for
the purposes of the preceding paragraph.

Please accept [ete.] M. CorpEro REYES

715.1715/708 : Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Nicaragua (Castleman)

WasnaiNeToN, October 16, 1937—4 p. m.

68. The Department has received a telegram dated October 13
from the Minister for Foreign Affairs with regard to the boundary
dispute, the text of which is presumably available to you. In reply
thereto you are instructed to make the following oral statement to
the Minister for Foreign Affairs:

“Pursuant to instructions of my Government, I have the honor to
acknowledge the receipt by the Secretary of State of Your Excel-
lency’s telegram of October 13. My Government is deeply grati-
fied with Your Excellency’s declaration of Nicaragua’s policy of
adherence to peace and respect for treaties and your Government’s
firm intention to prevent the outbreak of hostilities between two
peoples so closely linked by historical ties and common aims and in-
terests. My Government has received with real pleasure the confir-
mation of Nicaragua’s acceptance of the friendly tender of good
offices of third governments in connection with pending questions
with Honduras.

Careful note has been taken of the Nicaraguan Government’s at-
titude toward statements with regard to the validity of the arbitral
award by the King of Spain as handed down on the question of the
boundary of Honduras. This Government believes, however, that
the question of the validity of the award does not arise in the contem-
plated preliminary discussions which have as their object the proposal
of measures designed to allay the existing tension in the relations of
the two countries, thereafter proceeding to the examination of the bases
of a permanent settlement of the fundamental issue.
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My Government believes that the Nicaraguan Government will
agree that in advance of the preliminary discussions it will not be
desirable for either of the parties to seek to insist upon consideration
of their views as to the bases of a settlement of the fundamental issue.
It would seem that the basic issue cannot be satisfactorily discussed
until the present obstructive tension has been cleared away. The
suggested procedure can in no way be construed as impairing the
position or rights of either party in later discussions directed toward
a permanent settlement of the basic issue.”

HuLL

715.1715/780a : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Honduras (Erwin)

‘WasHINGTON, October 16, 1937—4 p. m.

34. T asked the Chargé d’Affaires of Honduras to call this morning
and expressed to him the friendly concern with which this Govern-
ment viewed the delay on the part of the Government of Honduras
in suggesting to this Government the names of the other American
republics which it would desire to see associated in the tender of good
offices as indicated in my earlier message.

I asked the Chargé d’Affaires to transmit by cable this expression
of concern to his Government and to emphasize the following points:

1. That in view of the increasing agitation in both republics and in
view of the reports received of alleged military preparations both in
Honduras and in Nicaragua, it would seem to be urgently necessary
that this tension be relieved and that it would seem that the best
way of accomplishing this result was for the two governments to
permit other American states in whom they jointly had confidence
to extend their good offices for the purpose of seeking to find a
possible settlement of these difficulties;

2. That when the representatives of the countries extending their
good offices met, the Government of Honduras could then with com-
plete liberty of action and with every right make known its position
with regard to the arbitral award and indicate its unwillingness to
accept any proposed solution other than one based upon the recogni-
tion of the validity of the award. It would then devolve upon the
nations extending their good offices to try and find the ways and
means of devising the basis for a practical and pacific solution accept-
able both to Honduras and to Nicaragua.

In conclusion I requested the Chargé d’Affaires to inform his
Government that the Government of the United States was receiving
increasingly serious reports of preparations being made for possible
hostilities both in Honduras and Nicaragua; that it hoped that Hon-
duras might, consequently, in the immediate future suggest the names
of other American republics to join in the extension of good offices,
but that if Honduras, for some reason of which this Government is
unaware, refrained from making such suggestions and of thus indi-
cating its willingness to permit of the extension of the good offices
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which it has officially stated it was willing to accept, the United
States Government, because of the declaration jointly made by every
American republic at the Conference at Buenos Aires that a threat
to the peace of any republic was a matter of legitimate concern to
all of the other American republics, would feel itself compelled, be-
cause of its desire to assure the maintenance of peace on the American
continent, to sug%f,st to all of the other American republics joint
consultation for the purpose of determining what friendly solution
might be suggested by all of the republics %or the pacific settlement
of this controversy.

The Chargé d’Affaires assured me that he would cable his Gov-
ernment immediately in the above sense. He expressed his personal
regret for the delay in the receipt by this Government of the sugges-
tions requested from the Government of Honduras.

The Department desires you to reiterate the points above enumerated
to the Minister for Foreign Affairs at the first possible opportunity
and to keep the Department closely advised by telegram of all de-
velopments and of any reply which the Minister may make.

Huw

715.1715/726 : Telegram
The Minister in Honduras (Erwin) to the Secretary of State

Treuciearra, October 16, 1937—5 p. m.
[Received 8:46 p. m.]

88. My 86, October 16, 10 a. m.# The Foreign Minister in person
today handed me a note in reply to Department’s telegram Number 33,
October 12, 4 p. m. in which the preamble notes the proposal made
as to relieving the present tension between the two countries and
“from there on, an examination of the basis for a permanent settle-
ment of the fundamental problem”.

It continues “My Government deems that it is convenient to its
interests to make clear in writing its resolution in the matter under
consideration” and states in the following words that

“First: With the understanding that the immediate and most
urgent objective of the suggestion of utilization of the good offices
of the three American nations is the proposal of means which might
soften the present tension in the relations between Honduras and
Nicaragua and that the basic matter cannot be discussed satisfactorily
until present obstructive tension has disappeared, my Government
accepts the suggestion of good offices on preliminary discussions to
arrive at proposing such means, and with that idea submits, on an
attached sheet, for the consideration of the American Government,
the panels of the American nations of which two are to be chosen,

“ Not printed.
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to offer their good offices in association with the Government of the
United States.

Second: Upon Honduras’ accepting the suggestion of good offices
of the three American nations and the act of arriving at the necessary
preliminary discussions to remove the present friction between Hon-
duras and Nicaragua, my Government proceeds on the basis of the
textual declaration of the American Government that ‘in no way,
this acceptance and that act, should be interpreted as jeopardizing
the position and rights of the parties in the subsequent discussions
directed towards a permanent arrangement of the basic problem’”.

The panel of nations as chosen is as follows: Central American
Republics: (1) Costa Rica (2) El Salvador (3) Guatemala; South
American Republics: (1) Argentine (2) Colombia (3) Uruguay.

The Foreign Minister again expressed his appreciation of the help-
ful interest of the United States.

Erwin

715.1715/740a : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Honduras (Erwin)*

WasHINGTON, October 18, 1937—T p. m.

36. Your 88, October 16, 5 p. m. Please seek an early interview
with the Minister for Foreign Affairs and make the following oral
statement to him:

“This Government is deeply gratified at the decision of the Hon-
duran Government to accept the good offices of third countries in
connection with pending questions with Nicaragua.

“Nicaragua has likewise submitted a panel of three governments of
South America and three governments of Central America whose good
offices it would be prepared to accept.

“This Government inquires whether the Government of Costa Rica
would be acceptable to the Government of Honduras as regards the
selection of a Central American government. Upon confirmation of
the acceptability of the good offices of Costa Rica to both Honduras
and Nicaragua, this Government is prepared promptly to inquire
of the Costa Rica Government whether it is disposed to join in
the contemplated discussions.

“As regards the selection of a South American country no basis
of agreement is found in the panels submitted by the two governments.
Accordingly this Government ventures to suggest that agreement
be given to the selection of Venezuela, which was named by neither
government in the panels submitted. The same suggestion is being
communicated to the Government of Nicaragua.”

Please cable promptly the results of your interview with the Min-
ister for Foreign Affairs,
HuoLu

“The same, mutatis mutandis, October 18, 7 p. m., to the Chargé in Nicaragua,
as telegram No. 69.
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715.1715/740 : Telegram
The Minister in Honduras (Erwin) to the Secretary of State

TrcucieaLra, October 19, 1937—11 a. m.
[Received 1:41 p. m.]

91. Referring to Department’s telegram Number 36, October 18,
7 p. m., the Minister for Foreign Affairs stated this morning that
the Honduran Government accepts with the greatest pleasure both
Costa Rica and Venezuela.

He added that he believed that as soon as the acceptance of both
countries, the good offices of the three American Republics could be
made public, the present tension would be immediately removed and
that he hoped that this publicity could be released as quickly as
possible.

Erwin

715.1715/740c : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Costa Rica (Hornibrook)*

WasHINGgTON, October 19, 1937—8 p. m.

35. You are requested to obtain at the earliest moment an interview
with the Minister of Foreign Affairs and make to him the following
oral communication:

As the Government of Costa Rica is aware, there has existed a long-
standing controversy between the Governments of Nicaragua and of
Honduras as to the location of their common boundary. An Arbi-
tral award was rendered by the King of Spain in 1906, but full effect
has not been given to it. Various and unsuccessful efforts have been
made to ne%otiate a final settlement of the controversy. Recently,
unfortunately, the controversy has become more acute and various
incidents have occurred tending to create tension between the two
countries. The Government of the United States has regretfully come
to the conclusion that the dispute has now reached such proportions
as to involve the actual danger of possible hostilities.

The Governments of Honduras and Nicuragua * have today in-
formed this Government that they would welcome the tender of good
offices jointly on the part of Venezuela, Costa Rica, and the United
States for the purpose, first, of removing the present tension in the
relation of the two republics and thereafter for the urpose of sug-
gesting the means which might be adopted by Honduras and Nica-
ragua towards arriving at a definitive settlement of the fundamental
territorial question.

“ The same, mutatis mutandis, October 19, 8 p. m., to the Minister in Vene-
zuela, as telegram No. 57.

“ The acceptance of Nicaragua was reported to the Department by the Legation
at Managua in a telephone conversation (715.1715/793).
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The Government of the United States has advised the Governments
of Honduras and Nicaragua that it would be happy to inform the
Governments of Venezuela and of Costa Rica of this disposition on
the part of Honduras and Nicaragua to welcome the good offices of
Venezuela, Costa Rica and the United States. In view of the spirit
of the conventions and resolutions unanimously adopted by the Amer-
ican republics at the recent Conference at Buenos Aires for the main-
tenance of peace and in view of the unfailing devotion of the
Government, of Costa Rica to that high ideal, the Government of the
United States hopes that the Government of Costa Rica may be
willing to take part in this common effort for the pacific solution of
the unfortunate dispute which has arisen between Honduras and
Nicaragua.

Should the Government of Costa Rica feel itself disposed to proffer
its good offices, jointly with the Government of Venezuela and the
United States, 1t is suggested that the text of the tender of good offices
may be conveniently agreed upon by the Ministers of Costa Rica
and Venezuela and the Department of State in Washin%on and that,
once such text is determined upon, the tender of good offices might be
made directly but simultaneously to Honduras and Nicaragua by the
three Governments above mentioned.

The steﬁs to be taken in carrying out in the most efficient manner
possible the tender of good offices may perhaps be discussed in the
same manner. It would seem probable that representatives of the
three Governments tendering their good offices might well visit the
two countries involved in the controversy in order that they may on
the spot suggest practical means for the alleviation of the existing
situation.

The Government of the United States likewise suggests that should
the Governments of Venezuela and Costa Rica agree upon the tender
of good offices, jointly with the United States, the three Governments
might immediately thereafter advise all of the other American re-
puﬁlics of the assistance they intend to offer with the hope of facili-
tating a pacific solution of the dispute between Honduras and
Nicaragua.

Please telegraph at the earliest possible moment the result of your
interview with the Minister of Foreign Affairs.
Huown

715.1716/741 : Telegram
The Minister in Costa Rica (Hornibrook) to the Secretary of State

Sax Josg, October 20, 1937—noon.
[Received 2:05 p. m.]
67. Department’s telegram No. 35, October 19, 8 p. m. After a
consultation with the President, Minister of Foreign Affairs accepts
without reservation proposals made by the Department and agrees to
so advise Costa Rican Minister in Washington by cable this morning.
HornNiBroOK

205758—54——7
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T715.1715/744 : Telegram
The Minister in Venezuela (Nicholson) to the Secretary of State

Caracas, October 20, 1937—4 p. m.

[Received 8: 56 p. m.]

100. Department’s telegram No. 57, October 19, 8 p. m.** The

Minister for Foreign Affairs after consultation with the President

stated that the Venezuelan Government would be glad to tender its

good offices as suggested and expressed his cordial appreciation for
this opportunity to cooperate.

NicHOLSON

715.1715/751¢ : Telegram

The Acting Secretary of State to the Honduran Minister for Foreign
Affairs (Lozano H.)*

W asnineToN, October 21, 1937.

The Government of the United States in association with the Gov-
ernments of Costa Rica and Venezuela is glad to tender its good
offices to the Governments of Honduras and Nicaragua with the hope
that this friendly service may facilitate a pacific solution of the
boundary controversy which has unfortunately arisen between the
two Republics.

Should the Republics of Honduras and Nicaragua be disposed to
accept this tender of good offices, the three Governments will be happy
to offer suggestions for the alleviation of the present tension in the
relations between the Republics of Honduras and Nicaragua, and, once
that result is accomplished, to make suggestions as to means, equally
acceptable to both parties, which might be adopted by Honduras and
Nicaragua with the object of reaching a definitive settlement of the
controversy.

SuMNER WELLES

715.1715/751a : Circular telegram

The Acting Secretary of State to All American Diplomatic Missions
in the American Republics Except Costa Rica, Honduras, Nicaragua,
and Veneauela

WasHINGTON, October 21, 1937.

You are requested to seek an immediate interview with the Minister
for Foreign A ffairs and to hand him a note incorporating the following
statement :

“ See footnote 43, p. 90.
“The same, mutatis mutandis, October 21, to the Nicaraguan Minister for
Foreign Affairs, Cordero Reyes.
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“The Government of the United States in association with the
Governments of Costa Rica and Venezuela has today tendered its
good offices to the Governments of Honduras and Nicaragua with a
view to facilitating a pacific solution of the boundary controversy
which has regrettably arisen between these two American nations.

The Declaration of Principles of Inter-American Solidarity and
Cooperation unanimously adopted by the American Republics at the
Conference for the Maintenance of Peace held in Buenos Aires*
declares that ‘every act susceptible of disturbing the peace of America
affects each and every one of them’. In accordance with the spirit
of that declaration my Government is taking this immediate oppor-
tunity of advising the Government of Argentina (or the Government
addressed) of the good offices which this Government jointly with
the Governments of Costa Rica and Venezuela is extending to the
Governments of Honduras and of Nicaragua and of its hope that
these friendly services may assist in facilitating a peaceful settlement
of the dispute which has arisen between these two Republics.”

WELLES

715.1715/800 : Telegram

The Honduran Minister for Foreign Affairs (Lozano H.) to the
Acting Secretary of State

[Translation]

TraucteaLra, October 22, 1937—11 a. m.
[Received 2: 46 p. m.]

I have the honor to acknowledge receipt of Your Excellency’s
message dated yesterday whereby the Government of the United
States, together with the Governments of Costa Rica and Venezuela,
takes pleasure in tendering its good offices to the Governments of
Honduras and Nicaragua with the hope that this friendly step might
facilitate a peaceful solution of the boundary controversy +* which
unfortunately has arisen between the two Republics, stating further
that in case the two Republics of Honduras and Nicaragua should
be prepared to accept this tender of good offices, the three Governments
would be very glad to present suggestions to the end of relieving the
present tension in the relations between the Republics of Honduras and
Nicaragua and that, once such result were obtained, to offer suggestions
on the means acceptable to both parties which could be adopted
by Honduras and Nicaragua with the purpose of arriving at a defin-

:; See Department of State Conference Series No. 83, pp. 18, 227.

*In a note of November 20, 1952, to the American Embassy at Tegucigalpa,
the Honduran Ministry for Foreign Affairs explained that “the phrase boundary
controversy was established by the Honduran Delegation before the Mediating
Committee at San José, Costa Rica (meeting of November 16, 1937), and refers
solely to the conflict between Honduras and Nicaragua which gave rise to the offer
of good services by the American Government, and not to territorial rights of both
Republics which are defined by the Laudo of the King of Spain issued on Decem-
ber 23, 1908.” (023.1/11-2652)
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itive settlement of the controversy. Being authorized by the con-
stitutional President of the Republic, I am glad to inform Your
Excellency that my Government accepts with pleasure the good offices
of the Governments of the United States, Costa Rica and Venezuela,
and I take the liberty of expressing to Your Excellency’s enlightened
Government, as well as to the enlightened Governments of Costa Rica
and Venezuela, the profound gratitude of the Government of Honduras
for this noble and friendly step.

Respectfully, Juorio Lozano H.

715.1715/797 : Telegram

The Nicaraguan Minister for Foreign Affairs (Cordero Reyes) to the
Acting Secretary of State

[Translation]

Managua, October 22, 1937.
[Received 2:33 p. m.]

I have the honor to refer to Your Excellency’s message dated yester-
day ¢ in which you were good enough to state to me that the Govern-
ment of the United States, together with those of Venezuela and Costa
Rica, were pleased to tender their good offices to the Governments of
Nicaragua and Honduras, for the purpose of facilitating a peaceful
solution of the controversy over boundaries which unfortunately has
arisen between the two Republics and that, in the case of acceptance,
the three Governments would be very glad to present suggestions for
the purpose of relieving the present tension of the relations between
this Republic and Honduras and on obtaining this result, to offer sug-
gestions which could be adopted by the contending nations for the
purpose of arriving at a definitive settlement of the controversy. In
- reply, I take pleasure in stating to Your Excellency that the Govern-
ment of Nicaragua, faithful to its traditional policy of sincere de-
votion to peace, of which it has given eloquent examples in the course
of the discussion regarding boundaries with Honduras, accepts with
pleasure the good offices which the Government of the United States
has been good enough to offer it, together with the Governments of
Venezuela and that of Costa Rica, for the ends indicated in Your
Excellency’s telegram which I have the honor to answer. In ex-
pressing to Your Excellency’s enlightened Government the profound
gratitude of the Nicaraguan Government for its noble endeavors di-
rected to the maintenance, for Nicaragua and Honduras, of the bless-

“ See footnote 46, p. 92.
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ings of peace which were on the point of being lost as well as to
assuring on the continent the success of the promises of Buenos Aires,

I beg Your Excellency to accept [etc.]
M. Corpero ReYEs

715.1715/779¢ : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Venezuela (Nicholson)*

‘WasHINGTON, October 23, 1937—3 p. m.

59. Please inform the Minister for Foreign Affairs that President
Roosevelt has designated Dr. Frank P. Corrigan® as his Special
Representative to meet with the representatives of Venezuela and
Costa Rica in the joint tender of good offices in the boundary dispute
between Honduras and Nicaragua.

Following informal conversations with the diplomatic representa-
tives of Venezeula and Costa Rica in Washington this Government
has inquired of the Governments of Nicaragua and Honduras if it
would be agreeable to them to name a representative to meet with
the representatives of the three Governments associated in the tender
of good offices in San José, Costa Rica, on about November 1st.

Huww

715.1715/779b : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Honduras (Erwin)®

WasHiNGgTON, October 23, 1937—3 p. m.

38. Please inform the Minister for Foreign Affairs at the earliest
opportunity that President Roosevelt has designated Dr. Frank P.
Corrigan as his Special Representative to meet with the representatives
of Venezuela and Costa Rica in the joint tender of good offices with a
view to facilitating a pacific settlement of the boundary dispute
between Honduras and Nicaragua.

You should further inform the Minister for Foreign Affairs that
this Government has been requested by the Governments with which
it is associated in the tender of good offices to inquire whether it
would be agreeable to the Government of Honduras to designate a
representative to meet with the representatives of the three countries

“ The same, October 23, 3 p. m., to the Minister in Costa Rica as telegram No. 36.

® Dr. Corrigan, then at the Department of State, was the American Minister
to Panama.

* The same, mutatis mutandis, October 23, 3 p. m., to the Chargé in Nicaragua,
as telegram No. 73.
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and a representative of the Government of Nicaragua in San José,
Costa Rica, on or about November 1. This Government will be glad
to inform the Governments of Venezuela and Costa Rica of the name
of the representative which may be designated by the Government of
Honduras.

In the conversations which have been held with the diplomatic
representatives of Venezuela and Costa Rica in Washington it
was agreed that it would be highly desirable if the Governments of
Nicaragua and Honduras would take all proper means to prevent any
public statements of an inflammatory nature over the radio or
through any other medium of publicity which might tend to make
more difficult the task of the representatives of the countries tendering
good offices. This Government would be glad to transmit to the
Governments of Venezuela and Costa Rica the assurances which the
Foreign Minister may care to give in that connection.

Please cable promptly the results of your interview.

Howu

715.1715/779 : Telegram
The Chargé in Nicaragua (Castleman) to the Secretary of State

Managua, October 24, 1937—35 p. m.
[Received 9:30 p. m.]

151. Referring to Department’s telegram No. 73, dated October 23,
3 p. m.,** the Minister for Foreign Affairs informs me that Nicaragua
accepts, and will take her place at San José on the date indicated,
but very much desires to be able to send at least two delegates if there
is no objection. Immediately Nicaragua is informed on this latter
point, the names or name will be furnished.

