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LIST OF PAPERS 

(Unless otherwise specified, the correspondence is from or to officials in the Department of State.) 

SEVENTH INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE OF AMERICAN STATES 

HELD AT MONTEVIDEO, DECEMBER 3-26, 1933 

PRELIMINARIES 
rs 

Date and Subject Page 
_mumper 

1933 (Bibliographical Note: List of material and reports pertinent 1 

to the ‘Seventh International Conference of American States held 
at Montevideo, December 3-26, 1933.) 

Feb. 81 To the Ambassador in Chile (éel.) 2 

(15) Instructions to ascertain whether press reports are well- 

founded that postponement of the Seventh Pan-American Con- 

ference was discussed by the Argentine and Chilean Foreign 
Ministers at the Mendoza Conference. 

Feb. 9 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 2 

(17) Information from a member of the Chilean delegation at the 

Mendoza Conference that no question has been raised with 

regard to postponement of the Pan-American Conference, and 

that the only conclusion so far reached concerns the desirability 

of accord on the subjects to be discussed at the forthcoming 
Conference. 

Feb. 11 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 3 

(18) Foreign Minister’s assurance that press report concerning his 

desire for postponement of the Pan-American Conference is 

unfounded. 

Feb. 13 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 3 

(31) Chilean assurance that no decision was taken at Mendoza with 

respect to postponement of the Conference but that subject was 

discussed since Uruguay, according to reports, was desirous of 

delay. 

Mar. 23 | From the Minister in Uruguay 3 

(433) Information that Foreign Minister reports that Uruguay has 

received favorable replies from practically all of the American : 

Governments in support of the Uruguayan proposal that the 

Conference be held in 1933 and that he was advised of U. 8. 

| willingness to participate in the Conference at any date that 

might prove acceptable to the majority of American States. 

(Footnote: Information that acquiescent replies had been 

received from all the American States by June 6.) 

Mar. 29 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 4 

Discussion with Argentine Ambassador and with representa- 

tives of various other Latin American Governments concerning 

plans for expediting consideration of the Chaco and Leticia dis- 

putes, either by calling a special conference prior to the Seventh 

Pan-American Conference or by advancing the date of the Pan- 
American Conference and limiting the agenda. 

Vv



VI LIST OF PAPERS 

SEVENTH PAN-AMERICAN CONFERENCE 

PRELIMINABIES—Continued 
eee 
Date and Subject Page | eee 
1933 

Apr. 1 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 5 Advice that Mexico favors advancing the date of the Pan- 
American Conference to August 1 and limiting the agenda to 
questions of peace and economic relations. 

Apr. From the Salvadoran de facto Minister for Foreign Affairs 5 
[May]10 Suggestion that an exchange of notes be made between the (A. 500) | respective delegates to the Conference in order that a uniform (L. D. | basis of conduct might be determined with regard to the salient 641) points of the program to be developed at the Conference. 

July 13 | From the Chargé in Colombia (tel.) 7 (62) Advice that the Department will be approached by the Co- 
lombian Government as to the possibility of presenting to the 
Conference the fourth step proposed in President Roosevelt’s 
disarmament message of May 16. 

July 17 | From the Chargé in Colombia (tel.) 7 (65) President Olaya’s explanation that his hope is for U. 8. presen- 
tation of a resolution incorporating all proposals in Roosevelt’s 
disarmament message. 

July 29 | M emorandum of Conversation With the Mexican Minister of 8 
nance 

Finance Minister’s views with regard to limitation of the 
agenda for the Montevideo Conference; information concerning 
President Roosevelt’s belief that the subject of peace on the | Western Hemisphere should come up for discussion at the Con- 
ference. : 

Aug. 7 | From the Uruguayan Minister for Foreign Affairs 9 
Uruguayan Government’s invitation to the United States to 

participate in the Seventh Pan-American Conference to be held 
at Montevideo, December 3. 

Aug. 10 | From the Colombian Minister 10 
Colombian proposal that the United States present to the Con- 

ference a resolution embodying the proposals of Roosevelt’s dis- 
| armament message. 

Aug. 28 | From the Minister in Uruguay (tel.) 11 (37) Uruguayan hope that Secretary of State Hull will head the 
U. 8. delegation to the Conference. 

Sept. 5 | To the Minister in Uruguay (tel.) 11 (16) Advice that personnel of the U. S. delegation to the Conference 
will be discussed with the President shortly. 

Sept. 14 | From the Ambassador in Mexico 11 (603) Mexican suggestion for form of the Fourth Chapter of the 
Agenda of the Conference (text printed), on economic and finan- 
cial problems. 

Sept. 20 | To the Uruguayan Minister for Foreign Affairs 14 
U.S. acceptance of the Uruguayan invitation of August 7 for 

participation in the Conference.
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SEVENTH PAN-AMERICAN CONFERENCE 

PRELIMINARIES—Continued 
ne 

Date | and Subject Page 

— ume a 

1933 
Sept. 22 | From the Chargé in El Salvador 18 

(348) Information regarding Salvadoran concern with respect to the 

status of the Salvadoran delegation to the Conference in view of 

the fact that the Martinez regime has not been accorded recogni- 
tion by the United States; request for Department’s opinion in 

the matter. | 

Sept. 22 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 16 

Exchange of views with the Mexican Ambassador concerning 

question of consideration at the Conference of Latin American 

pupae and private indebtedness to private creditors in the United 

| tates; U. 8. plan for alleviating the situation. 

Sept. 28 | To the Ambassador in Mexico (tel.) . 17 

(137) Instructions to ascertain whether the Mexican Government 

intends to press for extension of the Conference agenda to include 

discussion of revision of Government external indebtedness and 

possible modification of the Monroe Doctrine. 

Sept. 29 | From the Ambassador in Mexico (tel.) | 17 

(197) Information that Mexican policy on external indebtedness and 

modification of the Monroe Doctrine has not been fully deter- 

mined. 

Sept. 29 | From the Ambassador in Mexico 18 

Further information concerning Mexican views on moratorium 
of indebtedness and modification of the Monroe Doctrine. 

Oct. 2 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 19 

~ Conversation with the Mexican Ambassador, who stated that 

the Mexican Government will not urge the additions to the 

agenda of the Conference as proposed by the Foreign Minister. 

Oct. 41 From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) | 20 

(86) Advice that question of postponing Montevideo Conference 

will be discussed shortly between Argentine and Brazilian 

officials. 

Oct. 6 | From the Ambassador in Mexico | 20 

(668) Foreign Minister’s memorandum (text printed) comprising his 

. ideas on the Monroe Doctrine and its amplification at the 

Montevideo Conference. | : 

Oct. 9 | From the Ambassador in Mexico (tel.) | 28 

(205) Advice that Foreign Minister Puig’s memorandum on_the 

Monroe Doctrine (supra) has the approval of President Rod- 
riguez. | 

Oct. 10 | To the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 28 

(77) Request for further information with regard to advice trans- 
mitted in telegram No. 86, October 4. 

Oct. 10 | To the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 28 

(76) Instructions to ascertain Argentine attitude toward postpone- 
ment of the Conference.
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SEVENTH PAN-AMERICAN CONFERENCE 

PRELIMINARIZS—Continued 
eee 

Date and Subject Page | eee 

1933 
Oct. 13 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 28 

(94) Advice concerning informal conversation with Assistant Chief 
of Protocol, who stated that there had been no change to his 
knowledge in the Argentine Government’s attitude toward 
holding the Conference as scheduled. 

Oct. 13 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 29 (90) Information that postponement of Conference was not dis- 
cussed between Argentine and Brazilian officials ; Foreign 
Minister’s personal view that Conference should be postponed 
due to the tense situation arising from the Cuban, Leticia, and 
Chaco questions. 

Oct. 13 | To the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 29 
(79) Instructions to make discreet inquiry of the Foreign Minister 

as to whether he does not believe that it would be of interest to 
the other American nations to have his views concerning post- 
ponement of the Conference brought to their attention. 

Oct. 15 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 29 
(95) Advice that the Under Secretary of Foreign Affairs considers it 

too late now to postpone the Conference. 

Oct. 17 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 30 
(95) Advice that a Mexican note requesting Brazilian support in 

adding debt question to Conference agenda has been withdrawn 
as a result of Mexican Foreign Minister’s alleged assurance from 
the Secretary that the debt question would be taken up on 

| American initiative; further advice of another Mexican note 
requesting Brazilian support for securing consideration by the 
Conference of a redrafted text of chapter IV of the agenda. 

Oct. 17 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (éel.) 30 
(96) Information that the Foreign Minister is reluctant to volunteer 

his views on postponement of the Conference since his initiative 
led to previous postponement. 

Oct. 17 | To the Chargé in El Salvador 30 
(140) Department’s attitude toward the status of the Salvadoran |. 

delegates at the forthcoming Conference, that participation in 
} an international conference does not affect the status of recog- 

nition or nonrecognition of a participating government. 

Oct. 19 | To the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 31 
(83) Information that Department has not given any assurance 

that the question of debts would be taken up on American 
initiative at Montevideo; advice that if other states insist on 
discussing the question, such discussion will not be opposed by 
the United States. 

Oct. 21 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 32 
. (97) Opinion that the matter regarding alleged Mexican receipt of 

U.S. assurance that debt question would be taken up on Ameri- 
can initiative is the result of an inaccuracy in the transmission 
of the Mexican Foreign Minister’s instructions to the Mexican 
Ambassador at Rio de Janeiro.



LIST OF PAPERS IX 

SEVENTH PAN-AMERICAN CONFERENCE 

PRELIMINARIES—Continued 
a 

Date and Subject Page 

1933 _— 

Oct. 24 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 33 

(97) Conversation with Foreign Minister, who gave assurance that 
press editorial urging postponement of the Conference did not 
represent the views of his Government. 

Oct. 25 | To the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 33 

(78) Instructions to ascertain exactly what Foreign Minister’s 
views are regarding postponement of the Conference. 

Oct. 27 | From the Ambassador in Argentina Cel.) 33 

(98) Conversation with the Foreign Minister, who said that he 
favored continuing plans for the Conference; his opinion, how- 
ever, that other nations favored postponement but were reluc- 
tant to initiate the proposal, and observation that the holding of 

the Uruguayan Presidential elections in December might com- 
plicate the situation. 

Oct. 28 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (éel.) 34 

(99) Foreign Minister’s views regarding necessity for postponement 
of the Conference; statement (text printed) by the U. 8S. Minister 

in Uruguay in refutation of the Argentine Foreign Minister’s 
comments on critical nature of the Uruguayan political situation. 

Oct. 30 | From the Chargé in Chile (tel.) 35 

(101) Report of Argentine efforts to interest Chile, Peru, and Brazil 

in backing a move to postpone the Conference for 3 months; 
advice that Chile is awaiting an indication of the Peruvian atti- 
tude before taking any action in the matter but sees no gain 

in delay. 

Oct. 30 | From the Minister in Uruguay (tel.) 35 

(37) Uruguayan preparations for the Conference despite apparent 
reluctance of Argentina toward the plans in general and non- 

receipt of that Government’s official acceptance of the invitation 
to participate. 

Oct. 31 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 36 

Argentine Ambassador’s inquiry as to U. S. attitude in con- 

nection with the Argentine Foreign Minister’s desire to bring 

about postponement of the Conference; statement (text printed) 
of U. 8. attitude on the subject. 

Nov. 2 | Yo the Minister in Uruguay (éel.) 36 

(22) Instructions to inquire of the Foreign Minister whether it is 

correct that the Secretary General of the League of Nations has 

received and accepted an invitation from the Uruguayan Govern- 

ment to send an “observer” to the Pan-American Conference; 
further instructions to make representations to the effect that 

such invitation is in violation of article 23 of the regulations 

approved by the Governing Board of the Pan American Union in 

May 1932. 

Nov. 41 From the Minister in Uruguay (tel.) 37 

(39) Advice of press report announcing Argentine intention to 
participate in the Conference.
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SEVENTH PAN-AMERICAN CONFERENCE 

PRELIMINARIES—Continued 
eee 

Date and Subject Page a 

1933 
Nov. 4 | From the Minister in Uruguay (tel.) 37 

(40) Uruguayan explanation that official invitation was not ex- 
tended to the League of Nations but that Nogueira, Uruguayan 
member of the League Secretariat Information Section, will 
attend the Pan American Conference but will not in any way 
participate. 

Nov. 5 | From the Minister in Uruguay (tel.) 38 
(41) Report of a conversation with the Foreign Minister regarding 

the Argentine attempt to obtain the support of Chile, Peru, and 
Brazil in securing postponement of the Conference. 

Nov. 7 | From the Ambassador in Argentina 39 
(84) Conversation with Foreign Minister wherein he stated that, in 

his opinion, the Montevideo Conference was badly planned ; his 
further opinion that, in all the circumstances, subjects discussed 
at the Conference should be limited to those of juridical rather 
than political character. 

Nov. 12 | From the Minister in Uruguay (tel.) 40 
(43) Information that Spain has requested permission to send an 

observer to the Conference and that Argentine Foreign Minister 
has supported the request by a note to the Uruguayan Govern- 
ment; further information that Uruguayan Chargé in Washing- 
ton has been directed to submit the request to the Governing 
Board of the Pan American Union. 

Nov. 24 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation to the Seventh Inter- | 40 
(15) national Conference of American States 

Information concerning Spanish inquiry as to U. S. attitude 
toward the presence of a Spanish observer at the Conference. 

Nov. 24 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) | 40 
(116) From the Secretary of State (Chairman of the American dele- 

gation) for the President, Acting Secretary of State Phillips, and 
Assistant Secretary of State Caffery: Foreign Minister’s advice 

| as to plans of Cuban representatives to the Conference to make 
a condemnation of the U. S. Government because of the latter’s 
refusal to extend recognition to the Grau San Martin regime in 
Cuba. 

Nov. 25 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation C(tel.) 41 
(18) Advice concerning statement (text printed) given the Chilean 

Ambassador in reply to his reference to the possibility of a move 
by various Latin American States to recognize the Grau San 
Martin regime before the Montevideo Conference. 

Nov. 27 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 42 
(14) © Request for information as to what modifications should be 

made in the U. 8. economic proposal first advanced at the London 
Economic Conference preparatory to the offering of such pro- 
posal at the Montevideo Conference. 

Nov. 29 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 42 
(25) Information concerning those elements covered by the London 

proposal which might properly be presented before the Monte- 
video Conference. 

eee
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SEVENTH PAN-AMERICAN CONFERENCE 

INSTRUCTIONS TO DELEGATES 

Date and Subject Page 
1933 

Nov. 10 | Instructions to the Delegates to the Seventh International Conference | 43 
of American States, Montevideo, Uruguay 

Instructions relating to general policy, agenda items, U. S. 
position on supplementary matters not on the agenda, and 
background information on subjects of interest in connection 
with conversations at the Conference. 

(Footnote: Membership of delegation.) 

PROCEEDINGS 

1933 
Dec. 1] From the Chairman of the American Delegation to the Seventh | 156 

(19) International Conference of American States (tel.) 
Efforts of the heads of the delegations to eliminate minor pro- 

visions of the agenda from consideration at the Conference by 
means of informal preliminary conversations; information con- 
cerning unofficial discussions on the Chaco question. 

Dec. 2 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 157 
(21) Information regarding the economic proposal which it is desired 

to introduce to the Conference; request to be advised of the Presi- 
dent’s views on the matter. 

Dec. 4 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 157 
(24) Advice concerning organization of the Conference and consid- 

eration of the chapters of the agenda. 

Dee. 5 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 158 
(27) Information with regard to Argentine Foreign Minister’s press 

statement concerning an inter-American economic conference to 
be held at the close of the present Conference and the reconvening 
of the World Economic Conference. 

Dec. 5 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 159 
(29) Advice that a Mexican financial proposal presented at a meet- 

ing of the Steering Committee has been referred to a subcom- 
mittee; further advice that organization of all 10 committees of 
the Conference has been completed. 

Dec. 61 To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 159 
(44) |. Observations after discussion with the President concerning 

economic proposal to be presented at the Conference. 

Dec. 6] From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 160 
(30) _ Advice concerning an application to the Steering Committee 

requesting permission for the League of Nations to send an ob- 
server to the Conference; further advice of U.S. motion that all 
such applications be referred to a special committee on policy. 

Dec. 7 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 161 
(31) For Phillips: Elaboration of the terms which it is hoped to 

include in the economic proposal to be offered to the Conference. 

Dec. 7 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 162 
(33) Additional considerations regarding terms of U. 8. economic 

proposal. |



XII LIST OF PAPERS 

SEVENTH PAN-AMERICAN CONFERENCE 

ProcEEDINGs—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1933 ; . 
Dec. 7 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 162 

(49) Advice that a communication addressed to Secretary Hull has » 
been received from Frank B. Kellogg, Judge of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice, suggesting that the Secretary 
bring to the attention of Argentina and Brazil the importance of 
their adhesion to and ratification of the Pact of Paris; further 
suggestion that the Secretary use his influence to obtain the 
adhesion of other American States who have not ratified the 
Pact. 

Dec. 7 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 163 
(35) Approval by Steering Committee of subcommittee recommen- 

dation that the entire Mexican financial and economic proposals 
be referred to the Inter-American High Commission for consider- 
ation. Advice that League of Nations’ request for permission , 
to send an observer to the Conference was not an official League 
request. 

Dec. 7 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 164 
(36) Request for Department’s approval of proposed resolution in 

connection with discussions on topic 1 of the agenda concerning | 
methods for the prevention and pacific settlement of inter- 
American conflicts. 

Dec. 7 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 164 
(52) Department’s approval of Secretary’s motion that League 

application be referred to a special committee on policy; De- 
partment’s general views regarding the unwisdom of funda- 
mentally altering the character of the Pan-American Conferences 
as strictly inter-American gatherings. 

Dec. 8 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 165 
(53) Approval of the action referred to in telegram No. 35, Decem- 

ber 7; inquiry as to whether it is proposed to revive the Inter- 
American High Commission. 

Dec. 8 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 166 
(54) Department’s approval of proposed resolution concerning 

topic 1 of the agenda as requested in telegram No. 36, December 

Dec. 8 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 166 
(55) Advice concerning Ecuadoran Chargé’s request for U. 8. 

support at the Conference of an Ecuadoran resolution urging 
the rapid settlement of Amazonian problems. 

Dec. 8 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 167 
(37) Report of the progress of the Conference with respect to 

chapter I of the agenda. 

Dec. 8 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 168 
(56) Advice of President’s approval of the terms included in the 

Secretary’s economic proposal as transmitted in telegram No. 31, 
December 7; President’s suggestion of adequate exceptions and 

| reservations as a safeguard for any long term economic plan.
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SEVENTH PAN-AMERICAN CONFERENCH 

ProcEEpINnas—Continued 
i 
pate ae Subject Page 

1933 
Dec. 8 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 168 

(38) Report of the organization of the Second Commission, which 
will work on chapter II of the agenda; request for Department’s 
views on the wisdom of making an agreement incorporating 
certain principles of state responsibility previously agreed to 
among delegates at the 1930 Hague Conference on codification 
of responsibility of states. 

Dec. 9 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (éel.) 169 
(39) . Information that the Inter-American High Commission has 

been named as the organization to undertake discussion of the 
Mexican financial proposals. 

Dec. 9 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 169 
(40) Request for information concerning any possible changes in 

Latin American tariff truce membership; inquiry as to whether 
Bolivia and Ecuador should be considered members. 

Dec. 9 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 170 
(218) Request for information as to the accuracy of a statement 

reported by the press to have been made by Secretary Hull con- 
cerning closer alignment of the Pan American Union with the 
League of Nations. 

Dec. 9 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 170 

(59) Transmittal of inquiry of Minister in Switzerland regarding 
the authenticity of the Secretary’s statement as reported by the 
press. 

Dec. 9 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 171 
(41) Request for comment on proposed U.S. presentation of a 

resolution convening the Third Pan American Financial Con- 
ference for the purpose of studying the Mexican economic pro- 
posals, 

Dec. 9 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 171 
(61) Information with regard to changes in Latin American tariff 

truce membership; advice that Bolivia and Ecuador are still 
considered members of truce. 

Dec. 9 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 171 
(62) Department’s views, as requested in telegram No. 38, December 

8, with regard to the making of an agreement incorporating 
certain principles of state responsibility as previously agreed to 
among delegates at the 1930 Hague Conference. 

Dec. 10 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 173 
(44) Account of Secretary’s success in obtaining the consent of 

Saavedra Lamas, Chairman of the Argentine delegation, to 
undertake the presentation of a resolution on peace simultaneous- 
ly with the Secretary’s presentation of the economic proposal. 

Dec. 10 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 174 
(43) Clarification of Secretary Hull’s statement as reported by 

the press concerning closer cooperation between the Pan American 
Union and the League of Nations. 

Dec. 10 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 174 
(64) Advice that proposed resolution convening the Third Pan 

American Financial Conference has been approved by the 
resident.
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ProcEEDINGsS—Continued 
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1933 
Dec. 11 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 174 

(66) Information with respect to instructions to the delegation 
regarding proposed treaties covering nationality of women and 
equal rights for women. 

Dec. 11 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation. (tel.) 175 
(46) Request for President’s views as to possibility of amendment 

of U.S. Executive Order No. 5869 so as to waive passport and visa 
requirements for citizens of all countries of the Western Hemis- 
phere in view of discussions that will occur in connection with 
topic 9 (d) of the agenda (promotion of tourist travel). 

Dec. 12 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 176 
(48) Argentine draft project on interpretation of treaties (text 

printed); results of preliminary discussion of the draft; request 
for Department’s views regarding Argentine project. 

Dec. 12 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 177 
(71) Information that Nicaragua has withdrawn as a member of the 

Latin American tariff truce. 

Dec. 12 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 177 
(52) Expectation that both the U. 8. economic proposal and the 

Argentine peace resolution will be supported by the Conference. 

Undated | Memorandum by Mr. J. Butler Wright 178 
Conversations between the Secretary of State and members of 

the various delegations concerning the economic and peace 
proposals. 

Dec. 13 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 185 
(73) Department’s views concerning the Argentine draft project on 

interpretation of treaties. 

Dec. 13 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 186 
(72) President Roosevelt’s observations at a press conference with 

respect to questions concerning Secretary Hull’s economic pro- 
posal and plans to increase foreign trade. 

Dec. 14 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 187 
(77) Advice that representations have been made by the National 

Association of Women Lawyers in favor of the Equal Rights 
Nationality Treaty; further advice that opposition to the Treaty 
has been expressed by the National League of Women Voters. 

Dec. 14 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 187 
(78) President Roosevelt’s suggestion (text printed) for an air 

service engineering project, to be financed by the United States, 
for the improvement of commercial relations with South America. 