The Minister for Foreign Affairs also informs me that his Govern-
ment agrees with the proposition regarding the prevention of inflam-
matory publicity and will accordingly take measures so that the radio
and press will handle only official communications or items of a
doctrinary nature. Caricatures and similar matters which might be
offensive will be suppressed. The circulation of broadsides, whether
printed, typed or manuscript, will be prevented.

Supplementary commentary very important for consideration in
conjunction with the above will be telegraphed today.

Repeated to Tegucigalpa.

CASTLEMAN

® See footnote 51, p. 95.
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715.1715/797Tb

The Secretary of State to the Special Representative of the President
(Corrigan)

WasaINGTON, October 25, 1937.

Sir: You have been designated by the President as his Special Rep-
resentative with the rank of Envoy Extraordinary, to meet with rep-
resentatives of the Governments of Venezuela and Costa Rica for the
tender of good offices to the Governments of Honduras and Nicaragua
with the object of facilitating a pacific solution of the controversy
which has arisen between them over the definition of their common
boundary.

It has been tentatively agreed that the representatives of the coun-
tries tendering good offices will meet with representatives of the Gov-
ernments of Nicaragua and Honduras in San José, Costa Rica, on
about November 1. You will therefore arrange to be in San José on
that date or as soon thereafter as possible.

While it is obvious that during the conduct of your mission you will
have to be guided in a large measure by the circumstances, you should
endeavor at all times to keep the Department of State promptly in-
formed of developments by telegraph and radiotelephone and you
should only give your agreement to important measures which may be
proposed for the accomplishment of the objectives of the tender of
good offices after consultation with the Department.

In the tenders and acceptances of good offices the five Governments
concerned have agreed that the preliminary discussions should be con-
fined to the examination of measures for the alleviation of the pres-
ent tension in the relations between the Republics of Honduras and
Nicaragua and, once that obstructive tension has been removed, to
discuss the means which might be adopted by the two countries with
the object of reaching a definitive settlement of the fundamental ter-
ritorial issue.

L In the discussion of steps which might be taken to relieve the
existing tension the representatives may wish to consider the desir-
ability of agreement between the parties to the controversy on the fol-
lowing points:

(¢) Prevention, by all lawful means at the command of both Gov-
ernments, of public statements of an inflammatory nature over the
radio or through any other medium of publicity;

(8) Protection of nationals of either country resident in the other
by all government authorities;
bo(((i) ithdrawal of all unusual detachments of troops at or near the

rder;
§d) Tmmediate suspension of further purchase of arms;

e) Prohibition of flights by military planes over border areas;
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) Cessation of the issuance of any maps, stamps, or other mate-
rial to the public bearing upon the territorial dispute.

I1. It is the belief of the Department that as soon as may be practi-
cable after the meeting in San José, it would be desirable for the rep-
resentatives of the three countries tendering their good offices to pro-
ceed, in the manner most agreeable to Honduras and Nicaragua,
directly to the territory in dispute for the purpose of making such
initial inspection and studies as may be necessary, and thereafter, by
arrangement, to visit the capitals of the two countries for discussions
with their governments.

It is possible that there may be a delay between the preliminary dis-
cussions and active examination of the possible bases for a solution of
the fundamental issue and, in such event, it may not be practicable
for the three governments to maintain their representatives in session
in a nearby country. During this period it is possible that new inci-
dents might occur in one or the other country which might impair or
even nullify the subsequent negotiations. Accordingly this Govern-
ment believes that the commission of good offices should constitute
in a nearby country a headquarters with a permanent secretariat, the
duty of which would be to follow all developments bearing on the
controversy, to give study to measures for its solution and to observe
the carrying out of measures which may have already been agreed
upon. The Department believes that the representatives of the three
governments should endeavor to obtain agreement of the two parties
to the controversy that they will submit all communications bearing on
the controversy to the secretariat of the commission of good offices
and that they will facilitate all visits and investigations which the
representatives or, in their stead, members of the secretariat, may
decide should be made with respect to the controversy.

You will be assisted in the performance of your mission by Mr.
William P. Cochran, Jr., Foreign Service Officer of the United States.
Appropriate instructions have been issued to Mr. Cochran.

A separate instruction is being issued to you regarding the reim-
bursement of the expenses which will be incurred in connection with
your mission.

Very truly yours, Corperr, Hon

715.1715/784 : Telegram
T'he Minister in Honduras (Erwin) to the Secretary of State

Tecuciearpa, October 25, 1937—noon.
[Received 6:31 p. m.]

95. Referring to your telegram No. 88, October 23, 3 p. m. and my
telegram No. 94, October 23, 6 p. m.” the Foreign Minister expresses

® Latter not printed.
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gratification of Honduran Government at designation of Dr. Corrigan
as Special Representative on behalf of United States Government.
The Foreign Minister expressed high personal regard for Dr.
Corrigan.

As to meeting place Foreign Minister expresses preference for
Washington over San José for the following reasons: first, large
colony of approximately 25,000 Nicaraguans residing in Costa Rica
would possibly exercise a pro-Nicaraguan or disturbing influence;
second, uncontrolled radio and press in Costa Rica and proximity
to the two countries involved would probably agitate population of
both Honduras and Nicaragua with almost daily unauthenticated re-
ports of trend of negotiations and thus increase difficulties of respon-
sible heads of Honduras and Nicaragua in quieting agitation pending
settlement ; third, all records of previous negotiations and discussions
are more accessible in Washington to all parties concerned.

The Foreign Minister suggested as alternative in event there is
good reason for Washington not being selected, that another country
further removed than Costa Rica from internal politics of two
disputants be selected.

The Foreign Minister will take up immediately with the President
naming of Honduran representative, and, in this connection asks the
privilege of naming as many as two representatives if Honduras finds
this desirable.

The question of preventing inflammatory statements in Honduran
press and radio is being taken up by the Foreign Minister with the
President, so that assurances may be secured. ErwiN

715.1715/785 : Telegram
T'he Minister in Honduras (Erwin) to the Secretary of State

TreuciearLpa, October 25, 1937—4 p. m.

[Received 6: 52 p. m.]

96. My telegram No. 95, October 25, noon. A member of the staff
has learned from the Foreign Office that the President agrees with the
Foreign Minister that San José would not be satisfactory as a meeting
place. Erwin

715.1716/782 : Telegram
T'he Secretary of State to the Chargé in Nicaragua (Castleman)™

WasnaINGTON, October 26, 1937—7 p. m.

74. Your 154, October 24, 9 p. m.** Please advise the Minister of
Foreign Affairs that the Governments of Costa Rica, Venezuela, and

:\I A saisr)nilar telegram was sent on the same date to the Minister in Honduras
as No. 39.

% Not printed.
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the United States are in entire accord that both the Governments of
Nicaragua and of Honduras should appoint as their representatives
at the forthcoming negotiations as many delegates as they respectively
consider desirable. For purposes of convenience, it is hoped that
neither Government will appoint more than two or three delegates
to represent it.

With regard to the meeting place for the first sessions, this Gov-
ernment feels sure that the Minister of Foreign Affairs will recognize
that the selection of a capital adjacent to the territory in dispute is
eminently desirable in order that the representatives of the govern-
ments tendering their good offices may visit the territory with facility
and with dispatch, and may likewise from time to time visit the
capitals of the two Republics involved in the controversy. You
should make it clear that it is the opinion of this Government, as it
is that of the Governments of Costa Rica and of Venezuela, that the
negotiations resulting from the tender of good offices may be divided
into two distinct stages, namely, the first for the purpose of suggest-
ing measures to relieve the existing state of tension so that all danger
of further friction may be removed, and the second, the period during
which the governments tendering their good offices will offer sugges-
tions for a means of finding a definitive solution of the controversy.
This second stage of the negotiations may, of course, take place in
some capital remote from the Republics of Central America, where
a completely neutral atmosphere may be obtained and where the
representatives of all of the countries taking part in the negotiations
may meet without fear of pressure on public opinion from the press
or from the radio. For that reason, this Government believes that
San José is the most logical and the most convenient meeting place
for the representatives of the five republics during the first stage
of the negotiations, and would suggest that Caracas might well be
a desirable and convenient capital to be selected for the second stage
of the negotiations.

For the reasons above set forth, this Government earnestly hopes
that the Government of Nicaragua will conclude that the first meeting
should take place in San José on November 1st, as already tentatively
suggested.

The Department desires that you discourage the Government of
Nicaragua from continuing to urge Washington as the seat of the
negotiations. For reasons of policy it is deemed undesirable that
Central American controversies be brought to Washington for solu-
tion. This Government will gladly cooperate in every practicable
manner in facilitating the pacific solution of controversies of this
character, but desires to avoid the impression created in the past that
Central American disputes are solved by the United States.
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Please telegraph immediately the answer which may be made to
you by the Minister of Foreign Affairs.

HuLL

715.1715/802 : Telegram
The Minister in Honduras (Erwin) to the Secretary of State

Teeuciearpa, October 27, 1937—5 p. m.

[Received 7:47 p. m.]

99. The Legation has just been informed by the Foreign Office that

the Honduran Government accepts San José for a meeting place

for discussions in the sense outlined in the Department’s telegram 39,

October 26, 7 p. m.%® If the date of the meeting is definitely set

as November 1, Dr. Lainez with possibly two secretaries will leave

for Costa Rica on October 30.

The Foreign Office would appreciate knowing the exact date set
for the meeting as soon as practicable.

Erwin

715.1715/804 : Telegram
The Chargé in Nicaragua (Castleman) to the Secretary of State

ManNacua, October 27, 1937—T7 p. m.

[Received 10: 05 p. m.]

156. Department’s telegram No. 74. President Somoza informs me

that Nicaragua agrees on San José for the first stage of negotiations,

reserving until later date its decision regarding the venue of the

second stage. Will probably name two delegates, one a liberal and

the other a conservative, each accompanied by a counselor who will

not be a delegate. The President says that the delegation will be
ready to start negotiations in San José November 1.

Repeated to Tegucigalpa.

CASTLEMAN

715.1715/867a : Telegram

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Costa Rica
(Hornidbrook)

WasnaiNgTON, November 2, 1937—noon.

40. For Dr. Corrigan from the Acting Secretary. I suggest that
you consult with your Venezuelan colleague and take such action
as he and you may deem appropriate at the opening session of the

% See footnote 54, p. 99.
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Conference in arranging for the selection of the Minister for
Foreign Affairs of Costa Rica, in his capacity as the delegate of
that Government in the negotiations, as Chairman of the Conference.
You may consider it appropriate that a motion to this effect be made

jointly by yourself and the delegate of Venezuela.
Please keep the Department advised by telegram of all develop-
ments of importance which take place in the sessions of the Conference.
WeLLEs

715.1715/869 : Telegram

T he Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

San Josg, November 3, 1937—6 p. m.
[Received 8: 57 p. m.]

2. An organization meeting of the Commission was held at 3:00
o’clock this afternoon. Mr. Zuniga Montufar, Foreign Minister of
Costa Rica, was named president by joint proposal of the other two
members. It was decided to use the designation “Commission for
mediation in the border conflict which has arisen between Honduras
and Nicaragua”. The Commission will meet again tomorrow morn-
ing at 10:00 to receive informally the delegates who are here from
Honduras and Nicaragua. It is planned to hold a solemn inaugural
session as soon as possible, probably Friday or Saturday.

CoRRIGAN

715.1715/883 : Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

San Josg, November 5, 1937—11 a. m.
[Received 7:55 p. m.]

4. The fourth meeting of the Commission, which was a private ses-
sion, was held yesterday afternoon. A tentative program of proce-
dure was formulated covering the steps to be taken regarding the pres-
ent crisis, before proceeding to a consideration of the fundamental
issue, the boundary controversy. In this connection I presented to
the Commission a translation of the suggestions listed in my orders
under section 1. The remainder of the meeting was devoted to a
discussion of the methods to be followed in receiving the complaints
of the delegates of the contending countries and of the technique to
be followed in obtaining their agreement to the Commission’s sugges-
tions. It was decided to request the delegates to present briefs giving
“a concrete exposition of the events which have occurred in each of
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the countries which have caused the present state of tension, without
for the moment entering into the fundamental bases of the contro-
versy”.

Tactful handling of the numerous press representatives, who are
overeager to obtain a front page story daily, presents a real problem.
If the Department perceives no objection, I am considering suggest-
ing to the Commission that it invite the press to a special meeting,
cite the favorable reception accorded by the peoples of the world to
the principles underlying the Buenos Aires and other peace pacts,
and frankly to invite them to cooperate with the Commission, in the
interests of peace, to give practical effect to these principles, by re-
fraining from the publication of inflammatory editorials and exag-
gerated, unconfirmed, distorted or invented tales of troop movements,
atrocities and so forth. Such a self-imposed restraint might be more
effective than any promises by governments to prevent such actions
by all the means within their restricted legal powers.

Following the afternoon session the Nicaraguan Minister of For-
eign Affairs and his fellow-delegate called on me by appointment
made at their request to complain that the Honduran press is contin-
uing to print inflammatory articles and editorials. He presented me
with copies of two recent Honduran newspapers as justification for
this complaint. He also desired to apologize on behalf of President
Somoza for his not having greeted me at the airport in Managua on
Tuesday, stating that he was out of the city at the time and did not
know that I was passing through. I gained the impression that
Nicaragua would not oppose too strongly a move to refer to arbitra-
tion the question of the legality of the award of the King of Spain.
The Commission meets again at 3: 00 this afternoon.

CorriGaN

715.1715/907 : Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

Sax Josg, November 9, 1937—2 p. m.

[Received 6 p. m.]

7. The formal meeting of the Mediation Commission at 10:00
this morning was inaugurated by President Leén Cortes of Costa
Rica. There were four speeches of some 20 minutes each: One by the
President of the Republic welcoming the Commission; one by the
President of the Commission is [¢n] reply and welcoming the delega-
tions of Honduras and Nicaragua ; one by Doctor Silverio Lainez, first
Honduran delegate and one by Doctor Manuel Cordero Reyes, first
Nicaraguan delegate. All of the speeches displayed a spirit of com-
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plete Central American fraternalism and desire for peace. Compli-
mentary reference was made to George Washington and Simén
Bolivar, as the initiators on the American continent of the principles
of democracy and international cooperation, to Elihu Root and James
Buchanan in connection with the Central American Court of Justice,
to Chief Justice Hughes for his work in the field of international law
in the Americas, and to the advancement of these measures for the
avoidance of war and the promotion of international justice in the
Buenos Aires Conference initiated by President Roosevelt and
Secretary Hull.
It was the feeling of all who took part that in this solemn opening
session the mediatory task of the Commission was well begun.
Corrigan

715.1715/931 ; Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

San Jost, November 12, 1937—9 p. m.

[Received November 13—9:20 a. m.]

10. This afternoon’s meeting of the Commission was devoted to

consideration of the suggestions to be made by it to the two contending

Governments. The first draft suggests that the two Governments
make reciprocal offers on the following nine points:

(1) To abstain from troop mobilizations; (2) to withdraw from
the border and from nearby areas all troops in excess of those nor-
mally maintained there, reverting to the position on August 1st, and
informing the Commission when this has been accomplished; (3) to
suspend 1mmediately all arms purchases in excess of normal; §4; to
prevent flights by military airplanes over border areas; (5) to give
efficacious protection to citizens of one country resident in the terri-
tory of the other; (6) to avoid the use of stamps containing maps of
either country and to withdraw those now in circulation (it is hoped
by this wording to save Nicaragua’s face by obtaining withdrawal
of the 1925 Honduran stamp as well as the recent Nicaraguan issue) ;
(7) to invite the press to cooperate and to prevent the publication of
inflammatory articles in order to maintain the spirit of serenity and
cooperation recently adopted by the press of both nations; (8) to
exact a similar attitude on the part of radio broadcasting stations; (9)
the Commission will request both Governments to inform it of any
happening which might give rise to difficulties of any kind, and will
suggest that such communications be kept confidential, to prevent
their premature publication.

I would appreciate the Department’s telegraphic comment and sug-
gestions on these points.
Corr1eaN



BOUNDARY DISPUTE BETWEEN HONDURAS AND NICARAGUA 105

715.1715/934 : Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

San Josk, November 15, 1937—3 p. m.

[Received 7:21 p. m.]

12. The Commission at its meeting this morning decided to add

two additional points to the list contained in my telegram No. 10 of
November 12,9 p. m., as follows:

1. Both Governments offer to prevent fomentation in their territory
and especially in frontier regions of revolutions against the other
Government.

2. Both Governments reaffirm that they will not resort to arms but
will selttle the dispute by the pacific means established by interna-
tional law,

The Commission will meet again this afternoon to approve the word-
ing of the various suggestions and plans to present them informally
to the delegations tomorrow. They will be prepared and submitted
to the two delegations for transmission to their Governments only
after substantial agreement has been obtained.

Corrran

715.1715/931 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Costa Rica (Hornibrook)

WasHINGTON, November 15,1937—4 p. m.
5. For Corrigan. Your no. 10, November 12, 9 p. m. I believe
that agreement between the parties to the controversy on the points
enumerated in your telegram should prove most helpful in preventing
a recurrence of tension in their relations, and in that connection I
assume that the commission may also wish to give consideration to the
desirability of determining the normal strength of frontier garrisons
for the purpose of carrying out point 2, and of clarifying the
meaning of normal purchases of arms under point 3. With regard
to point 6, could this not be extended to include maps?
Huw

715.1715/952 : Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

San Josg, November 18, 1937—9 a. m.

[Received 4:12 p. m.]

16. Taking into consideration the viewpoints of the two delegations,
the Commission yesterday afternoon modified several of its recom-
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mendations. Point 1 now provides that each Government shall notify
the Commission of the numbers and places of troops maintained
on or near the border on August 1, before the present tension arose.
Point 2 provides for the reestablishment of this situation, the with-
drawal of excess troops to be commenced immediately and completion
of the withdrawal to be reported to the Commission. Point 8 pro-
vides that both Governments shall immediately suspend all arms
purchases for a period of 6 months, exception being made for con-
tracts already signed and in execution. The other changes were
unimportant. These suggestions will be prepared in proper form
tomorrow and it is planned to deliver them to the two delegations
on Friday.

The first Nicaraguan delegate today presented informally to the
President of the Commission the information contained in telegram
No. 171, November 16, 6 p. m.,* from Managua to the Department.
The Commission felt that such incidents, and press leaks (as reported
in my telegram No. 15 of November 17, 11 a. m." and recurring in
this morning’s newspapers, from what I am convinced are local
sources) imperilled the mediation. Early completion and presen-
tation of the Commission’s recommendations was therefore decided
upon.

CorriGAN

715.1715/957 : Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

San Josg, November 18, 1937—9 p. m.

[Received November 19—1:30 a. m.]

17. For the Under Secretary. The 10 points of mediation approved
by the Commission were signed and delivered to the two delegations
tonight and I have every hope that they will be accepted by the two
Governments. This will relieve present tension but I am not so
sanguine as to the future. The only real way to avoid war is to settle
the basic boundary controversy. I feel there is a real desire to settle
the matter once and for all on the part of Nicaragua, and an equally
real disposition to compromise in order to obtain this end. I cannot
say as much for the attitude of Honduras, which takes the stand in
public and in private that the Mediation Commission exists not to
conciliate a dispute as to the frontier, but to force Nicaragua to ac-
cept the line of the award of the King of Spain as the definitive
boundary. I seriously doubt if Honduras would be willing, for
example, to cede certain territory on the left bank of the Cocos River

¥ Not printed.
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and the lands between it and the Cruta to Nicaragua in return for
acceptance by the latter of the principle of the validity of the King’s
award, the most reasonable solution which occurs to me so far, since
the villages lying in these territories have long been Nicaraguan by
every standard and could not be abandoned by Nicaragua. Further-
more, I seriously doubt that Honduras will consent even to submit
the validity of the award to arbitration and fear that any peaceful
gesture on the part of the Honduran Government would be rejected
by the people of the country, in their present temper. I, therefore,
consider that it might be desirable for the Commission to recess if
or after the Protocol is signed, to allow time for passions to cool and
for diplomatic approaches to Carias, in the hope that modification
of the present intransigeant attitude of Honduras can be obtained.
I regretfully repeat my belief that the full moral pressure of the
United States will be necessary to induce Honduras to make any con-
cession whatsoever in the interest of peace. This mediation cannot
be permitted to fail, or the entire structure so carefully erected at
Buenos Aires falls to the ground.

CoRrrIGAN

715.1715/979 : Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

Saxn Josg, November 23, 1937—1 p. m.
[Received 4:47 p. m.]

20. Referring to my telegram No. 19, November 23, noon,* the text
of the telegrams sent en clair marked confidential to the two Presidents
is informally translated as follows:

“The Mediation Commission, firmly confident of the patriotism
and sincere cooperation of Your Excellency’s Government, does not
hesitate urgently to request of Your Excellency the strictest vigilance
in order to avoid any incident however small, especially in the frontier
regions, which might be seriously prejudicial to the high aims of the
mediation in progress. We wish equally that whatever causes of
friction arising, which might perturb our actions, be communicated
by Your Excellency to the Mediation Commission with the certainty
that the efforts which it is making to conserve the peace will be placed
immediately in motion to try to find a satisfactory solution for each
case. We are communicating in identical words with the President
of Nicaragua (or Honduras), respectfully yours, signed by all three
members of the Commission.”

Repeated to Managua and Tegucigalpa.
CorricaN

* Not printed.
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715.1715/980 : Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

San Josg, November 23, 1937—2 p. m.
[Received 6:20 p. m.]

21. The Nicaraguan reply to the 10 suggestions made by the Com-
mission was delivered officially last night. Nicaragua accepts basically
all the points and is disposed to sign a convention putting them into
effect. It desires to add, however, certain “natural additions” within
the bases recommended, leading to the certainty of proper compliance.
These latter suggestions are to be communicated to the Commission
at the proper time. The Commission considers the reply very satis-
factory.

The Nicaraguan first delegate this morning presented to the Com-
mission a copy of the telegram sent to Tegucigalpa by the Nicaraguan
Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs protesting the events reported
in telegram No. 174 of November 22, 9 [10] p. m. from Managua.®

CORRIGAN

715.1715/985 : Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

San Josg, November 26, 1937—9 p. m.
[Received November 27—1:25 a. m.]
25. The reply of the Honduran Government was not delivered until
4:30 this afternoon although it came in yesterday’s air mail. Impor-
tant changes considered contribute to a bad impression which the reply
has made on the Mediation Commission. The 10 suggestions here-
after referred to as “points” are reduced to 8 by combining points
1 and 2 and eliminating point 7 which refers to the non-use of stamp
maps. The changes made by merging points 1 and 2 are technical
and not of basic importance.
Point 5 (Honduran number 4) adds “except in case of a revolution
in said frontier regions”.
Point 6 (Honduran number 5) insert after the words “protection”,
“in accordance with the law”.
Point 7 eliminated with a statement that Honduras has been using
its official map on stamps since 1926.
Points 8 and 9 of our draft now to be considered as Honduran points
6 and 7 are accepted without alteration.

% Not printed.
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Point 10 now Honduran number 8 is badly modified. I quote the
new text in translation:

“A mutual offer on behalf of both Governments not to employ arms
meanwhile (entanto) the present difficulties have not been ended
(terminen) by pacific measures established by international law, with-
out prejudice to the Honduran reservation at the signing of the Arbi-
tration Convention of January 5, 1929 at Washington, D. C., United
States of America”.%°

The Commission feels that the elimination of our point 7 is seri-
ously non-cooperative and that Honduran point 8 is not acceptable
in its present form. Conferences will be held with both delegations
tomorrow.

CORRIGAN

715.1715/993 : Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

San Josg, November 29, 1937—8 p. m.
[Received 11:43 p. m.]

27. A note was sent to the Honduran delegation today expressing
the firm hope that the following texts corresponding to points 6 and
9 would receive the approval of their Government:

[Point] 6. A mutual offer by both Governments not to use stamps
on which appear maps of Honduras and Nicaragua. It is clearly and
explicitly understood that this offer does not in any way affect the basal
rights which are claimed by each one of the Republics of Honduras and
Nicaragua in their boundary dispute.

Point 9 (last). A mutual offer by both Governments not to solve
their present boundary dispute by arms but by the peaceful measures
which are consecrated by the anti-war pacts signed at Buenos Aires
December, 1936. This offer preserves the reservation of Honduras
as deposited (con sagrada) in the Arbitration Convention signed
January 5, 1929, in Washington, et cetera.

CoORRIGAN

715.1715/1008 ; Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

San JosgE, December 4, 1937—4 p. m.
[Received 9:28 p. m.]

31. Secretary Izaguirre appeared before the Commission this morn-
ing and suggested slight changes in text desired by the Honduran

® Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. 1, pp. 659, 663.
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delegation. These having been made to his satisfaction, the Commis-
sion in order to avoid further objections and delays added a reassur-
ing paragraph which also received Izaguirre’s hearty approval. This
tenth point and the nine already reported seem to be acceptable to
the Honduran delegation. Confirmation of their decision is hoped
for by Monday. The new point 10 reads as follows in free transla-
tion: “It is clearly and explicitly understood that none of the fore-
going offers affects in any way the fundamental issues of the boundary
controversy that has arisen between Honduras and Nicaragua.”

In view of the possible early conclusion of this phase of the Com-
mission’s work, the organization of a permanent Secretariat was in-
formally discussed and there will be further interchange of opinion
on this subject at Monday’s meeting.

Corriean

715.1715/1011 : Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

San Josg, December 6, 1937—1 p. m.

[Received 3:20 p. m.]}

82. The Commission is considering eliminating point number 6

(stamps) on the insistence of Honduras. I have not yet agreed to this
and would appreciate the Department’s telegraphic instructions.

Corrigan

715.1715/1012 : Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

San Josg, December 6, 1937—8 p. m.
[Received 11:19 p. m.]

33. In the conference held this afternoon with the Nicaraguan dele-
gates they declared their readiness to sign a protocol incorporating
the points agreed on up to the present time and with respect to the
elimination of point No. 6, referred to in my telegram No. 32, of today.
They stated the retention or elimination of this point referring to
stamps would not alter their willingness to sign.

If this point does not cause delay the protocol is likely to be signed
within a few days. The matter of a permanent secretariat is now
under discussion.

CorriGaN
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715.1715/1011 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Costa Rica (Hornibrook)

WasHINGTON, December 7, 1937—5 p. m.

12. For Corrigan. Your no. 32, December 6, 1 p. m. and 33, De-

cember 6, 8 p. m. In view of the expressed willingness of the Nica-

raguan delegation to waive insistence on point 6 you are authorized in

your discretion to agree to its elimination if in your judgement it is
essential in order to expedite signature of the agreement.

Huws

715.1715/1020 : Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

San Josg, December 9, 1937—8 p. m.
[Received December 10—12: 15 a. m.]

34. Referring to the Department’s telegram of December 7, point
regarding stamps has been eliminated and both delegations are ready
to sign tomorrow afternoon at 5 o’clock. The accepted draft takes
points 1 to 7 of the Honduran note No. 12 (refer to enclosure to my
despatch No. 25 of November 27th ©) almost verbatim. Point 8 in
translation now reads “A mutual offer of both Governments not to
solve the present conflict by means of arms.” Point No. 9 (final point)
“A mutual offer of both Governments to solve the present conflict by
pacific means as established by international law.”

Corrican

715.1715/1021 : Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

San Josg, December 9, 1937—11 p. m.
[Received December 10—9: 20 a. m.]

35. Referring to my telegram No. 34, December 9, 8 p. m., point
number 9 should read as follows: “A mutual offer of both Govern-
ments to solve the present conflict by pacific means as established by
international law. This offer does not affect the Honduran reservation
made to the general Treaty of Arbitration signed January 5, 1929,
in Washington, United States of America”.

CoRRIGAN

% Not printed.
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715.1715/1024 : Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

San Josk, December 11, 1937—6 p. m.

[Received 7:50 p. m.]

38. Referring to my telegram No. 37, December 10, 1 p. m.* the

Pact of Mutual Agreements for Preservation of Peace between
Honduras and Nicaragua was signed today at 5:30 p. m.

CoRRIGAN

715.1715/1045

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

No. 36 San Josg, December 11, 1937.
[Received December 15.]
Sir: I have the honor to transmit in quintuplicate copy with trans-
lation of the text of the Pact of Mutual Agreements entered into
between Honduras and Nicaragua, which was signed in the Reception
Hall of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs at San José at 5:30 P. M.
on December 10, 1937.
Respectfully yours, Frank P. CorrigaN

[Enclosure—Translation]

Teazt of the Pact of Mutual Offers Suggested by the Mediation
Commission

At the city of San José, Costa Rica in the Reception Hall of the
Ministry for Foreign Affairs of the Republic at five o’clock in the
afternoon of December tenth, nineteen hundred and thirty-seven,
before the Mediation Commission in the present conflict between the
Republics of Honduras and Nicaragua, composed of the Plenipoten-
tiary Representatives of the Government of Costa Rica, Licenciado
Tobfas Zufiiga Montufar, present Secretary of State in the Ministry
for Foreign Affairs and President of the Commission, of the Govern-
ment of the United States of America, Doctor Frank P. Corrigan,
and of the Government of the United States of Venezuela, Doctor
José Santiago Rodriguez; having assembled the Plenipotentiary Del-
egates of the Governments of the Republic of Honduras, Doctor
Silverio Lainez and Doctor Rémulo E. Durén, and of the Republic
of Nicaragua, Doctor Manuel Cordero Reyes, present Minister for

© Not printed.



BOUNDARY DISPUTE BETWEEN HONDURAS AND NICARAGUA 113

Foreign Affairs, and Doctor Carlos Cuadra Pasos; and after having
presented their respective credentials which were found in order;
and both delegations animated by a strong sentiment for concord and
peace and the same worthy desire that the motives which have caused
the present tension in the relations between the two sister countries be
removed and that the cordial relations which have always existed
and should continue to exist between the Governments and people
of both countries be reestablished, they have agreed to accept, as
in effect they accept and sign under the good faith and honor of
their respective governments, the following Pact of Mutual Offers,
respectively suggested by said Mediation Commission:

1. A mutual offer of the Governments of Honduras and Nicaragua
to retire detachments or military units which were not usually or
normally maintained in the frontier regions of both countries and
in places near thereto, prior to the first of August of the present
year; and to inform the Mediation Commission of the fulfillment
of this offer.

2. A mutual offer of both Governments to refrain from all prep-
aration for war and from all mobilization or concentration of troops
which are not usual or normal, except in the case of troop mobilization
that had for its object the suppression of an internal armed movement.

3. A mutual offer of both Governments to suspend immediately,
and for a period of six months from this date, all purchases of arms,
ammunition, apparatus and other equipment of war, of any nature
whatsoever. Contracts already signed and which are being executed
are excluded from this offer.

4. A mutual offer of both Governments that military airplanes
shall not make flights over the frontier regions of both countries,
except in the case of a revolution in said frontier places.

5. A mutual offer of both Governments that the authorities of
each country shall provide effective protection according to law to
the nationals of the other country resident in its territory.

6. A mutual offer of both Governments to invite the newspaper
men, writers and managers of radio broadcasting stations to cooperate
in the sense of preventing every kind of publication and radio broad-
casts tending to inflame the public sentiment of each of the countries
against the other, in order to maintain and stimulate a spirit of
conciliation and serenity already spontaneously adopted by the re-
porters, publishers and owners of radio broadcasting stations of both
countries.

7. A mutual offer of both Governments to prevent that in each
other’s territory, there be planning or fomenting of revolutionary
movements or whatsoever acts or thing which may tend to disturb the
peace in the territory of the other, especially in the frontier regions.

8. A mutual offer of both Governments not to solve the present
conflict by armed means.

9. A mutual offer of both Governments to solve the present con-
flict by pacific means as established by International Law. This
offer does not affect the Honduran reservation made to the General
Treaty of Arbitration signed on January 5, 1929, in Washington,
D. C., United States of America.
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In witness whereof and in complete agreement we sign this Pact
in five copies of equal validity.®
Mediation Commission
Delegation of Honduras
Delegation of Nicaragua

715.1715/1087 : Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

Sawn Josg, December 13, 1937—3 p. m.
[Received 5:55 p. m.]

42. There is being considered the formation of a board of military
experts to supervise and report on the carrying out of the military
provisions of the pact just signed between Honduras and Nicaragua.
Please instruct me as to whether or not the Government of the United
States desires to appoint a military expert to serve on such a board.
It is understood that the expenses would be met by the Governments
of Honduras and Nicaragua.

CorriGAN

715.1715/1042 : Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

SaN Josg, December 15, 1937—2 p. m.

[Received 4: 14 p. m.]

44, A cable from Washington which attributed to Minister Es-

calante ® and Assistant Secretary Sumner Welles a statement that the

seat of the conference be changed to Caracas has caused a very bad

impression in the Ministry of Foreign Relations of Costa Rica. May
I deny the authenticity of this report ?

CorriGan

715.1715/1037 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Costa Rica (Hornibrook)

WasHINGTON, December 15, 1937—7 p. m.

16. For Corrigan. Your 42, December 13,3 p. m. It is my under-
standing that among the principal functions of the permanent Secre-
tariat now under consideration would be to receive complaints which

® Signatures do not appear on file copy.
“ Di6genes Escalante, Venezuelan Minister in the United States.
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might be made by either party to the agreement of violations thereof
and to take appropriate action after proper investigation of the facts.
While it is possible that the Secretariat might later require the services
of neutral military observers to investigate specific complaints of al-
leged violations of the military clauses of the agreement, I am of the
opinion that the Commission should rely primarily on the good
faith of the parties to the agreement for its fulfillment, and hence that
the formation at this juncture “of a board of military experts to
supervise and report on the carrying out of the military provisions”
might not be desirable. I should appreciate receiving your com-
ments on the foregoing before instructing you definitely.

You may however inform the other members of the commission that
this Government would be prepared to detail the American Military
Attaché resident in Panama, Colonel Joseph B. Pate, to cooperate
with other neutral military observers in the investigation of an al-
leged violation of military clauses of the agreement in a particular
case which had arisen if such action appeared to be necessary after
consideration of the facts.

Huwu

715.1715/1049a : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Costa Rica (Hornibrook)

WasHINGTON, December 16, 1937—7 p. m.

17. For Corrigan. As will be seen from a study of the memoran-
dum attached to the Department’s instruction of December 11, 1937,
at the time the three Governments tendered their good offices to the
Governments of Nicaragua and Honduras there was some discussion
between them, as well as with the Nicaraguan and Honduran authori-
ties, with regard to the seat of the conference. Although no written
understanding was formulated, it was our understanding that it was
agreed that it would be desirable, (1), that the seat of the conference
during the preliminary stage be near the two disputant countries in
order to facilitate the formulation of the protocol; (2), that once this
protocol had been signed, a permanent secretariat should be established
at San José to observe compliance with the terms of the protocol ; and
(3), that the seat of the further discussions be removed from Central
America in order that these might take place in a dispassionate at-
mosphere. At the time Caracas was mentioned as a suitable seat
for the second stage of the conference.

Under instructions from his Government, the Minister of Honduras
today called at the Department and recalled that his Government had,
in agreeing to San José, made reservations with regard to continuing

% Not printed.
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at San José during the second stage. He indicated that his Govern-
ment would look with favor upon the selection of Caracas.

This matter was discussed informally with the Costa Rican Minister
today. He recalled the discussions regarding the seat of the con-
ference, and stated that he had not informed his Government in detail
regarding them, but had merely indicated to his Government that it
might expect that after the first stage of the conference was over there
might be discussions with regard to the seat of the conference for the
second stage. To date he has had no indication as to what the at-
titude of his Government might be, although he stated his personal
belief that his Government would of course wish to follow the desires
of Nicaragua and Honduras in this regard.

Under these circumstances the Department is concerned because of
the press report referred to in your telegram no. 44 of December 15,
2 p. m. Please seek an immediate interview with the Minister of
Foreign Relations and, after stating that the report referred to is
incorrect, make clear to him that the Department has no fixed attitude
with regard to the seat of the second stage of the conference but, on
the other hand, is prepared to agree to whatever is satisfactory to the
disputant governments and to the other governments extending good
offices. In particular, an effort should be made to disabuse any belief
that the Minister may have that this Government and Venezuela have
engaged in conversations with the object of deciding where the seat
of the second stage of the conference shall be.

The best manner of handling this delicate matter is left to your
discretion. However, you might suggest to the Minister and to the
Venezuelan delegate that the preferences of the two disputant govern-
ments should be the guiding considerations in the decision and that it
would be well, therefore, to ascertain directly from the delegations the
desires of their respective governments.

HuwL

715.1715/1050 : Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

Sax Josg, December 17, 1937—2 p. m.
[Received 4: 85 p. m.]

45. The plenary sessions of the Mediation Commission adjourned
at noon today. Recess of Commission begins December 18 with
agreement to reconvene on or about February 15, the place being
left in abeyance, but with the permanent secretariat remaining in
San José.

CoORRIGAN
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715.1715/1068a : Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Special Representative of the President
(Corrigan)®®

‘WasHINGTON, December 24, 1937—11 a. m.
42. Please submit a brief report by cable on the following points:

(1) Was any agreement reached for the submission to the Secre-
tariat of complaints of violation of the agreement of December 10
or of other incidents in connection with the border controversy which
may arise?

(2) What was the final decision with regard to a visit by the Com-
mission to the disputed area and the capitals of the two disputant
countries?

(83) What was the status of the proposal for formation of a board
of military experts upon adjournment of the Commission ?

You may wish to communicate the substance of this telegram as
well as your reply to Ocheltree.”’
HuowL

715.1715/1069 : Telegram

T'he Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

Panama, December 27, 1937—noon.
[Received 2: 50 p. m.]

95. Referring to Department’s telegram No. 42, December 24,
11 a. m.

1. Oral understanding was obtained from the delegations. They
were then informed by note (copy sent to the Department) of the
formation of the Secretariat and its readiness to receive communica-
tions of whatever nature bearing on the controversy.

2. The Commission was of the unanimous opinion that nothing
would be gained by a visit at the time to the disputed area or the capi-
tals of the disputant countries. It was decided to postpone such visits
until a time when some object might be gained by making them.

3. It was agreed that no board of military experts would be formed
unless and until events make it necessary or desirable. It was infor-
mally suggested to each delegation in turn that it would be quite in
order for them to agree on a neutral military observer satisfactory
to both Governments.

The files are under Ocheltree’s care in San José and I shall com-
municate the substance of the Department’s telegram and of my reply

“ Dr. Corrigan had returned to his post as Minister in Panama.
“John B. Ocheltree, American Foreign Service Officer, secretary to Dr.
Corrigan.
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to him in order that he may furnish possible additional detailed
information regarding the points mentioned by the Department. If
Department approves I recommend that Ocheltree visit Managua
and Tegucigalpa right after January 1st in order to get reactions at
first hand and come to me in Panama before the middle of January
so that I may have the advantage of his information before arranging
to come to Washington for consultation prior to the resumption of
negotiations.

CoRRIGAN

715.1715/1078 : Telegram

The Secretary to the Special Representative of the President
(Ocheltree) to the Secretary of State

San Josg, December 30, 1937—noon.
[Received 4:15 p. m.]

47. Referring to Department’s telegram No. 42, December 24, 11
a. m., to the Legation at Panama City and telegram No. 95, from
the Legation in reply.

1. A copy of the Commission’s note No. 35 dated December 17 in-
forming the delegations of the existence of a permanent secretariat
charged with receiving all communications and reports which directly
or indirectly concern or might interest the Mediation Commission
was transmitted to the Department with the minutes of the Com-
mission by despatch No. 42 of December 18 % via S. S. Veragua due
at New York January 2. In reply to the Commission’s note the
Honduran delegation made a brief acknowledgment of the resolutions
made by the Commission, stating they would communicate them to
their Government. The Nicaraguan delegation made a similar reply,
adding [apparent omission] to leave a permanent secretariat in San
José for all reports and communications which might concern or
interest the objectives of the mediation, under the direction of the
Nicaraguan Minister at San José. Copies of this correspondence
will be forwarded to the Department tomorrow by airmail.

2. In conversation last week with the President of the Commission
regarding possible visits to the disputant countries he recalled that
the Commission had tentatively agreed off the record that Dr.
Santiago Rodrigues would visit Honduras and Nicaragua on some
such occasion as conferring of decorations by the Venezuelan
Government.

8. The status of the proposals for formation of a board of military
experts was reported by airmail despatch No. 41, December 17.%

OCHELTREE

® Not printed.
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715.1715/1069 : Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Special Representative of the President
(Corrigan)

‘W asHINGTON, December 30, 1937—3 p. m.

44. Your no. 95, December 27, noon, reference last sentence. I do
not consider it desirable for Ocheltree to visit Managua and Tegu-
cigalpa at this time. Have you considered the possibility of making
a brief visit to those two capitals on your way to the United States?
Huoww

715.1715/1079 : Telegram

The Special Representative of the President (Corrigan) to the
Secretary of State

Panama, December 31, 1937—noon.
[Received 2:50 p. m.]
97. Referring to Department’s telegram No. 44, December 30, 3
p- m. As stated in numbered paragraph 2 of my telegram number
95, December 27, noon, all members of the Commission agreed be-
tween them not to visit Honduras and Nicaragua at this time. Con-
sequently, I would be embarrassed should I myself visit those countries
without prior consultation with my colleagues on the Commission.
With the following objective in mind, Ocheltree’s visits to Tegu-
cigalpa and Managua were suggested: (1) to obtain through his
established personal acquaintance with the Honduran and Nicaraguan
delegates and his familiarity with the negotiations information use-
fully supplemental to that furnished by our Legations, (2) to broaden
his knowledge of the Central American scene and thereby to increase
his usefulness to the special mission. See air mail despatch No. 127,
December 30.7
CoRrrIGAN

" Not printed.