Dec. 14 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 188 
(56) Report of the satisfactory progress of the U. S. economic 

proposal and the Argentine peace resolution. 

Dec. 15 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 189 
(58) Information concerning request made by the Director General 

of the Pan American Union for presentation by U. S. delegation 
of a resolution in connection with the assignment of short-wave 
radio frequencies to various American Republics; request for 
Department’s advice as to advisability of delegation’s initiation 
of such resolution.
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Dec. 15 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (Eel.) 189 

(59) For the President and Acting Secretary of State Phillips: 

Report of favorable action on and probability of passage of U. S. 
economic proposal and Argentine peace resolution. 

Dec. 16 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 190 

(61) Request for reply to inquiry with regard to possible amend- 

ment of the Executive Order concerning passport and visa 
regulations. 

Dec. 16 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 191 

(90) Observations with regard to the resolution proposed by the 

Director General of the Pan American Union concerning assign- 

ment of short-wave radio frequencies to American Republics. 

Dec. 16 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 192 

(62) Unanimous passage of the economic and peace proposals in 

the plenary session; information that consideration has been 

given to the Chaco matter but that U. S. involvement has been 

avoided. 

Dec. 17 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 192 

(92) President Roosevelt’s willingness to make suggested amend- 

ment of Executive Order waiving passport and visa formalities 
in certain instances. 

Dec. 18 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 193 

(65) For the President and Phillips: Proposed announcement of 

U. S. support of an Argentine proposal to extend the codification 

of international law beyond the Conference, and of U. 8. position 
pending completion of the proposed work. 

Dec. 18 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) | 194 

(67) For Phillips and the President: Inquiry by Mr. Spruille 
Braden, member of the American delegation, as to whether to 

extend U. 8. approval of a proposed Mexican resolution (text 

printed) on stabilization of currencies; his request for authoriza- 
tion to make a short statement explaining that it is impossible 
at present for the United States to say when it will be in a position 
to discuss currency stabilization and related matters. 

Dec. 18 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 195 

(96) Advice of further representations made by the National Asso- 
ciation of Women Lawyers in favor of the Equal Rights Nation- 
ality Treaty. 

Dec. 18 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 196 

(99) President’s approval of Mexican resolution transmitted in 

telegram No. 67, December 18, and suggestion in regard to Mr. 
Braden’s proposed statement in connection therewith. 

Dec. 18 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 196 

(69) Information that a friendly conversation of a general nature 

was held with a member of the Cuban delegation. 

Dec. 19 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 196 

(100) Approval, subject to minor modifications, of proposed an- 
nouncement in support of Argentine codification proposal.
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Dec. 19 | To President Roosevelt 197 

Information regarding the position taken by the American 
delegation at Montevideo with respect to the proposed treaty for 
equality of sexes in nationality matters. 

Dec. 19 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 198 
(70) For the President: Request for approval of a modification in 

the airways development program proposed in telegram No. 78, 
December 14, in view of unfavorable opinions expressed toward 
the program by Latin Americans and by American technical 
aviation experts. 

Dec. 19 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 199 
(74) Request for authorization to introduce a general agreement 

with respect to multilateral action in carrying out the U. 8S. 
economic proposal as adopted by the Conference. 

Dec. 19 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 199 
(75) For the President: Proposed revised announcement (text 

printed) concerning Argentine codification resolution and U. §. 
policy pending completion of the project. 

Dec. 19 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 200 
(101) President Roosevelt’s approval in general of proposed modi- 

fication of the airways development program. 

Dec. 19 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 201 
(104) President Roosevelt’s approval of U. S. signature of proposed 

treaty for equality of sexes in nationality matters, with a reser- 
vation that U. 8. adherence is subject to Congressional action. 

Dec. 19 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 201 
(77) For the President and Phillips: Submission of subcommittee 

report on the Rights and Duties of States; information concern- 
ing U.S. vote and statement of policy (text printed) in regard to 
article concerning nonintervention in external or internal affairs 
of states. 

Dec. 20 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 203 
(105) President Roosevelt’s views concerning the resolution in re- 

gard to equality of sexes in nationality matters. 

Dec. 20 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 204 
(106) Advice that the National Woman’s Party has been informed 

that the United States will sign the Treaty on Nationality. 

Dec. 20 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 204 
(109) Department’s views with regard to proposed general agreement 

referred to in telegram No. 74, December 19. 

Dec. 22 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 205 
(114) Request for information as to whether text of the Convention 

on Nationality is the same as that previously published in the 
handbook for the use of delegates. 

Dec. 23 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 205 
(117) President’s suggestion that a conference of experts from the 

interested countries be held in Washington for the promotion of 
the plan for fast air communication.
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Dec. 23 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 205 

(81) Information that disposition of all points on entire agenda is 
envisaged within the next week. 

Dec. 23 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 206 
(82) Information with regard to text of the nationality convention 

which the American delegation proposes to sign. 

Dec. 24 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 206 
(83) Information that the Conference approved a U. S. resolution 

(text printed) for the establishment of a commission to study the 
means of further accelerating inter-American air communication. 

Dec. 24 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 207 
(84) For the President and Phillips: Information that the Confer- 

ence will formally adjourn on December 26. 

Dec. 27 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (iel.) 207 
From the Secretary of State: Information concerning Confer- 

ence resolution, in connection with passport formalities, for a 
system of gratis tourist passports to facilitate entry into all coun- 
tries in the Americas, and concerning U. 8. attitude toward join- 
ing such a move. 

Dec. 27 | To the Minister in Uruguay (tel.) 207 
(32) Instructions to report action taken by the American delega- 

tion with respect to the Convention on Nationality of Women, 
and by the Conference and the American delegation in regard 
to the general convention on nationality. 

Dec. 28 | From the Minister in Uruguay (tel.) 208 
(47) Information that the Conference approved and the American 

delegation indicated it would sign with reservations the Con- 
vention on Nationality of Women and the: general convention 
on nationality; advice that conventions will be signed shortly. 

Dec. 28 | To the Minister in Uruguay (tel.) | a 208 
(33) Instructions to withhold signatures from the general nation- 

ality convention until the Department has more complete infor- 
mation concerning its provisions. 

Dec. 29 | From the Minister in Uruguay (tel.) 209 
(48) Translation (text printed) upon which English version of the 

general nationality convention is based. 

Dec. 29 | To the Consul at Geneva 210 
Views on an unofficial League memorandum prepared for the 

use of the Seventh Pan American Conference. 

Dec. 30 | From the Minister in Uruguay (tel.) 210 
(50) Advice concerning U. 8. submission to the Conference of a 

preliminary report compiled by engineers of the Bureau of 
Public Roads in connection with consideration of the Inter- 
American Highway project. 

Dec. 30 | From the Minister in Uruguay (tel.) 211 
(51) Further advice concerning U. S. presentation of engineers’ 

report referred to in telegram No. 50, December 30. 

738036—50——_2



XVIII LIST OF PAPERS 

SEVENTH PAN-AMERICAN CONFERENCE 

CONVENTIONS 

Date and Subject Page 

1933 
(Bibliographical Note: List of conventions adopted at the | 211 

Seventh International Conference of American States.) 

Dec. 26 | Convention on the Nationality of Women 212 
Text of convention signed at Montevideo. 

Dec. 26 | Convention on Righis and Duties of States 214 
Text of convention signed at Montevideo. 

Dec. 26 | Convention on Extradition 219 
Text of convention signed at Montevideo, 

Dec. 26 | Additional Protocol to the General Convention 226 
Text of additional protocol signed at Montevideo. 

DECISION OF THE UNITED STATES TO ADHERE TO THE ANTI-WAR, 
NONAGGRESSION AND CONCILIATION TREATY, SIGNED AT RIO 
DE JANEIRO, OCTOBER 10, 1933 

1933 
Mar. 3 | To the Argentine Ambassador 228 

Explanation of the reasons for the U. S. disinclination to con- 
clude the Anti-War Treaty proposed by the Argentine Gov- 
ernment. 

Undated | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 231 
(Rec'd. Request for instructions as to what reply should be made to a | 

Oct. 4)| Brazilian inquiry as to whether the United States will sign the 
(87) Argentine Anti-War Treaty. 

Oct. 6 | To the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 232 
(75) Instructions for replying to the Brazilian Government’s inquiry 

| as to the U. S. position in regard to signature of the proposed 
Anti-War Treaty. 

Oct. 31 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 232 
Conversation with the Argentine Ambassador, who said that 

U. 8. adherence to the Argentine Anti-War Treaty, reservations 
notwithstanding, would insure Argentine cooperation in other 
matters at the Montevideo Conference. . 

(Note: Information concerning U. S. position with respect to | 233 
| adherence to the Argentine Anti-War Treaty as defined in the 

| Instructions to Delegates to the Seventh International Confer- 
ence of American States; further data pertinent to the subject.) 

Oct. 10 | Anti-War Treaty on Nonaggression and Conciliation 234 
Text of treaty signed at Rio de Janeiro. 

(Note: Information concerning U. S. Senate ratification of | 239 
treaty with reservation; data concerning other signatories to 
the treaty.)
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Jan. 4 | Tothe Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 241 

— (d) Instructions to ascertain as far as possible the attitude of the 
Brazilian Government toward the Neutral Commission’s request 
of December 31, 1932, for cooperation of the neighboring powers 
in settling the dispute between Bolivia and Paraguay. 

(Footnote: The same telegram, January 4, to the diplomatic 
representatives in Argentina, Chile, and Peru.) 

Jan. 4 | From the Ambassador in Perw (tel.) 241 

(3) Information that the Government of Peru is in accord with the 
general aims of the Neutral Commission but is reluctant to pro- . 
pose any action until Argentine, Brazilian, and Chilean points of 
view have been received. | 

Jan. 4 | From the Chargé in Chile (tel.) 241 

(4) Foreign Minister’s advice that he has reached no conclusion 
with respect to the inquiry of the Neutral Commission. 

Jan. 5 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 242 

(2) Indication that Argentina will issue a declaration of neutrality 
in Bolivian-Paraguayan matter if no conclusion can be reached 
with respect to the Neutral Commission’s inquiry. 

Jan. 6 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (éel.) , 242 

(2) Information that prompt Brazilian reply to the Neutral Com- 
mission’s inquiry is forthcoming. | 

(Footnote: Information that Brazilian reply was made in 
telegram of January 11, p. 251.) 

Jan. 61 From the Chargé in Chile (tel.) 242 

(6) Advice, after further conversation with Foreign Minister, that 
there is no indication that he has been active in advancing any 
proposals concerning the Chaco dispute. 

Jan. 7 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) : 243 

(4) Explanation that Paraguayan Government’s delay in replying 
to the last Neutral Commission’s communication is due to its 

expectation of receiving a proposal from either Argentina or 
Chile. 

Jan. 7 | To the Diplomatic Missions in Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, | 243 
Paraguay, and Peru (circ. tel.) | 

Information that the Bolivian Government has replied to 
Argentine and Chilean proposals for holding of conversations for 
solution of Chaco dispute with a suggestion that the neutral 
governments agree on a joint solution to be offered to the bel- 
ligerents, and further proposed that the four neighboring powers 
join in the efforts of the Neutral Commission; instructions to 
report any information available concerning Bolivian proposal. 

Jan. 71 The President of the Council of the League of Nations to the Chair- | 244 
man of the Commission of Neutrals (tel.) 

, Advice that League Council is desirous of obtaining informa- 
tion concerning the Chaco dispute since such dispute is on the 
agenda of the next Council meeting. 

Jan. 8 | From the Minister in Paraguay (éel.) 244 

(5) Paraguayan President’s suggestion that a joint presentation 
by the neighboring powers and the Neutral Commission of a 
modification in the Commission’s proposal of December 15 
might be accepted by Paraguay and Bolivia.
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Jan. 9 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 245 

(4) Information that the Peruvian Government is in accord with 
the suggestion outlined in Department’s circular telegram, 
January 7. 

Jan. 9 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 245 
(4) Information that Foreign Minister will make a favorable reply 

to Argentine Foreign Minister’s plan to transmit a proposal to 
governments of interested nations for settlement of the Chaco 
question. 

Jan. 9 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 246 
(4) Details of Argentine proposal and information that Paraguay 

has indicated its willingness to accept terms. 

Jan. 9 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 246 
Information that the Chilean Chargé presented a telegram 

from the Chilean Foreign Minister (text printed), making in- 
formal inquiry as to plans of the Neutral Commission for 
cooperation with the four neighboring countries, and that a 
memorandum (text printed) in reply was handed to the Chargé, 
advising that the neighboring countries should come to an agree- 
ment among themselves which could then be discussed with the 
Neutral Commission. 

Jan. 10 | To the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 248 
(4) Information from Chilean Foreign Minister that Paraguay 

and Bolivia would be disposed to consider a proposal by the five 
Neutrals and the four neighbors in conjunction for settlement of 
the Chaco dispute; inquiry as to whether Peru is in accord with 
Chile in the matter. 

(Footnote: The same telegram, January 10, to the diplomatic 
representatives in Argentina and Brazil.) . 

Jan. 10 | To the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 249 
(2) Instructions to ascertain Bolivian point of view in regard to 

the plan reported in telegram No. 4, January 10, to the Ambas- 
sador in Peru. | 

(Footnote: The same telegram, January 10, to the Minister in 
Paraguay as telegram No. 1.) 

Jan. 10 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 249 
(6) Conversation with the Foreign Minister, who reported his 

intention to communicate with the neighboring countries and 
the Neutrals as soon as he arrives at a concrete proposal based 
upon his sounding out of the Bolivian and Paraguayan Govern- 
ments. 

Jan. 10 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 249 
(6) Advice that the Peruvian Government is in accord with the 

Chilean Government in desiring to have the neighboring coun- 
tries act together and in support of the Commission of Neutrals. 

Jan. 11 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 250 
(6) Indication that Paraguay, although willing to consider joint 

proposals by the Neutrals and the neighboring powers, doubts 
whether any acceptable guarantee other than demilitarization 
could be devised as a condition for the cessation of hostilities 
pending discussion of the dispute.
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Jan. 11 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 250 

(5) Indication that Bolivian acceptance of Chilean proposal is not 
. likely. 

Jan. 11 | From the Brazilian Minister for Foreign Affairs to the Chairman of | 251 
the Commission of Neutrals (tel.) 

Brazilian acceptance of the Neutral Commission’s proposal of 
December 31, 1932, and willingness to cooperate with the neigh- 
boring countries in leading the Governments of Bolivia and Para- 
guay to reestablish a definitive peace. 

Jan. 11 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 251 
(7) Reply to Department’s telegram No. 4, January 10, indicating 

that Peru will accept proposed plan. 

Jan. 11 | From the Argentine Ambassador to the Chairman of the Commission | 251 
of Neutrals 

Argentine reply (text printed) to Neutral Commission’s in- 
quiry of December 31, 1932, advising that Argentina will formu- 
late a proposal for settlement of the Chaco conflict, of which it 
will advise the neighboring countries. 

Jan. 12 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 252 
Suggestion to the Argentine Ambassador that his Government 

initiate a proposal on behalf of the neighboring countries, 
insisting that Bolivia and Paraguay cease hostilities and accept 
the Commission’s proposal of December 15, 1932, as a basis for 
discussion of the problem. 

Jan. 12 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (iel.) 254 
(6) Information that Brazil would be in accord with any proposal 

agreed upon by the Neutral Commission and the neighboring 
countries, but is withholding a specific reply to the Chilean pro- 
posal in expectation of the receipt of a proposition from Argen- 
tina. 

Jan. 12 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 254 
(7) Information concerning Argentine negotiations for a successful 

settlement of the Chaco dispute, and attitude as to unaccepta- 
bility of the Chilean formula. 

Jan. 12 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 255 
(6) Advice that the Bolivian Government has rejected the Chilean 

proposal and has suggested the revival of the Neutral Commis- 
sion’s proposal of December 15. | 

Jan. 13 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 256 
: Conversation with the Peruvian Ambassador concerning the 

nature of the Commission’s inquiry of December 31 and the 
- subsequent responses of Argentina, Brazil, and Chile. , 

Jan. 14 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 257 
Conversation with the Chilean Chargé concerning the views 

of the interested countries toward the Chilean proposal. 

Jan. 16 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 258 
(26) Information from the Chilean Ambassador that Bolivia and 

Paraguay have agreed with Chilean proposal and that efforts 
are being made to bring all four neighboring countries into line 

_ | with proposal. | | | |
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Jan. 17 | To the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 258 

(13) Advice that Chilean information as reported in telegram No. 
26, January 16, is inaccurate; Department’s view that the four 
neighboring countries and the Neutral Commission should agree 
in advance upon some plan before approaching Bolivia and 
Paraguay. 

Jan. 18 | From the Minister in Uruguay (tel.) 259 
(4) Conversation with the Foreign Minister, who said that Para- 

guayan representatives have been seeking his support of a 
proposal that the Commission of Neutrals be dissolved or its 
activities transferred to Montevideo since Uruguay enjoys an 
advantageous position for cooperation with the other interested 
powers. 

Jan. 20 | To the Minister in Uruguay (tel.) 260 
(2) Instructions to express to the Foreign Minister the U. 5S. 

Government’s appreciation for his cooperation in the attempt 
. to solve the Chaco matter. 

Jan. 24 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 260 
(17) Advice that the Foreign Minister will propose a conference 

with the Argentine Foreign Minister at Mendoza to discuss 
plans for ending the Chaco dispute. 

Jan. 25 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 260 
(11) Information that the Foreign Minister has accepted the 

Chilean Foreign Minister’s invitation to meet at Mendoza. 

Jan. 26-| From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 261 
(13) Inquiry by Chile as to Paraguay’s position concerning the 

Chilean and Argentine proposals; indication that Paraguay’s 
reluctance to express a preference will bring about a joint pro- 
posal from the two countries. 

Jan. 26 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 261 
(13) Foreign Minister’s hope that his forthcoming conversation 

with the Chilean Foreign Minister will lead to agreement between 
their Governments on procedure in the Chaco dispute; his sug- 
gestion of bases for solution of the dispute. 

Jan. 27 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 262 
(86) Information that in view of the apparent failure of efforts to 

bring about a peaceful settlement of the Chaco dispute, the 
League of Nations Council Committee is considering the appoint- 
ment of a commission of inquiry, composed of an American, an 
Argentine, and a national of a small European state, for the pur- 
pose of seeking a solution to the conflict. 

Jan. 30 | To the Minister in Switzerland, at Geneva (tel.) 263 
(60) Department’s opinion that appointment of a League commis- 

| sion at present would complicate matters, in view of the fact that 
the scheduled meeting of the Foreign Ministers of Argentina and 
Chile promises tangible results toward agreed action on the Chaco 
question. | 

Jan. 31 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 264 
(87) Confidential information from the Secretary General of the 

League concerning the Paraguayan attitude toward the sending 
of a League commission; advice that Secretary General believes 
it advisable to delay action on the Chaco problem.
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Jan. 31 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 264 

(88) Bolivian delegate’s opinion that the Chaco dispute should be 
settled by American nations; his further opinion that Bolivian 
reply concerning League’s proposal of a commission of inquiry 
should be delayed until the action of the neighboring states has 
been cleared up. 

Feb. 2 | From the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals to the Minister | 265 
in Switzerland, at Geneva 

Conversation with the Bolivian Minister, who said that his 
Government objected to the inclusion of an Argentine on the 
suggested League commission of inquiry. 

Feb. 2 | To the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 266 
(12) Instructions to endeavor to ascertain discreetly from the 

Foreign Minister the result of his conversation at Mendoza with 
the Argentine Foreign Minister. 

Feb. 2 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 266 
(90) Information that League Council Committee will report to the 

Council that Bolivia and Paraguay are of the opinion that any 
League action should be delayed pending negotiations by the 
neighboring states; further information that Committee report 
will state that the United States and the Neutrals, both unof- 
ficially consulted, hold similar views. 

Feb. 2 | To the Minister in Switzerland, at Geneva (tel.) 267 
(62) Advice that the Commission of Neutrals, as such, was not 

consulted, but that Department believes that its views in the 
matter are shared by members of the Commission. | 

Feb. 2 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 267 
(91) Information that Council Committee report will add only that 

the United States and Argentina had been unoflicially consulted. 

Feb. 3 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 267 
(37) League Council’s adoption of a report by the Committee on 

the Chaco dispute, which recommends postponement of further 
consideration of sending a commission of inquiry, with reserva- 
tion covering possibility of later action; League telegram (text 
printed) indicating that a communication has been sent to both 
disputants. 

Feb. 3 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 268 
(22) Provisions of a secret agreement on the Chaco question signed 

by the Foreign Ministers of Argentina and Chile at Mendoza; 
_ | information that Argentina and Chile are planning to consult 

with Brazil and Peru with a view to reaching an agreement on a 
peace formula which later would be communicated to the 

| Neutral Commission for its approval. 

Feb. 6 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 269 
Advice that Chilean Chargé has been requested to transmit 

| to Foreign Minister Cruchaga the Neutral Commission’s ap- 
preciation of his successful negotiations at Mendoza. 

Feb. 8 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 269 
Advice of informal discussion in the Neutral Commission con- 

cerning the Mendoza meeting and new aspects of the Chaco 
situation. |
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Feb. 9 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 270 

(44) Bolivian reply of February 4 (text printed), to League com- 
munication of February 3, expressing willingness to cooperate 
in any just peace effort. 

Feb. 9 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 270 
(22) Paraguayan reply, February 8 (excerpt printed), in answer to 

the League communication of February 3, asserting that Bolivian 
aggression is the cause of the continuance of hostilities. 

Feb. 14 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 271 
Information from Chilean Chargé that Brazil is in accord 

with the Chilean and Argentine proposal and that a favorable 
reply from Peru is anticipated; Chargé’s advice that as soon as 
Peru answers, Paraguay and Bolivia will be sounded out and 
then the Neutral Commission will be consulted in regard to the 
formulation of a joint proposal. 

Feb. 21 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 272 
(25) Receipt of reports implying that Chile’s reversal of policy in 

the matter of passing war materials through Arica for Bolivia 
was brought about by diplomatic pressure from the United 
States. Issuance by President Ayala, as a result of Chilean 
action, of a decree calling a special session of the Paraguayan 
Congress on February 24 to secure authorization for the Execu- 
tive to declare war against Bolivia. 

Feb. 25 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 272 
(26) Advice that President’s message to the special session of Con- 

gress asked constitutional authorization to declare war and that 
Congress will probably take action thereon on February 27th; 
further advice that peace proposal was jointly submitted by 
Argentine, Brazilian, Chilean, and Peruvian representatives 
and that if Paraguay’s answer is favorable, it will then be laid 
before the Neutrals. 