REQUEST OF GUATEMALA THAT THE UNITED STATES
USE ITS GOOD OFFICES WITH THE UNITED KINGDOM
IN SUPPORT OF GUATEMALAN CLAIMS WITH RESPECT
TO BELIZE

714.44A15/20
The Minister in Guatemala (Des Portes) to the Secretary of State

No. 96 GUATEMALA, September 12, 1936.
[Received September 17.]

Sir: I have the honor to transmit herewith a communication from
the Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs to the Secretary of State,
together with copy and translation thereof, requesting assistance in
the controversy between Guatemala and Great Britain in connection
with the territory of Belize or British Honduras. It is understood
that the communication of the Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs
follows substantially the terms of the communication addressed by
President Ubico to President Roosevelt on the same subject under
cover of despatch No. 94, of September 9, 1936,! although I have not
received a copy of that document.

It will be recalled that the controversy was the subject of extensive
correspondence between the Guatemalan Foreign Office and the Brit-
ish Legation in this city during the years 1933 and 1934. Copies of
this correspondence were furnished to the Legation by the parties
thereto which were transmitted to the Department under cover of the
despatches indicated below : 2

Despatches Date
No. 918 April 10,1933
No. 924 April 19, 1933
No. 942 May 8, 1933
No. 969 June 22, 1933
No. 168 May 3, 1934
No. 442 Nov. 30, 1934

The report of the Minister for Foreign Affairs to the Legislature on
this subject was transmitted to the Department under cover of des-
patch No. 467 of December 19, 1934.

! Not printed.
? None printed.
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In receiving the communications referred to from the Acting Minis-
ter for Foreign Affairs for transmittal to the President and the Secre-
tary of State there was no discussion of the subject.

Respectfully yours, Fay ArieN DEs PorTEes

[Enclosure—Translation]

The Guatemalan Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs (Gonzdlez) to
the Secretary of State

GuaTEMALA, September 10, 1936.

Mr. Secrerary: I have the honor to address Your Excellency to
beg your illustrious attention to a matter which surely must deserve it
because it profoundly affects the rights and interests of a country
which, like Guatemala, has full confidence in the firm spirit of justice
and continental solidarity of the United States, and with which it
has been united, furthermore, by the frankest and most cordial friend-
ship since the first years of its independent life.

Your Excellency will allow me to set forth the case at some length,
but not without first stating to you that His Excellency General Jorge
Ubico, President of Guatemala, has already done so confidentially to
His Excellency Franklin D. Roosevelt, President of the United States.

With the Monroe Doctrine,® the Government of the United States
protected and strengthened the independence of the other American
Republics,—and later, with the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty,* it put an end
to foreign usurpations in the central part of the continent.

Central America inherited, de facto, and de jure, from the Spanish
Government, its former sovereign, all the territories which belonged
to the Captaincy-General of Guatemala, as of September 15, 1821,
the date of its independence.

During the colonial régime, English corsairs and pirates contin-
uously made armed invasions, devastating its growing cities, razing
the fields and sacking their wealth. The pirates established places
of refuge along the coasts of Nicaragua, Honduras and Guatemala,
and later the British Government, taking advantage of those elements,
wished to form colonies and establish protectorates in the field of its

* The annual message to Congress of President James Monroe, December 2, 1823,
contains two passages, one early in the document and one toward the end,
which comprise the basic statement of the Monroe Doctrine; see James D.
Richardson, A Compilation of the Messages and Papers of the Presidents,
1789-1897 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1896), vol. 1, pp. 209,
218-219; see also section entitled “Official Statement of and Commentary Upon
th(:39 Bgonroe Doctrine by the Secretary of State,” Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. 1,
p. 3

‘Treaty between the United States and Great Britain signed at Washington
April 19, 1850, Hunter Miller (ed.), Treaties and Other International Acts of
the United States of America, vol. 5, p. 671.



122 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1937, VOLUME V

own invasions; which did not end until the diplomatic action of the
United States ended the possibility of territorial expansions of Great
Britain.

Buccaneers and pirates had seized the coasts of Guatemala, with
the protection of the English Government; and although Spain drove
them out of Belize (or British Honduras) several times, again they
returned to strengthen their positions, until, by the Treaty of Ver-
sailles of September 3, 1783,° known by the name of Aranda-Man-
chester, which was exchanged on the 19th of the same month, it was
agreed that English subjects would have solely and exclusively the
right to cut, load and transport dye woods in the district of that ter-
ritory comprised between the rivers Belize and Hondo; it being
understood in an express and definite manner that Spain would retain
full sovereignty over the above-mentioned district and that the con-
cession with that definite purpose excluded the right of founding
cities, constructing forts and engaging in agriculture of any kind.
Great Britain would withdraw from the territory occupied by its
subjects, handing it over to the Spanish Government, its legitimate
owner, and only they could settle as usufructuaries in that district,
under the definite restrictions agreed upon.

The Treaty of Versailles referred to was not complied with by the
English Government except in appearance. The Del Campo-Carmar-
then Convention, signed in London on July 14, 1786,° extended the
area of the territory granted toward the south, prolonging it from the
Hondo River to the Siblin River. In exchange for that extension,
England was obliged to withdraw from the territory of Mosquitia
along the Atlantic Coast of Nicaragua. The restriction of engaging
in agriculture, erecting fortifications and maintaining armed troops
was reiterated,—it being stated explicitly that the sovereignty of
Spain in that region was maintained integrally, in which region the
English were granted no other right than that of cutting timber of
various kinds.

Again Great Britain did not comply with its solemn agreement and
the usurpation became more ostensible, to such an extreme that it not
only established its dominion up to the marked boundary of the Sibtin
River, but in reality, by successive invasions advanced to the Sarstoon

® For the text, in French, of the Definitive Treaty of Peace and Friendship
between Great Britain and Spain, signed at Versailles, see George Frédéric de
Martens, Recueil des principauz traités d’alliance, de paiz, de tréve, de neu-
tralité, de commerce, de limites, d’échange etc. conclus par les puissances de
U'Europe . . . depuis 1761 jusqu’a présent, 1st ed. (Gottingue, 1791), vol. 11, p.
484; Martens, Recueil des principaua iraités, 2d. ed., (Gottingue, 1818),
vol. 11, p. 541. For an English translation, see George Chalmers, A Collection
of ”Tgeaties Between Great Britain and Other Powers (London, 1790), vol. 1,
p. .

¢ Convention relative to America between Great Britain and Spain, British
and Foreign State Papers, vol. 1, pt. 1, p. 654.
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River, thus depriving Guatemala of all the territory of Belize com-
prised under the former sovereignty of the Spanish Government, suc-
ceeded in that sovereignty, thanks to its independence by the Republic
of Central America, and by the Republic of Guatemala, afterwards;
being deprived, therefore, of its natural outlet to the sea, the rich and
vast territory of Petén to the north of the Republic.

In 1834 Guatemala, in exercise of its sovereign authority, entered
into contracts for exploitation of lumber to the south of the Sibtin
River. Great Britain opposed those contracts, preventing their ful-
fillment, with no more reason than that of force exercised over a young
and weak country. She could not allege, in any case, any right other
than that of conquest acquired in the Anglo-Spanish struggles at
the end of the XVIII Century; but even that supposed right was an-
nulled by the Treaty of Amiens in 1802, by which England ceded to
the French Republic and its allies, among which was Spain, all posses-
sions and colonies occupied by it during the course of the war ended
by that Treaty, “Excepting the Island of Trinidad and Dutch pos-
sessions of the Island of Ceylon.” Anyway, in 1819, Great Britain
did not consider Belize as a part of its colonial dominions, as it ex-
pressly states in a Parliamentary law, cited by the great North Ameri-
can statesman John Bassett Moore in his classical work on Interna-
tional Law.®

English intervention in the internal affairs of Central America,
which was a motive for just misgivings on the part of the United
States, could have been of decisive importance in all phases of our
national life; and the advance would have been unchecked if the
Clayton-Bulwer Treaty of 1859, entered into between that Republic
and Great Britain had not placed a dike against English expansion
on the continent.

Unfortunately, the protection of that Treaty did not succeed in
saving Guatemala from the occupation by force which England main-
tained in the territory of Belize, because the Senate of the United
States, upon the request of Great Britain, ratified the Clayton-Bulwer
Treaty with the exception or reservation that the obligations con-

"For the French version of the Definitive Treaty of Peace between Great
Britain on the one part and France, Spain, and the Batavian Republic on the
other, signed at Amiens March 25 and 27, 1802, see Martens, Supplément au re-
cueil des principaua traités (Gottingue, 1802), vol. 11, p. 563 : Martens, Recueil
des principaus traités, 2d ed. (Gottingue, 1831), vol. vir, p. 404. For the English
version, in part, see Frances Gardiner Davenport, European Treaties Bearing on
the History of the United States and Its Dependencies (Carnegie Institute of
Washington, 1937), vol. 1v, pp. 187-188.

* The reference here is to a statement of James Buchanan, American Minister
to Great Britain, for the Earl of Clarendon, British Secretary of State for For-
eign Affairs, dated January 6, 1854, and printed in John Bassett Moore, A Digest
of International Law, vol. m1, pp. 154-161. The statement mentions (p. 156)
acts of the British Parliament of 1817 and 1819; the acts in question are 57
George 3, c. 53, June 27, 1817, and 59 ibid., c. 44, June 21, 1819.

2057568—b54——9
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tracted by Great Britain of withdrawing from Central American ter-
ritory and not establishing itself therein excluded the region of Belize.®
I understand, Mr. Secretary, that the interests of the United States,
allied with justice and right, were clearly stated by Mr. Buchanan to
the English Foreign Office in 1854, when he said textually, in his
character of Minister Plenipotentiary of that Republic: “The Govern-
ment of the United States states clearly that it recognizes no other
right of Great Britain in Belize than that of cutting woods of different
kinds temporarily . . . and it recognizes fully that the former sover-
eignty of Spain belongs to Guatemala or to Mexico . . .” %

Guatemala then lost the opportunity of seeing its territory freed
of foreign occupants; and to stop and place a limit on English ad-
vancement, it was obliged to sign the Boundary Treaty on April 30,
1859,* by which the de facto frontier of the Sarstoon River was
recognized.

The Government of Guatemala resisted signing that Treaty, preju-
dicial to its sovereignty ; but the forces which at that time controlled
the spirit of the executives of my country—the various negotiations
directed to obtaining the support and just intervention of friendly
countries having been exhausted unsuccessfully, caused that pact to
be signed, with no other compensation than that agreed upon in the
Seventh Article, which imposed on Great Britain the obligation of
constructing a road which would place the northern coast of the Re-
public in commercial communication with the capital thereof.

The Treaty was ratified and the exchange of ratifications was duly
made; but, as usual, it was not complied with by Great Britain except
in the part favoring it. Under the pretext that the cost of the road
amounted to one hundred and forty-five thousand four hundred and
sixty-five pounds sterling, it suggested substituting the compensatory
clause of the construction thereof by the payment of fifty thousand
pounds to the Government of Guatemala, which then itself should
construct the road. Guatemala accepted the substitution; and the

°No such reservation was made by the United States Senate. For corre-
spondence regarding the exclusion of British Honduras from the terms of the
treaty, see Miller, T'reaties, vol. 5, pp. 681 ff.

®The lengthy “remarks” of James Buchanan, Minister to Great Britain, dated
July 22, 1854, in reply to a statement of the Earl of Clarendon, British Secretary
of State for Foreign Affairs, dated May 2, 1854, include this sentence (House
Document No. 1, 34th Cong., 1st sess., p. 113; quoted in Moore, A Digest of Inter-
national Law, vol. 11, pp. 139-140) : “It is, however, distinctly to be understood,
that the government of the United States acknowledge no claim of Great Britain
within Belize, except the temporary ‘liberty of making use of the wood of the
different kinds, the fruits and other produce in their natural state, fully recog-
nizing that the former ‘Spanish sovereignty over the country’ now belongs either
to Guatemala or Mexico.”

1 Convention relative to the Boundary of British Honduras, between Great
Britain and Guatemala, signed at Guatemala, British and Foreign State Papers,
vol. x1Ix, p. 7.
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supplementary Treaty was signed on August 5, 1863, by which Eng-
land was obliged to pay those fifty thousand pounds sterling. Again
Great Britain did not comply with that stipulation, because its Parlia-
ment refused to ratify it. As for Guatemala, it did not do so in time,
due to the justified cause of force majeure which has always been ex-
plained in England in the course of discussion in the matter. Never-
theless, Guatemala sent its ratification, relying on the official opinion
of the Foreign Secretary, Lord Russell, who stated to our Legation
in May, 1864, that if Guatemala gave its ratification and sent it for
exchange, he could negotiate an extension of the period, as the six
months fixed in the pact for exchange had expired; but there was a
change in the English Government, and the new Secretary, Lord
Stanley, categorically refused to recognize the existence of the agree-
ment, declaring on his own initiative that his Government was relieved
from compliance with its obligations. But, if in conformity with the
unilateral English opinion, the supplementary Treaty of 1863 is not
in force, the two parties are now confronted by that of 1859 which is in
force because it has been invested with all the necessary formalities.

But even in this case, the Government of Guatemala believes, based
on the fundamental rules of International Law and on logical rules
of international ethics, that if the Treaty of April 80, 1859 has not
been fulfilled in the part referring to the obligations contracted by
one of the Parties, the said Treaty has no juridical existence; or at
least, there are sufficient reasons, based on international law, to ask
for its nullification.

Guatemala, nevertheless, desires to exhaust all conciliatory means
and has not ceased to negotiate for many years for integral compli-
ance with the Treaty; but everything has been useless, and it is con-
vinced that it will not receive justice unless the spirit in which the
question has been discussed is changed.

The merited prestige surrounding the personality of President
Roosevelt, worthily seconded by Your Excellency, in the matter of
conservation of peace in America, to reach an organic life of inter-
national justice which consolidates the good harmony and spirit of
peace which must be the model for relations among the States, place

2 For the Spanish version of the Additional Convention between Great Britain
and Guatemala signed at London August 5, 1863, which failed to go into force,
see Ramoén A. Salazar (ed.), Colecoion de tratados de Guatemala (Guatemala,
1892), vol. 1, p. 264; José Rodriguez Cerna (comp.), Coleccion de tratados
de Guatemala (Guatemala, 1944), vol. 111, pt. 1, p. 157. For an English version,
see Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Republic of Guatemala, White Book: Controversy
between Guatemala and Great Britain Relalive to the Convention of 1859 on Ter-
ritorial Matters (Guatemala, 1938), p. 245.

 For excerpts from a despatch of May 15, 1864, from the Guatemalan Minister
in London to the Guatemalan Minister for Foreign Affairs, reporting the former’s
conversation with the British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs on this
matter, see José Luis Mendoza, Britain and Her Treaties on Belize (British
Honduras) (Guatemala, 1947), pp. 180-181.
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that illustrious Government in a position to aid a weak country of
America against the rule of violence and injustice.

Your illustrious compatriots, the statesmen [John] Bassett Moore
and [James] Brown Scott have studied the question of Belize, which
is familiar to them; and their opinion as noted internationalists
certainly coincides with mine in this important matter.

The present juridical situation of the problem can be summarized
in the following points: ’

First

The Treaty of April 80, 1859, by which Guatemala recognized as
belonging to Great Britain a territorial area up to the Sarstoon River
is unfulfilled by England in so far as the obligations which it con-
tracted with the Republic of Guatemala are concerned.

SEeconD

The non-fulfillment of a Treaty by one of the Contracting Parties
gives the other the right to ask for its abrogation.

THIrD

The immediate effect of the invalidation or abrogation of a Treaty
is to return affairs to the status quo ante. Consequently, the Repub-
lic of Guatemala has the right to regain possession of the territory of
Belize, thus completing its Atlantic coast, along which it has been
almost strangled and without possibilities, for a future which may
be deemed immediate, for exporting petroleum which surely exists
because of inevitable geological reasons, as well as raw materials of
the greatest importance, in the above-mentioned department of Petén,
opposite Belize. This colony, furthermore, because of its being a
free port for English merchandise, is a center of smuggling which
greatly prejudices the commerce of Guatemala and Honduras. For
that same reason and because of its strategic situation, it was also a
point of departure for numerous expeditions of liquor smugglers
to the United States when prohibition was in force—and nothing
prevents illicit activities from being carried on from there in the
future.

Fourra

The reservation of Great Britain to the Clayton-Bulwer Treaty
when it was submitted for approval to the Senate of the United States
in no way affected the rights of Guatemala because it was not a party
thereto.

Frrra

Guatemala, as the successor of Spain, has the right to recover all
the territories which belonged to it prior to the Treaty of 1783, non-
fulfilled by Great Britain.
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The English Legation, in the name of its Government, verbally
proposed, on the 18th of last August, to conclude this matter by pay-
ment to the Government of Guatemala of the fifty thousand pounds
referred to in the above-mentioned Convention of 1868, by which its
obligations would be cancelled and Guatemala would have no right to
any later claim.

Based on the right supporting it and on equity, my Government ver-
bally offered the Legation the replies contained in the two following
counter proposals, with the understanding that acceptance by Great
Britain of either of them would end this long and annoying matter;
the Legation has refused to take them into consideration.

MzemoranpuM No. 1:
1.

Great Britain return to the Republic of Guatemala, as the successor
of Spain, first, and as an Independent Nation, secondly, the territory
of Belize or British Honduras.

II.

The Republic of Guatemala pay to Great Britain in compensation
the sum of £400,000 sterling, in the following manner: two hundred
thousand pounds sterling in cash at the time of the exchange of ratifi-
cations of the Convention to be celebrated ; and two hundred thousand
pounds at the time and under the conditions to be stipulated by
mutual agreement.

IIT1.

The Republic of Guatemala waive absolutely any claim for non-
compliance on the part of Great Britain with the Treaty of April 30,
1859.

IV.

In the event that Great Britain refuse to receive from the Republic
of Guatemala the four hundred thousand pounds which it offers in
exchange for the territory of Belize, Guatemala proposed that Great
Britain pay the same sum to the Republic, granting furthermore, a
strip of territory necessary to give the Department of Petén an exit
to the sea. Said strip shall be located in the parallel 16°8’39, being
located within the strip, the mouth of the Grande River, Punta Gorda
and Cayos de Zapotillo.

V.

With the exception of the strip described in point IV, Guatemala
approve the demarkation and marking of the eastern frontier with
Belize.



128 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1937, VOLUME V

MemoraxnpoMm No. 2:

L

The Republic of Guatemala would approve the delimitation of
the frontier with Belize, made unilaterally by the Government of
Great Britain.

II.

The Republic of Guatemala would waive its claim, constantly re-
iterated to the English Government, for non-compliance with the
Treaty of April 30, 1859; would renounce any right that it would
have to deem null and void said treaty for integral non-compliance
by one of the Contracting Parties.

II1.

In compensation, the Government of Great Britain would pay to
the Republic of Guatemala, the sum of fifty thousand pounds sterling
(£50,000) plus interest at four percent annually, since April 30, 1859.

IV.

Great Britain, as further compensation, grants to the Republic of
Guatemala, with full title, a strip of land so that the Department of
Petén bordering Belize may have an exit to the sea. That strip would
be such that there would be comprised within it, the mouth of the
Grande River, Punta Gorda and the Cayos de Zapotillo. Those con-
ditions would be fulfilled by fixing the southern frontier of Belize
at the parallel 16°8739"”.

This is the present state of the question, from which the justice
supporting Guatemala appears clearly proved. If the Department
of State, so worthily entrusted to the high and well known merits of
Your Excellency who today more than ever is interpreter of the
juridical ideas and policy of the United States would be so kind as to
interpose its moral prestige, which I courteously beg of you, in favor
of the right of Guatemala in this matter, you would receive one more
claim to the appreciation of our Nation which already owes so much
to the counsel and always friendly good offices of that Great Republic.

I avail myself [ete.] Jost Gonzirez Camro

-

714.44A15/20
Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American Affairs
(Duggan) to the Assistant Secretary of State (Welles)

[WasHINGTON,] February 12, 1937.

Mr. WeLLes: Guatemala suggested that the Government of the
United States “interpose its moral prestige in favor of the right of
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Guatemala”. After consideration, we have come to the conclusion
that a request in this language is not a proper basis upon which to
approach Great Britain. If Great Britain were not informed of the
precise terms of Guatemala’s request, and later learned them, it
probably would feel that it had good reason to be resentful at us.
If we did inform Great Britain of the precise terms of Guatemala’s
request, it probably would feel that it could not accept good offices.
The purpose of this note* is to clarify the scope of Guatemala’s
request and to have it placed in such form as will enable this Govern-
ment or the Government of Guatemala, properly to approach the
British Government.
Laurence Ducean

714.44A15/20
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Guatemala (Des Portes)

No. 78 WasnaiNgroN, February 19, 1937.

S1r: Supplementing the Department’s instruction No. 55 of Novem-
ber 20, 1936, transmitting the replies of the President and the Acting
Secretary of State to the letters from President Ubico and the Guate-
malan Acting Minister for Foreign Affairs in connection with the
difficulties which the Governments of Guatemala and Great Britain
are experiencing in the interpretation of Article VII of the Boundary
Treaty of April 30, 1859, there is transmitted herewith a letter from
the Secretary of State to the Acting Foreign Minister which you are
requested to deliver in the customary manner. An office copy of
this communication is attached hereto.