[Feb. 25]| From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 273 
(27) Points of the ABCP proposal; information that Paraguay will 

accept the proposal in principle but will probably hold out for 
modification of the stipulated retirement lines for troops. 

Feb. 27 | To the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 274 
(7) Information that Department has not intervened in the matter 

of transit of Bolivian munitions through Chile. 

Feb. 28 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 274 
(28) Paraguayan acceptance of the ABCP proposal with minor 

reservations. 

Feb. 28 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 275 
Conversation with the Argentine Ambassador, who inquired 

as to the U.:S. attitude toward an Argentine proposal to force 
an armistice on Bolivia and Paraguay; U.S. opinion that the 
best hope of success rests in the recent ABCP proposal. 

Feb. 28 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 276 
(16) Information from the Chilean Minister that in view of Para- 

guayan acceptance of the ABCP proposal, he has been instructed 
by his Government to urge prompt acceptance of the proposal by 
Bolivia. , 

Mar. 1 | From the Minister in Paraguay (éel.) 276 
(29) Review of Paraguayan reservations to the ABCP proposal.
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Mar. 1 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 277 

(18) Advice of the conditions of settlement suggested by Bolivia as 
prerequisite to her acceptance of the ABCP proposal. 

Mar. 1 | From the Minister in Bolivia 278 
(549) Bolivian reply, February 28 (text printed), to the ABCP repre- 

sentatives in regard to the proposal for settlement of the Chaco 
dispute. 

Mar. 3 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 281 
(31) Information that the Senate has given authorization to the 

Kixecutive to declare war on Bolivia. 

Mar. 6 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 281 
(41) Advice that Chilean and Argentine Foreign Ministers will 

transmit to the Neutrals the Paraguayan and Bolivian replies to 
the ABCP proposal and will request the support of the Neutrals 
to persuade Bolivia and Paraguay to declare an armistice immedi- 
ately and to retire their forces to the lines referred to in the 
original proposal. 

Mar. 8 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 282 
(19) Information that Chile will urge Bolivia to omit point 5, con- 

cerning delimitation of the arbitral zone, from her reply to the 
ABCP proposal. 

Mar. 8 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 282 
(33) Paraguayan notification to Peru of concern over the possibility 

of transit of Bolivian war materials through Mollendo. 

Mar. 9 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 282 
Argentine Ambassador’s inquiry as to whether the Neutral 

Commission would support a move for an armistice in the Chaco 
matter. | 

Mar. 9 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 283 
(20) Advice that Bolivia has refused to delete point 5 from her 

reservations to the ABCP proposal. 

Mar. 10 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 283 
Conversation with the Bolivian Minister, who revealed his 

Government’s displeasure with the Argentine and Chilean atti- 
tude toward the Bolivian reservations to the ABCP proposal; | 
Bolivian insistence that any new suggestions in the matter be 
advanced by the four countries in unison; submission for per- 
sonal information of the Chairman, of the Bolivian reply, March 
2 (text printed), to the ABCP proposal and confidential mem- 
orandum on Chilean proposed modifications of Bolivian counter- 
proposal. 

Mar. 10 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 285 
(44) Advice that Chilean Foreign Minister was informed by the 

7 Bolivian Minister that the Bolivian Government is not disposed 
to modify in any way the conditions laid down in its reply to 
the ABCP proposal. 

Mar. 13 | To the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals | 285 
Transmission of Bolivian request that the Neutral Commission 

be officially advised in the matter of the Bolivian reply to the 
ABCP proposal and in regard to the changes proposed by Chile 
to Bolivia’s counterproposal. 
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Mar. 15 | From the Ambassador in Chile 286 
(1405) | Further information concerning Chile’s reversal of policy on 

the arms embargo against Bolivia. 

Mar. 17 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 287 
(35) Anticipation of Paraguayan declaration of war against Bolivia 

within the next few days. 7 | | 

Mar. 20 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 287 
— (86) Information that Paraguay has been approached by Uruguay 

concerning an independent proposal for an armistice; further 
information that the Chilean and Brazilian Ministers, by in- 
struction of their Governments, have appealed to the Paraguayan 

_ | President not to declare a state of war. 

Mar. 20 | From the Peruvian Ambassador to the Chairman of the Com- | 287 
mission of Neutrals 

Information concerning reservation made by Peruvian Gov- 
ernment at signature of the ABCP peace proposal to Bolivia 
and Paraguay (infra). 

Mar. 20 | From the Argentine, Brazilian, and Peruvian Ambassadors and the | 288 
Chilean Chargé to the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 

Communication of the Act of Mendoza, signed February 2 
(text printed), which contains the ABCP peace proposal to 
Bolivia and Paraguay, and of the Bolivian and Paraguayan 
replies (texts printed) to this proposal. | 

Mar. 20 | From the Argentine, Brazilian, and Peruvian Ambassadors and | 293 
the Chilean Chargé to the Chairman of the Commission of , 

| Neutrals | 
Request for the cooperation of the Neutrals in undertaking 

immediate negotiations with Bolivia and Paraguay for the pur- 
pose of bringing about a cessation of hostilities. 

Mar. 22 | TJ'o the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 293 
(9) Information that Neutral Commission has been requested 

by ABCP powers to join in representations to Bolivia and Para- 
guay for an immediate cessation of hostilities for 60 days, in 
order to conduct peace negotiations under the Mendoza formula; 
request for views of Paraguayan Government in the matter. 

‘Footnote: The same telegram, March 22, to the Minister in 
Bolivia.) | 

Mar. 22 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) | 294 
(37) Advice that Paraguay will not agree to an armistice based on 

present troop positions; opinion that if the Bolivian Government 
were to accept the Mendoza formula of retirement, Paraguay 
would likewise agree. | 

Mar. 23 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 294 
(23) Indication that Bolivia will not agree to a cessation of hostili- 

ties, irrespective of the question of present positions, unless prior 
agreement has been made for the settlement of the fundamental 
question. 

Mar. 23 | From the Commission of Neutrals to the Argentine, Braztlian, and | 295 
Peruvian Ambassadors and the Chilean Chargé 

Acknowledgment of note of March 20 and expression of willing- 
ness to support the peace proposal of the limitrophe countries; 
advice that Bolivian and Paraguayan Governments may be so 
informed in arranging for cessation of hostilities.
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Mar. 27 | To the Minister in Paraguay (éel.) | : 295 (10) Information concerning position of Neutral Commission with respect to ABCP peace proposal and request for representations to Bolivia and Paraguay for an immediate cessation of hostilities. 
Mar. 30 | From the Minister in Bolivia (éel.) 296 (25) Information concerning Bolivian views on determination of the arbitral zone; further information that the Bolivian Minister in Washington has advised his Government that in his opinion the Neutral Commission is not supporting the activities of the 

limitrophe countries. 

Mar. 30 | To the Minister in Bolivia (fel.) 297 (7) Advice that there is no justification for the statement made by the Bolivian Minister as reported in telegram No. 25, March 30. 
Apr. 1 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 297 Conversation with the Argentine Ambassador and the Chilean Chargé concerning the desire of their Governments to have the |. cooperation of the Neutrals in support of the Mendoza formula by joint action; Chairman’s suggestion that informal represen- 

tations be made in La Paz and Asuncién by both U.S. represent- atives and representatives of the limitrophe countries with a view toward persuading Bolivia and Paraguay to modify their reser- vations in regard to the peace formula. 

Apr. 6 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 298 Conversation with the Brazilian Ambassador, who was informed that the United States was cooperating with the ABCP countries in preliminary explorations to see whether Bolivia and Paraguay would be willing to modify their reservations, and that if these negotiations succeeded, then the Neutral Commission and four neighbors would act again. 

Apr. 6 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 299 (41) Advice that President believes that Paraguayan reservations could be waived but that Bolivia will not be disposed to waive its reservations; further advice that President is averse to delaying the declaration of a state of war beyond a few days longer, irrespective of the progress of negotiations. 

Apr. 6 | To the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 299 (8) Instructions to join with Argentine and Chilean colleagues in an endeavor to persuade Bolivia to accept retirement to Ballivian 
and Robore and to withdraw her reservation with respect to the 
limits of the arbitrable territory. 

Apr. 6 | To the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 300 (11) Instructions to cooperate with Argentine and Chilean col- 
leagues in an effort to have Paraguay withdraw her reservation 
requiring that Bolivian troops retire to Villa Montes. | 

Apr. 71] From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 300 (42) President’s assurance that Paraguay will accede to the request 
that she withdraw her reservation in regard to the retirement of 
Bolivian troops. 

Apr. 7 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 301 (28) Advice, before making representations requested in Depart- 
ment’s telegram No. 8, April 6, that results will probably be negative, but that representations will be made unless contrary 
instructions are received.
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Apr. 7 | To the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 301 

(9) Instructions to proceed with representations as previously 

advised in conjunction with the representatives of Argentina and 

Chile, and also Brazil and Peru if they are willing to join in. 

Apr. 9 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 301 

(29) Information that a plan of action concerning representations 
to be made to Bolivia was discussed with the Brazilian and 

Chilean Ministers but that no action was taken pending Chilean 

Minister’s receipt of further instructions from his Government; 
opinion that present negotiations will be fruitless unless mediating 
countries act in unison. 

Apr. 10 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 302 

(43) Meeting with Argentine, Brazilian, and Chilean representa- 
tives and Foreign Minister, and lack of unanimity in presenting 

to the Foreign Minister joint representations with respect to the 
Mendoza agreement; Paraguayan identic memorandum (text 
printed) handed to the Argentine, Brazilian, Chilean, and U.S. 
representatives. 

Apr. 10 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 303 

(30) Information that in reply to individual representations con- 

cerning the possible modification of the two principal Bolivian 

reservations, the Bolivian Foreign Minister indicated that his 

Government would not withdraw its reservations on these points 

but that it would entertain further suggestions as to modifica- 
tions thereof. 

Undated | From the Bolivian Minister 304 

[Ree’d. Memorandum defining in detail the reasons for Bolivia’s non- 

Apr. 11] | agreement to the proposals presented to date for settlement of 
the Chaco dispute. 

Apr. 14 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 309 

Discussion with the Brazilian Ambassador concerning Boli- 

vian position on the Chaco question; suggestion by the Chairman 

that a new proposal be presented combining the provisions of the 

Mendoza formula for Bolivian withdrawal to Ballivian and 

Robore with the features of the Neutrals’ proposal of December 

15, 1932, concerning zone limitation and arbitration. 

Apr. 14 | To the Minister in Bolinia (tel.) 309 

(10) Inquiry as to the possibility of finding a solution under a new 

proposal based on Neutrals’ proposal of December 15 and Men- 
doza formula. 

Apr. 19 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 309 

(57) Advice of Foreign Minister’s proposal that similar notes be 

sent by the United States and the ABC countries to Bolivia urg- 

ing the withdrawal of the latter’s reservations to the Mendoza 

formula. 

Apr. 20 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 311 

(33) Indication by the Foreign Minister that the new proposal, out- 

lined in Department’s telegram No. 10, April 14, would be ac- 
ceptable as a basis for discussion.
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Apr. 20 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 311 

(34) Informal conversation with the Foreign Minister, during which 
certain general principles were suggested upon which a concrete 
proposal might be based and inquiry made as to whether such 
proposal would be favorably received by Bolivia. 

Apr. 23 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 312 
(37) Advice that the Bolivian Government is perturbed over the 

receipt of a note from Chile (text printed) and a similar one from 
Argentina, pointing out Bolivian responsibility in the event of 
failure of the Mendoza formula, and that the success of the 
Mendoza proposal may have been seriously prejudiced. 

Apr. 24 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 312 
(35) Information that Brazil will submit a suggestion to Argentina 

concerning the method of determining retirement lines of Bolivian 
and Paraguayan armies in the Chaco and the territory to be sub- 
mitted to arbitration. 

Apr. 27 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 313 
Conversation with the Argentine Ambassador concerning the 

ineffectiveness of the independent representations of the ABC 
| countries to the Bolivian Government; reiteration of the Chair- 

man’s view that the best solution lies in a proposal based upon 
concerted agreement among the neighboring countries in con- 
junction with the Neutral Commissicn, 

Apr. 27 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 314 
Chilean Chargé’s presentation of an aide-mémoire (infra) para- 

phrasing a cable from the Chilean Foreign Minister; repetition to 
Chargé of the views previously expressed by the Chairman to the 
Argentine Ambassador. 

Undated | From the Chilean Embassy 314 
Aide-mémoire requesting U. S. cooperation with the ABC 

countries in a further effort directed toward obtaining Bolivian 
consent to the Act of Mendoza. 

May 5 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 315 
(41) Further conversation with the Foreign Minister concerning the 

proposal suggested in telegram No. 34, April 20, and inquiry as 
to the possibility of a compromise between Bolivia and Para- 
guay with respect to the arbitrable zone. 

May 5 | From the Bolivian Minister for Foreign Affairs to the Bolivian Dip- | 316 
(183) lomatic Missions in Argentina, Colombia, Brazil, Chile, Cuba, 

Mexico, Peru, the United States, and Uruguay (tel.) 
Instructions to express the Bolivian Government’s view that 

since Bolivia has made known her territorial claims in the Chaco, 
a definite statement of Paraguay’s position in the matter would 
facilitate arbitral solution of the dispute; reiteration of Bolivian 
willingness to receive proposals of ABCP countries and Neutrals 
regarding arbitrable zone. 

(Footnote: Information that a copy of this telegram was left 
with the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals by the Bolivian 
Minister on May 6, and that the Chairman would call a meeting 
of the Commission for May 8.) 

May 6 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 316 
Conversation with the Paraguayan Minister concerning the 

possibility of finding a satisfactory solution to the Chaco con- 
ict.
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May 8 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 317 

Discussion at the opening meeting of the Neutral Commission 
of the Bolivian circular telegram of May 5; decision to invite the 
neighboring countries for consultation on May 9. 

May 8 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 317 
(42) Information that the Bolivian Government has suggested Rio 

de Janeiro as the seat of a conference for the purpose of con- 
tinuing negotiations for a peaceful settlement of the Chaco 
question. 

May 9 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 318 
Report of meeting of Neutral Commission, at which Brazilian 

and Peruvian Ambassadors were present, and were advised of 
Commission’s willingness to meet with ABCP countries and 
the two disputants for an exchange of views relative to a solu- 
tion of the Chaco matter; withdrawal of Brazilian and Peruvian 
representatives and drafting by Commission of identic notes to 
Argentine Ambassador and Chilean Chargé (infra). 

May 9 | From the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals to the Argen- | 318 
tine Ambassador 

Advice that in view of Bolivian and Paraguayan expressions 
of interest in the continuation of good offices of the Neutrals and 
neighboring nations, it is thought that an exchange of ideas 
between delegates of the nine countries would be useful and 
favorable to the interests of peace. 

(Footnote: Identic note, May 9, to the Chilean Chargé and 
copies to the Brazilian and Peruvian Ambassadors and to all 
Neutral members.) 

May 10 | From the Paraguayan Minister 319 
Notification that Paraguay has declared a state of war with 

Bolivia. 

May 10 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 319 
Conversation with the Paraguayan Minister concerning the 

declaration of war on Bolivia; Minister’s opinion that arbitral 
settlement of the conflict is impossible. 

May 10 | From the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 320 
(89) Foreign Minister’s opinion that his Government should re- 

frain from taking any further mediatory steps in the Chaco dis- 
pute at present. | 

May 10 | To the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) : 320 
(18) Advice that Argentine representation at the consultation of 

the nine countries depends upon a satisfactory Bolivian reply 
to the latest Argentine communication concerning the Chaco 
question; instructions to discuss the matter with the Foreign 
Minister. : 

May 11 | From the Ambassador in Mexico (tel.) 321 
(93) Information that a press announcement of Mexico’s intention 

to continue to cooperate with the ABCP group and the Neutrals 
in efforts to adjust the Chaco conflict, despite the recent formal 
declaration of war, was confirmed by the Foreign Minister.
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May 11 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 322 

(45) Conversation with the Foreign Minister, who expressed 
Bolivia’s reluctance to reply to the last Argentine note, but said 
that matter would be given serious consideration; opinion that a 
reply will be made within the next few days. | 

May 11 | From the Secretary General of the League of Nations to the Chair- | 323 
man of the Commission of Neutrals (tel.) 

Council’s receipt of Bolivian telegram (text printed) denounc- 
ing Paraguayan action in declaring war; Council’s reply (text 
printed) requesting to be advised of Bolivian attitude toward 
arbitration of the matter. 

May 12 | To the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 323 
(14) Argentine Ambassador’s advice that any cooperation of 

Argentina in the nine-power conference depends upon the nature 
of Bolivia’s reply to the last Argentine note and that if reply is 
unsatisfactory, Argentina will break off diplomatic relations 
with Bolivia. | 

May 12 | From the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals to the Secretary | 324 
General of the League of Nations (tel.) 

Assurance of the Commission’s continued cooperation in the | 
Chaco matter. : 

May 12 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 324 
Conversation with the Brazilian Ambassador, who said that 

his Government had advised him that, Argentina having said 
that she would not take part in any Chaco peace negotiations, 
Brazil would not do so either; Chairman’s explanation that 
Argentina had replied to the Commission that her participation 
depends upon a favorable reply from Bolivia. 

May 13 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 324 
(46) Information that Bolivian reply to the last Argentine note will 

be brief but cordial in tone. 

May 15 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 325 
Conversation with the Bolivian Minister, who said that his 

Government’s reply to the League reiterated the Bolivian posi- 
tion that territorial claims in the dispute should be determined 

| before the matter is submitted to arbitration. 

May 18 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 325 
(182) Transmission of partial text of a report by the League Council 

relating to a proposed solution of the Chaco dispute; request for 
Department’s views with respect to the procedure contemplated 
by the League. | 

May 19 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 328 
(48) Information concerning Bolivian Government’s reply to the 

last Argentine note. 

May 20 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals _. | 328 
Résumé of conversations with the Argentine and Brazilian 

Ambassadors and the Chilean Chargé, in regard to Bolivian reply 
to the Argentine and Chilean notes, and suggestion that the nine 
countries support the League proposal so that there would be but 
one proposal before the two disputants.
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May 20) To the Minister in Bolivia (éel.) 329 

(15) Inquiry as to whether Bolivian Government has replied to the 
Chilean note. 

May 20 | To the Minister in Switzerland, at Geneva (tel.) 329 
(105) Information concerning recent developments in regard to 

Bolivian reply to Argentine and Chilean notes. Intention to 
endeavor to have the nine countries, composed of five Neutral 
nations and four neighbors, unite in supporting League proposal. 

May 20 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 330 
(184) Letter (excerpt printed) from the Secretary General of the 

League, expressing hope for U.S. action recommending Bolivian 
acceptance of League report, and quoting a telegram from the 
League to the Commission of Neutrals and Argentina and Chile 
in respect to League action on the Chaco dispute. 

May 21 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 331 
(49) Advice that Bolivian reply to the Chilean note, identical to 

that made to Argentina, was delivered to Chilean Foreign Office 
by the Bolivian Minister in Chile. 

May 22 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 331 
Bolivian inquiry as to whether the consultation of the nine 

countries will be held; Chairman’s explanation that the Commis- 
sion is still awaiting replies from Argentina, Chile, and Brazil 
concerning their intention to participate. 

May 22 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 332 
(51) Information that the Bolivian Government will not accept | 

intervention of the League, that the Government desires, instead, 
a renewal of the negotiations by the Neutral Commission and the 
ABCP. | 

May 23 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 332 
Conversation with the Argentine Ambassador concerning the 

uncertainty of his Government’s action in the peace negotiations; 
Chairman’s hope that Argentina will send a note to Bolivia in 
support of the League proposal and will make public the text of 
such note. 

May 23 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 333 
(155) Information that Bolivian Minister will urge Peruvian accept- 

ance of Department’s invitation to ABCP nations to cooperate 
with Neutral Commission in Chaco matter, and desires American 
Embassy’s support; request for instructions. 

May 23 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 333 
(53) Advice that the Bolivian Government has instructed its 

Ministers in the four neighboring countries to urge acceptance 
of the invitation to join with the Neutrals in the renewal of 
negotiations. 

May 24 | To the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 334 
(26) Instructions to ascertain Argentina’s intention concerning par- 

ticipation in the consultation of the nine countries and to en- 
deavor to have a definite statement in regard thereto sent to the 
Commission.
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May 24 | To the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 335 

(64) Information concerning the Neutral Commission’s invitation 
to the ABCP countries to participate in an exchange of ideas 
concerning the Chaco question and the League’s latest proposal; 
hope that Peru will accept the invitation. 

May 25 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 335 
_ Conversation with the Chilean Chargé, who said that although 
a satisfactory answer had been received from Bolivia, his Gov- 
ernment intended to refrain from any action in support of the 
League; Chairman’s reiteration of desire to have the nine 
countries come to a common agreement in support of the League 
proposal. 

May 25 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 336 
Conversation with the Bolivian Minister, who expressed his 

Government’s concern at the failure of Chile and Argentina to 
participate in the meeting with the Neutrals; Minister’s further | 
advice that both of these countries have been active in Geneva in 
endeavors to have the League support the Mendoza formula. 

May 26 | From the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 336 
(45) Interview with the Foreign Minister, who maintains the 

position that Argentina should not participate further in the 
Chaco matter. 

May 29 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) | 337 
(54) Advice that the Bolivian Government desires a renewal of the 

Neutral and ABCP negotiations for an immediate peace on the 
basis of arbitration, and as a last resort, would accept coopera- 
tion of the League. 

May 31 | From the Chargé in Brazil (tel.) 338 
(58) Information that the Brazilian Government does not desire 

to participate in joint American and League efforts to effect a 
settlement of the Chaco conflict, but feels that the problem 
should be settled by American means alone. 

June 1 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 339 
Conversation with the Bolivian Minister, who indicated that 

: Bolivia would be willing to withdraw to Villa Montes once an 
agreement had been signed with Paraguay to settle the Chaco 
matter in accordance with the Neutrals’ suggestion of December 

June 2 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 340 
(85) Advice concerning reply made by the Argentine, Brazilian, 

and Peruvian Ministers in answer to a Chilean request for their 
opinion as to whether Bolivia would consent to allow the four 
neighboring countries to determine the arbitral zone. 

June 9 | To President Roosevelt 340 
Advice concerning opinion, shared by both the Chairman of 

the Neutral Commission and the Acting Secretary, that the 
Commission should be liquidated and that U.S. activities should 
be withdrawn entirely from mediation in the Chaco dispute so 
as to leave the matter in the hands of the League and the South 
American countries. 
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June 21 | Memorandum by the Chatrman of the Commission of Neutrals 341 

Meetings of the Neutral Commission on June 16 and 17, 
during which discussions were held on the Chairman’s proposal 
that the Commission be disbanded. 

June 27 | To the Minister in Switzerland, at Geneva (tel.) 343 
(118) Commission’s statement to the press (text printed) concerning 

its withdrawal from the peace negotiations; instructions to 
mention informally to either the Secretary General of the League 
of Nations or the League Committee that, should it be decided 
by the League to send a commission to the Chaco, the United 
States does not desire representation on such commission nor 
that an American citizen be appointed thereon. 

June 28 | Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 344 
Unanimous agreement of the Neutrals to disband. 

June 28 | From the Paraguayan Minister to the Chairman of the Commission | 345 
of Neutrals 

Expression of appreciation for the Commission’s efforts to 
bring about a peaceful settlement of the Chaco dispute. 

June 29 | From the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals to the Para- | 345 
guayan Minister 

Acknowledgment of Paraguayan note of appreciation. 

July 6 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 346 
(59) Information that the Brazilian Government has suggested 

that the ABCP countries intimate to the League their willingness 
to organize an investigating commission and to arrange a direct 
agreement between Paraguay and Bolivia as to arbitration. 

July 15 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 346 
(61) Bolivian and Paraguayan acceptance in principle of the 

ABCP suggestion initiated by Brazil. 

July 25 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 346 
(62) Advice that the Bolivian and Paraguayan delegations have 

received instructions to request that the League give a mandate 
to the ABCP countries to organize a commission of investigation 
and to make proposals for an arbitral agreement. 

July 25 | From the Chargé in Brazil (tel.) 347 
(69) Information that the Foreign Office will issue a public state- 

ment to the effect that the ABCP countries will participate under 
League auspices in the settlement of the Chaco dispute. | 

July 26 | From the Chargé in Paraguay (tel.) | 347 
(78) Advice that Paraguay has given her acceptance to the sugges- 

tion recently originated in Brazil and later approved by the other 
members of the ABCP group and the League. 

July 26 | From the Chargé in Brazil 347 
(4171) Foreign Office statement (text printed) referred to in telegram 

No. 69, July 25; advice that the Foreign Minister has expressed 
regret over the relinquishment by the Neutral Commission of its 
jurisdiction over the Chaco peace efforts. 

July 27 | From the Chargé in Paraguay (tel.) 348 
(79) Information that the advice transmitted in telegram No. 78, 

July 26, was in error in stating that the League had approved the 
Brazilian suggestion.
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July 27 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 348 

(177) Communiqué issued by the League Secretariat (text printed) 
concerning the Bolivian and Paraguayan request for a League 
mandate to the ABCP states; advice that League Committee of 
Three has requested that the two countries submit a complete 
explanation of the meaning and scope of their proposal. 

July 28 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 349 
(63) Advice that Bolivia will not make the explanation requested by 

the League until next week, and that, in the meantime, she is 
considering the advisability of suggesting to the ABCP countries 
that the neutral countries be invited to participate in the nego- 
tiations in the event that the League consents to give a mandate 
to the ABCP group. 

July 29 | From the Chargé in Brazil 350 
(4182) Brazilian Foreign Minister’s views concerning negotiations now 

in progress to bring about League appointment of the ABCP 
countries as a3 commission to the Chaco; reiteration of his regret 
that the Neutral Commission has abandoned the problem to the 
League. 

Aug. 4 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 351 
(178) Summary of League Council’s report proposing action by the 

limitrophe countries under mandate of the League. 

Aug. 10 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 352 
(64) Information from Foreign Minister that Argentina, Chile, and 

Peru are insisting upon cessation of hostilities as a condition 
precedent to further negotiations, and that Bolivia has advised 
the Brazilian Government that she cannot accept that condition 
and would prefer to have the negotiations returned to Geneva. 

Aug. 23 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 352 
(184) Information that League is expecting a reply from the 

limitrophe countries saying that they are unable to secure condi- 
tions necessary for the execution of the Council mandate; further 
information that, if the reply is a clear-cut refusal, it is believed 
that the Committee of Three will proceed at once with the 
dispatch of the League Commission. 

Aug. 23 | From the Ambassador in Brazil 353 
(is) Memorandum of a conversation with the Foreign Minister on 

August 21 with respect to the progress of the Chaco negotiations. 

Aug. 24 | From the Chargé in Chile (tel.) 354 
(90) Information concerning the Brazilian formula agreed upon by 

the neighboring countries and soon to be presented by Brazil to 
the two belligerents. 

Aug. 27 | From the Chargé in Paraguay (tel.) | | 855 

(6) Advice that the new ABCP proposal will be discussed at a 

Cabinet meeting; opinion that Paraguay will accept the proposal 
as presented. 

Aug. 28 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 355 

(185) Advice that League’s proposal has been accepted by the 

Brazilian Foreign Minister in the name of the ABCP countries, 

and that negotiations are in progress toward securing a “‘pre- 

| liminary conciliation formula’ from the belligerents.
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Aug. 29 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 356 

Information from a Chilean source that the Chaco formula 
agreed upon by the ABCP countries had been altered later by the 
Brazilian Foreign Minister, thereby creating ‘‘a delicate situation 
for the four powers involved”’’. 

Sept. 8 | From the Chargé in Paraguay (tel.) | 356 
(90) Foreign Minister’s note (text printed) conveying Paraguayan 

acceptance of the ABCP proposal. 

Sept. 12 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 356 
(80) Advice from Foreign Minister that his proposal has been 

accepted by Bolivia with very minor changes; outline of points 
covered by the proposal. 

Sept. 22 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) _. 357 
(71) Opinion that Bolivia’s suggested modification of the arbitral 

zone will nullify the effect of that Government’s official accept- 
ance of the ABCP proposal. 

Sept. 26 | From the Chargé in Paraguay (tel.) 357 
(92) Paraguayan President’s opinion that the ABCP proposal will 

have little chance of success owing to his Government’s refusal 
to consider the Bolivian suggestion as to modification of the 
arbitral zone. : 

Sept. 26 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 358 
(83) Report concerning present state of Chaco negotiations; indi- 

cation that Foreign Minister would like Department’s support of 
his proposal. 

Sept. 27 | To the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 359 
(23) Instructions to convey to the Foreign Minister informally the 

U. S. Government’s gratification over the favorable progress of 
the present Chaco negotiations. : 

(Footnote: The same, mutatis mutandis, September 27, to the 
Chargé in Paraguay; text repeated for information to the Am- 
bassador in Brazil.) 

Sept. 28 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 360 
(75) Information that the Bolivian Government has been advised 

by the Brazilian Foreign Minister that ABCP acceptance of the 
League mandate is contingent upon Bolivia’s willingness to 
accept without reservation either the ABCP proposal of August 
25th or the Chilean suggestion for a double arbitration. | 

Sept. 29 | From the Chargé in Paraguay (tel.) | .360 
(93) _ Foreign Minister’s expression of appreciation for the friendly 

interest manifested by the United States. 

Sept. 29 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) © ’ 1 360 
(204) Review of status of the Bolivia~Paraguay conflict at meeting 

of the Council Committee; Paraguayan representative’s reaffirma- 
tion of his country’s willingness to cooperate in settlement of 
the dispute; Bolivian delegate’s statement that he would refrain 
from entering into a discussion. | 

Sept. 29 | From the Chargé in Paraguay (tel.) 361 
(94) | Paraguayan note (text printed) informing the U. 8. Govern- 

ment that Paraguay has accepted without reservations the | 
proposal of the mediators acting under mandate of the League.
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Oct. 2 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 361 

(208) ABCP reply to the League Council (text printed), declining 
the latter’s invitation to participate in settlement of the Chaco 
dispute. 

Oct. 3 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 362 
(211) Advice that the League Chaco Commission is being notified 

to be prepared to proceed at an early date. 

Oct. 4 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 362 
Conversation with Bolivian Minister concerning the recent 

course of events in the ABCP efforts to settle the Chaco dispute; 
Minister’s remark that his Government would welcome at any 

| time an effort on the part of the United States alone, or in asso- 
ciation with other powers, to mediate in the controversy. 

Oct. 5 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 363 
(216) Information that the Committee of Three has solicited the 

cooperation of the limitrophe states in the work of the League 
Commission. 

Oct. 13 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 363 
(92) Conversation with the Foreign Minister, who said that Argen- 

tina and Brazil had drafted a fresh proposal to be made to 
Paraguay and Bolivia. 

Oct. 24 | From the Chargé in Bolivia (tel.)- 364 
(82) Advice that Bolivia has appointed Dr. Carlos Calvo as special 

envoy to participate in negotiations relative to a new peace 
proposal initiated by Argentina and Brazil. 

Oct. 26 | From the Chargé in Bolivia (tel.) 364 
(83) Information that the Calvo Mission has been indefinitely 

postponed in view of Paraguayan rejection of the Argentine- 
Brazilian proposal. 

Oct. 31 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) | 364 
(278) Résumé of note received by the League Secretariat from the 

Bolivian representative, wherein the Bolivian Government 
attributes the failure of all previous negotiations to conclude an 
arbitral agreement to the circumstance that the parties have not 
agreed on a delimitation of the zone to be arbitrated; advice 
concerning Council Committee’s reply to the note. 

Nov. 4 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 365 
(282) Information concerning reply made by Bolivia in answer to a 

_| request from the League for the name and rank of the Bolivian 
| representative appointed as assessor to the Chaco Commission. 

Nov. 8 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 366 
(287) Bolivian communication to the Council citing certain condi- 

tions as being prerequisite to Bolivia’s collaboration with the 
Chaco Commission, and Commission’s conciliatory reply thereto; 
request for instructions as to whether Department desires that 
such information as may be obtained in regard to the situation 
continue to be transmitted from Geneva. 

Nov. 11 | To the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 367 
(124) Instructions to keep the Department informed of important 

developments.
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Nov. 17 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 367 

(299) Advice that the Bolivian Government has extended an invita- | 
tion to the Chaco Commission to come to La Paz and has also 
expressed its intention of appointing an assessor to the Commis- 
sion. 

Nov. 19 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 367 
(107) Information that League Commission has arrived at Asuncién 

and will leave for the Chaco shortly; Paraguayan confidence that 
Bolivia will modify her attitude. 

Nov. 20 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 368 
(108) | Advice concerning League Commission’s interviews with Para- 

‘| guayan officials, during which Paraguayan President set forth 
his Government’s terms for settlement of the Chaco conflict; 
further advice that the Commission has left Asuncién for the 
Chaco and is expected to return within a week. 

Nov. 24 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 368 
(302) Information that the League has published the correspondence 

between the ABCP powers relating to their mediatory action in | 
the Bolivia—Paraguay dispute. 

Dec. 2 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 369 
(109) League Commission’s return to Asuncién from the Chaco on 

November 28 and meeting with the Paraguayan President on. 
November 29; advice as to Commission’s findings in the Chaco. 

Dee. 5 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 370 
(110) Transmission of telegram (text printed) which has been sent 

to the American delegation at Montevideo in regard to possible 
consideration of the Chaco question by the Pan-American Con- 
ference. | 

Dec. 5 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 370 
(111) Request for approval of proposal to repeat to the American 

delegation at Montevideo and the Legation at La Paz telegrams 
to the Department concerning Paraguayan-Bolivian relations. 

(Footnote: Approval of request, December 7.) 

Dec. 6 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 371 
(94) Advice that the League Commission has arrived in La Paz and 

has been warmly welcomed. 

Dec. 9 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 371 
(95) Information that League Commission has held sessions with 

Bolivian officials for the consideration of historical questions; 
report that Bolivian military forces have suffered a severe reverse. 

Dec. 11 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 371 
(112) Report concerning the Paraguayan offensive launched on 

December 5, which culminated in the unconditional surrender of 
two Bolivian divisions. 

Dec. 12 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 372 
(97) Advice that rumors of revolution in Bolivia are unfounded; 

also that travel of the military members of the League Commis- 
sion to the front has been delayed.
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Dec. 12 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation to the Seventh | 372 

(50) International Conference of American States (tel.) 
For the President from Secretary Hull (Chairman of the 

American delegation): Advice of plan to promote peace in the 

Chaco by having telegrams read at the Conference from a few 

heads of Governments expressing hope for success of the peace 

efforts being made by the Conference, the League, and other 

agencies; request that President either send a suitable telegram 
or that authorization be granted the Secretary to deliver such to 
the President of the Conference. 

Dec. 12 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation to the Seventh Inter- | 378 

(69) national Conference of American States (tel.) 
Message from President Roosevelt to the President of the 

Conference (text printed) along the lines indicated in telegram 

No. 50, December 12. | 

Dec. 14 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 373 

(314) Information concerning League action on a request of the 
Chaco Investigating Commission for support by League members 
at Montevideo of the Commission’s formula for settlement of 
the dispute. 

Dec. 14 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 375 

(210) Advice from Foreign Minister that his last information from 

La Paz indicates the likelihood of a revolution and the overthrow 

of the Bolivian Government; his anticipation that the way will 

very soon be open for a further effort to bring about peace. 

Dec. 15 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 375 

(317) Instructions by various League members to their delegates at 

Montevideo for support of Chaco Investigating Commission. 

Dec. 16 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 376 

(85) Approval of suggested alteration of a Chilean proposal that 

the Conference be placed on record as supporting the League in 

the application of the Covenant to the Bolivian-Paraguayan 
controversy. 

Dec. 16 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 376 

(60) For the President and Acting Secretary of State Phillips: 

Advice that steps have been taken to avoid obligation of the 

U.S. Government with respect to sanctions as set forth in the 
Chilean proposal to end the Chaco war. 

Dec. 18 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 376 

(100) Information that three members of the League Commission, 

having been assured of Bolivian agreement to integral arbitra- 

tion, are returning to Asuncién expecting acceptance from the 

Paraguayan President but difficulties with other leaders. 

Dec. 18 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 377 

(64) Advice concerning a form of declaration on the Chaco ques- 

tion which was submitted in a private meeting of the heads of the 
delegations; request for Department’s views. 

Dec. 18 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 377 

(66) Information that entire committee approves of and wishes 

, to take final action on the declaration referred to in telegram 

No. 64, December 18; request for immediate reply.
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Dec. 18 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 377 

(94) Department’s approval of the Chaco declaration. 

Dec. 19 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 378 
(118) For the Secretary: Information that the League Commission 

has received a communication from the Paraguayan President 
proposing a 10-day general armistice; that the Paraguayan 
Government has earnestly requested a direct answer so that 
orders to cease hostilities may be issued. 

Dec. 19 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) | 378 
(114) For the Secretary: Advice that Bolivia has accepted the 

armistice proposed by Paraguay; also that the League Commis- 
sion hopes to arrive in Montevideo on December 24 where it 
will be at the disposal of the Bolivian and Paraguayan pleni- 
potentiaries. 

Dec. 19 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 378 
(71) Conference President’s hope that Bolivia and Paraguay will 

reach a definitive agreement as to demobilization and arbitration 
before the Conference closes. 

Dec. 19 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 379 
(102) Congratulations for recent achievement in the Chaco peace 

efforts. 

Dec. 22 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 379 
(115) For the Secretary: Manifestation of growing demand in Para- 

guay for peace commensurate with sweeping military successes, 
and indication that submission to arbitration by any agency of 
the territorial question will be resisted. 

Dec. 22 | To the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 380 
(115) Advice that the Bolivian Government has complained of a 

violation of the truce on the part of the Paraguayan Government. 

Dec. 22 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation (tel.) 380 
(80) For the President and Acting Secretary of State Phillips: 

Delay in the plenary session of the Conference owing to threats 
made by the Bolivians in connection with their charges of Para- 
guayan truce violation; subsequent agreement of the two bel- 
ligerents to submit the controversy to a commission. 

Dec. 23 | From the Minister in Bolivia (tel.) 381 
(102) Information that the Bolivian Government has accepted the 

suggestion that the truce violation question be given to a sub- 
committee designated by the League Commission. 

Dec. 28 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 381 
For the President and Acting Secretary of State Phillips from 

Secretary of State Hull: Report that in conference with the 
Argentine President, the Secretary urged that Argentina make 
special efforts to induce Paraguay to agree to arbitrate ; advice 
that Bolivia is already agreeable to arbitration. 

Dec. 29 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 381 
Telegram (text printed), which was sent to the Legation at 

Montevideo and repeated to the Secretary of State at Buenos 
Aires, reporting conversation with the Paraguayan President in 
regard to his Government’s attitude toward possible extension 
of the armistice and demobilization.
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Dec. 29 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 382 

Advice that Paraguay has agreed to an 8-day extension of the 
armistice. 

Dec. 29 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 382 
(323) Advice concerning a series of cablegrams summarizing recent 

action by the Pan American Conference and the Investigating 
Commission in regard to the Chaco dispute received by the 
League Secretariat from the Investigating Commission. 

Dec. 29 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 383 
(124) For the President and Acting Secretary of State Phillips from 

Secretary Hull: Discussion of Chaco problems with the Argen- 
tine President and Foreign Minister, wherein the Secretary stated 
his belief that Argentina is in a better position than other Gov- 
ernments to influence Paraguay to extend the armistice and agree 
to arbitration. 

LETICIA DISPUTE BETWEEN COLOMBIA AND PERU 

1933 
Jan. 4 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 384 

Expression of regret to Colombian Minister, Fabio Lozano, 
that Colombia has rejected the good offices of the Permanent 
Commission at Washington in the dispute with Peru over 
Leticia. 

Jan. 5 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State | 384 
Advice by the Peruvian representative before the Permanent 

Commission that the Peruvian Government has now accepted a 
Brazilian proposal for solution of the Leticia dispute, which has 
already been accepted by Colombia, and that the Permanent 
Commission is being informed, since its connection with the 
question is at an end, at least for the present time. 

Jan. 5 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 385 
Concern of Uruguayan Minister, as Chairman of the Per- 

manent Commission, over Colombian refusal to have a conference 
under the Gondra Treaty, and his desire that the question be 
taken up with Assistant Secretary White. 

Jan. 5 | To the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 386 
(2) Colombian Minister’s notification of his Government’s accept- 

ance of Brazilian proposal; instructions to inform Brazilian Gov- 
ernment of U.S. satisfaction upon learning that negotiations will 
take place in Rio de Janeiro. 

Jan. 6 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 386 
(1) Information that in view of Peruvian objections, Brazil has now 

suggested that Colombian-Peruvian conversations at Rio de 
Janeiro take place before, instead of after, Leticia has been re- 
turned to Colombia, and that the Brazilian Government requests 
U. S. views and assistance in obtaining Peruvian acceptance of 
this new proposal.
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Jan. 6 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 387 

Telephone conversation with President Olaya of Colombia, who 
expressed dissatisfaction with a Peruvian counterproposal which 
would result in restoring Leticia to the Peruvian rebels in the 
event of unsuccessful negotiations; his further comment that, 
while he is willing to consider any Peruvian suggestions, he can- 
not promise in advance the revision of the boundary treaty of 
1922 desired by Peru. : 

Jan. 7 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 389 
Telephone conversation with the Counselor of Embassy in 

Brazil indicating Department’s willingness to support Brazilian 
proposal as requested in Embassy’s telegram No. 1, January 6 
on condition that Department be informed as to exactly what the 
proposal is, and whether Colombia has accepted it. 

Jan. 7 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 390 
Telephone conversation with the Ambassador in Brazil, who 

explained revised proposal and said he had been informed that it 
was acceptable to Colombia; Department’s agreement to send a 
telegram to Peru in support of the proposal. 

Jan. 7 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 392 
Request, in telephone conversation with the Minister in 

Colombia, to be advised whether Colombia has accepted new 
Brazilian proposal, as reported; intention to suspend delivery of 
proposed message to Peruvian Government pending receipt of 
this information. 

Jan. 7 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 392 
(7) Information that President Olaya has not, as reported, agreed 

to new Brazilian proposal. 

Jan. 7 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) | 393 
(8) Information that President Olaya has telegraphed to the 

Colombian Legation at Rio de Janeiro a summary (text printed) 
containing the formula agreed to by Colombia, together with 
observations as to Colombian position regarding revision of the 
boundary treaty of 1922. 

Jan. 7 | Tothe Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 393 
(4) From White (Assistant Secretary of State): Information that 

Department will not take up with Peruvian Government matter 
of support for second Brazilian proposal until question of 
Colombian acceptance is straightened out. 

Jan. 8 | Tothe Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 394 
(5) Transmittal of contents of telegram No. 8, January 7, from the 

Minister in Colombia. 

Jan. 91| To the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 394 
(6) Inquiry as to Colombian objection to the modified formula pro- 

posed by Brazil. 

Jan. 9 | Tothe Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 394 
(3) Request to be informed immediately concerning Brazilian 

plans for obtaining Peruvian and Colombian acceptance of 
proposed formula.
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Jan. 9 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State — 395 

Telephone conversation with Ambassador in Brazil, express- 
ing Department’s concern over the advance of Colombian troops 
up the Amazon River, with danger of an imminent conflict, and 
failure of Colombia and Peru to reach a definite understanding 
on Brazilian proposal. . 

Jan. 9 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 397 
(3) Information that Colombian Minister has received the tele- 

gram from his Government repeated to Department in telegram 
No. 8, January 7, from the Minister in Colombia; willingness of 
Peruvian Minister in Brazil to confer informally with Colom- 
bian Minister on Leticia problem. 

Jan. 9 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 398 
(9) Comment, with regard to modified Brazilian proposal, that 

any government which agreed to a further 3-month delay in 
the recovery of Leticia would be turned out of office. 

Jan. 10 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 398 
(5) Report of Brazilian intention to support proposition pre- 

sented by Colombian Minister, and to request U.S. action to 
endeavor to persuade Peruvian Government to accept this 
proposal. 

Jan. 10 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 399 
Conversation with Brazilian Ambassador concerning nature 

of new proposal of Brazilian Government to Colombia and Peru, 
and his assurance that it agrees with that reported in telegram 
No. 5, January 10, from the Ambassador in Brazil; U.S. consent 
to urge Peruvian Government’s acceptance of this proposal. 

Jan. 10 | To the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 400 
(5) Note for Foreign Minister (text printed), for immediate 

presentation, urging Peruvian acceptance of new Brazilian 
proposal; instructions to inform Brazilian colleague when note is 
delivered, and to cooperate with him in supporting proposal. 

Jan. 11 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 401 
Brazilian Ambassador’s expression of thanks on behalf of his 

| Government for U. 8. support of proposal with Peruvian Gov- 
ernment. 