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State:

StuMNEr WELLES

[Enclosure]

The Secretary of State to the Guatemalan Acting Minister for
Foreign Affairs (Gonzdlez)

WasHiNgTON, February 13, 1937.

Excerrency: IThave the honor to refer further to Your Excellency’s
courteous note of September 10, 1936, suggesting that the Government
of the United States “interpose its moral prestige in favor of the right
of Guatemala” in facilitating a settlement of the controversy between
your Government and that of Great Britain concerning the inter-
pretation of Article VII of the Boundary Convention of April 80,
1859, between your two countries.

* Wnclosure to instruction No. 78, infra.
¥ Not printed ; the replies which it transmitted were merely acknowledgments.
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It is assumed that Your Excellency’s request contemplates the
extension of good offices on the part of the United States to the end
that a solution of the controversy satisfactory to Guatemala and Great
Britain may be reached. Should this assumption be correct, I am glad
to state that the Government of the United States will make available
its good offices in the event that the British Government joins with
that of Guatemala in requesting such good offices.

If Your Excellency had in mind the submission of the controversy
to arbitration by the United States, my Government would of course
be glad to consider the possibility of acting as arbitrator in the matter,
provided Guatemala and Great Britain jointly requested its assistance
in that sense.

I shall be glad to give further consideration to Your Excellency’s
note of September 10, 1936, upon a reply from Your Excellency
clarifying the scope of the request which Your Excellency wishes
to make.

Accept [ete.] Corperr HuLn

714.44A15/25
The Minister in Guatemala (Des Portes) to the Secretary of State

No. 355 GuaTemara, August 20, 1937,
[Received August 27.]

Sir: I have the honor to report that on August 19, 1937, in an
interview with the Minister for Foreign Affairs, I informally called
to his attention the fact that no reply had as yet been made to Sec-
retary Hull’s note of February 13, 1937, in which the United States
consented to make available its good offices in the solution of the
boundary controversy between Guatemala and Great Britain, pro-
vided both governments concerned would make the joint request,
and in which the Guatemalan Government was asked for a clarifica-
tion of the scope of its request.

Minister Salazar went into great detail to explain the matter,
stating that the question had been under consideration for some time
and that only recently definite information had been received from the
British Government that arbitration by the United States was not
acceptable to it but offering to place the case before the Hague Court.
The Foreign Minister said that this suggestion had not met with
favor with his Government as it feared that because of Great Britain’s
influence at the Hague the Guatemalan claim might not receive the
full justice it merited. However, Dr. José Matos, who was this
country’s representative to the Coronation of King George VI, was
instructed to make a thorough study of the matter while in England
with particular reference to past decisions of the Court and the
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character and nationality of the judges who might be called upon
to settle the claim.

Foreign Minister Salazar said that upon the return of Dr. Matos
to Guatemala today, the question is to be very carefully considered
and he expressed the belief that his Government will suggest a com-
promise whereby the United States Government or President
Roosevelt be asked to select the arbitration judges.

Respectfully yours, Fay Arrex Des Portes

714.44A15/26

Memorandum by the Chicf of the Division of the American Republics
(Duggan) of a Conversation With the Counselor of the British
Embassy (Mallet)

[WasnaINGTON,] September 2, 1937.
Mr. Mallet said that he was coming in quite informally to let the
Department know of a recent action taken by the British Government
with regard to the boundary dispute between British Honduras and
Guatemala. He said that the Guatemalan Government had proposed
to the British Government that the boundary difficulty be submitted to
arbitration and that the arbitrator be the President of the United
States. He then said that the British Government had informed the
Guatemalan Minister in London on August 17 that it would be glad to
agree to arbitration of the dispute, but that it would prefer that the
arbitration be not in the hands of the President of the United States,
but in the Hague Court. Mr. Mallet stated that the British Govern-
ment wanted this Government to know that in suggesting the Hague
Court the British Government was casting no reflection upon the im-
partiality or good faith of the President of the United States. Hesaid
that for some time it has been the invariable practice of the British
Government to submit to the Hague disputes of a legal character.
I assured Mr. Mallet that the point of view of his Government was
fully understood.

L[aurence] D[ucean]

714.44A15/28
The Minister in Guatemala (Des Portes) to the Secretary of State

No. 420 Guaremara, October 23, 1937.
[Received October 29.]

Simr: With reference to the Legation’s previous despatches rel-
ative to the boundary difficulties between Guatemala and British
Honduras and the desire of this country to have the matter arbitrated
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by President Roosevelt, I have the honor to inform the Department
that Minister for Foreign Affairs Salazar stated to me recently that
he had had further conversations with the British Minister to
Guatemala and that the latter had suggested the willingness of his
Government to have the matter arbitrated, if not by the Court of
International Justice at The Hague, by any other European power
or authority acceptable to Guatemala. Minister Salazar said that
he informed the Minister that Guatemala would not go outside of
the continent to arbitrate the difficulty. He then made a counter-offer
to the British Minister, informing him that Guatemala would con-
sider the matter settled if Great Britain would consent to the moving
of the frontier of Guatemala from its present line, the River Sarstoon,
northward approximately twenty-five miles to the Rio Grande which
enters the Caribbean immediately above Punta Gorda in British
Honduran territory.

It appears that Guatemalan authorities would be eminently satis-
fied with this concession since it would give a convenient and practical
outlet by sea from the Petén district of the country. This offer, how-
ever, was flatly rejected by the British Minister as being unacceptable
to his Government.

Respectfully yours, Fay Auren Des Portes



TENDER OF GOOD OFFICES BY THE UNITED STATES,
CUBA, AND MEXICO TO CONCILIATE DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN THE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC AND HAITI

738.39/92a : Telegram

The Secretary of State to the Minister in the Dominican Republic
(Norweb)

WasnaineroN, November 13, 1937—7 p. m.

29. The President last night received the telegram from the Presi-
dent of Haiti requesting this Government to join with the Govern-
ments of Cuba and of Mexico in tendering their good offices to Haiti
and the Dominican Republic in the controversy which has arisen
between them. The President intends sending a reply to the Presi-
dent of Haiti by telegram which reply will be sent in more or less
identic terms by the Presidents of Cuba and of Mexico.

[Here follows text of telegram dated November 14 from President
Roosevelt to the President of Haiti, printed on page 135.]

The Presidents of Cuba, Mexico, and the United States will likewise
send individual telegrams couched in approximately identic terms to
the President of the Dominican Republic. The following is the
text tentatively agreed upon:

[Here follows text of telegram dated November 14 from President
Roosevelt to the President of the Dominican Republic, printed on
page 136.]

In view of the statement volunteered to you by President Trujillo
that he would avail himself of the friendly services of the Government,
of the United States should the latter consider it desirable to make the
effort to facilitate a pacific solution of the controversy, it is assumed
that President Trujillo will welcome the friendly offer of the three
Governments named.

It would presumably be useful for you at this juncture to seek a
further conversation with President Trujillo, to emphasize the friendly
and impartial spirit of the Government of the United States in the
controversy, and its hope that its friendly offices together with those
of Cuba and of Mexico, if accepted, may serve to bring a prompt
solution satisfactory both to the Dominican Republic and to Haiti.

Please keep the Department informed by telegram of any
developments.

Howu

133
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738.39/92b : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Cuba (Wright)

‘WasHINGTON, November 13, 1937—7 p. m.

105. The President last night received from the President of Haiti
the anticipated invitation to join with Cuba and Mexico in a tender
of good offices in the dispute which has arisen between Haiti and the
Dominican Republic. The President intends to send a reply to the
President of Haiti worded as follows:

[Here follows text of telegram dated November 14 from President
Roosevelt to the President of Haiti, printed on page 135.]

He likewise intends to send a telegram to the President of the
Dominican Republic couched in the following terms:

[Here follows text of telegram dated November 14 from President
Roosevelt to the President of the Dominican Republic, printed on
page 136.]

It would seem to be desirable that these messages sent individually
by the three Presidents should be as similar in text as possible and
that they be sent simultaneously.

Please obtain the point of view of the Government of Cuba with
regard to the texts above quoted and suggest that should the Govern-
ment of Cuba be in accord, the telegrams both to the President of Haiti
and to the President of the Dominican Republic be sent at the same
hour from Habana, Mexico City, and Washington. I suggest that
7 p. m., tomorrow, November 14, might be a convenient hour to the
three Governments concerned.

Please telegraph me as promtly as possible what the decision of
the Government of Cuba may be. You may state that the Govern-
ment of Mexico is in accord with the texts indicated.

HuoLL

738.39/94 : Telegram
The Ambassador in Cuba (Wright) to the Secretary of State

Hasana, [undated].
[Received November 14, 1937—3: 50 p. m.]

90. Your No. 105, November 13, 7 p. m. The Cuban Secretary of
State whom I saw this afternoon showed me the texts of the telegrams
sent by his Government yesterday morning to the Presidents of Haiti
and the Dominican Republic which are of the same import as those
which the President of the United States proposes to send.

The Cuban Government is therefore in full concurrence and pro-
poses to appoint as its representative the Cuban Minister to the
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Dominican Republic. In answer to the Secretary’s inquiry as to our
representative and that of Mexico I said that I assumed that Norweb
would be proposed in view of his return to his post although a dele-
gate to the Radio Conference but that I had no information as to the
representative of Mexico.

WRIGHT

788.39/101 : Telegram
President Boosevelt to the President of Haiti (Vincent)

WasnineToN, November 14, 1937.

Grear AND Goop Frienp: I have received Your Excellency’s tele-
gram dated November 12,' advising me that a situation of tension
has unhappily arisen between Your Excellency’s Government and that
of the Dominican Republic to the prejudice of the present interests
of the two peoples and to the harmony of their future friendship.
Your Excellency states that, inspired by the spirit of friendship and
solidarity advocated by the inter-American agreements concluded
in the interest of the maintenance of peace between the peoples of
this hemisphere, you request the good offices of the Government of
the United States in aiding in a just and prompt solution of the
difference now existing between the Republic of Haiti and the Domin-
ican Republic. Your Excellency further advises me that you are
making the same request of the Presidents of Cuba and of Mexico
in the hope that they may be associated with the Government of the
United States in this work of justice and of humanity.

I have learned with profound regret of the controversy which has
unfortunately arisen between our sister republics of Haiti and of the
Dominican Republic. The Government of the United States possesses
no more sincere hope than that.the maintenance of peace between the
American Republics may be firmly assured and that the friendship
and understanding between them may be constantly enhanced. In
the hope that it may thereby promote that ideal, the Government of the
United States stands ready to join in extending its friendly services
in an effort to further the attainment of a pacific solution of the
present controversy, satisfactory to both parties thereto, and in the
event that these good offices likewise prove acceptable to the Govern-
ment of the Dominican Republic, it will be happy, jointly with
the Governments of Cuba and of Mexico, to tender its good offices to
Your Excellency’s Government and to the Government of the Domin-
ican Republic.

I avail myself [ete.] Frankuin D. Rooseverr

1 Not printed.
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738.39/101 : Telegram

President Roosevelt to the President of the Dominican Republic
(Trujillo)

WasnaINeTON, November 14, 1937,

GreAT AND Goop Frienp: His Excellency, the President of Haiti,
has communicated with Their Excellencies, the Presidents of Cuba
and of Mexico, and with me, requesting our friendly services in order
to further a satisfactory adjustment of the difficulty which has
unfortunately arisen between the Governments of the Dominican
Republic and of Haiti. The Government of the United States and
the Governments of Cuba and of Mexico stand ready to tender their
good offices if Your Excellency feels disposed to accept these friendly
services. The Governments invited trust that Your Excellency may
welcome the step proposed since the peaceful aims which animate the
Dominican Government are well known. In offering this friendly
assistance, the three Governments believe that they are acting in ac-
cordance with the traditional desire for peace of our new world, and in
strict conformity with the spirit displayed by all of the American
Republics in the Conference at Buenos Aires.

I renew [etc.] Fraxgrin D. Rooseverr

738.839/103 : Telegram

The President of the Dominican Republic (T'rujillo)
to President Roosevelt

[Translation]

Cropap Trusirro, November 15, 1937.

[Received 8:40 p. m.]

GreAT AND Goop FrmEND: It gives me very great pleasure to ac-
knowledge to Your Excellency the receipt of the kind message in
which you advise me that in accordance with the invitation given
it by the Government of Haiti the United States Government is
disposed to offer, together with the Governments of Cuba and Mexico,
its good offices for the purpose of promoting a satisfactory settlement
of the incident that occurred in the northern zone of the Dominican-
Haitian frontier between nationals of the two countries. I hasten
first of all to express to Your Excellency the deep satisfaction pro-
duced both to me and my Government by the noble interest which
Your Excellency displays in the maintenance of continental harmony
and peace, whereby your vigorous personality as a friend of peace
presents itself once more to the admiration and respect of all of us,
who are laboring on the continent with sincerity and true devotion
for the union and good understanding of the American nations.
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I have the honor to inform Your Excellency that up to this time
the Haitian Government has not given the Dominican Government
any notification or indication enabling it to know in what the contro-
versy consists that it has been necessary to cite to justify the request
for good offices under the convention on that point signed at the Buenos
Aires Conference for the Maintenance of Peace? As soon as the
Dominican Government learns of the point which, according to the
Haitian Government, is the subject of controversy in connection with
the incident mentioned, the Dominican Government will hasten to
define its line of action as to whether it accepts or whether mediation
or good offices shall proceed. Respecting the noble spirit of pacifism
that inspired the conventions signed by the nations of America at the
recent Buenos Aires Conference, and still in agreement with the said
conventions, which constitute the highest example of Pan American
concord and solidarity, the Dominican Government will bear in mind
the lofty purpose of those treaties and will subject its conduct at all
times to the stipulations of the same.

I avail myself [etc.] Raraen L. TrusiLro

738.39/110 : Telegram

The Minister in the Dominican Republic (Norweb)
to the Secretary of State

Crupap Trusrro, November 17, 1937—noon.

[Received 1:30 p. m.]

46. The message from the President of Mexico was received this

morning and replied to in identic terms with the answer sent Presi-
dent Roosevelt.

NorwEes

738.39/200a : Circular telegram

The Secretary of State to All Diplomatic Missions in the American
Republics Ewcept Cuba, the Dominican Republic, Haiti, and
Mexico

WasHINGTON, December 14, 1937—7 p. m.

You are requested to transmit the following note to the Minister
for Foreign Affairs of the Government to which you are accredited :

“I have been instructed to present to Your Excellency the following
statement :

? See Department of State Conference Series No. 33: Report of the Delegation
of the United States of America to the Inter-American Conference for the Main-
tenance of Peace, Buenos Aires, Argentina, December 1-23, 1936 (Washington.
Government Printing Office, 1937), pp. 227, 228 (paragraph numbered 2).



138 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1937, VOLUME V

“‘At the invitation of the President of the Republic of Haiti, the
Presidents of the Republics of Cuba, Mexico and the United States
tendered their good offices to the President of the Dominican Republic
and the President of Haiti with a view to seeking a pacific solution of
the unfortunate dispute which had arisen between these two Ameri-
can nations.

“‘In tendering this friendly assistance, the three invited govern-
ments believed that they were acting in accordance with the traditional
desire for peace of our New World and in strict conformity with the
spirit displayed by all the American Republics in the Inter-American
Ac.mference for the Maintenance of Peace recently held at Buenos

ires.

“‘On November 15, the President of the Dominican Republic re-
plied to the Presidents of Cuba and of the United States, and sub-
sequently in identic terms to the President of Mexico, professing
satisfaction at the tender of good offices but reserving action pending
receipt of information as to the grounds upon which the Haitian
Government based its request to the three invited governments. The
President of the Dominican Republic added that upon learning the
point which the Haitian Government considered to be the subject of
controversy the Dominican Government would hasten to define its
line of action.

“¢Although the Haitian Minister in Ciudad Trujillo had communi-
cated to the Dominican Government the reasons motivating the invi-
tation of the President of Haiti for good offices, the Ministers of Cuba
and of the United States at Ciudad Trujillo (there being no Mexican
diplomatic representative there) on November 18 requested an
interview with the President of the Dominican Republic to deliver to
him a copy in translation of the original invitation from the President
of Haiti requesting the good offices of the three friendly governments;
and they were accorded this interview on November 22.

“‘Meanwhile, the President of the Dominican Republic on Novem-
ber 20, appointed three special envoys to the invited governments to
assist the already regularly accredited Ministers then resident at the
capitals of those nations.

“‘Shortly after the arrival in Washington of the Dominican special
envoys to the United States and to Mexico, and upon the initiative of
the Dominican Government, informal and confidential conversations
were held at the Mexican Embassy on December 2 and 3 between these
two special envoys and the Dominican Minister in Washington
representing the Dominican Government, the Minister for Foreign
Affairs of Haiti and the Haitian Minister in Washington representing
the Haitian Government, and the Mexican Ambassador, the Cuban
Chargé d’Affaires and the Under Secretary of State of the United
States of America representing the three invited governments.

“‘After hearing an ample exposition of the points of view of
the two governments party to the dispute, the representatives of the
three invited governments arrived at the following conclusions: (1)
that regrettable incidents involving the loss of life of an undetermined
number of Haitian citizens had occurred in the Dominican Republic;
(2) that direct negotiation between the two governments concerned
had thus far been unproductive; (8) that negotiation by means of
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informal conversations participated in by the three invited powers
had likewise been unproductive; and (4) that the incidents had
assumed an international aspect.

“‘In connection with point (3) above, the representatives of the
invited governments had suggested that if the Dominican Government
should accept the formal tender of good offices, a Commission com-
posed of representatives to be designated by the three invited govern-
ments should be constituted.

“‘This Commission was to have proceeded to Port-au-Prince to
obtain information which the Haitian Government might have
desired to furnish for the purpose of assisting the Dominican author-
ities to clarify the facts. The Commission would then have proceeded
to Ciudad Trujillo there to remain until an investigation to have been
undertaken exclusively by the Dominican authorities had in the
opinion of the Commission itself been terminated.

“¢This investigation would have included an inquiry in particular
into every one of the cases covered in the information proffered by the
Haitian Government to the International Commission. A report
of this investigation would have been communicated in full to the
Commission.

“¢On behalf of the Government of Haiti, the Haitian Minister for
Foreign Affairs on December 8 formally accepted the proposal as
outlined above. The Dominican representatives agreed to com-
municate the proposal to their government immediately and to meet
on December 8, when they would be prepared to communicate the reply
of the Dominican Government.

“¢At the meeting on December 8, the representatives of the Domin-
ican Republic stated that they had as yet received no instructions
and requested a postponement, giving formal assurances that they
would have instructions on December 10 or the morning of December
11 at the latest.

% ¢On December 11, the Dominican Delegation presented an extensive
memorandum, in which it set forth its points of view, to the effect
that the request for good offices was without justification and that the
formula, presented by the representatives of the three invited powers,
should be replaced by a program which the Dominican Government
submitted for the consideration of the Haitian Government ; a program
which provided :

“¢(1) Reaffirmation by the two governments of the diplomatic
agreement of October 15, 1937.

“¢(2) Continuation of the investigation already inaugurated and
greatly advanced by the Dominican Government.

“‘Guarantees would be given which, in the opinion of the Domin-
ican Government, would suffice to satisfy the Haitian Government.

“‘The representatives of the three invited governments limited
themselves to transmitting to the Minister of Haiti the memorandum
mentioned above.

“‘The representatives of the three invited governments, after ma-
ture deliberation, came to the conclusion that the incident in question
had become a factor susceptible of disturbing the peace of the Ameri-
can continent. It will be recalled in this connection that the 21
American Republics declared at the Inter-American Conference for

205758—54——10
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the Maintenance of Peace “that every act susceptible of disturbing the
peace of America affects each and every one of them”.?

“‘The representatives of the three governments, anticipating that
the Government of Haiti would not accept the proposal offered by the
Dominican Government, recommended to the Minister of Haiti for the
information of his Government that the Government of Haiti take
every possible means of avoiding measures tending to aggravate the
situation, and that the Government of Haiti resort to the international
tlj‘felaiies in force between the Dominican Government and the Republic
of Haiti.

“‘On the 14th of December the Government of Haiti stated that
it had invoked the Gondra Treaty of 1923 and the Convention on
Conciliation of 1929.# The Governments of Cuba, Mexico, and the
United States trust that the procedure contained in the Inter-American
peace instruments resorted to by the Haitian Government may obtain
a satisfactory solution of the controversy, the notice of which would
undoubtedly be greeted with sincere gratification by all of the Ameri-
can Republics.’’

HuLL

738.39/219 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Minister in Haiti (Mayer)

WasaiNgTON, December 20, 1987—2 p. m.