Jan. 12 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 401 
(13) Refusal by President and Foreign Minister to accept second 

point of new Brazilian proposal, concerning delivery of Leticia 
to Colombia, and request that, instead, Brazil occupy Leticia 
pending final outcome of negotiations. 

Jan. 13 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 401 
Conversation with Peruvian Ambassador, who mentioned 

| various factors involved in Leticia dispute. | 

Jan. 15 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 403 
(21) Formal presentation, January 13, of Brazilian plan to Peruvian 

Government with request for an early reply. , 

Jan. 16 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) Oo 404 
(25) Peruvian reply, January 14 (text printed), to U. 8. note of 

January 10, advising that U. 8. desires and opinions will be 
carefully considered in connection with the Brazilian proposal.
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Jan. 16 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 405 

(6) Telegram from the President of the League of Nations Council 
to the Colombian Government, January 14 (text printed), 
quoting a telegram to the Peruvian Government, which advised 
that Colombia has submitted its views on the Leticia situation 
and invited Peru to present its views also. 

Jan. 17 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 405 
(7) Information that Colombian ships have left Manfos but will 

| stop at Teffe provided Peru’s attitude is modified. 

Jan. 17 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 406 
(19) Information that President Olaya will not follow a recent 

| intimation of League of Nations of its willingness to intervene 
in the Leticia question, but that he will make an appeal to the 

| Kellogg Pact signatories. 

Jan. 18 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 406 
(7) Telegrams to the President of the League Council from 

Colombia and Peru, January 16 (texts printed), replying to the 
League message cited in telegram No. 6, January 16, from the 
Consul at Geneva. Information that Leticia question is being 
placed on the agenda of the Council. 

Jan. 18 | Zo the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 407 
(14) Request for texts of the Brazilian proposal to Peru and the | 

Peruvian reply. 

Jan. 18 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 408 
(31) Texts of Brazilian note and Peruvian reply requested in De- 

partment’s telegram No, 14, January 18. 

Jan. 19 | To the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 411 
(14) Information that the proposal outlined by the Peruvian Am- 

bassador as the one accepted by his Government differs from the 
Brazilian proposal in respect to the boundary modification pro- 
vision, and that the Ambassador was advised that the United 
States will only support proposal as communicated by Brazil; 
instructions to advise the Brazilian Government accordingly. | 

: (Footnote: The same telegram, except for last paragraph, to 
the Ambassador in Peru.) 

Jan. 20 | To the Secretary of the Navy 412 
Information that in view of the situation between Peru and 

Colombia, the Peruvian Government has been informed that the 
use of the drydock at Balboa will not be available to the Peruvian 
cruiser now proceeding there; request that Commandant of the 
Fifteenth Naval District be informed accordingly. 

Jan. 21 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 413 
(21) |. Information that Colombian note to Kellogg Pact signatories, 

which had been delayed pending outcome of Brazilian mediation, 
will be transmitted as of January 21. 

Jan. 23 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 413 
Conversation with Peruvian Ambassador, who presented cer- 

tain modifications desired by his Government in the Brazilian | 
mediation proposal, and who was advised that the United States |. 

| was unable to support such changes, although it would be willing 
_| under certain conditions to support an understanding that Leticia 

should be held by Brazil during negotiations. |
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Jan. 23 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) | 416 

(37) Summary of Brazilian note to Peruvian Government, review- 

ing Brazilian efforts at mediation and Colombian concessions in 

effort to reach an agreement, and requesting Peruvian reply. 

Jan. 23 | From the Colombian Minister 418 

(41) Appeal to the United States to call the attention of the Peru- 

vian Government to its obligations under the Kellogg-Briand 

Pact, with regard to the unlawful seizure of Colombian territory 

| by Peruvian military forces. 

Jan. 24 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 420 

(9) Brazilian proposal to make circular request of all American 

powers for individual representations to the Peruvian Govern- 

ment for the maintenance of peace, in view of Peru’s intransigent 

attitude and the fact that the Colombian flotilla is only 4 days 

_ | distant from Leticia. 

Jan. 241 To the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) | 420 

(17) Accordance with Brazilian efforts to maintain peace, and infor- 

mation concerning U. S. action in response to Colombian appeal 

under the Kellogg Pact. 

Jan. 24 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 420 

(17) Telegram from Peru to the League of Nations, January 23 

(text printed), requesting the League to order the suspension of 

all measures of force in the dispute between Colombia and Peru. 

Information that question is now under consideration by a 

Council committee. 

Jan. 25 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State and Comment | 421 

Thereon by the Secretary of State 
Discussion of Leticia dispute with British, French, Italian, 

German, and Japanese Ambassadors, who were informed of U.S. 
intention, in response to Colombian appeal, to send a note to 

Peru with respect to its violation of the Kellogg Pact. 

Jan. 25 | To the Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs (tel.) 423 

Review of background of Leticia dispute, and urgent appeal to 

Peruvian Government to stand by its commitments under the 

Kellogg Pact and to accept the Brazilian proposal for settling the 

question. 

Jan. 25 | To the Consul at Geneva (Eel.) 428 

(9) Transmittal, for information of the Secretary General of the 

League, of text of U. 8. telegram to Peru of January 25. 

Jan. 25 | To All Diplomatic Missions in Latin America (ctr. tel.) 428 

Information concerning communication to Peru of January 25. 

Jan. 26 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 429 

(21) Telegram from the League Council to Colombia (text printed), 

incorporating a telegram to Peru, referring to Peruvian duty to 

refrain from any intervention by force on Colombian territory; 

expression of confidence that Colombian authorities will avoid 

| violation of Peruvian territory and exercise clemency in the 

restoration of their legitimate rights.
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Jan. 26 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 430 

(25) Request of Drummond, Secretary General of the League, for 
the formal communication to him, with permission to circulate 
it, of Department’s telegram to Peru of January 25; Consul’s 

| suggestion for the inclusion of an explanatory paragraph, refer- 
ring to Colombia’s appeal under the Kellogg Pact. 

Jan. 26 | To the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 431 
(10) Instructions to make formal communication to Drummond of 

Department’s telegram of January 25 to Peru, with suggested 
explanatory paragraph. 

Jan. 27 Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American | 431 
airs 

Proposal by Dr. Rowe, Director General of the Pan American 
Union, that the State Department call a meeting of heads of the 
Latin American missions in Washington to consider the attitudes 
to be taken by their respective Governments on the Brazilian 
proposal; U. 8. feeling that such a meeting, if it were thought 
desirable to have one, should be summoned by Brazil. 

Jan. 27 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 433 
(26) Drummond’s report of discussion with Colombian and 

Peruvian representatives concerning possible methods of reaching 
a settlement of the dispute, in which it was proposed that 
Brazilian occupation of Leticia should be extended from the 
period of 10 days to a month or 6 weeks; agreement of both dele- 
gates to submit this proposal to their respective Governments. 

Jan. 27 | From the Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs (tel.) 434 
Reply to U. S. telegram of January 25, explaining Peruvian 

military and juridical position with respect to Leticia, affirming 
its intent to comply with the Kellogg Pact and other international 
obligations, but reiterating its desire for rectification of the 
Colombian-Peruvian boundary by revision of the Salomon-Lo- 
zano Treaty. , 

Jan. 30 | From the Minister in Ecuador (tel.) 437 
(4) Ecuadoran note to Peru with regard to Leticia dispute, ex- 

pressing hope that Peru will observe its obligations under the 
Kellogg Pact; similar note to Colombia, omitting reference to 
Kellogg Pact. Foreign Minister’s renewal of request for assist- 
ance in securing Ecuadoran participation in negotiations for 
solution of Amazon territorial problems. 

Jan. 30 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 438 
(30) Report of conversation between Drummond and the Colom- 

bian and Peruvian representatives, and their agreement to refrain 
from further suggestions at Geneva in order to allow time for | 
developments in the various proposals now before the Peruvian 
Government. 

Jan. 30 | To the Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs (tel.) 439 
Acknowledgment of Peruvian telegram of January 27, ex- 

pressing hope for Peru’s immediate acceptance of Brazilian 
proposal without modification. |
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Jan. 30 | To the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 439 

(18) Instructions to make suggestion to the Foreign Minister, in 
the event of Peruvian nonacceptance of Brazilian proposal within 
a reasonable period, for a last Brazilian appeal to Peru to secure 
the peaceful occupation of Leticia by Colombia, to be followed 
by the conference in Rio de Janeiro for the adjustment of out- 
standing Colombian-Peruvian differences. 

Jan. 31 | From the Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs (tel.) 440 
Notification of unconditional acceptance of first and third 

bases of Brazilian proposal, and willingness to accept the second 
with certain modifications. 

Jan. 31 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 440 
(10) Foreign Minister’s willingness to adopt suggestion conveyed 

in Department’s telegram No. 18, January 30, should circum- 
stances develop as outlined. 

Feb. 1 | Zo Certain Diplomatic Missions in Latin America (cir. tel.) 441 
Instructions to report telegraphically whether the Govern- 

ment concerned has sent a note to Peru urging compliance with 
Kellogg Pact and acceptance of Brazilian proposal, and, if not, 
to point out the importance of its doing so. 

Feb. 1 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 441 
(25) Instructions to discuss with Foreign Secretary a recent British 

aide-mémoire, which shows British misconception of Brazilian 
proposal, and to urge that British make representations to Peru 
in support of the Kellogg Pact and the bona fide Brazilian 
proposal. 

Feb. 2 | From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 444 
(18) Report concerning Paraguayan telegram to Peru urging 

acceptance of Brazilian proposal. 

Feb. 2 | From the Minister in Costa Rica (tel.) 444 
(3) Information that text of Costa Rican cable to Peru expressing 

hope that Brazilian proposal would be accepted has been trans- 
mitted to Department by despatch of January 31. 

Feb. 2 | From the Minister in Guatemala (tel.) 444 
(5) Information concerning Guatemalan message to Peruvian 

Government. 

Feb. 2 | From the Ambassador in Cuba (tel.) 444 
(8) Information that instructions (text printed) have been sent 

to the Cuban Chargé in Peru for representations in support of 
the Brazilian proposal, and that further instructions are being 
sent, but that they are not based on the Kellogg Pact. 

Feb. 2 | From the Minister in the Dominican Republic (éel.) 445 
(2) Information that Dominican Government on January 30 

telegraphed Peru urging acceptance of the Brazilian proposal. 

Feb. 2 | From the Minister in Nicaragua (tel.) 445 
(25) Information that on January 27 Nicaragua sent a telegram to 

Peru urging acceptance of the Brazilian proposal. 

Feb. 21 From the Ambassador in Mexico (tel.) 446 
(24) Information that as Mexico has no diplomatic relations with 

Peru, it is not possible for Mexico to make any representations 
to Peru.
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Feb. 2 | From the Minister in Panama (tel.) 446 

(22) Panamanian Government’s representations to Peru, Janu- 
ary 27 (text printed), based on Kellogg Pact. 

Feb. 2 | Yo the Ambassador in Cuba (tel.) 446 
(5) Instructions to explain to the Foreign Minister Department’s 

view that it is important that Cuban representations to Peru in 
the Leticia dispute be based on the Kellogg Pact. 

Feb. 2 | From the Ambassador in Chile Ciel.) 447 
(21) Information that Chilean Foreign Minister intends to send a 

communication to Peru based on the Kellogg Pact, but is re- 
serving action pending his conference with the Argentine Foreign 
Minister. 

Feb. 3 | From the Minister in Costa Rica (tel.) 447 
(4) Information that Costa Rican telegram to Peru urging accept- 

ance of Brazilian proposal made no mention of the Kellogg Pact. 

Feb. 3 | From the Ambassador in Cuba (tel.) 448 
(9) Information that Cuban Chargé in Peru has been instructed to 

present a note supporting action on the basis of the Kellogg Pact. 

Feb. 3 | From the Minister in Haiti (tel.) 448 
(5) Information that on January 28 the Haitian Government sent 

a telegram to Peru along the lines of Department’s circular 
telegram of February 1. 

Feb. 3 | From the Minister in Nicaragua (tel.) 448 
(26) Information that Nicaragua will telegraph Peru, referring to 

its commitments under Kellogg Pact and declaration of August 
3, 1932. | 

Feb. 3 | From the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 448 
(21) Information that British agree with American position as con- 

veyed in Department’s telegram No. 25 of February 1, and that 
| Foreign Minister is considering representations under the 

Kellogg Pact. 

Feb. 3 | From the Minister in Venezuela (tel.) 449 
(2) Information that Venezuela is telegraphing Peru in support of 

position as outlined in Department’s circular telegram of 
February 1. 

Feb. 3 | To the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 449 
(13) Opinion as to importance of Chilean Government’s taking 

action on the basis of the Kellogg Pact. 

Feb. 3 | To the Ambassador in Great Britain (tel.) 449 
(27) Hope that British Foreign Office will make representations to 

Peru under the Kellogg Pact, and information that Germany 
and Italy have authorized their representatives in Peru to make 
such representations when the British and French do so. 

Feb. 3 | Tothe Minister in Colombia (tel.) 450 
(16) From Rublee (Financial Adviser to the Colombian Govern- 

ment): Inquiry as to whether President Olaya will accept 
Peruvian suggestion for a limited period of negotiations to be 
followed by arbitration in case of failure to reach accord, and if 
so, whether he will notify Brazil accordingly. :
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Feb. 3 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) | 450 

(24) Disinclination of Foreign Minister to take further action in 
the Leticia matter. 

Feb. 41 From the Minister in Paraguay (tel.) 451 
(21) Information that Paraguay has sent a further communication 

to Peru referring to the Kellogg Pact. 

Feb. 4 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 451 
(25) Report of undecided attitude of the Foreign Minister with 

regard to action under the Kellogg Pact. 

Feb. 4 | From the Minister in the Dominican Republic (tel.) 451 
(3) Information that express reference to the Kellogg Pact was not 

included in the Dominican Government’s first telegram to Peru, 
but will be made in a further communication. 

Feb. 4 | To the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 452 
(27) Receipt of information that British Government has now 

instructed its Minister in Peru to make representations on the 
basis of the Kellogg Pact; expectation that France will soon 
take similar action. 

Feb. 4 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 452 
(25) For Rublee: Advice that President Olaya would accept for- 

mula proposed in Department’s telegram No. 16, February 3, if 
it has been correctly understood, but would not suggest it to 
Brazil, which has declared its efforts at mediation are at an end. 

(Footnote: Information that understanding of formula is 
correct.) 

Feb. 5 | From the Minister in Hattt (tel.) 453 
(7) Information concerning proposed Haitian telegram to Peru 

expressing satisfaction at Peruvian decision to accept Brazilian 
proposal, and making direct reference to the Kellogg Pact. 

Feb. 5 | From the Mintster in Colombia (tel.) | 453 
(26) Additional condition proposed by President Olaya to formula 

referred to in Minister’s telegram No. 25, February 4, which 
concerns freedom of movement for Colombian flotilla under 
Vasquez Cobo. 

Feb. 6 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 453 
Telephone conversation with Embassy in Brazil, which was 

instructed to take up with the Foreign Office question of modi- 
fied proposal and continuance of Brazilian mediation efforts; 
further suggestion for arrangements for Brazilian flotilla to 
accompany Colombian flotilla to Colombian port of Leticia as a 
guarantee of nonaggression against Peru. 

Feb. 6 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 455 
Conversation with German and Italian Ambassadors, who | | 

were informed that the British had now made representations to 
Peru based on the Kellogg Pact, and were requested to suggest 
that their Governments proceed with representations without 
waiting for France. | 

Feb. 6 | From the Minister in Haiti (tel.) 456 
(8) Request for Department’s suggestions, if any, in regard to 

proposed Haitian telegram to Peru reported in Minister’s tele- 
gram No. 7, February 5. 

738036—50——4
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Feb. 6 | From the Minister in Costa Rica (tel.) 456 

(6) Information that Foreign Minister is cabling note to Peru 
invoking Kellogg Pact. | 

Feb. 6 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 456 
(27) For Rublee: Olaya’s withdrawal of acceptance of modified 

proposal because of opposition of Foreign Affairs Advisory Com- 
mittee and of representative at League of Nations. 

Feb. 6 | From the Minister in Switzerland (éel.) 457 
(94) Drummond’s request for confirmation or refutation of reports 

of end of Brazilian mediation and possibility of an armed clash 
between Colombian and Peruvian forces on Colombian territory. 

Feb. 6 | From the Minister in Haiti (tel.) 457 
(9) Haitian telegram to Peru (text printed), which is based 

definitely on the Kellogg Pact. 

Feb. 6 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 457 
(68) British Minister’s oral representations to Foreign Minister 

concerning Peruvian obligations under the Kellogg Pact, and 
Peruvian determination to hold Leticia. 

Feb. 6 | To the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 458 
(20) Advice with reference to telephone conversation of Assistant 

Secretary of State with Embassy in Brazil, February 6, that 
Olaya’s withdrawal of acceptance of proposal has changed the 
situation. 

Feb. 6 | To the Ambassador in France (tel.) | 458 
(29) Instructions to urge Foreign Minister to make representations 

to Peru concerning its obligations under the Kellogg Pact. 

Feb. 6 | To the Minister in Switzerland, at Geneva (éel.) 459 
(63) Advice that Department’s information confirms reports con- 

tained in Minister’s telegram No. 94 of February 6, but opinion 
that way is still open for mediation and that best course is to 
continue support of Brazilian Government. 

Feb. 6 | To the Minister in Colombia (tel.) | 460 
(18) Information that Department has not yet been advised of the 

end of Brazilian mediation; disappointment at Olaya’s with- 
drawal of acceptance of recent proposal. 

Feb. 6 | To the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 460 
(21) Determination to continue full support of Brazilian proposal, 

and desire to be kept informed of developments in the matter. 

Feb. 6 | To the Minister in Haiti (tel.) 461 
(3) Observations with respect to proposed Haitian telegram to 

Peru, reported in Minister’s telegram No. 8, February 6. 

Feb. 6 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) | 461 
(12) Advice that Brazil has not abandoned mediation, but is un- 

willing to accept Peruvian suggestion with respect to long tenure 
of Leticia. : 

Feb. 7 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 461 
German Ambassador’s advice that his Government is making 

representations to Peru with respect to its obligations under the 
Kellogg Pact.
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Feb. 7 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 462 

(18) ' repos that Peruvian Government is in difficulties and may 
all. 

Feb. 7 | From the Minister in Venezuela (tel.) 462 
(3) Information that Venezuelan note to Peru supported Brazilian 

proposal and U. §. note, but did not mention Kellogg Pact. 

Feb. 7 | From the Minister in Honduras (tel.) 462 
(10) Honduran representations to Peru (text printed), urging ac- 

ceptance of Brazilian proposal and referring to Kellogg Pact. 

Feb. 7 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 463 
(28) Olaya’s agreement to renew acceptance of modified proposal 

with provision that Colombian ships will enter the Putumayo; 
his desire for Peruvian reply by February 8. 

Feb. 7 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 463 
(14) Brazilian acceptance of Peruvian suggestion for joint Co- 

lombian-Peruvian cession to Brazil of Leticia territory for period 
of approximately 60 days, and desire that U. S. Government 
advise Colombia to accept this plan. 

Feb. 7 | From the Ambassador in France (tel.) 464 
(54) Information that French representative in Peru has been in- 

structed to make representations reminding Peru of its obliga- 
tions under the Kellogg Pact. 

Feb. 7 | To the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 464 
(22) Request for text of revised Brazilian formula, and inquiry as to 

whether it is definitely understood that Colombia will receive 
Leticia whatever the outcome of the negotiations. 

Feb. 7 | To the Minister in Colom bia (tel.) 465 
(20) Information that it will be impossible to obtain Peruvian reply 

to revised proposal by February 8, and instructions to endeavor to 
have advance of Colombian ships delayed as much as possible. 

Feb. 7 | From the Minister in the Dominican Republic (éel.) 465 | 
(4) Information from Foreign Minister that he does not recall 

receiving a request from Colombia, but that he is sending a 
telegram to Peru referring specifically to the Kellogg Pact. 

Feb. 8 | From the Minister in the Dominican Republic (tel.) 466 
(5) Foreign Minister’s confirmation of facts reported in telegram 

No. 4, February 7. 

Feb. 8 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 466 
(16) Foreign Minister’s confirmation of understanding that Leticia 

is to be returned to Colombia; question as to when 60-day period 
of Brazilian tenure is to begin. 

Feb. 8 | Yo the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 466 
(24) Reiteration of necessity, if effective action is to be taken, for 

Brazil to formulate its proposal and submit it to Peru immediate- 
ly, and to furnish U.S. Government with the exact text. 

Feb. 9 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) — 467 
(17) Memorandum of Brazil’s position (text printed), submitted 

by Foreign Minister, upholding Brazil’s original formula, but ex- 
pressing willingness to extend period of Brazil’s temporary 
occupancy of Leticia.
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Feb. 9 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 467 

Telephone conversation with Ambassador in Brazil in which 
important omissions in the Brazilian memorandum of February 
9 were pointed out; request for actual text of proposal being 
sent to Peru, and suggestion that the same proposal should be sent 
also to Colombia. 

Feb. 9 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 469 
(18) Information that Brazilian proposal is being telegraphed to the 

Brazilian Embassy in Peru for submission to the Peruvian 
Government. 

Feb. 9 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 469 
(29) Critical position of Olaya domestically, but willingness to 

stand by his acceptance of formula exactly as contained in Minis- 
ter’s telegram No. 25, February 4. 

Feb. 10 | To the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 469 
(25) Information concerning difficulties in Colombia and Olaya’s 

position as reported in telegram No. 29, February 9, from the : 
Minister in Colombia. 

Feb. 10 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 470 
(32) Foreign Minister’s emphasis on Colombian objections to use 

of certain phrases in proposal. 

Feb. 10 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 470 
(19) Foreign Office telegram to Colombia and Peru (text printed) 

setting forth mediation proposal. 

Feb. 10 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 471 
(33) Information that a delay in the advance of the Colombian 

flotilla has been ordered. 

Feb. 10 ; From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 471 
(20) P Foreign Office amplification of Brazilian note to Colombia and 

eru. 

Feb. 10 | From the Ambassador in Chile (tel.) 471 
(30) Information that Chilean response to Colombian request for 

action under the Kellogg Pact gave support of peaceful settlement 
in general terms only. 

Feb. 10 | Zo the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 472 
(26) Desire that Brazilian proposal be clarified in certain respects; 

intention to make no representations in support of proposal until 
this is done, and to make no further request for delay in Colom- 
bian naval expedition. : 

Feb. 10 | Jo the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 473 
(21) Transmittal of contents of Department’s telegram No. 26, 

February 10, to the Ambassador in Brazil; expression of appre- 
ciation of Colombian policy of moderation in holding up expedi- | 
tion to Leticia. 

Feb. 11 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 473 
(21) Foreign Office agreement to make substitution in phrasing of 

proposal to meet Colombian objection. | |
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Feb. 11 | To the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 473 

(29) Observation that substitution suggested in telegram No. 21, 
February 11, appears satisfactory, but that provision for return 
of Leticia to Colombia after 60 days should also be included; 

instructions to impress Brazilian Government with need for haste. 

Feb. 11 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 474 

(22) Brazilian explanation concerning equivalent Spanish transla- 
tion for Portuguese expression to which Colombia objects. 

Feb. 12 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 474. 

. (35) Information that Colombia refuses to accept wording ‘‘in 
compensation”’. 

Feb. 13 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (fel.) 475 

(23) Foreign Minister’s explanation as to why the changes re- 

quested by Colombia either need not or cannot be made in the 
proposal. 

Feb. 13 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 475 

(36) Information that Vasquez Cobo in charge of Colombian 

flotilla has arrived at the Brazilian-Colombian boundary near 

Tarapaca. 

Feb. 13 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 475 

Italian Ambassador’s advice that his Government has now 

made representations to Peru under the Kellogg Pact similar to 
those made by the British. 

Feb. 14 | From the Colombian Minister for Foreign Affairs (tel.) 476 

Account of Peruvian air attack on Colombian vessels following 

delivery of a communication (text printed) from Vasquez Cobo, 

Commander of Colombian Expedition, to the inhabitants of 

Tarapacé, concerning Colombian intention to reoccupy that 

: territory and restore order; observation that the attack was 

made while the ships were in Brazilian waters, 81 kilometers 
from the nearest Peruvian territory. 

Feb. 14 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 477 

Report by Colombian representatives of Peruvian attack on 

Colombian ships; discussion of Colombian proposal to try to 

secure a Brazilian squadron to accompany Colombian ships, and 

of U. S. policy concerning a declaration of neutrality where hos- 

, tilities occurred without a declaration of war. 

Feb. 14 | From the Minister in Colombia (éel.) | 477 

(37) Report by Vasquez Cobo concerning Peruvian attack. 

Feb. 14 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 478 

(25) Brazilian intention to confine its efforts in Leticia hostilities to 

the preservation of the inviolability of Brazilian territory. 

Feb. 15 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 478 

(38) Report that Tarapacd has been occupied. 

Feb. 15 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 478 

(82) Official notification of the withdrawal of Brazilian mediation. 

Feb. 15 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 479 

(39) Colombian Government’s severance of diplomatic relations 

with Peru, but nonintention of declaring war.
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Feb. 15 | To the Minister in Colombia (éel.) 479 

(26) Explanation by Colombian representative of Colombia’s de- 
cision to attack and occupy certain Peruvian positions along the 
Putumayo; discussion as to effect of such action on Colombian 
assurances to the League and on its position before world 
opinion. 

Feb. 16 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 480 
(40) Information that after discussion Olaya changed military 

plans and will instruct the Colombian representative at the 
League of Nations to proceed under article 16 of the League 
Covenant; his desire for the presence of observers from the De- 
partment of State, the League, and Brazil, and his further re- 
quest for discreet inquiry by Department concerning the possi- 
bility of a change in Brazilian attitude toward the Colombian 
expeditionary force. 7 

Feb. 16 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 481 
(115) Information that League Council Committee has sent an in- 

| quiry to Peru concerning hostilities which are taking place on 
Colombian territory. 

Feb. 17 | To the Minister in Colombia (tel.) | 482 
(29) Department’s attitude concerning inadvisability of complying 

with Colombian requests for an official observer with Colombian : 
forces, and for inquiry concerning Brazilian attitude. 

Feb. 17 | To the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 482 
(35) Arrangements for dispatch of Military Attaché, Major Sack- 

ville, to scene of operations in Leticia to obtain accurate and 
impartial information concerning the entire situation ; instruc- 
tions to request Brazilian Government for permission and all 
possible facilities for him to proceed to that area. 

Feb. 17 | From the Colombian Minister 483 
(67) Information concerning Colombian severance of diplomatic 

relations with Peru following outbreak of hostilities at Leticia. 

Feb. 18 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 484 
(52) League Council Committee’s further inquiry to Peru (text 

printed) concerning presence of Peruvian military posts on Co- 
lombian territory. 

Feb. 18 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) | 484 
(27) Brazilian Government’s willingness to afford observation facil- 

ities for Major Sackville. 

Feb. 20 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 485 
(28) Information as to arrangements for Major Sackville’s trip. 

Feb. 20 | From the Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs (tel.) 485 
Historical background with relation to recent events in Leticia 

area. 

Feb. 21 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) | 488 
(53) Account of meeting of the League Council in response to Co- | 

lombia’s request and invocation of article 15; nonattendance of 
Peruvian delegate. 

Feb. 23 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 489 
(100) Information that Argentina, Brazil, and Chile contemplate 

making suggestions for settling the Peruvian-Colombian dispute.
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Feb. 23 | From the Minister in Switzerland (éel.) 490 

(124) Information that the Council Committee has presented a mem- 
orandum to the Peruvian representative (text printed) and one 
to the Colombian representative (text printed), suggesting certain 
actions as preliminary to conciliation proceedings under article 
15, involving evacuation of Leticia territory by Peru and the 
presence there of a League commission with command over Co- 
lombian forces. 

Feb. 25 | To the Minister in Switzerland, at Geneva (tel.) 491 
(76) Information that U.S. reply (infra) to Peruvian Foreign Min- 

ister’s telegram of February 20 supports position taken by the 
League; assurance of future support of League action. 

Feb. 25 | To the Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs (tel.) 492 
Reply to Peruvian telegram of February 20, reiterating pre- 

vious U.S. views with regard to a peaceful settlement of the 
Peruvian-Colombian dispute, and expressing hope that Peru 
will now accept League proposal of February 23. 

Feb. 25 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 492 

(130) Memorandum from Drummond (text printed), advising that 
upon receipt of satisfactory Peruvian assurances, an atde- 
mémoire, almost identical with that presented to Colombian 
representative on February 23, was given to Colombian and 
Peruvian representatives as Committee’s final and definite sug- 
gestion for a settlement. 

Feb. 27 | To the Colombian Minister for Foreign Affairs (tel.) 493 
Expression of fullest support for League proposal of February 

25 and hope that Colombian Government will accept it. 
(Footnote: The same telegram, mutatis mutandis, February 27, 

to the Peruvian Foreign Minister; text also quoted to the Minis- 
ter in Switzerland.) 

Feb. 27 | From the Colombian Minister for Foreign Affairs (tel.) 494 
Information that Colombia is accepting without any modifi- 

cation the League proposal of February 25. 

Mar. 2 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 494 
- Conversation with the Colombian Minister and Sefior Guz- 
man, Colombian special representative, concerning their belief 
that Colombia should take the Putumayo ports immediately, as 

| | Peru is delaying in order to improve its military position; U.S. 
refusal to express an opinion, but advice that League will soon 
proceed with its report, if Peruvian reply is not received within 
a reasonable time, and that Colombian Government should take 
this into consideration. | 

Mar. 7 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 495 
| (140) Peruvian objections to League proposal; Committee’s inten- 

tion to formulate draft report under paragraph 4, article 15 of the 
Covenant; discussion with Drummond of measures under con- 
sideration by the League, including possibility of an arms em- 
bargo against Peru, establishment of an advisory committee in the 

| matter, and probable U.S. attitude concerning invitation to 
appoint an American member on the committee. 

Mar. 10 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 496 

(144) P Request for U. 8S. views on proposed arms embargo against 
erue
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Mar. 11 | From the Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs (tel.) 496 

Information that Peru has accepted the League proposal with 
the request that the police in the Leticia territory be of any other 
nationality than Colombian. 

Mar. 13 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 497 
(148) Confidential summary of Committee’s draft report and draft | 

recommendation to be submitted to the Council, latter of which 
includes appointment of an advisory committee with which the 
U. 8. and Brazilian Governments will be invited to cooperate. | 

Mar. 15 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) : 499 
(80) Information that draft report and resolution, essentially as 

reported in telegram No. 148, March 138, will be submitted to the 
Council for final adoption within a few days. 

Mar. 15 | To the Minister in Switzerland, at Geneva (tel.) 499 
(88) | Instructions for reply with regard to probable invitation to 

United States to cooperate with advisory committee to be set up 
to watch the Leticia situation. 

Mar. 16 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 499 
Conversation with Colombian Minister and Dr. Guzman, who 

were advised that the United States and the League were acting 
independently in the Leticia situation; U. S. unwillingness to 
Indicate in advance what action it will take on the forthcoming 
League report. 

Mar. 16 | From the Peruvian Embassy 501 
Advice that Peru has accepted the proposals of the League on 

condition that occupying troops of some other nationality be 
substituted for Colombian forces; explanation of Peruvian 
demand. 

Mar. 18 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 505 
(81) Information that report and resolution were adopted unani- 

mously by the League Council, and accepted by Colombia, but 
not by Peru. 

Mar. 18 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) 505 
(82) Account of proceedings leading to adoption of report by 

League Council; intention of Advisory Committee to invite 
cooperation of United States and Brazil. 

Mar. 18 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 506 
(154) Letter from Drummond concerning invitation for United 

States to collaborate in work of the Advisory Committee on 
Leticia, and reply in accordance with Department’s instructions 
in telegram No. 88, March 15 (texts printed). 

Mar. 20 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 508 
(34) Information that out of courtesy Brazil is accepting the League 

invitation to cooperate with the Advisory Committee on Leticia, 
but is doubtful that its efforts will be successful. 

Mar. 22 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 508 
(155) Account of Advisory Committee meeting, which U. 8S. repre- 

sentative attended in accordance with previously expressed con- 
ditions, at which the question of the application of an arms 
embargo against Peru was discussed.
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Mar. 22 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 509 

(156) Observations with regard to the League’s proposed arms 
embargo against Peru as to the precedent it would establish in 
relation to Japan and to possible eventualities elsewhere. 

Mar. 23 | From the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) -510 
(35) From Major Sackville: Request that permission be obtained 

for him to enter Peruvian and Colombian territory for purposes 
of observation and information. | 

Mar. 24 | From the Minister in Switzerland (éel.) 510 
(157) Information that Brazil is accepting participation in the 

League Advisory Committee on Leticia upon the same con- 
ditions as those imposed by the United States. 

Mar. 24 | To the Ambassador in Brazil (tel.) 510 
(44) For Major Sackville: Advice that situation has changed and 

that it is not advisable to enter Peruvian or Colombian terri- 
tory; instructions to make observations for a few days on the 
Brazilian side and then return to Rio de Janeiro. 

Mar. 29 | From the Minister in Panama (iel.) 511 
(44) Information that the Panaman Legation in France has trans- 

mitted an inquiry from League Consultative Committee (text |— 
printed) as to Panama’s attitude toward prohibiting reexporta- 
tion and transit of arms to Peru; Panaman desire to know U.S. 
attitude in the matter. . 

Mar. 31 | To the Minister in Panama (tel.) 511 
(38) U.S. nonintention to take any position in regard to arms 

embargo prior to League decision in the matter. 

Apr. 5 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 511 
(163) Information that at meeting of the Advisory Committee a 

communication of March 30 from Peru was considered, which 
reported the seizure by Colombian forces on March 27 of the 
outer Putumayo Peruvian post of Giiepi. 

Apr. 6 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 512 
(164) Report of Advisory Committee meeting at which there was 

brought up a new Peruvian proposal made to British and Italian 
representatives concerning Peru’s willingness to enter into dis- 
cussions for a settlement of the Leticia dispute on the basis of the 
recommendations of the Committee of Three of February 25. 

Apr. 7 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 513 
(165) Advisory Committee letter of April 6 to the Peruvian represen- 

tative (text printed), advising that the Committee is deferring 
its reply to the Peruvian communication of March 30, in view of 
the possibility of securing the cooperation of the two interested 
parties in the execution of the Council recommendation of March 
18. 

Apr. 7 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 514 
(167) Communication from Chairman of the Advisory Committee 

(text printed) concerning arrangement for the execution of the 
Council’s recommendation of March 18, which the Peruvian 
representative has advised that his Government accepts, and 
which the Colombian representative is transmitting to his Gov- 
ernment for approval; hope that the United States will urge Co- 
lombian acceptance.
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Apr. 8 | To the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 515 

(40) Transmittal of telegram No. 167, April 7, from the Minister in 
Switzerland, with authorization to discuss arrangement with 
President Olaya and express hope that Colombia will accept it. 

Apr. 11 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 516 
(44) Information concerning telegram sent by the British Minister 

to his Government (text printed), reporting Colombia’s objec- 
tions to the new League proposal, and containing a suggested 
formula to meet these objections, the principal point being a 
guarantee by the League of the recognition and protection of 
Colombian sovereignty over the Leticia area. 

Apr. 12 | To the Minister in Switzerland, at Geneva (tel.) 518 
(94) Transmittal of telegram No. 44, April 11, from the Minister in 

Colombia. 

Apr. 13 | Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State 518 
Conversation with the Peruvian Ambassador, who submitted a 

memorandum (infra), and made some observations with regard 
to the occupying forces for the Leticia area under the League 
plan. 

Apr. 13 | From the Peruvian Embassy 519 
Desire of the Peruvian Government that the United States use 

its influence in an appeal to Colombia to accept the League plan. 

Apr. 20 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 519 
(168) Conversation with Chairman of the Advisory Committee, who 

commented that Council’s action of March 18, recommending 
Peruvian evacuation of Leticia unconditionally, made Colombia’s 
position stronger legally and morally. 

Apr. 21 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) | §20 
(46) Colombian Government’s formula and two separate notes (texts 

printed) addressed to the League as proposed settlement of the 
Leticia dispute. 

Apr. 27 | To the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 521 
(80) Transmittal of telegram No. 46, April 21, from the Minister 

in Colombia, with instructions to advise Foreign Office of U. 8. 
opinion that it is a fair solution, and hope that British Govern- 
ment will urge its acceptance at the League. 

Apr. 27 | To the Minister in Switzerland, at Geneva (éel.) 521 
(96) Transmittal of telegram No. 46, April 21, from the Minister 

in Colombia, with instructions informally to advise the Chair- 
man of the Advisory Committee of U.S. view that it is a fair 
solution. 

May 3 | To the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 522 
(42) Information that the Department has supported the Colom- 

bian proposal with the British Government and at the League, 
and, in response to British objections, has sent further instruc- 
tions to London in support of the stipulation that the adminis- 
tration of the Leticia area shall be taken over in the name and 
the representation of the Colombian Government.



LIST OF PAPERS LIX 

THE LETICIA DISPUTE—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1933 
May 3 | From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 523 

(96) British Government’s willingness to support the Colombian 
formula with the League and with the Peruvian Government 
upon consideration of three points relating to the taking over 
of the administration of the Leticia territory and the occupation 
forces. 

May 5| M oman by the Chief of the Division of Latin American | 524 
airs 

Discussion with Mr. Rublee, Special Financial Adviser to the 
Colombian Government, who said that President Olaya earnestly 
desired some effort by the United States to end the Colom- 
bian-Peruvian conflict; U.S. attitude that it had supported the 
Colombian counterproposal now under consideration by the 
League, and that nothing more could be done for the present. 

May 9 | To the Minister in Switzerland, at Geneva (tel.) 525 
(99) — Information concerning the application to Colombia and 

Peru of U.S. policy on the granting of facilities in the case of 
armed conflict between two American states. 

May 10 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 525 
(178) Recommendations of the Advisory Committee to Colombia 

and Peru constituting settlement provided for in Council recom- 
mendations of March 18, and confidential letter to Colombian 
Government respecting use of Colombian troops (texts printed) ; 
request of Advisory Committee President that those members 
in a position to do so make representations to Colombia and 
Peru, in support of the document; request to be advised whether 
‘U.S. representatives will take such action. 

May 11 | To the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 527 
(59) Note for Foreign Minister (text printed) expressing hope that 

the recommendations of the League Advisory Committee of 
May 10 will be accepted. 

(Footnote: Sent also to the Minister in Colombia as No. 45.) 

May 12 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 528 
(179) Advice from President of Advisory Committee that the 

Peruvian representative has informed him that the leader of the 
Liberal Party in Colombia is being sent to Peru for the purpose 
of settling the dispute by direct negotiation, and that conse- 
quently an early reply to Advisory Committee’s recommenda- 
tions is not expected. 

Undated | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 529 
(49) Information that note transmitted in Department’s telegram 

No. 45, May 11 (see No. 59, May 11, to Peru) is being delivered, 
and that Colombian representative at the League has been 
instructed to accept the formula on behalf of the Colombian 
Government. 

May 12 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 529 
(141) © Information that arrangements have been made for direct 

negotiations between Alfonso Lopez of Colombia and President 
Benavides of Peru; suggestion that note transmitted in Depart- 
ment’s telegram No. 59, May 11, be withheld pending further 
developments.



LX LIST OF PAPERS 

THH LETICIA DISPUTE—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1933 
May 13 | To the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) oo 530 

(61) Instructions, in reply to telegram No. 141, supra, to present 
note immediately. 

May 13 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 530 
(144) Information that Department’s instructions in telegram No. 

61, May 13, have been carried out. 

May 13 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 530 
(180) Summary of Advisory Committee meeting, at which it was 

reported that the Colombian Government considered the League 
negotiations as the only official negotiations in the Leticia 
dispute, the Benavides-Lopez conversations being merely 
informal, and at which a decision was taken concerning furnishing 
of facilities to the Peruvian fleet. 

May 14 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 532 
(51) Information that Lopez is going to Peru in a personal, not an 

official capacity, and that Colombia has accepted League 
formula. 

May 16 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 532 
(145) Report of arrival of Lopez and party. 

May 17 | From the Minister in Colombia (tel.) 533 
(53) Assertion by President Olaya that the Lopez negotiations 

appear to have been unsuccessful; his opinion that League 
recommendations of May 10 are the only hope of solution. 

May 19 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 533 
(148) Information from Foreign Office official that Benavides and 

Lopez have agreed in principle to accept League proposals; 
further report that Peru has agreed to pay an indemnity to 
Colombia. 

May 19 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 533 
(149) Acceptance by Benavides and Cabinet of last League pro- 

posal, and intention to request approval of Congress at special 
session May 20; information that question of indemnity and 
supervision of cessation of hostilities will be handled by the 
League Commission. 

May 20 | To the Minister in Switzerland, at Geneva (tel.) 534 
(104) Information that the Colombian Minister has received a tele- 

gram from his Government (text printed), advising that no 
official notice has been received from Geneva of the settlement 
of the Leticia dispute, but that new Peruvian modifications to 
the League formula have been announced, which are unac- 
ceptable to Colombia. : 

May 20 | From the Consul at Geneva (tel.) | 534 
(130) Exchange of telegrams between Peru and the League, May 17 

and 18 (texts printed) concerning terms of arrangement provid- 
ing for simultaneous evacuation of Leticia territory by Peru, 
and of Giiepi and other Peruvian territory by Colombia; informa- 
tion that League has notified Peru of Colombian acceptance of 
proposal and requested an indication of Peruvian decision.



LIST OF PAPERS LXI 

THE LETICIA DISPUTE—Continued 

Date and Subject Page 

1933 
May 20 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 535 

(150) Information that Benavides-Lopez conversations resulted in 
only one change, with which Colombia has agreed, in the League 
proposal, respecting the method of recognizing Colombian sov- 
ereignty in the taking over of the Leticia territory by the League 
Commission. 

May 22 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 535 
(185) Peruvian Government’s acceptance of Committee’s proposal 

subject to four minor alterations, and Secretary General’s com- 
ments regarding these points; Peruvian representative’s intention 
to request clarification of his Government’s instructions concern- | 
ing tenure of Commission’s administration of the territory. 

May 25 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 537 
(187) Information concerning Peruvian acceptance of the League 

proposal and arrangements for the conclusion of the accord 
between the two countries; suggestion for expression of gratifica- 
tion to the Secretary General and President of the Advisory 
Committee at the successful conclusion of League efforts to 
settle the Colombian-Peruvian dispute. 

May 25 | To the Minister in Switzerland, at Geneva (tel.) 538 
(110) Instructions to make appropriate expressions of gratification as 

suggested in telegram No. 187, May 25. 

May 26 | From the Chargé in Colombia 538 
(5602) Information that Colombian delegate to the League of Nations 

has reported that the commission to be appointed to administer 
the Leticia territory will be composed of an American, a Brazilian, 
and a Spaniard. 

May 26 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 539 
(157) Information that text of Geneva agreement signed May 25 

was published in Peru with eight points substantially as con- 
tained in Department’s telegram No. 59, May 11, except for 
point 2 (text printed). 

May 26 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 539 
(190) Discussion by League Advisory Committee of the question 

of appointment of members of the Leticia commission, in which 
suggestion was made for the appointment of an American army 
officer; request for early instructions concerning the appointment 
of an American member. 

May 27 | To the Chargé in Colombia (Eel.) 540 
(52) Instructions to express to Foreign Minister U. 8S. gratification 

at the conclusion of an agreement between Colombia and Peru 
for the settlement of the difficulties arising out of the Leticia 
incident. 

(Footnote: The same, mutatis mutandis, to the Ambassador 
in Peru.) 

June 1 | From the Minister in Switzerland (tel.) 541 
(194) League request for an early decision with regard to American 

member on Leticia commission. | 

June 1 | To the Minister in Switzerland, at Geneva (iel.) | 541 
(111) Information that Col. Arthur W. Brown will be available for 

| appointment as American member of the Leticia commission.
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June 23 | From the Chargé in Colombia 541 

(5679) Note from the Foreign Minister, June 21, and enclosed tele- 
gram from the President of the commission for the administra- 
tion of the Leticia territory, June 19 (texts printed), advising 
that the commission has begun to function. 

June 27 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 543 
(168) Information that Leticia has been successfully delivered to 

the League commissioners. 

June 27 | From the Chargé in Colombia 543 
- (5685) Information concerning disposition of Colombian and Peru- 

vian troops on the occasion of the delivery of the Leticia terri- 
tory to the League commission. 

June 29 | From the Chargé in Colombia (tel.) 544 
(59) President Olaya’s desire that Bogota be selected as the site of 

the negotiations to be held under the League recommendations, 
and hope that the United States will suggest this to Peru. 

June 30 | To the Chargé in Colombia (tel.) 545 
(59) Opinion that it would not be appropriate for the United States 

to intervene in the matter of the site of the Colombian-Peruvian 
negotiations, since this is a question for the League to decide. 

July 7 | From the Ambassador in Peru 545 
(2905) Account of the turning over of Leticia by the Peruvian 

| authorities to the League commission. 