78. On December 18 the President received the following telegram
from the President of the Dominican Republic:

“T have the honor to state to Your Excellency that as the Haitian
Government has had recourse to the Permanent Commission insti-
tuted by the Gondra Pact, in its duties of conciliation, for the settle-
ment of the questions in connection with which it asked Your Ex-
cellency and Their Excellencies President Cardenas, of the United
States of Mexico, and Laredo Bru of the Republic of (z}uba, to exercise
your good offices before my Government, there is now no absence of

ounds for seeking the formula for friendly cooperation requested

y His Excellency the President of Haiti. My Government will
concur in the conciliation procedure initiated by Haiti, with the same
desire it has always cherished of giving the Government and
people of Haiti the most complete satisfaction with regard to any
legitimate claim that they may present on the ground of the regret-
table and regretted incidents that occurred in Dominican territory
early in October. I can thus assure Your Excellency that my Gov-
ernment will not give the slightest ground for a disturbance of the
peace of America, in the preservation of which all the peoples of

3 From resolution XXVII, Declaration of Principles of Inter-American Solidar-
ity and Co-operation, Report of the Delegation, pp. 227, 228.

*The treaty between the United States and other American Republics signed
at Santiago, May 3, 1923, Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, p. 308, is known as the
Gondra Treaty. It was supplemented by the General Convention of Inter-
American Conciliation, signed at Washington, January 5, 1929, ibid., 1929, vol. 1,

p. 653,



GOOD OFFICES TO DOMINICAN REPUBLIC AND HAITI 141

the New World have so great a legitimate interest and which con-
stitutes the lofty and noble concern of Your Excellency. Permit me
therefore, Excellency, to express to you the satisfaction and the grati-
tude of my people, those of my Government, and those of myself
aersonally, for the noble efforts made by Your Excellency and your

overnment to prevent the situation between the Dominican and
Haitian Governments from being converted, because of the frontier
incidents, into a factor capable of disturbing the peace of America.
I am,etc.”

The President has this morning sent the following telegram in
reply:

“T have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of Your Excellency’s
telegram advising me that inasmuch as the Haitian Government has
had recourse to the peace procedure provided for in the Gondra
Treaty of 1923 and in the Conciliation Convention of 1929 for the
¥urpose of finding a peaceful solution of the controversy which un-

ortunately exists between Your Excellency’s Government and the
Government of Haiti, the Government of the Dominican Republic
will take part in the procedure invoked by the Government of Haiti.

Permit me further to express my gratification by reason of Your Ex-
cellency’s statement that the Government of the Dominican Repub-
lic will not give the slightest ground for a disturbance of the peace
of America, in the preservation of which all the peoples of the New
World have so great and legitimate an interest.

I extend to Your Excellency my most sincere wishes that the con-
troversy which regrettably exists between two sister republics may
obtain a rapid, just, and pacific solution through the utilization of
the inter-American peace instruments to which they have now an-
nounced their determination to have recourse. I am, ete.”

You may desire at an appropriate opportunity to advise President
Vincent of the texts of these two messages.

Huown



PROJECT BY ARGENTINA FOR A MULTILATERAL
CONVENTION ON THE RIGHT OF ASYLUM

710.Asylum/1 : Telegram

The Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell) to the Secretary of State

Buenos Aires, July 27, 1937—5 p. m.
[Received 8:40 p. m.]

118. The Minister for Foreign Affairs invited all local chiefs of
mission to his office today and explained to them separately in turn
that he was sending to them for transmission to their Governments
with a view to securing their favorable action a treaty project relating
to asylum in missions. He said this was a matter that might properly
come before the 1938 Conference in Lima? but that time pressed,
et cetera.

He spoke to me at some length concerning the aims and ideals set
forth in his project with particular reference to its application to
conditions in Spain 2 and said great effect would be given to the pro-
posed treaty by our adherence. I inquired if this proposed convention
was along the lines of that discussed at the Montevideo Conference;
he said it was an elaboration of it. I then briefly referred to the well-
known attitude of our Government on the subject of asylum adding
that I would however promptly communicate with my Government.

It is hoped to send full text by air mail on the 29th.

WEeDDELL

710.Asylum/7
The Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell) to the Secretary of State

No. 1701 BuenNos A1res, August 10, 1937.
[Received August 19.]
Str: I have the honor to refer to my despatch No. 1686 of July 29,
with which was forwarded in original and translation the text of
the proposed convention on the right of asylum which has been
drafted by the Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs.
The translation referred to was prepared by the Embassy, which
has now received from the Foreign Office an official English trans-

1Seepp. 111
2 See vol. 1, pp. 215 ff.
! Not printed.
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lation which is forwarded herewith. This text has been compared
with the one prepared by the Embassy and has been found to be
substantially in agreement with the latter.

Respectfully yours, Avexanper W. WEeDDELL

[Enclosure]

The Argentine Ministry for Foreign Affairs to the American Embassy

Drarr CONVENTION ON THE RIGHT OF ASYLUM *

The Governmentsof . . . . .. ... aware of the necessity of fixing
the rules they should observe in their mutual relations as regards the
granting of political asylum;

Bearing in mind the instruments approved with that object at
Montevideo, in February 1889, on concluding the treaty on inter-
national penal law at the South American Congress of Private In-
ternational Law ;% the provisions set forth in the draft convention
number 10 approved in March 1927 at Rio de Janeiro by the Inter-
national Board of American Jurisconsults; ¢ the Convention approved
by the Sixth International American Conference met at Havana in
January and February 1928, and the amendments made to its text
by the Seventh International American Conference met at Monte-
video in December 1933 ; 8

And with the object of coordinating the different treaties in force
with the practices followed as regards the right of asylum and the
juridical status of the political refugees;

Hayve resolved to conclude the present convention, and accordingly
have appointed as their plentipotentiaries:

The President of . . . ... .... e e e e e e

The President of . . ... .. e e e e

Who, having communicated their respectlve full powers, found
to be in due order, have agreed as follows:

‘Printed in Argentine Republic, Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Worship,
Project of Convention on the Right of Asylum (Buenos Aires, 1937), p. 1

® Signed at Montevideo, January 23, 1889, by Argentina, Bolivxa, Paraguay,
Peru, and Uruguay. For text, see Tratados Sobre Derecho Internacional Privado
Celebrados por el Congreso Sudamericano de Montevideo y Sancionados por la
Honorable Asamblea General Legislativa de la Reptdbdlica Oriental del Uruguay
(Montevideo, 1901), pp. 27-43; and Tratados Sobre Derecho Internacional
Privado Celebrados en el Congreso Sud-Americano de Montevideo (Montevideo,
1911), pp. 25-40.

¢ See Foreign Relations, 1927, vol. 1, p. 887.

"See Report of the Delegates of the United States of America to the Rixth
International Conference of American States Held at Habana, Cuba, January
16 to February 20, 1928, with appendices (Washington, Government Printing
Office, 1928), pp. 19, 225.

8 See Department of State Conference Series No. 19: Report of the Delegates
of the United States of America to the Seventh International Conference of
American States, Montevideo, Uruguay, December 3-26, 1988 (Washington, Gov-
ernment Printing Office, 1934), pp. 21, 141.
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CuAPTER I—Internal Asylum

ArticLE 1. Political asylum may be granted to all persons, what-
ever their nationality might be, without impairing the right to pro-
tection which the State they belong to, owes to such persons.

ArticLE 1. Asylum can only be granted in the embassies, lega-
tions, warships, military encampments or aircrafts, and it is accorded
exclusively in cases of political offenses or causes.

The heads of mission may also receive refugees in their private
residences, whenever they are not living at the embassy or legation.

ArricLe 1. Asylum shall not be granted to those accused of com-
mon offenses during proper legal proceedings, or who have been con-
demned by the common courts.

The determination of the causes which give rise to the asylum be-
longs to the State granting it. To this effect, principal account should
be taken of the circumstances giving rise to the asylum, as well as
the political motive in the concurrent offenses. Terrorists shall not
profit by the asylum.

Asylum shall not be granted to army and navy deserters. In case
of armed rebellion, account should be taken of the fact of their non
appearance, and whether it has any political significance.

ArticLE 1v. The diplomatic agent or commander granting the
asylum shall immediately communicate the names of the refugees to
the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the State where the event took place,
or to the administrative authority of the locality, if it occurred outside
the capital, unless serious circumstances made this materially impos-
sible, or communication dangerous for the security of the refugees.

ArticLE v. While the asylum lasts, the refugees shall not be allowed
to do any acts that endanger the public order.

The diplomatic agents or commanders shall require from the refu-
gees their personal data and their promise not to hold communications
with the exterior without their expressed approval. Should they
refuse or violate any of these conditions, the diplomatic agent or
commander shall immediately cause the asylum to cease.

ArticLE vI. The government of the State may require that the refu-
gee be placed outside the national territory, as soon as possible; and the
diplomatic agent or commander who has granted the asylum may on
his part demand the necessary guarantees in order that the refugee
may leave the country, the inviolability of his person being duly
respected. Should those guarantees not exist, the evacuation may be
put off until the local authorities facilitate them.

ArticLE vii. Once the refugees have left the country, they may not
be landed in any part of the same. In the case that an ex-refugee
returned to that country to take part in the movement that caused the
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asylum to be granted, it shall not be granted again by any of the High
Contracting Parties.

ArticteE vin. When the number of refugees exceed the normal
capacity of the places of refuge set down in Article II, the diplomatic
agents or commanders may provide other places, under the protection
of their flag for their shelter and lodging. In such case they have to
ask for the consent of the authorities.

ArticLe 1x. Warships or military aircrafts which are temporary in
arsenals or workshops for repairs, shall not give shelter to those who
might take refuge in them.,

Cuarrer I1—Ewternal Asylum

ArricLe x. The asylum in the territory of the High Contracting
Parties is inviolable as regards those persecuted for political offenses
or reasons; but the country of refuge is obliged to prevent the refugees
from acting in its territory in a manner that may endanger the public
peace of the country from which they come.

The political refugees shall not be allowed to set up committees or
boards, which have evidently been established for the purpose of
promoting or furthering disturbances of the established order in any of
the territories of the Contracting Parties. Such boards or committees
shall be dissolved, once their subversive nature has been verified by the
authorities of the State in which they are.

The propagation of ideas shall be ruled according to the legal
provisions of the country of refuge.

Arricte x1. On the request of the State concerned, the country
which has granted asylum shall keep watch over and remove to a
prudent distance of its frontiers those political emigrants who were
notoriously known as leaders of a subversion, as well as those intending
to join it.

The appreciation of the proof set forth by the state requiring it and
the prudential character of the distance from the frontiers shall for the
effects of the confinement depend on the criterium of the authorities of
the required State.

ArricLe x11. The various expenses incurred by the confinement of
political refugees or emigrants shall be met by the State asking for it.
An amount, not higher than the minimum salary fixed by local laws or
customs, shall be settled for the maintenance of those confined.

ArticLe xmr. The political refugees may ask permission to leave the
territory from the Government of the State in which they are. This
shall be granted on condition they do not return to the country where
they came from and having previously reported to the Government
concerned.
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CuaprtEr II1—General Provisions

ArticLe x1v. In case of dissidence on the application of political
asylum, the Government of the High Contracting Parties shall consult
between themselves in order to arrive at a friendly solution of the
controversy, which it has not been possible to settle through direct
negotiation.

ArticLE xv. Any State not signatory to this Convention may
adhere to it by sending the appropriate instrument to the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs of the Argentine Republic, which will notify the
other High Contracting Parties through diplomatic channels.

ArricLe xvi. The present Convention shall be ratified by the High
Contracting Parties according to their constitutional procedures.

The original Convention and the instruments of ratification shall
be deposited in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Argentine
Republic, which shall communicate the ratifications to the other
Contracting States through diplomatic channels. The Convention
shall enter into force among the High Contracting Parties in the
order in which they have deposited their ratifications.

ArticLr xvii. This Convention shall be in force for an indefinite
period, but it may be denounced by two years’ previous notice, at
the expiration of which it shall cease in its effects as regards the
denouncing State but it shall remain in force as regards the other
signatory States. Notice of denunciation shall be addressed to the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the Argentine Republic which shall
transmit it to the other Contracting States.

In witness whereof the above mentioned Plenipotentiaries have

signed the present Convention in Spanishand . . ... .. and stamp
their respective seals.
Done at Buenos Airesthis . . ... .. day of themonthof . ... ..

nineteen hundred and thirty seven.

710.Asylum/15

The Under Secretary of State (Welles) to the Ambassador in
Argentina (Weddell)

No. 650 WasHINGTON, November 2, 1937.

Sir: The Department acknowledges the receipt of despatch no.
1686 of July 29, 1937° enclosing a copy of a proposed convention
on the right of asylum prepared by the Argentine Minister for For-
eign Affairs. Accompanying the draft convention was the text of
a note dated July 27, 1937 addressed to you by the Minister for For-

* Not printed.
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eign Affairs,° setting forth the reasons which induced the Argentine
authorities to prepare this project and requesting that you obtain
the view of your Government with respect thereto.

The Department has given careful consideration to the note of the
Minister for Foreign Affairs and the draft “Convention on the Right
of Asylum” transmitted therewith, and encloses a draft note in reply
which you are requested, if no objection is perceived, to present in
proper form to the Minister for Foreign Affairs.

Very truly yours, SumNER WELLES

[Enclosure]

Draft Note From the American Ambassador (Weddell) to the
Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs (Saavedra Lamas)

ExcrrLency : 1 have the honor to refer to Your Excellency’s note
of July 27, 1937 transmitting a draft “Convention on the Right of
Asylum” and requesting that I obtain the opinion of my Government
with respect thereto. Copies of Your Excellency’s note under refer-
ence and its enclosure were duly submitted to my Government, and
I have now been authorized to submit the following views on the
project in question.

The Government of the United States of America views with pro-
found sympathy all sincere efforts directed towards the establish-
ment of relations between nations on an orderly and civilized basis
consistent with the basic principles of international law and with
the higher ideals of humanitarianism. It is in such a spirit that my
Government has given careful consideration to the provisions of the
draft convention on asylum which has been submitted to it for study,
particularly in view of the distinguished sponsorship of this new pro-
posal, and the noble motives which have inspired it. With respect
to the basic objective of clarifying the problems relating to the general
subject of asylum, and with respect to the desirability of taking all
practical measures for the promotion of cultured and civilized human
relations, there can be no disagreement. However, with respect to
the most feasible means for achieving these desirable ends, my Gov-
ernment regrets to observe that its considered policy is one which
would render it difficult to adhere to the provisions set forth in the
proposed convention.

My Government feels that the recognition of the so-called right
of asylum on such broad terms as those set forth in the draft conven-
tion would involve an extension of the traditional immunities and priv-

* Printed in Project of Convention on the Right of Asylum, p. 7.
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ileges enjoyed by diplomatic representatives transcending the original
purposes for which such immunities and privileges were created,
namely, to accord full protection and freedom from interference to
the diplomatic representatives of one state within the territorial juris-
diction of another, with a view to promoting peaceful and orderly
relations between those states. For these privileges and immunities
to be extended in the manner contemplated by the proposed convention
might give rise to certain complications which, in the opinion of my
Government, might run counter to the basic objective contemplated.

As Your Excellency is aware, the point of view set forth above
is consistent with the traditional policy of the Government of the
United States of America. It will be recalled that at the Sixth Inter-
national Conference of American States, which convened at Habana,
Cuba, in 1928, there was adopted a convention fixing the rules for
the granting of asylum. In signing this convention on behalf of its
Government, the Delegation of the United States of America made
the following specific reservation:

“The delegation of the United States of America, in signing the
present convention, establishes an explicit reservation, placing on
record that the United States does not recognize or subscribe to as
part of international law, the so-called doctrine of asylum.”*

Subsequently at the Seventh International Conference of American
States, which convened at Montevideo, Uruguay, in 1933, there was
presented to the Conference for approval a “Convention on Political
Asylum”. With respect to this convention the Delegation of the
United States of America made the following declaration:

“Since the United States of America does not recognize or subscribe
to, as part of international law, the doctrine of asylum, the delegation
of the United States of America refrains from signing the present
Convention on Political Asylum.” 2

It is the sincere desire of my Government to consolidate, so far as
possible its traditional policy with such agreements as may be made
between the other American states. However, in the light of the
considerations set forth above, which are believed to be in accord with
public opinion in my country, the Government of the United States
of America finds itself regretfully unable to agree to the draft “Con-
vention on the Right of Asylum.”

Accept [ete.]

u Report of the Delegates of the United States of America to the Sixth
International Conference of American States, p. 227.

1 Report of the Delegates of the United States of America to the Seventh
International Conference of American States, p. 144.



PROPOSAL BY THE UNITED STATES TO LEASE DE-
STROYERS TO THE AMERICAN REPUBLICS FOR
TRAINING PURPOSES

810.34 Leasing/3a
The Secretary of State to Senator Key Pittman*

WasuINGTON, August 5, 1937.

My Dear Senator Prrrman: During the last four and one-half
years the Administration has been making a determined effort to place
the relations of the United States with the other American Republics
on a solid basis of friendship, mutual respect and fruitful cooperation.
The result of this effort has been extremely gratifying. The Ameri-
can Republics which heretofore have viewed the United States with
suspicion and even distrust today hold the United States as a friend
and real neighbor, sensitive to their rights and interests and desirous
of cooperating with them to the fullest measure.

Indicative of this growing friendship, which is one of the most
heartening developments in our foreign relations, have been the
numerous requests for friendly assistance which have been received
from the American Republics. We have been requested to loan the
services of technical experts or to give technical advice regarding a
wide range of subjects, such as highway construction, education, agri-
culture, government finance, sanitation, aviation, et cetera, and when-
ever appropriate we have been glad to comply with these requests.
In the present letter I should like to present you with information re-
garding a somewhat different type of request and to lay before you
the views of the President and bespeak for them your interest and
cooperation.

Recently the Government of Brazil has informed this Government
of its increasing concern with certain tendencies of the world political
situation. The desire on the part of some nations for access to raw
materials, and the forceful action taken by those nations to consum-
mate these desires, has made Brazil, a country of vast territory and
relatively small population, particularly apprehensive. The Govern-
ment, therefore, has thought it the part of prudence to improve its
relatively modest national defense, but being deficient in trained
military or naval personnel and equipment, it finds its task a consider-
able one.

! Chairman, Senate Committee on Foreign Relations.
149
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With respect to naval defense, the Brazilian Government is con-
structing certain vessels and purchasing others abroad. Upon the con-
struction or delivery of these vessels, the Government will be the
possessor of what it considers to be necessary naval material, but, unless
steps are taken meanwhile, there will be a dearth of trained personnel
to operate its ships. In order to remedy this deficiency the Govern-
ment of Brazil has inquired whether the Government of the United
States would be disposed to lease six of its decommissioned destroyers
until its own vessels are ready.

This request of the Government of Brazil has had the very careful
consideration of the President, of the Navy Department and of this
Department. The President believes, and his views are shared by the
two executive departments concerned, that there are two weighty
reasons which commend the proposal. In the first place, if the govern-
ments of the other countries of this hemisphere find it necessary to
turn to foreign governments for assistance in a matter of this char-
acter, it would be preferable, for obvious reasons, that such assistance
be extended by the United States rather than by some other foreign
government. Secondly, it would appear to be in the interest of this
country were its over-age vessels now decommissioned because of the
expense involved to be kept in running order and available for instant
use, which would be the case if they were leased under the proper terms
and conditions to other countries of this hemisphere. These over-age
vessels are being retained by the Navy Department at the present time
only because of their value in case of an emergency, but their value is
greatly lessened because it requires approximately two months work-
ing at top speed twenty-four hours a day properly to recommission
vessels which have been retired from active service. For these prin-
cipal reasons, the President is disposed to consider favorably the
Brazilian request, it being understood, of course, that no such equip-
ment would be loaned by this Government except when the public
interests rendered such a course advisable, and when the equipment in
question could be spared without any impairment of the defense re-
quirements of the United States.

In order that this Government may be in a position to take such
action as that indicated above, the President has requested me to submit
for the consideration and study of your Committee a draft resolution
which will authorize him under certain conditions to loan destroyers
to the American Republics. You will observe that such action would
be predicated upon the application of the foreign government con-
cerned, and would be authorized whenever, in the discretion of the
President, the public interests rendered such a course advisable. In
Section 2 of the draft resolution it is provided that there shall be re-
ceived as consideration for the lease of such vessels an amount equiva-
lent to the total cost of marine insurance on the vessels for the entire
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period of the lease. It is understood, of course, that this Government
would not proceed to make available any of its naval vessels to Brazil
without making a similar offer to the other countries of this hemisphere.

At the President’s direction, I am addressing similar letters to the
Chairmen of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, the Senate
Committee on Naval Affairs and the House Committee on Naval
Affairs. The President would appreciate your conferring with the
Chairman of these other Committees, and if you concur in his views
to arrange for immediate consideration by the Congress of the attached
resolution, which it is hoped may be adopted at this session of
Congress.

Sincerely yours, CorperLrt, Huwr

[Enclosure]

Draft of Joint Resolution
A Joint ResoLuTioN

AvursoRrIzING THE PRESIDENT To0 LEASE DESTROYERS TO THE AMERICAN
RerusLics

Resorvep, That the President of the United States be, and he is
bereby authorized, upon application from the foreign governments
concerned, and whenever in his discretion the public interests render
such a course advisable, to lease destroyers to the governments of the
American republics under such terms and conditions as he may
prescribe.