July 24 | From the Chargé in Colombia (tel.) 546 
(68) Foreign Minister’s telegram to the American Ambassador in 

Peru (text printed), requesting him to bring to the attention of 
the Peruvian Government the suggestion that the negotiations 
under the League recommendations be held at Geneva, with 
Panama or Washington as second choice. 

July 25 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 546 
(176) Request for instructions with regard to telegram No. 68, July 

24, from Colombia. 

July 26 | To the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 547 
(75) Instructions to transmit message to Peruvian Government. 

Aug. 1 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 547 
(177) Inquiry as to method of transmittal of a memorandum from 

the Peruvian Government to the Colombian Government (text | 
printed), making countersuggestion that one of several South 
American capitals be chosen as site of negotiations. 

(Footnote: Department’s instructions to transmit memoran- 
dum directly to Colombia.) 

Aug. 11 | From the Chargé in Colombia (tel.) 548 
(70) Colombian acceptance of Rio de Janeiro as site of Leticia 

| negotiations, and desire that negotiations begin October 1. | 

Aug. 14 | From the Chargé in Colombia (tel.) 548 
(71) Information that Rio de Janeiro has definitely been agreed on, 

| and the Brazilian Government informed, and that Peru has sug- 
gested that negotiations begin before October 1 if possible.
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Feb. 16 | To the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 549 

(32) Instructions to advise the Peruvian Government and cable 

reply concerning U. S. arrangements with Colombian Govern- 

ment to take charge of Colombian interests in Peru, in view of 

severance of diplomatic relations between Colombia and Peru. 

Feb. 16 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 549 

(87) Foreign Minister’s cordial acquiescence in proposed U. 8. 

assumption of Colombian interests. 

Feb. 18 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 549 

(89) Inquiry as to moment at which custodianship of Colombian 

archives and interests begins. 

Feb. 19 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 550 

(90) Account of sacking of Colombian Legation by a mob, and 

narrow escape of Colombian Minister. 

Feb. 19 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 550 

(91) Peruvian Government’s assurance of protection and promise 

of investigation and report in regard to sacking of Colombian 

Legation; recommendation, in view of present uncertain condi- 

tions, that a U. S. warship be sent to,Callao. 

Feb. 20 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 551 

(92) Apprehension over huge patriotic demonstration to be held 

the afternoon of February 20. 

Feb. 20 | To the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 552 

(36) Opinion that the situation does not warrant the dispatch of a 

U. S. war vessel to Peruvian waters. 

Feb. 20 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 552 

(93) Request that Department seek Colombian authorization for 

payment of passages for repatriation of a group of Colombians, 

and for information as to possible future repatriations. 

Feb. 20 | To the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 553 

(37) Advice as to when responsibility for assumption of Colombian 

interests and custody of Colombian archives was begun, and 

instructions for guidance in carrying out duties. 

Feb. 21 | To the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 553 

(38) Instructions to communicate directly with the Legation at 

Bogot&é with regard to arrangements for repatriation of Co- 

lombians. 

Feb. 21 | From the Minister in Colombia 553 

(5241) Foreign Office request that Legation act as transmitting agent 

for Colombian Government’s cables to American Embassy at 

Lima in code. 

Feb. 21 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 554 

(95) Information that political demonstration on February 20 

passed without unfortunate event. 

Feb. 21 | From the Ambassador in Peru (éel.) 554 

(96) Suggestion that United States offer to take charge of Peruvian 

interests in Colombia.
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1933 | Feb. 22 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 555 (97) Diplomatic Corps’ intention to present to the Foreign Min- | ister its views in regard to recent sacking of Colombian Legation, expressing expectation of a report in the matter and precau- tionary action by Peru in event of any new threat. 
(Footnote: Information that Diplomatic Corps’ views were presented on February 23 with exception of reference to future 

precautions.) 

Feb. 23 | From the Ambassador in Peru (éel.) 555 (99) Request for action on suggestion that United States offer to take charge of Peruvian interests in Colombia. 

Feb. 24 | To the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 556 (40) Opinion as to inadvisability of U. S. action requested in Am- bassador’s telegram No. 99, February 23. 

Mar. 9 | To the Ambassador in Peru 556 (490) Commendation for Ambassador’s conscientious actions on behalf of Colombian interests during sacking of Colombian Le- gation on February 19; general instructions as to informal nature of duties on behalf of Colombia, and other pertinent questions. 
Mar. 31 | From the Ambassador in Peru 557 (2733) Report of activities of the Embassy on behalf of Colombian interests; observations with regard to Colombian request for a report by the Embassy on the sacking of the Colombian Lega- tion. 

Apr. 20 | To the Ambassador in Peru 559 (511) Concurrence in opinion as to inadvisability of complying with Colombian request for a report by the Embassy on the sacking of the Colombian Legation, and information that an appropriate instruction has been sent to the Legation at Bogoté (infra). 
Apr. 20 | To the Minister in Colombia 559 (549) Instructions to point out informally to the Foreign Minister the impropriety of the U. S. Embassy in Peru making a report on the sacking of the Colombian Legation. 

(Note: Information that U.S. representation of Colombian interests in Peru continued until August 3, 1934.) 
eee 

BOUNDARY DISPUTE BETWEEN ECUADOR AND PERU 
eee 

1933 | 
Jan. 41 Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 561 Discussion with Ecuadoran Minister concerning Ecuador’s in- terest in the Leticia dispute between Colombia and Peru. Min- ister’s advice that negotiations in the boundary dispute between Ecuador and Peru are proceeding on the basis of the Ponce-Castro Agreement of 1924, under which the dispute will be brought to Washington if not settled by direct negotiation. 

Jan. 91! From the Minister in Ecuador (tel.) 562 (1) Foreign Minister’s expression of Ecuadoran Government’s desire to participate in the negotiations at Rio de Janeiro re- garding the Leticia dispute in order to protect its interests and to obtain a lasting settlement of boundary questions in the Amazon region.
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Jan. 11 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 563 
Conversation with the Ecuadoran Minister, who was advised 

| that the United States, in a note to Peru, has supported the 
Brazilian proposal in the Leticia dispute, which includes possi- 
bility of Ecuador’s being invited to participate in conversations 
to be held in Rio de Janeiro. 

Jan. 11 | To the Minister in Ecuador (tel.) 564 
(1) Information that United States has supported in writing the 

‘Brazilian proposal in the Leticia dispute; understanding that 
Colombia has accepted the Brazilian proposal, including the 
participation of Ecuador. 

Jan. 14 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 564 
Conversation with Ecuadoran Minister, who was advised that 

Brazil, Colombia, and Peru have agreed not to include Ecuador 
in the Leticia negotiations; suggestion that, as Brazil and 
Colombia had indicated their willingness to include Ecuador, 
the Ecuadoran Government might endeavor to obtain Peruvian 
acceptance. 

Jan. 16 | From the Minister in Ecuador (tel.) 565 
(2) Brazilian withdrawal of suggestion of invitation for Ecuador, 

leaving question of Ecuadoran participation in Rio de Janeiro 
conference up to Colombia and Peru; Ecuadoran request for use 
of U.S. good offices with Brazil in order to secure invitation for 
Ecuador. 

Jan. 19 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 565 
Ecuadoran Minister’s request that United States exert its 

influence with Peruvian Government, which is now apparently 
reluctant to include Ecuador in the conference; U.S. promise to 
examine the situation when the time comes and to do anything 
that can properly be done on behalf of Ecuador. 

May 18 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 567 
Ecuadoran Minister’s further request for U. S. action on | | 

behalf of Ecuador; U. 8. views as to possible action which might 
be taken at appropriate time. 

June 2 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 568 
Discussion with the Ecuadoran Minister concerning Ecua- 

doran desire to be admitted to Leticia negotiations; advice that 
United States is sending instructions in the matter to U. S. 
missions in Colombia and Peru (infra). 

June 2 | To the Chargé in Colombia (tel.) 569 
(53) Aide-mémoire for Foreign Minister (text printed) presenting 

for friendly consideration of the Colombian Government the 
desire of Ecuador to be admitted to the Leticia negotiations; 
information that instructions (text printed) have been sent to 
the Legation in Ecuador to inform the Foreign Minister of 
action taken. . 

(Footnote: The same telegram, June 2, to the Ambassador in 
Peru.) | | 

June 6 | From the Chargé in Colombia 569 
(5634) Information that atde-mémoire was presented to the Foreign 

Minister, who said that he would endeavor to have a reply ready 
by June 7. 

7380386—50———5.
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June 13 | From the Chargé in Colombia 571 

(5657) Foreign Office memorandum, June 12 (text printed), advising 
that it would be premature to express at the present time an 
opinion as to the possible inclusion of Ecuador in the conversa- 
tions between Peru and Colombia. 

June 27 | From the Ambassador in Peru 572 
(2891) Foreign Office memorandum, June 24 (text printed), in reply 

to U.S. aide-mémoire, advising that circumstances do not permit 
of a tripartite negotiation, but that Peruvian Government is 
prepared to negotiate directly with Ecuador with regard to the 
boundary dispute between the two countries. 

Aug. 29 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State | 574 
Ecuadoran Minister’s expression of his Government’s apprecia- 

tion of U. S. action in bringing Ecuador’s views before the 
Colombian and Peruvian Governments. 

Aug. 24 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 574 
(183) Information from Foreign Minister that boundary negotiations 

will be conducted with the Ecuadoran Minister at Lima simul- 
taneously with Leticia negotiations at Rio de Janeiro. 

Aug. 29 | From the Ecuadoran Minister 574 
Expression of hope, since it has been decided by Colombia and 

Peru to conduct negotiations at Rio de Janeiro, that United 
States will renew its recommendation for the inclusion of Ecua- 

or. 

Sept. 7 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 576 
Discussion with Ecuadoran Minister, who was informed that 

the Department was not inclined to take any further steps toward 
securing the inclusion of Ecuador in the boundary discussions 
between Colombia and Peru. 

Sept. 15 | From the Minister in Ecuador 576 

(1133) Information that Ecuador is apparently seeking admission to 
the Leticia discussions as an interested observer. Probability 
that the proposed Ecuadoran-Peruvian boundary negotiations to 
be conducted simultaneously and parallel with the Leticia dis- 
cussions will be held at Lima; Ecuadoran preference that they be 
held in Washington. | 

Sept. 20 | From the Ambassador in Peru 578 

(3042) Memorandum of conversation with the Foreign Minister, Sep- 
tember 19 (text printed), concerning Peruvian readiness to under- 
take boundary negotiations with Ecuador at any time agreeable 
to Ecuador; attitude of Peru that an Ecuadoran observer at the 
Leticia negotiations would be undesirable, but willingness to give 
a written statement that Ecuadoran interests will not be involved 
in the discussions in any way. 

Oct. 4 Meme onee by the Chief of the Division of Latin American | 579 
airs , 

Discussion with Ecuadoran Minister concerning Ecuador’s 
right to participate in any territorial settlement in the Amazon 

asin.
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Oct. 18 | From the Peruvian Ambassador 580 

, Information that Peruvian Government has addressed a note 
to Ecuador ratifying former assurance that Ecuadoran interests 
will not be involved in Leticia discussions, and formally inviting 
the initiation of direct boundary negotiations. 

Oct. 19 | From the Ambassador in Peru (tel.) 581 
(199) Probability that Ecuador will accept Peruvian proposal for 

direct negotiations in lieu of participation in Rio de Janeiro 
conference. 

Nov. 8 | From the Chargé in Ecuador (tel.) 581 

(54) Information that the Ecuadoran Minister at Lima has been 
instructed to reply affirmatively to Peruvian invitation for direct 
negotiations in Lima; unofficial information that Ecuador will 
ask that negotiations be held in Washington, in accordance 

| with Ponce-Castro agreement. 

Nov. 9 Memon by the Chief of the Division of Latin American | 581 
airs 

| Conversation with Ecuadoran Minister, who requested 
U. S. assistance in efforts to have Peruvian-Ecuadoran boundary 
negotiations take place in Washington; U. 8. attitude that the 
United States could not appropriately take such action. 

a 

NORTH AND CENTRAL AMERICAN REGIONAL RADIO CONFERENCE, 

MEXICO, JULY 10-AUGUST 9, 1933 

nN nS 

(1932 
July 20 | To the Ambassador in Mexico 583 

(730) Information that the International Radio Conference will 
convene at Madrid, September 3, 1932, and will probably revise 
the International Radio Convention and Regulations signed in 
1927; instructions to ascertain the Mexican Government’s views 
as to the desirability of discussing the bases of a possible North 
American regional agreement on radio within the framework of 
the Convention. 

(Footnote: The same, mutatis mutandis, to the diplomatic 

| representatives in Canada, Cuba, and Newfoundland.) 

{Editor’s Note: Information that at the Madrid Conference, | 584 

the American, Canadian, Cuban, and Mexican delegates agreed 
that regional arrangements under the new convention should be 

considered at a North American Radio Conference to be held at 

Habana in April, 1933; subsequent proposal by the Mexican 
delegation that the Conference be held in Mexico City, which 

33 proposal was acceptable to the interested Governments.] 
19 

May 23 | From the Mexican Minister for Foreign Affairs to the American | 585 
(9775) Ambassador in Mexico 

, Invitation of the Mexican Government to the U. S. Govern- 
ment to attend the North and Central American Regional 
Radio Conference beginning July 10. 

June 7 | To the Ambassador in Mexico (tel.) 586 

(67) Acceptance of the Mexican Government’s invitation.
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June 21 | To the Ambassador in Mexico 586 

(62) Instructions to ascertain the Mexican Government’s attitude 
with respect to the admission of representatives of private 
organizations and companies to the meetings of the Conference 
and of its committees; Department’s view that it is inadvisable 
to admit such representatives. 

June 29 | To the American Delegation to the North and Central American 587 
Radio Conference 

General instructions to the delegates and advice that the main 
purpose of the delegation should be to endeavor to obtain the 
elimination of interference to American broadcasting stations 
with a minimum of sacrifice to U. S. interests. 

June 80 | From the Ambassador in Mexico (tel.) 590 
(139) Advice that Foreign Office concurs in the Department’s views 

concerning nonadmittance of representatives of private organi- 
zations and companies to the Conference. 

Aug. 29 | From the Chairman of the American Delegation to the North and 590 
Central American Radio Conference , 

Report of the proceedings of the Conference; minutes of the 
closing plenary session (text printed). | 

eee 

INTERPRETATION OF ARTICLE IV OF HABANA CONVENTION ON 
COMMERCIAL AVIATION ADOPTED FEBRUARY 20, 1928 

Costa Rica 
eee 

1933 
Oct. 13 | From the Chargé in Costa Rica 607 
(1663) Advice that correspondence exchanged between Legation and 

Foreign Office appears to establish on the part of the Costa 
Rican Government complete agreement with the U. S. inter- 
pretation of the convention on Commercial Aviation of 1928; 
request to be advised whenever appropriate U. 8S. authorities have 
been given instructions regarding the entry and clearance of 
private aircraft of Costa Rican registry. | 

19384 
Jan. 3 | To the Minister in Costa Rica 608 

(9) Advice that the appropriate American authorities have been 
instructed that no special authorization from the U. 8. Govern- 
ment is necessary for the entry of Costa Rican civil aircraft into 
the United States. 

Jan. 16 | From the Minister in Costa Rica 609 
(92) Advice that the Foreign Minister has been informed of U. 8. 

action; opinion that the mutual operation of the Department's 
interpretation of the convention has been definitely established. 

eee
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1933 
Jan. 27 | To the Minister in the Dominican Republic 609 

(150) Instructions to endeavor to reach an understanding with the 
Dominican Republic with a view toward establishing mutual 
operation of the Department’s interpretation of article IV of 
the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation; advice that a 
similar instruction has been sent to the American diplomatic 
missions in Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, and Guatemala. 

May 11 | From the Minister in the Dominican Republic 612 
(971) Note from the Foreign Minister, May 8 (text printed), advising 

that the Dominican Republic concurs in the Department’s inter- 
pretation of article IV. 

June 7 | To the Minister in the Dominican Republic 614 
(187) Acknowledgment of Dominican concurrence with U. S. inter- 

pretation; advice that the Department of Commerce has been 
, notified accordingly in order that it may communicate the infor- 

mation to interested aviators. 

| GUATEMALA 

1933 
Mar. 29 | From the Minister in Guatemala 614 

(909) Foreign Office reply, March 27 (text printed), to a Legation 
note relative to the Habana Convention, stating that clearance 
of civil aircraft will be handled by Guatemalan Consuls at the 
point of departure if such aircraft is that of a country which has 
a treaty with Guatemala on the subject of air navigation. 

May 2) To the Chargé in Guatemala 616 
(276) Instructions to ascertain and report whether it is to be under- 

stood that the Guatemalan Government concurs in the Depart- 
ment’s interpretation of the Habana Convention; request for 
more detailed information on the provision in regard to clearance 
by Guatemalan Consuls. 

June 22 | From the Minister in Guatemala 617 
(971) Foreign Office note, June 12 (text printed), containing the 

report of the General Bureau of Civil Aeronautics on the points 
raised in Department’s instruction No. 276, May 2. 

Aug. 25 | To the Chargé in Guatemala 620 
(296) Observations in regard to Guatemalan nonagreement with 

Department’s interpretation of the Habana Convention; instruc- 
tions to assure Guatemala that the United States has no inten- 
tion of insisting upon any procedure contrary to Guatemalan 
security regulations, and hopes that the two Governments may 
be able to agree upon a mutually satisfactory solution of the 
matter. . 

Jan. 3 | To the Chargé in Guatemala 625 
(8) Advice that Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, Honduras, 

Nicaragua, and Panama, all parties to the Habana Convention, 
are in accord with the U. S. interpretation of article IV of the 
Convention; that this information may be used in discussions 
with the Guatemalan authorities should it appear advisable.
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1933 
June 7 | To the Minister in Haiti 626 

(61) Advice of U. 8S. Government’s desire to reach an understanding 
| on the interpretation of article IV of the Habana Convention 

with the countries parties to that Convention. 

Nov. 27 | To the Minister in Haiti 626 
(106) Information that Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, 

Nicaragua, and Panama have agreed with the U. S. interpreta- 
tion of article IV; advice that this information may be used in 
discussions with the Haitian authorities if deemed advisable. 
a 

HonpuURAS 
eee 

1933 | 
Dec. 1 | From the Chargé in Honduras 627 

(960) Honduran Government’s agreement with the U. 8. interpreta- 
tion of article IV of the Habana Convention and subsequent 
decision to dispense with the former Honduran requirement that 
permission be obtained from the Government for each flight of 
American private aircraft to Honduras. 

a eee ee 

| MrExIco | 
meee 

1933 
Feb. 9 | From the Ambassador in Mexico 628 
(2270) Views expressed by the Chief of the Diplomatic Department 

of the Foreign Office in regard to interpretation of article IV of 
the Habana Convention. | 

May 12 | From the Ambassador in Mexico 629 
(44) Apparent agreement of the Mexican Government with the 

U. S. interpretation of article IV according to provisions of the 
Law of General Lines of Communication; information that the 
Foreign Office has been requested to make a definite decision on 
the matter. 

June 9 | To the Ambassador in Mexico | 630 
(51) Approval of action in requesting a definite decision by Mexican 

Government on the interpretation of the right of entry under 
the Habana Convention; general observations for use in case of 
further representations to the Mexican Government. 

Nov. 8 | To the Ambassador in Mexico | 632 
(184) Advice that the U. S. Government is reluctant to permit 

Mexican aviators to fly Mexican aircraft in the United States 
without requiring that the aviators obtain formal authorization 
for such flights, unless the Mexican Government is willing to 
act on a reciprocal basis. 

Dec. 2 | To the Ambassador in Mexico | 633 
(208) | Indication that in further discussions with the Mexican 

_ | authorities concerning the entry and clearance of foreign civil 
aircraft, the Ambassador may use the information that Costa 
Rica, the Dominican Republic, Nicaragua, and Panama are in 
accord with U. 8. views.
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1933 
Mar. 1 | From the Minister in Nicaragua 634 

(1164) Nicaraguan acceptance of the Department’s interpretation of 
article IV of the Habana Convention and readiness to enter into 
an agreement. 

May 2 | To the Minister in Nicaragua 635 

(560) | Instructions to advise the Nicaraguan Government that the 

United States is desirous of having Nicaraguan authorities 
concerned with the entrance of aircraft informed of the inter- 
pretation agreed upon by the two Governments. 

a 

PANAMA 

a 

1933 
Feb. 6 | To the Minister in Panama 635 

(480) Instructions to explore the possibility of gaining recognition of 
the right of American registered aircraft to make flights in 
Panama on a reciprocal basis, under the conditions stipulated in 

| the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation. 

May 11 | From the Minister in Panama 636 

(1520) Advice that the matter of reaching the agreement concerning 
interpretation of article IV desired by the Department will be 
pursued following receipt of information as to the action taken 
by the Commercial Aviation Commission, to which the question 
has been presented by the Panamanian Government. 

June 21 | From the Chargé in Panama 637 

(1559) Information that the American members of the Commercial 
Aviation Commission have recommended to the President of the 
Commission that the United States and Panama enter into the 
proposed agreement; opinion that the Panamanian members will 
concur. | 

Aug. 23 | To the Chargé in Panama 637 

(564) Advice that Department does not contemplate entering into 
special agreements supplementing the Habana Convention, but 
desires merely to reach an agreement with respect to interpre- 
tation of article IV; request that Legation confer again with 
Panamanian Officials. 

Oct. 27 | From the Minister in Panama 639 
Exchange of notes between the American Chargé and the Pan- 

amanian Foreign Minister, October 23 (texts printed), indicating 

: Panamanian concurrence in U. S. interpretation of article IV. 

a
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1933 
Mar. 16 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 642 

Argentine Ambassador Espil’s inquiries as to the U. 8. attitude 
toward entering into negotiations for improved commercial rela- 

| tions between the United States and Argentina; U. 8. view that 
the forthcoming World Economic Conference should produce a 
program of economic policies upon which reciprocity arrange- 
ments with individual nations could be based. 

Mar. 23 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State | 642 
Conversation with Espil, who indicated a special interest in the 

matter of reciprocal commercial agreements based on mutual 
tariff concessions; Secretary’s advice that consideration of the 
commercial treaties would be contingent upon enactment of leg- 
islation authorizing the President to negotiate such treaties. 

June 2 | From the Chargé in Argentina 643 
(2093) Additional indication of Argentina’s keen interest in beginning 

negotiations for a commercial agreement with the United States. 

June 22 | Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State 643 
Discussion with Espil, who was advised of the unlikelihood of 

trade agreement negotiations being undertaken with Argentina 
at the present time. 