Sec. 2. As consideration for such lease the United States shall be
paid an amount equivalent to the total cost of marine insurance on the
vessels involved for the entire period of the lease, which amount shall
not be covered into the Treasury of the United States but shall under
the direction of the President of the United States be expended for
the purpose of obtaining such insurance.

810.34 Leasing/2a : Circular telegram

The Secretary of State to the Diplomatic Missions in Argentina, Chile,
Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, Mexico, Uruguay, and Venezuela

WasHINGTON, August 9, 1937—6 p. m.

At the request of the Administration there was introduced in the
Senate on Saturday a joint resolution worded as follows:

“That the President of the United States be, and he is hereb
authorized, upon application from the foreign governments concerned,
and whenever in his discretion the public interests render such a course
advisable, to lease destroyers to the governments of the American
republics under such terms and conditions as he may prescribe.”
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In order to avoid any possible misinterpretation of the scope and
intent of this suggested resolution, the Department desires you to
obtain immediately an interview with the Minister for Foreign A ffairs
and advise him as follows:

1. That as will be seen from the text of this pending resolution,
the Government of the United States, should the powers requested
be granted by the Congress to the President, will make available on
equal terms to all of the American republics possessing naval forces
the facilities referred to in this resolution should they desire to avail
themselves of them.

2. That should any contract be entered into by the United States
with any American republic providing for the lease of destroyers
for training purposes, the contract will contain a recapture clause
making it possible for the United States at any moment to obtain
the return of the destroyers so leased. Upon the signature of such
contract the United States will declare it to be its policy that it will
in accordance with the provisions of such clause request the immedi-
ate return of such vessels in the event that hostilities should break
out between the republic leasing such destroyers and any foreign
government with which the United States is at peace. This Govern-
ment will further announce as its policy that it will request the return
of the destroyers leased in the contingency that the continued use of
such destroyers by the Government leasing them would in any other
way be contrary to the domestic neutrality legislation or the inter-
national obligations of the United States.

3. In view of the stipulations as set forth in point 2, the United
States does not consider that the lease of destroyers as provided for
in the pending resolution would be in contravention of the Naval
Treaty of London.? It intends, however, before entering into any
contract with an American republic for the rental of destroyers to
communicate its intentions to the other signatories of the London
Naval Treaty in order that it may communicate to them its view
that such arrangement would contravene neither the spirit nor the
letter of this Treaty.

Inasmuch as the press has carried stories relating to the pending
resolution which would give the impression that the Government of the
United States is solely interested in leasing destroyers to Brazil and
since this erroneous version may readily give rise to a misconception
of the policy of this Government, you are requested to make entirely
clear the points above set forth to the Government to which you are
accredited at the earliest opportunity. It is desired that you tele-
graph any statements which may be made to you by the Minister for
Foreign Affairs with regard thereto.?

Huw

2 Signed at London, March 25, 1936, Department of State Treaty Series No.
919, or 50 Stat. 1363; for correspondence on the London Naval Conference,
see Foreign Relations, 1936, vol. 1, pp. 22 ff.

® Replies to this circular telegram and to that of August 12, 6 p. m., p. 157,
which are not printed here, indicated that the respective Governments either
did not object to the proposed lease of destroyers or did not consider it a matter
which concerned them.
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810.34 Leasing/5: Telegram
The Minister in Venezuela (Nicholson) to the Secretary of State

Caracas, August 11 [10], 1937—5 p. m.
[Received 7:30 p. m.]

83. Acting under the Department’s instruction of August 9, 6 p. m.
I today presented the Minister for Foreign Affairs* an aide-mémoire
embodying the contents of the Department’s message. The Foreign
Minister had been considering the matter as reported in the press
and said that while it was to be expected that the proposal would be
criticized in Europe he saw nothing in it to cause any apprehension
in Latin America. He confessed that while he did not understand
the reason for the proposal he saw no reason for distrusting the motive
of the United States. He took occasion to express even more cordially
than in any previous conversation the confidence of himself and of
his Government in the sincere friendliness and good will of the United
States toward the Latin American states.

The Minister for Foreign Affairs expressed deep concern based on
current developments in Europe and Asia as to the peace of the world
and reiterated several times his conviction that the hope of the future
for this hemisphere depended upon its solidarity of aim and action.
He stated that Venezuela would strongly advocate such solidarity
at the Eighth Pan American Conference at Lima.® Dr. Gil Borges
mentioned Japanese immigration and economic expansion as one of
the principal threats to Latin America but added that Japanese pene-
tration was not now a serious problem in Venezuela.

The Foreign Minister was willing that T communicate to the De-
partment without delay his reaction to the proposed resolution but
said that he would also bring my aide-mémoire immediately to the

attention of President Lopez Contreras. N
ICHOLSON

810.34 Leasing/4 : Telegram
The Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell) to the Secretary of State

Bue~os Aires, August 10, 1937—6 p. m.
[Received 8: 15 p. m.]

128. For the Secretary and Under Secretary. Department’s cir-
cular August 9, 6 p. m. I today communicated to the Minister for
Foreign Affairs® its pertinent contents. The Minister inquired
whether I was merely informing him or whether I desired his com-
ments. I replied that I felt sure you would wish to have the frank
expression of his opinion.

‘B. Gil Borges.
® See pp. 1 ff.
¢ Carlos Saavedra Lamas.



154 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1937, VOLUME V

The Minister then said that the proposal of our administration as
reported in newspaper despatches had caused a deep impression here
and that he greatly regretted it, considered it a bad business and
prejudicial to our policy in the Americas. He said he had been dis-
cussing the matter with the President and that he rather thought
that Argentina would have to set up a Council of National Defense
if the proposed leasing of destroyers should take effect in the case of
Brazil since it would destroy existing naval equilibrium in this hemis-
phere.

The Minister said further that he had always tried to envisage our
problems from our standpoint and had looked to us to carry the banner
of high ideals and that this made him doubly regretful over what we
proposed to do.

I inquired what he thought Brazil could do if we refused such help,
assuming as I did that its statement of its fears was sincere, to which
he replied that Brazil could look to all of America for her defense
against European aggression, citing the case of Uruguay during the
World War when assurances were given the Government of that coun-
try that all the resources of Argentina would be at its disposal in case
of attack by Germany. He remarked in this connection that the finan-
cial resources of Argentina just now were very great.

In conclusion the Minister said that he would weigh the matter
further and would be glad to give me a further expression of his

opinion later.
WEDDELL

810.84 Leasing/7 : Telegram

The Ambassador in Chile (Philip) to the Secretary of State

SanTIAGO, August 10, 1937—6 p. m.
[Received 7:40 p. m.]

46. Department’s rush August 9, 6 p. m. Explained clearly to the
Minister for Foreign Affairs today the policy of our Government as
regards the joint resolution for the leasing of destroyers to the Govern-
ments of the American Republics and handed him an informal memo-
randum embodying the observations given in sections 1, 2 and 3 of
the Department’s message.

The Minister assured me that no misconception as to the impartial
spirit of our Government’s attitude in this matter is entertained by
his Government but said he believes it would be advisable to furnish
the press of Santiago at once with the substance of the sections men-
tioned as a means of forestalling possible misunderstanding. To this

I agreed.
Panare
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810.34 Leasing/9 : Telegram
The Chargé in Mexico (Boal) to the Secretary of State

Mexico, August 10, 1937—9 p. m.
[Received August 11—9:15 a. m.]

219. Department’s circular telegram August 9,6 p.m. Ihave today
communicated to General Hay ” the three points given in your tele-
gram and made it clear to him that these were given to avoid any pos-
sible misconception arising out of press reports.

The General had no official comment to make but told me entirely
personally that he could foresee that if West Coast nations of South
America availed of the opportunity to secure American destroyers
the Japanese and some European nations would sit up and take notice.
He wondered whether it would serve as a precedent for the furnishing
of European war vessels to the contending factions in Spain® If the
opportunity were availed of by numerous Latin American Republics
he foresaw the possibility of complications.

Boawr

810.34 Leasing/20 : Telegram
The Chargé in Brazil (Scotten) to the Secretary of State

Rio pE JanERo, August 12, 1937—2 p. m.
[Received 5:55 p. m.]
89. Embassy’s telegram 88 The Minister for Foreign Affairs
gave his announced collective interview to the press last night in order
to clarify the viewpoint of the British [Brazilian?] Government with
respect to the leasing of the destroyers. The Minister for Foreign
A ffairs made it clear that there has been nothing mysterious or occult
in the Brazilian naval program and in this connection referred to the
address delivered by the former Minister of Foreign Affairs Macedo
Soares in 1936 on the occasion of the visit to Rio de Janeiro of the
Argentine Minister of Marine (see paragraph No. 3 of Embassy’s
telegram under reference). He added that as is well known Brazil
is rebuilding her fleet and that the loan of the destroyers in question is
exclusively for the purpose of training the Brazilian Navy to man
the new ships which are to be constructed but which will not be ready
for delivery for some time to come.
The full text of the Minister’s communiqué furnished to the press
after the interview follows:

" Eduardo Hay, Mexican Minister for Foreign Affairs.
8 See vol. 1, pp. 215 ff.
® August 11, 1 p. m., not printed.

205758—54——11
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“The unarmed condition of the Brazilian Navy which has not been
renewed for many years, caused the Government of President Vargas,
which is at present engaged in rebuilding our navy and supplying it
with the material which 1t needs, as has been publicly announced in
various addresses, to enter into negotiations with the American Gov-
ernment some months ago with a view to leasing some war vessels
which could serve for training the personnel of our navy. The reno-
vation of the Brazilian Navy will take considerable time due to the
complexities and delays in constructions of this nature. In order that
the Brazilian officers may develop their technical knowledge these
destroyers will come from the United States on a lease basis and will
supply the means for the study and handling of war vessels in accord-
ance with our established naval program. In this manner the
Brazilian officers will receive their training aboard American de-
stroyers in preparation for the eventual but not immediate delivery
of the ships which form part of the plan for the renewal of the fleet.
These destroyers therefore will merely serve for the preparation of
personnel of future ships and in no manner can any other purpose
be attributed to them. The Minister for Foreign Affairs further
stated on being questioned that he had absolutely received no com-
plaints from any country with regard to the leasing of the destroyers”.

The press continues to carry as front page news full despatches
emanating from European and American sources concerning this

subject. [Here follows report on press comment. ]
ScorTEN

810.34 Leasing/55

Memorandum by the Secretary of State of a Conversation With the
British Ambassador (Lindsay)

[WasaINGTON,] August 12, 1937.

The British Ambassador called upon his own request and stated
that he came on his own initiative and without any instructions from
his Government. He proceeded to speak of the proposed loan to
Brazil by this Government of certain obsolete torpedo destroyers for
training purposes and said that in his judgment such loan would
violate Article 22 of the Naval Treaty ; that a new and, as he conceived
it, dangerous practice of loaning naval war vessels to one government
by another would be introduced; that this was calculated to create
serious repercussions among certain countries in Europe, especially
those signatory to the Naval Treaty.

I then proceeded to say to the Ambassador that my letter to the
Senate Committee and our statements to the press have rather fully
set out the facts of the proposal; that it has been the practice from
time to time to permit students of South American governments to
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come to this country and receive training on our naval vessels; that
we send naval, and military, and many other kinds of experts to
South American countries to train and otherwise serve their govern-
ments and their peoples; that there is not conceived to be any dif-
ference in principle between sending groups of students to this country
to be trained in our naval vessels and sending an old vessel, out of
commission, to Brazil or other South American countries solely for
the training of their students and for no purpose of an objectionable
or questionable nature; that other countries will do this identical
thing, as did our German friends in the case of Turkey prior to the
World War when Turkish commerce was largely taken over and even
a secret treaty negotiated. I added that we did not want to see
anything like this happen in South America. Finally, I said that, of
course, while it is true that the Naval Treaty has been violated in
many ways by most countries, we had no disposition ourselves to
violate this or any other treaty and that we felt safe in our attitude
with respect to its observation ; that also we had, of course, planned to
acquaint other signatories to the Naval Treaty with the proposal.
This was practically the end of the conversation. The Ambassador
held out rather definitely his personal opinion that the Treaty would

be violated.
Clorprrr] Huwi]

810.34 Leasing/23a : Circular telegram

The Secretary of State to the Diplomatic Missions in Bolivia, Costa
Rica, Ouba, Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti,
Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama, and Paraguay

WasaineToN, August 12, 1987—6 p. m.

[Here follows text the same as in circular of August 9, 6 p. m.,
page 151, with addition of paragraph here printed inserted before
final paragraph of that circular.]

4. The proposed leases of destroyers would under no circumstances
be made in such instances or in such a manner as would serve to pro-
mote armaments races as among nations or to stimulate the establish-
ment of naval forces in those countries which do not now have naval
forces; nor would leases in any other respect be made in a way that
would be inconsistent with the principles for the maintenance of
peace and disarmament incorporated in the treaties, conventions and
resolutions of the Inter-American Conference for the Maintenance
of Peace at Buenos Aires,” and with the principles of this Govern-

* See Department of State Conference Series No. 33: Report of the Delega-
tion of the United States of America to the Inter-American Conference for the
Maintenance of Pedce, Buenos Aires, Argentina, December 1-23, 1936.
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ment’s foreign policy which I had occasion to summarize in my
statement of July 16 last.*?
Howr

810.34 Leasing/28 : Telegram
The Chargé in Brazil (Scotten) to the Secretary of State

Rio pe JaNEIRO, August 13, 1937—T7 p. m.
[Received 8:19 p. m.]

93. From Ambassador Caffery.®* During my first call this after-
noon upon the Minister of Foreign Affairs the latter, who had just
returned from a conference with President Vargas, showed me a tele-
gram from Aranha * regarding Ambassador Espil’s®® visit to the
Department to set out his Government’s point of view in regard
to postponing the destroyer matter until the holding of a naval con-
ference. Aranha recommends that, should the American Government
agree with the point of view of the Argentine, Brazil should re-
linquish the project of obtaining the destroyers but should at the
same time make it clear that Brazil cannot in any way admit the right
of a third power to interfere in this question. The Minister then
declared that he would at once telephone Aranha that the President
and he agreed with him but he added significantly “we do not believe
that the American Government will agree with the stand taken by
Argentina”. [Caffery.]

ScorTEN

810.34 Leasing/40 : Telegram
The Chargé in Mexico (Boal) to the Secretary of State

Mex1co, August 14, 1937—9 a. m.
[Received 11:43 a. m.]

222. Department’s circular August 9, 6 p. m. General Hay informs
me confidentially that the Argentine Chargé d’Affaires has today ap-
proached him under instructions from his Government asking that
his good offices be exercised informally to bring about a delay in pas-
sage of the joint resolution so that the Argentine Government may
have time to work out the problem with our Government. Hay has
asked me to inquire of the Department at approximately what date
passage of the resolution is expected. He has told the Argentine
Chargé d’Affaires of the recapture clause. He asked me whether

2vol. 1, p. 699.

1 Jefferson Caffery, appointed Ambassador to Brazil; Mr. Caffery presented
his letters of credence on August 17.

* Oswaldo Aranha, Brazilian Ambassador in the United States.

¥ Felipe A. Espil, Argentine Ambassador in the United States.
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there would be any objection to his communicating orally to the
Chargé d’Affaires the substance of the numbered paragraphs in the
Department’s circular of August 9, 6 p. m.

I told him that I thought there would be no objection but would
appreciate word from the Department by morning of Monday, August
16, if any objection exists so that I can advise him.

The Argentine Chargé d’Affaires asked General Hay for the Mexi-
can Government’s views on the entire matter. The General told him
that he would have to consult with the President and thus postponed
reply until early next week. He expressed his desire to deal with the
matter in such a way as to be helpful to our Government.

There is an unconfirmed press report here that the resolution has
been dropped.

Boawr

810.34 Leasing/83 : Telegram
The Chargé in Brazil (Scotten) to the Secretary of State

Rio pE JaNEIRO, August 14, 1937—6 p. m.
[Received 11:10 p. m.]

95. The Minister for Foreign Affairs called me to his office this
afternoon and informed me that according to a telegram from Aranha
the American Government has decided to leave the destroyer matter
in suspense for the moment pending consultation with other gov-
ernments. He added that, although Brazil knows that all of the other
interested Governments, with the exception of Argentina, are favor-
able to the Brazilian point of view, the Brazilian Government is
making appropriate representations to every Government in Latin
America, through its representatives in each capital, with a view of
having the various representatives of those Governments in Wash-
ington inform the State Department in precise terms of their Gov-
ernments’ approval of the Brazilian point of view. He explained
that the Brazilian Government hopes through [this?] means to iso-
late Argentina. He added that an examination of the juridical
arguments, put forward by Saavedra Lamas, has convinced his Gov-
ernment that those arguments are “worthless”; the Foreign Office is
giving a communiqué to the press this evening which he is convinced
will completely refute those arguments; this statement will be cabled
to all Brazilian representatives in the Latin American capitals. (I
am informed press associations are telegraphing full text of the
communiqué.)

The Minister for Foreign Affairs then added that the question of
whether Brazil receives the destroyers or not has become of secondary
importance, what is of a great deal more importance to Brazil is the
impression which would be created in the rest of the world if Argen-
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tina or to put it more exactly one man in Argentina is able to dom-
inate the rest of this continent. The Minister added that he particu-
larly referred to Saavedra Lamas as he does not think that the latter
represents the views of Argentina as a whole or of the Argentine
Government. He concluded by stating that this whole question has
become of “vital importance” to Brazil and that the Brazilian Gov-
ernment sincerely hopes that the United States will carry out what
has already been agreed upon with Brazil.

ScoTTEN

810.34 Leasing/40 : Telegram
The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Mexico (Boal)

WasHINGTON, August 14, 1937—T7 p. m.

169. Your 222, August 14, 9 a. m. Please express to General Hay
the particular appreciation of this Government for his friendly mes-
sage. He may, of course, communicate to the Chargé d’Affaires the
text of the Department’s circular of August 9, 6 p. m. You should
advise him, however, in this connection, that this text was sent to all
of the American Governments on that date so that the statements
therein contained have already for some time been in the possession

of the Argentine Government. HoLL

810.34 Leasing/53 : Telegram

The Ambassador in Brazil (Caffery) to the Secretary of State

Rio pE JaNEIRO, August 17, 1937—6 p. m.

[Received August 17—5: 12 p. m.]

102. For Welles.*®* The Minister for Foreign Affairs informed me

today that the Argentine Ambassador here had read to him a copy

of the instructions which he said were sent to Espil by Saavedra

Lamas. He instructed Espil to take up this matter directly with

Secretary Hull, setting out that in his opinion the destroyer matter

was a plot hatched by you, Aranha and President Vargas as part of
a far reaching scheme to dominate the American continent.

CAFFERY

810.34 Leasing/51 : Telegram
The Ambassador in Brazil (Caffery) to the Secretary of State

Rr1o pe JANEIRO, August 17, 1937—7 p. m.
[Received August 17—5: 35 p. m.]

103. The Minister for Foreign Affairs informed me today that
President Vargas yesterday sent his chief military aide to see the

% Sumner Welles, Under Secretary of State.
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Argentine Ambassador with the request that he invite President
Justo’s attention to the fact that only 2 days before the Argentine
Ambassador in Washington took up the destroyer question at the
Department of State Saavedra Lamas had informed the Brazilian
Ambassador in Buenos Aires that the Government of Argentina had
no objection to the rental of the destroyers by Brazil.

CAFFERY

810.34 Leasing/54 : Telegram
The Ambassador in Brazil (Caffery) to the Secretary of State

Rio pe JaNEIRO, August 17, 1987—8 p. m.
[Received 8:30 p. m.]

104. The Minister for Foreign Affairs has just informed me that
the Brazilian Ambassador at Buenos Aires saw President Justo today
in connection with the matter discussed in Embassy’s telegram 103,
but found him noncommittal; however, the President suggested and
himself arranged by telephone an interview with Saavedra Lamas.
The latter was adamant.

The Minister referred also to the draft joint statement ** sent here
today by Aranha and said that Aranha had hoped the statement
could be published in tomorrow morning’s press. In view of the
manifest importance of this statement and in view of the fact also
that there are a number of garbles in the text of the draft he will
not be able to have President Vargas consider it this evening; in
fact he apprehends that President Vargas may require 3 or 4 days to
study it. In any event he hopes that the statement can be published
by Saturday.

CAFFERY

810.34 Leasing/57 : Telegram
The Ambassador in Chile (Philip) to the Secretary of State

SanTIAco, August 18, 1937—11 a. m.
[Received 11:55 a. m.]

50. The Brazilian Ambassador informs me that he has been assured
by the Chilean Foreign Minister that Chile entirely approves of the
proposal to lease destroyers to Brazil. The Ambassador remarked
that his Government is seeking an early decision in the matter as
otherwise it will feel under the necessity of purchasing destroyers.

Purure

" See circular telegram of August 19, 7 p. m., p. 162.
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810.34 Leasing/60 : Telegram
The Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell) to the Secretary of State

BueNos Amres, August 18,1937—4 p.m.
[Received 9: 09 p. m.]

140. Referring to my 137, August 16, 5 p. m.,’ the decline in popular
interest in the destroyer matter referred to therein appears to con-
tinue.

Today in an interview with the Minister for Foreign Affairs on an
unrelated matter he brought up this subject. His words and manner
seemed to me apologetic and as if chosen to leave the impression that
he had only acted in the face of pressure brought by the Ministry of
Marine. He mentioned that the officer referred to in the fourth para-
graph of my 137 had been consulted by the editors of La Nacién and
had impressed on them the gravity and unfortunate nature of the
American proposal; the flat contradiction here evidently will not be
overlooked.

The Minister spoke at length of his attempts to smooth down and
mitigate both official and popular discussion of the matter as serving
no good purpose, asserting that through his active intervention he had
prevented interpellations in the Senate which had been favored by
a Socialist member “whom he greatly feared”. He also spoke of his
efforts with the local press to minimize publicity.

In emphasizing the local nature of the general leasing question
which he thought contained potentialities of continental significance,
he mentioned actual or potential reactions in Argentina’s relations
with Chile and Brazil and read me lengthy telegrams and letters from
his Ambassador in Rio de Janeiro tending to demonstrate that the
Brazilian Government had refused to allow his exhaustive press state-
ment to be published; hence Brazilian criticism of his attitude was
based on imperfect knowledge.

In conclusion he stated and restated his belief that with the passage
of time and with the adjournment of the Argentine and American
Congresses “a satisfactory solution” of the matter could be worked

out.
WEDDELL

810.84 Leasing/69b : Circular telegram

The Secretary of State to All Diplomatic Missions in the American
Republics Ewxcept Brazil

WasHINGTON, August 19, 1937—7 p. m.

The Depurtment is issuing this afternoon for release in tomorrow
morning’s papers the text of a joint statement to be made by the Gov-

# Not printed.
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ernments of Brazil and of the United States. The following is the
text of the release:

“For many years past several governments of the American Re-
publics have permitted officers from other American countries to re-
ceive instruction and training in their military or naval establish-
ments. This form of reciprocal assistance became generalized long
ago, and is today incorporated in the policy of cooperation between all
of the American nations. The policy and principle involved in the
proposal of the Government of the United States to lease at nominal
cost to all other American nations alike destroyers already out of com-
mission solely for training purposes are identical. Naturally specula-
tion as to possible interpretations and abuses that could arise can be
applicable to any law, principle, policy of government, or interna-
tional practice.

When the United States was first advised by the Government of
Brazil of its desire to secure temporarily certain destroyers of the
United States already out of commission for training purposes both
Governments were in entire accord that in order to avoid all possible
misapprehension the vessels which might be leased should in no event
be employed for combat and should be returned to the United States
if at any time the continued use of such vessels by Brazil should prove
to be in contravention of the international obligations of either Gov-
ernment. The two Governments were of the opinion after very full
consideration that the proposal of the United States would be in
entire harmony with its policy, welcomed in many previous instances
by the governments of other American Republics, of lending its officers
to them for instruction purposes or of receiving their officers for
training in the naval vessels of the United States in American waters.
The proposal envisaged, of course, merely the offer of a neighborly
service to such of the other American nations as might desire it
and in this way to promote understanding, friendliness, and mutually
beneficial relationships between all of the American nations.

The Governments of Brazil and of the United States consider that
they have Elayed their full part in supporting the principles of the
good neighbor policy since it was initiated and that they have shared
In its development and in its increasingly widespread application,
and therefore the two Governments feel all the more concerned for
the safeguarding and further expansion of this relationship between
the American Republics. To that end, while conscious of the absolute
soundness of their position in the proposal above referred to, and
of the harmony of that proposal with the essential features of the
good neighbor policy as universally recognized, they have neverthe-
less no disposition to encourage international controversy relative to
some entirely minor and temporary phase of that policy. At this
critical moment in international relationships in other parts of the
world, they consider that all governments should bend every effort
towards the avoidance of the arousing of any form of dispute and
should concentrate upon the creation of the foundations indispensable
to the existence of world peace. The larger and all-important objec-
tives of the recent Conference for the Maintenance of Peace at Buenos
Aires should be uppermost in the minds of all of the American Gov-

® Department of State, Press Releases, August 21, 1937, p. 162.
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ernments and statesmen, and they should not permit themselves
to be drawn into discussions about details or proposals of temporary
application, no matter how beneficial they believe them to be.

The Governments of Brazil and of the United States are not dis-
posed to enter into any controversy with respect to the pending pro-
posal, nor to modify their understanding with regard to it, and their
only regret is that a question of such limited importance should even
for a few days be allowed to divert attention from the high ideals
and the broad program which the good neighbor policy comprises.

The efforts of the two Governments in behalf of peace among the
Americas and in behalf of world peace should be more than sufficient
to make it clear to all other countries that they would deprecate the
initiation or the pursuance of any policy which could legitimately
be considered by the nations of the continent as in any way detri-
mental to the cause of inter-American friendship and understanding.”

Please telegraph editorial and press comment subsequent to publi-

cation. 20
How

810.34 Leasing/73 : Telegram
The Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell) to the Secretary of State

Burnos Amres, August 20, 1937—5 p. m.
[Received 6:57 p. m.]

145. Department’s circular August 19, 7 p. m. Joint statement is
published in full and prominently in the local press as well as the
statement of Argentine Ambassador in Brazil setting forth the at-
titude of his Government. Editorial comment on these two state-
ments may be expected tomorrow.

La Razén in a very cordial and outspoken editorial last night
entitled “Continental harmony has not been disturbed,” states that the
attitude of the United States in the destroyer matter cannot be
regarded as anything but an impartial demonstration of good will
towards the nations of America and is in no way a gesture initiating
a new policy to bring about the formation of coalitions among Amer-
ican nations. Neither Brazil nor the United States desires such a
state of affairs.

The Minister for Foreign Affairs sent me yesterday a lengthy
pro memoria setting forth the chronology of events here with regard
to the destroyer matter which seems a sort of apologia for his previous
utterances. Translation by air mail.

From this document as well as from my conversation with the
Minister and others, I gather that Argentine pique may be largely
explained by the fact that this country was not consulted before the

* Replies generally not printed.
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publication of the Walsh Resolution and the adoption of the principle
of lending destroyers in the same way as naval officers. Now that this
pique has subsided I incline to believe the Minister may probably
be beginning to regret his impetuous press statements which, I am
told, he now declares were made more as a jurist than as Minister
for Foreign Affairs.

WEDDELL

810.34 Leasing/113
The Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell) to the Secretary of State

No. 1711 Bueros Aires, August 20, 1937.
[Received August 30.]

Sir: With reference to my telegram No. 145 of August 20, 5 p. m.,
I have the honor to enclose herewith a translation of a pro-memoria
handed me on August 19 by the Argentine Minister for Foreign Af-
fairs on the destroyer question. As careful a translation as possible
has been made of a rather vague and disconnected document.

Respectfully yours, Arexanper W. WEDDELL

gont.

[Enclosure—Translation]

The Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs (Saavedra Lamas) to the
American Ambassador (Weddell)

Pro-MEMORIA

The Argentine Government learned the news of the proposed lease
of destroyers through the telegrams which were published by La
Nacion and La Prensa on the 8th instant. If it had been only a matter
of a lease to Brazil, no one would have taken the liberty to discuss or
consider it. But to the bilateral operation there was added an indi-
vidual offer made to all the countries, as was done to Argentina. How-
ever, in view of its special sentiment with regard to Brazil which was
placed only in the position of initiator of a question to which the
United States had given a continental character, the Argentine Chan-
cellery wished to abstain from expressing an opinion or from adopting
an attitude in spite of the comments of the press which among us is
absolutely free from any censorship and control.

In Washington on August 12 Mr. Hull stated to press correspondents
that “no expression of disapproval of the projected lease of destroyers
had been received from Argentina or any other nation” (see telegram
from Washington in La Prensa August 13.)

On that same date August 12 Ambassador Espil stated in Washing-
ton that he did not even have instructions from his Government, and
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that he was awaiting events in spite of numerous press reports and
comment throughout the continent. Neither were instructions sent to
Ambassador Carcano in Rio de Janeiro to take steps to make inquiries
which might in any way appear as an observation or protest.

The Chancellery was waiting for Brazil to publish information as
it deemed suitable. On the 11th instant, the Brazilian Minister for
Foreign Affairs, Pimentel Brandao, as reported in newspaper cable
reports from Rio de Janeiro, summoned national and foreign press
representatives to give them an explanation concerning the lease of
destroyers. The Argentine press that same day (see La Nacién
August 12) stated that the Argentine Government would address a
statement to Washington according to information and as a simple
project. The newspaper version said textually: “Despite the silence
observed as to the decision of the Executive Power, we were informed
through reliable sources, that the Chancellery was ready to address a
statement to the Department of State at Washington.”

At the same time several Argentine legislators requested information
from the press, and one of them, Senator José Heriberto Martinez,
informed the Government that he was planning an interpellation
which was agreed upon at a meeting of senators of various sectors.
The Minister for Foreign Affairs requested and obtained the postpone-
ment of this interpellation, and this was also done by the President of
the Republic who summoned the above-mentioned senator to his office
because he wished to wait until the Brazilian and United States foreign
offices should make whatever statements they might deem appropriate
in view of press comments published throughout the continent.

The Argentine Government had to consider a Memorandum which
had been delivered directly by the Ambassador of the United States
in Buenos Aires, informing it of the proposed joint resolution which
had been submitted to the United States Senate on August 7 stating
“that as could be seen from the text of this pending resolution, the
Government of the United States, should the powers requested be
granted by the Congress to the President, would make available on
equal terms to all of the American Republics possessing naval forces
the facilities referred to in this resolution, should they desire to avail
themselves of them” ; the above-mentioned memorandum also referred
to the terms under which the proposed operation would be effected.
This memorandum was presented on August 10 and some of the
above mentioned legislators were acquainted with it.

Under the circumstances, and for the sole purpose of replying to
the offer conveyed in the communication from the United States, in
considering the question in its continental aspect, the Chancellery sent
instructions to the Ambassador at Washington on August 12.
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Simultaneously with the postponement of the proposed interpella-
tion which at a secret or public session might have caused a deeper
stirring of opinion as already reflected in press comment in the vari-
ous countries of the continent, and in order to clear the matter in
Congress, the Chancellery resolved to summon press correspondents,
just as the Brazilian Minister for Foreign Affairs had done on August
11. The object of the summons was not to issue an official communiqué
or document, but to give explanations to newspaper representatives in
accordance with their insistent request, in view of the requirements
of public opinion and of the proposed interpellation, for not a word
had so far been uttered by the Ministry for Foreign Affairs as was
forthwith pointed out, i. e., that “these were the first statements made
by the Argentine Chancellery in order that no one should suppose
even for a minute that any feeling had prevailed other than deep
friendship and sincerity concerning the Brazilian problem connected
with the case.” It was added further, “I consider that one of the
achievements of our Government is the rapprochement, the better
understanding and the sincere and loyal friendship which we have
carried to the highest degree ever attained by diplomacy in the rela-
tions between Argentina and Brazil.”

“The numerous treaties concluded”, the Minister added, “within
a short period which in other cases have been obtained after long
years and which were negotiated almost simultaneously with the visits
of Presidents Justo and Vargas, the firm support which we have given
each other in our reciprocal initiatives; the deep rooted custom which
has become a social rule, of having periodical visits of prominent men
and groups of families, visits, which had never been exchanged as
now, all this has contributed to establish between both countries a
sentiment of true kinship. These very days when all this comment
is circulating, both Chancelleries were preparing the ceremonies dur-
ing which the two Presidents are shortly to inaugurate the monoliths
to be the cornerstone of the international bridge planned some time
ago and which will doubtless be a symbolical expression of reciprocal
currents of every kind flowing from one country to the other in the
future.”

To this was added the following statement which was also published
in the newspapers: “The fact that Brazil should increase its naval
power availing itself of a legitimate right in order to meet an equally
legitimate need, cannot but awaken in us the desire to lend our coop-
eration which, were it useful, we gladly would have offered. In any
case we would have wished to rival with the nations which might have
anticipated such an offer or lent such cooperation. There has un-
doubtedly been exaggeration in this respect and even distortion—in
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the midst of the confusion which is so easily created—of our point of
view concerning the acquisition of destroyers which does not imply
an increase of naval power that could cause concern among us, for
we would support such an increase with all our will if it were nec-
essary.”

‘What is more, in order to prove his respect for the question insofar
as it regards Brazil and to separate it from the necessary consideration
of the continental phase of the matter, besides the direct offer received
as conveyed in the statement of the United States, the Minister went
on to say: “It is therefore well to make this clear. What caused and
is causing our concern is the appearance of an unprecedented rule in
our American relations which requires thorough consideration of its
application to all the American Republics. I refer to the offer to
lease warships to the twenty republics, an offer which was doubtless
prompted by a noble purpose but which requires special study. Any
regional problem must be entirely laid aside in order to concentrate
attention solely on the point of interest to us: The pacifist continental
phase of our collective relations with regard to this completely new
method of developing the naval power of the countries of America,
its scope, its consequences and its general application in the future.”

Before going on to consider the problem in its continental aspect
and from a juridical point of view, the Minister ends this part of
his statement, by insisting on definitely waiving all points relative to
the agreement between the United States and Brazil, in order to avoid
erroneous interpretations. He says therefore: “This public state-
ment which, I repeat, is the first and only one I make on the subject, is
intended to explain the views, the sentiment and the concern which
prompt the attitude of the Argentine Government.”

“Let it then be understood that our Government has duly appreci-
ated the reason given by the Government of the United States and
Brazil to justify the projected lease of warships. It does not question
the defensive needs mentioned, nor the peaceful training purpose
for which the destroyers would be used. Its only point of view
consists in permitting itself to consider the disadvantages which
might result from the method of leasing warships if it were generally
applied as a means of acquiring war material intended to strengthen
the power of each country.”

As was reported in the newspapers, the legislators abandoned the
idea of an interpellation when explanations were given to press cor-
respondents and published in the respective newspapers.

On the 14th instant La Nacidn stated “Senators Palacios, Martinez
and Gonzalez Iramain, who last Thursday had started conversations
relative to the lease of a few warships to Brazil by the United States,
with the purpose of considering whether or not the Senate should
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take the initiative in order to know the opinion of the Executive
Power on the subject, held another meeting in the red hall of the
Senate, and resumed their comments.

“The first exchange of impressions indicated that the above-
mentioned senators coincided in their favorable appreciation of the
statements issued by the Minister for Foreign Affairs, and after this
brief exchange of ideas it was tacitly agreed that it is not necessary,
for the time being, for the Senate to take any action in this matter.”

This resolution was made publicly known by the President of the
Foreign Affairs Commission of the Chamber of Deputies.

810.34 Leasing/101 : Telegram

The Ambassador in Chile (Philip) to the Secretary of State

No. 696 SaNTIsG0, August 20, 1937.
[Received August 26.]

Sir: With reference to my despatch No. 691 of the 13th instant #
and to other correspondence in regard to the question of leasing de-
stroyers by the United States to Brazil and other Latin American
Republics, I have the honor to transmit herewith a copy and transla-
tion of an aide-mémoire, or statement,? handed to me on the 19th
instant, by Seflor Benjamin Cohen on behalf of the Minister of For-
eign Affairs.

Sefior Cohen stated that the Minister wished to express to me that
his Government entertained no objection to the proposed leasing of
destroyers and would be glad if I would convey this statement to my
Government as a means of clarifying Chile’s position in a matter
which had occasioned such widespread comment in South America
and as an informal reply to the information communicated by me
to him in accordance with the Department’s cabled circular instruc-
tion of August 9, 6 p. m. The statement has been given to the press
of Santiago and appeared today, the 20th instant.

In the course of the conversation during his visit, Sefior Cohen
expressed his personal belief that the proposal to lease destroyers had
attained its controversial importance largely as a result of two un-
foreseen factors: (1) the obstructive attitude assumed by Argentina
and (2) the suggestion emanating from the press of the United States
to the effect that the proposal might have arisen owing to the exist-
ence of some threat to Brazilian sovereignty from non-American
sources.

# Not printed.
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With regard to the former, Cohen said he had heard that the pro-
posal had been mentioned to the Argentine Government by the
Brazilian Ambassador in Buenos Aires some time prior to its having
been given publicity, and that the Brazilian representative had been
given to understand then that it would not be viewed with disfavor
in that quarter. He said also that it would appear that the Brazilian
Government, which is now obtaining expressions of opinion regard-
ing the proposal from the various Latin American States, is deter-
mined to bring the legality and the feasibility of the proposal to a
successful issue.

I mention these remarks by an official of the Foreign Office to the
Department as of casual interest only.

Generally speaking, the attitude of the Chilean press remains as
previously reported—the governmental organs mildly favorable,
El Imparcial and papers of the opposition very critical in their com-
ments on the Joint Resolution.

With reference to my cable message No. 50 of August 18, 11 a. m.,
reporting a conversation with the Brazilian Ambassador, I beg to
report that there is published in the Santiago press of today, the 20th
instant, a statement handed to the Foreign Minister by the Brazilian
Ambassador here. This statement was released by the Brazilian
Government to the press of Rio de Janeiro on the 15th instant and
doubtless is already known to the Department.

There has appeared also in the Santiago press this morning the
joint statement by the Governments of the United States and Brazil
which forms the subject of the Department’s telegraphic circular of
August 19, 7 p. m.

It is to be hoped that this frank announcement will not occasion a
fresh outbreak of editorial fireworks so dear to the Latin American
heart.

The Brazilian Ambassador has told me over the telephone that he
has read the statement with very great pleasure. Other press news
from the United States indicates that the Chairman of the Senate
Committee on Naval Affairs has expressed the opinion that there is
small probability of the proposal for the leasing of destroyers being
approved by that body.

As of probable interest to the Department, I beg to transmit with
this copies and translations of editorials on the question of the leasing
of destroyers from £7 Mercurio of the 17th instant, La Nacion of the
18th instant, £7 Imparcial and La Hora both of the 19th instant.?

No editorial comment on the joint American-Brazilian statement
has yet appeared here.

Respectfully yours, HorrMaN PHILIP

# None reprinted.
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810.34 Leasing/124
The Ambassador in Brazil (Caffery) to the Secretary of State

No. 9 Rio pE JaNEIRO, August 24, 1937.
[Received August 31.]
Sir: Referring to recent reports concerning the possible lease of
six United States destroyers to Brazil, I have the honor to report
that the Minister for Foreign Affairs showed me yesterday a tele-
gram from Dr. Rodriguez Alvarez, Brazilian representative on the
Chaco Commission, which set out that the recent declaration issued
jointly by the United States and Brazilian Governments had had
an excellent effect at Buenos Aires. Dr. Rodriguez Alvarez added,
however, that in his opinion further publicity in this matter should
be avoided at this juncture. Dr. Pimentel Brandio remarked to me
that the Brazilian Government concurred in that opinion.
Respectfully yours, JEFFERSON CAFFERY

810.34 Leasing/108 : Telegram
The Minister in Ecuador (Gonzalez) to the Secretary of State

Qurro, August 27,1937—6 p. m.
[Received 10:26 p. m.]

50. With reference to my telegram No. 46, August 12, 6 [8] p. m.*
The Minister for Foreign Affairs has sent me a note reading in part
as follows:

“The Government of Ecuador considers the said proposed resolu-
tion, in view of the terms under which the leasing would be made,
as a practical application of the good neighbor policy. It believes
that Eecause of the purposes for which the vessels would be used
the proposal signifies a desire that all of the American countries on
equal terms can train efficient personnel to serve in their navies with-
out this signifying a threat to anyone because it would be an offer
which would be made to all on equal terms and because the condi-
tions of returning the vessels in the event that a conflict breaks out,
et cetera, prove the eagerness to maintain absolute neutrality.

In case that the proposal is approved Ecuador would be inter-
ested in leasing one or two vessels provided that the financial terms
are satisfactory.”

A résumé of the statement contained in the Department’s circular
August 19, 7 p. m., was published in the Guayaquil press. E7 Tele-
grafo of that city published an editorial defending the resolution
and regretting that Argentina had opposed it since “for no reason

# Not printed.
205758—54——12
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could it be considered a hostile act against certain nations.” The
editorial concluded that if the resolution is approved Ecuador should
take advantage of the offer which would be of invaluable assistance.

GoONzALEZ

810.34 Leasing/159
The British Embassy to the Department of State

His Majesty’s Government in the United Kingdom desire to place
on record the following views with regard to the recent proposal
for the leasing to Latin-American Republics of destroyers not at
present in use by the United States Navy.

His Majesty’s Government consider that if loans of vessels had been
regarded as practical politics when Article XVIII of the Washington
Treaty ¢ was framed, provisions to cover that contingency would
certainly have been inserted. Thus the loaning of ships appears to
His Majesty’s Government to constitute a violation of the spirit of
Article 22 of the 1936 London Naval Treaty, which reproduces in sub-
stance the te