July 1 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 644 
Argentine Ambassador’s request for a brief conversation with 

President Roosevelt concerning possible early negotiations for a 
treaty. 

July 6 | Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State 645 
Argentine Ambassador’s further attempt, as a result of urgent 

instructions from his Government, to ascertain the U. S. view- 
point with respect to a commercial treaty. 

July 12 | Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State 646 
Conversation with Espil regarding his recent interview with 

the President, wherein he was told that the United States was 
willing to undertake exploratory conversations with Argentina 
with a view to reaching a trade agreement. 

July 12 | To the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 647 
(52) Instructions to discuss informally with the Foreign Minister 

the Department’s plan to undertake preliminary conversations 
with the Argentine Ambassador; information that Ambassador 
may ask to have someone sent to assist him in the conversations. 

July 13 | From the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 647 
(67) Advice that information transmitted in telegram No. 52, 

July 12, has been communicated to the Foreign Minister; his 
intention to authorize Espil to begin conversations together with 
any technical experts whom the latter may desire sent. 

July 14 | Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State 648 
Argentine Ambassador’s conveyance of his Government’s 

Satisfaction at the prospect of negotiating a trade agreement 
with the United States; Ambassador’s desire to await the arrival 
of one or two experts before beginning the conversations.
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Aug. 10 | emoraneum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American | 648 

airs 
Conversation with the Argentine Ambassador concerning the 

| schedule and preparation of data for the Argentine conversations. 

Aug. 10 | Memorandum by the Secretary of State 649 
Conversation with the Argentine Ambassador during which 

the Secretary suggested, with regard to the forthcoming reci- 
procity negotiations, that it would be necessary to proceed 
gradually with a certain number of commodities and then con- 
template enlarging the list from time to time. 

Aug. 16 | From the Chargé in Argentina 650 
(2194) Observations regarding the Argentine tendency to encourage 

the development of a competitive spirit among foreign countries 
in order that satisfactory outlets for Argentine trade might be 
secured. 

Sept. 8 | From the Ambassador in Argentina 651 
(1) Memorandum (text printed) of a conversation with Luis 

Fiore, member of the Argentine governmental commission 
handling commercial matters, concerning trade relations between 
the United States and Argentina and referring to the proposed 
trade agreement between Argentina and Great Britain. 

Sept. 19 | From the Ambassador in Argentina 653 
(9) Résumé of an interview (text printed) granted by President 

Roosevelt on August 15 to James H. Drumm, manager of the 
National City Bank of New York, regarding the U. S. endeavor 
to effect a satisfactory trade balance with Argentina. 

Oct. 2 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 660 
Argentine Ambassador’s decision to present a memorandum 

to the Department outlining the general ideas of his Government 
pertaining to the treaty conversations. 

Oct. 5 | Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State 661 
Argentine Ambassador’s informal presentation of a memoran- 

dum (infra) setting out general views of the Embassy in con- 
nection with possible U. 8.-Argentine negotiations. 

[Oct. 5] | From the Argentine Embassy 661 
Memorandum in regard to Argentine-American trade and 

reciprocity. 

Dec. 11 | Memorandum by Mr. Harry Hawkins, of the Treaty Division, of a | 682 
Conversation Between the Assistant Secretary of State and the 
Argentine Ambassador 

Ambassador’s inquiry as to the progress being made toward 
oe formulation of a reply to the Argentine memorandum of 
ctober 5.
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Dec. 29 | Memorandum by Mr. Harry Hawkins, of the Treaty Division, of | 682 

a Conversation Between the Assistant Secretary of State and 
the Argentine Ambassador | 

Assistant Secretary’s advice that a draft reply to the Argentine 
memorandum of October 5 had been discussed with the President, | 
who suggested that there should be further exploration of the | — 
subject of a proposed U. S.-Argentine trade agreement and that 
there should also be some consultation with Congressional 
leaders in order carefully to prepare the way for an agreement. 

REPRESENTATIONS AGAINST APPARENT VIOLATION. BY ARGENTINA OF Mosrt- 
FAvoRED-Nation CLAusES IN TRuATY OF JULY 27, 1853 

1982 : 
Nov. 18 | From the Ambassador in Argentina 683 
(1865) Conclusion of an Argentine-Chilean provisional commercial 

agreement (text printed). 

Nov. 25 | From the Ambassador in Argentina | 686 
(1877) Note delivered to the Foreign Minister, November 24 (text 

printed), upon Ambassador’s own initiative, requesting, on the 
basis of article 4 of the U. 8.-Argentine commercial treaty of 
1853, that products from the United States imported into Argen- 
tina be accorded the reduction in duties provided for in the 
recent Argentine-Chilean modus vivendi; observation that these 
reductions have already been extended to the products of 
several countries other than Chile. : 

Nov. 30 | To the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) | 689 
(77) Information from Commerce Department that Great Britain 

and Northern Ireland, France, and Italy have obtained reduc- 
tions under the Argentine-Chilean modus vivends; inquiry as to 
what treaties were invoked by these countries. 

Dec. 1 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 689 
(104) Information requested in Department’s telegram No. 77, 

November 30. Report concerning representations made to 
Foreign Minister on behalf of U. S..commercial interests, and 
his intimation that treaty of 1853 did not provide unconditional 
most-favored-nation treatment; request for instructions. | 

Dec. 2 | From the Ambassador in Argentina 7 690 
(1882) Information concerning automatic extension to Great Britain, | — 

Northern Ireland, France, and Italy of concessions under the | 
Argentine-Chilean modus vivendi; intention to await Depart- 
ment’s instructions before again taking up with Foreign Minister 
question of interpretation of article 4 of treaty of 1853 as pro- 
viding for unconditional most-favored-nation treatment. 

Dec. 9 | To the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 692 
(79) Opinion that since tariff reductions were extended to Great 

Britain, France, and Italy under most-favored-nation treaty 
provisions, and not for equivalent concessions, the United States 
is entitled by treaty rights to receive similar treatment; instruc- 

tions to press representations in accordance with this interpre- 
ation.
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1932 
Dee. 15 | From the Ambassador in Argentina. 693 

(1897) | Note to the Foreign Minister, December 10 (text printed), in 

accordance with Department’s telegraphic instruction No. 79, 

December 9; memorandum of conversation with Foreign 
Minister, December 14 (text printed), in which he agreed to give 

a 19 33 careful consideration to U. 8. views. 

Jan. 17 | To the Ambassador in. Argentina (tel.) 696 

(6) Argentine Ambassador’s request that the U. 8. Government 
| refrain from pressing its views as to its treaty rights to tariff 

- | reductions in connection with the Chilean modus vivendi, and 

: U. S. advice that it must adhere to its position; inquiry as to 

whether a reply to U. S. note of December 10 has been received 
| from the Argentine Government. 

Jan. 18 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 696 

(9) Foreign Minister’s assurance that a reply to U. S. notes will 
; be made immediately. 

Jan. 19 | From the Ambassador in Argentina 697 

(1939) Further discussion with Foreign Minister with regard to U. 8. 

position on modus vivendi between Argentina and Chile, and 

- impression that his attitude is one of procrastination. 

Jan. 25 | To the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 697 

(7) Instructions, if reply has not yet been received, to point out 

to Foreign Minister discriminatory effect of delay in granting 

tariff reduction to United States, and to express hope for a 
prompt and favorable reply. , 

Jan. 27 | From the Ambassador in Argentina 698 
(1947) Foreign Minister’s note, January 23 (text printed), rejecting 

U. &. claim for similar treatment with Chile, France, Great 

Britain, and Italy under Argentine-Chilean modus vivendt. 

Jan. 28 Meme by the Chief of the Division of Latin American | 707 

. airs 
- Conversation with the Argentine Ambassador, who expressed 

his Government’s earnest desire that the United States would 

not press its views regarding concessions under the Argentine- 
| Chilean modus vivendt. 

Feb. 1.| From the Ambassador in Argentina 708 
(1954) Exchange of information with German Chargé with respect to 

representations made to the Argentine Government concerning 
the Argentine-Chilean modus vivendi and the Argentine reply. 

Feb. 14 | To the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 710 

(11) Request for confirmation of press report that difficulties be- 

tween Germany and Argentina with regard to the Argentine- 
Chilean modus vivendi have been settled. 

Feb. 15 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 711 

| (20) Information concerning amendment of Argentine-Chilean 
modus vivendi, which, by the elimination of certain articles, will 
give Germany practical satisfaction.
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1933 
May 19 | From the Chargé in Argentina 711 (2073) | Information that Argentine-Chilean modus vivendi has been _ | renewed for 60 days to permit ratification of a new commercial treaty, which is being drafted. 

May 23 | To the Chargé in Argentina 712 (709) Instructions for replying to Argentine note of January 23, maintaining Department’s views on interpretation of most- favored-nation clauses; interest in being kept informed concern- | ing Argentine commission created to study commercial relations, especially with regard to possible conclusion of a U. S.-Argentine | reciprocity treaty. 

May 31 | From the Chargé in Argentina 718 (2087) Unofficial information concerning Argentine-Chilean commer- cial treaty, which indicates that Argentina has carefully avoided the question of most-favored-nation clause. 
June 9 | From the Chargé in Argentina 719 (2101) Information that a note was sent to the Foreign Minister based on Department’s instruction No. 709 of May 23. 
Oct. 6 | From the Ambassador in Argentina 720 (37) Information that Argentine-Chilean commercial treaty has | been approved by the Congresses of both countries and will enter : into effect as soon as ratifications are exchanged. 
Nov. 7 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 720 (102) Information concerning two decrees issued by Argentina, one extending provisions of the Anglo-Argentine commercial agree- ment (the Roca Agreement) to merchandise enumerated in the | agreement and its annexes without regard to country of origin, and the other providing that reductions and facilities accorded Chile under the recent Argentine-Chilean agreement should apply also to Great Britain and Northern Ireland, France, and Italy. 
Nov. 10 | From the Ambassador in Argentina 721 (90) Foreign Minister’s note, November 8 (text printed), advising that the provisions of the Anglo-Argentine agreement will be extended to U. 8S. merchandise, despite Argentina’s maintenance of position as to the conditional nature of the most-favored- nation clause of the U. S.-Argentine treaty of 1853, and antici- pating the conclusion, at some future time, of a reciprocity treaty between the United States and Argentina. 
T
a
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1933 
Mar. 31 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 722 

(29) Information concerning certain exchange provisions, involving 
a sterling loan which would release British blocked pesos, adopted 
in Roca Mission negotiations in London; advice that Anglo- 
Argentine agreement may have adverse effect on American in- 
terests. 

Apr. 1 | To the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 723 
(18) Request for views as to amount of British-held pesos which 

will be released, and as to why American interests would be 
placed at a disadvantage by this loan. 

Apr. 4 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 723 
— (30) Estimate as to amount of British blocked pesos in arrears; 

advice that it is not the loan, but a proposed allotment of a fixed 
percentage of exchange for British interests, which would be 
prejudicial to American interests. 

Apr. 7 | From the Ambassador in Argentina 723 
(2007) Information that the issue of the sterling loan depends upon 

| settlement of the percentage of exchange to be allotted to 
British interests, upon which point no agreement has yet been 
reached. 

Apr. 7 | To the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 725 
(19) Request for opinion as to whether proposed allotment of 33 

percent of all available exchange to Great Britain represents a 
fair proportion for that country, and as to whether it would be 
advisable to ask for an allotment for the United States. 

Apr. 11 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 725 
(32) Data concerning probable allotment of exchange to various 

countries on basis of percentage of exports; doubt as to accept- 
ance by American firms of a loan arrangement similar to sug- 
gested British loan. | 

Apr. 21 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 726 
(34) Information that full powers have been telegraphed to Roca 

to effect final arrangement and sign agreement. 

May 2} From the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) | 726 
(93) Report of signature of Anglo-Argentine trade agreement, and 

details of agreement. 

May 4 | Press Release Issued by the Department of State 727 
Account of an exchange of views between representatives of 

the Argentine and U.S. Governments on subjects relating to the 
_ | Economic Conference and to the Anglo-Argentine trade agree- 

ment. — 

May 5] To the Chargé in Great Britain (tel.) 727 
— (96) For Norman Davis (American representative on Organizing 

Committee for the Monetary and Economic Conference): View 
that proposed Anglo-Argentine trade agreement contains ele- 
ments of discrimination in favor of British trade inconsistent 
with the aims of the Economic Conference; desire that U.S. 

7 | position be made clear to the British Government.
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May 5 | To the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) Ts | 728 

(24) _ Estimates as to amount of exchange to-be affected by article 
2, clause 1, of Anglo-Argentine agreement; request for verifica- 
tion and comments with regard to these estimates. _ 

May 10 | From the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) oo 729 
(40) Advice that further information is being sought before replying 

to Department’s telegram No. 24 of May 5. : as 

May 12 | From the Chargé in Argentina a oe 730 
(2063) Data on exchange figures with respect to application and effect 

of article 2, clause 1, of the Anglo-Argentine agreement. | | 

May 19 | From the Chargé in Argentina ca OS | 733 
(2076) Argentine plans for initiation of. conversations with the 

British respecting customs tariff provisions of the Roca Agree- 
ment. a a! 

May 31 | From the Chargé in Argentina | | 784 
(2085) Figures with respect to the estimated distribution of British | — 

exchange, furnished orally and from memory by President of | 
the Exchange Control Commission. 7 : Doe 

June 2 | From the Chargé in Argentina | - 735 
(2090) Information that Roca Agreement is of provisional nature, | 

subject to modification if affected by subsequent arrangements | 
between Great Britain and other countries, or between Argentina 
and other countries, and also subject to conclusion of Anglo- 
Argentine tariff negotiations. | | os 

June 2 | From the Chargé in Argentina 7 OO : 735, 
(2097) Memorandum for Foreign Minister, June 1 (text printed), | 

quoting Exchange Control Commission circular instruction of 
May 31, which places the dollar in an inferior position with 
respect to other currencies; Foreign Minister’s promise to forward 
the memorandum immediately to the Finance Minister. 

June 3 | To the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) | 137 
(30) Instructions for representations to the Argentine Government, 

urging withdrawal of Exchange Control Commission decree of 
May 31; also protesting discriminatory effect on American 
interests of provisions of article 2, clause 1, of the Anglo- 
Argentine agreement. oo 

June 5 | From the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) - | 738 
(48) Advice that matter of trade discrimination has been taken up 

with the Foreign Minister; information that an Exchange Control 
Commission circular of June 2 has relieved some of the restric- 
tions against the dollar, but that question will be discussed with 
Foreign Minister at diplomatic reception on June 6.. Oo 

June 5 | To the Chargé in Argentina, (tel.) oe oo | 739 
(31) Instructions to seek special interview with Foreign Minister 

for representations on matters of currency restrictions and trade 
discrimination. - : So | 

June 7 | From the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) a 739 
(51) Advice that Foreign Minister has requested written statement 

in regard to subjects under discussion.
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June 8 | From the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 739 

(53) Intention of Argentine Government to rescind circular of 
May 31. 

June 9 | To the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 740 
(84) Authorization to present an aide-mémoire on each of the sub- 

| jects under discussion.. 

June 9 | From the Chargé in Argentina 740 
(2100) Finance Minister’s note to Foreign Minister (text printed), 

replying to U. S. memorandum of June 1, and indicating satis- 
_| factory arrangements with regard to exchange regulations 

reached at meeting of Exchange Control Committee and repre- 
-sentatives of American banking firms. 

June 9 | From the Chargé in Argentina 743 
(2105) Information that copy of Exchange Control Committee cir- 

cular of June 8, rescinding May 31 circular, has been received. 

June 13 | Zo the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 743 
: (37) Argentine Ambassador’s expression of his Government’s con- 

cern at U. 8. attitude with respect to exchange restrictions of 
Roca Agreement, and his suggestion that matter be discussed 
with Finance Minister. 

June 16 | From the Chargéin Argentina 744 
(2118) Opinion that nothing would be gained at present by a discus- 

sion with the Finance Minister, but that in the future, an appeal 
might be made in some particular case. 

June 26 | To the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 746 
(44) Exchange of telegrams with the American delegation at the 

Economic Conference (texts printed) concerning the question, 
raised by Argentine representative, of suspension of discussion of 
Roca agreement for duration of the Conference. 

June 28 | From the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 147 
(59). |. Data concerning amount of exchange allotted to American 

interests recently. 

June 28 | From the Chargé in Argentina 748 
(2135) Observations with respect to Argentine distribution of ex- 

change being effected in accordance with Roca Agreement provi- 
_| sions; opinion that U. S. interests will receive adequate consider- 

ation while Economic Conference lasts. 

July 20 | To the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 750 
(55) Request for comment on reported resignation of Finance 

Minister and impending changes in Argentine financial policy. 

July 20 | From the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 750 
(69) Confirmation of report of resignation of Finance Minister; 

lack of information as to changes in financial policy. 

Aug. 1] From the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 750 
(71) Information that principal Anglo-Argentine commercial con- 

vention has been approved by both Houses of Congress.
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Sept. 27 | From the Consul General at Buenos Aires (tel.) 751 

Information that supplementary tariff convention to Roca 
agreement was signed September 26, ratification by Congress 
being subject to signature of loan agreement and unblocking of 
British funds. | 

(Footnotes: Information that loan agreement was signed Sep- 
tember 28; also, that law approving supplementary convention 
was passed September 30 and promulgated October 9.) 

Oct. 18 | From the Consul General at Buenos Aires (tel.) 751 
(12) From the Commercial Attaché for Commerce Department: 

Finance Minister’s prohibition of issuance of exchange permits 
for funds blocked prior to May 1, as contrary to Roca agreement; 
assumption that this order does not refer to documentary bills. 

Oct. 19 | From the Consul General at Buenos Aires (tel.) | 751 
Information concerning subscriptions to loan for unblocking 

British funds under Roca agreement. 

Oct. 25 | From the Consul at Buenos Aires (tel.) 752 
(13) From the Commercial Attaché for Commerce Department: 

Further information concerning Exchange Control Commission 
prohibition against granting of exchange permits. 

Nov. 15 | From the Ambassador in Argentina 752 
(97) New decree issued by the Finance Minister November 10, by 

which importers may obtain exchange permits in advance when 
making orders; observation that new regulations, while an im- 
provement over former ones, may permit discrimination against 

. American importers. 

Nov. 29 | From the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 754 
(118) Two new Finance Ministry decrees, one further regulating 

exchange control, and the other creating a grain regulating board. 

Dec. 16 | From the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) 754 
(120) Two additional decrees issued by Finance Minister December 

15, one suspending application of tax on remittances by private 
persons, the other modifying exchange regulations decree re- 
ported in telegram No. 118, November 29. | 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF ARGENTINA AND AMERICAN HOLDERS 
or BLocKED Funps In ArGENTINA, ExEcUTED DECEMBER 1, 1933 

1933 | | 
Aug. 12 Memarguaum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American | 755 

airs 
| Advice from the Argentine Ambassador that a New York bus- 

| iness group is considering possibility of negotiations to free Amer- 
ican frozen commercial credits in Argentina. |
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AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF ARGENTINA AND AMERICAN HOLDERS OF 

BLocKeD FUNDS IN ARGENTINA, ExEcuTED DrcemBER 1, 1933—-Continued 
NN. 

Date and Subject Page 

1933 
Aug. 17 Memoraneum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American | 755 

airs 
Conversation with General Pierce, Chairman of the Council on 

Inter-American Relations, and Mr. Thomas of the National 
Foreign Trade Council, who reported a discussion with the Argen- 
tine Ambassador concerning possibility of negotiating an agree- 
ment with Argentina for the liberation of frozen American credits 
similar to the agreement recently concluded with Brazil. 

Sept. 8 | Memorandum by Mr. Willard L. Beaulac, of the Division of Latin | 756 
- American Affairs 

Commerce official’s explanation of a newspaper report that the 
American Manufacturers Export Association, with the coopera- 
tion of the Department of Commerce, had arranged with the 
Argentine Exchange Control Commission for the release of 

$12,000,000 to $15,000,000 of blocked funds; his observation 
that no large amount of blocked funds could be released by this 

system, which involved the investment of new capital in Argen- 
tina. 

Sept. 18 | M@ emorandum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American | 758 
airs 

, Discussion with General Pierce, Mr. Thomas, and Mr. Carson, 
who have been authorized by a group of 18 American firms doing 
business in Argentina to act as a committee to enter into an 

arrangement with the Argentine Government for the release of 
, American frozen credits. 

Sept. 22 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 759 

(88) Telegram (excerpt printed) drafted at meeting of 30 American 
firms and forwarded to home offices and Council of Inter-Amer- 
ican Relations, reporting a proposal by Finance Minister for 

conversion of American blocked funds into 20-year dollar bonds 
with terms identical to arrangement recently concluded with 
Great Britain for sterling loan. 

Oct. 5 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 760 

(93) Information that a plan of the American Manufacturers Export 

Association for liquidation of frozen funds was shown unofficially 

to the Finance Minister, who expressed opinion that the plan did 
not appear to be feasible. | 

Oct. 7 | To the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 760 

(75) Instructions to avoid impression that U. 8. Government favors 
any particular group or is in any way involved in the negotiations 
of private groups with the Argentine Government. 

Oct. 17 | From Mr. Francis T. Cole, Vice President and General Manager, | 761 
American Manufacturers Export Association 

Advice that some members of the Association desire to leave 
funds as they are rather than be forced into proposed 20-year 
bond plan; inquiry as to whether this question could be negotiated 
with the Argentine Government. 

%38036—50—_6
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AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF ARGENTINA AND AMERICAN HOLDERS OF 
BLocKep FUNDS IN ARGENTINA, EXECUTED DECEMBER 1, 1933—Continued 

eee 
Date and Subject Page 
a eee 

1933 
e e « e Oct. 25 Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American | 761 

fairs 
Discussion with General Pierce of banking difficulties involved 

in arrangements for unblocking American credits in Argentina. 

Nov. 2 | From the Consul at Buenos Aires (tel.) 762 
(15) From Commercial Attaché for Commerce Department: Infor- 

mation that Commercial Attaché has been requested to act as 
unofficial adviser to an Argentine subcommittee on Argentine 

| blocked balances. 

Nov. 4] To the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 763 
(84) Department’s preference that Commercial Attaché not be 

given any designation in connection with subcommittee. 

Nov. 9 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 763 
(104) From Commercial Attaché for Commerce Department: Infor- 

mation that Argentine Government has concluded a loan agree- 
ment with French, Swiss, Belgian, and Netherlands holders of 
blocked pesos on terms similar to the Roca Agreement. 

Nov. 15 | To the American Manufacturers Export Association 764 
Reply to letter of October 17, indicating that Department has 

not been advised that the Argentine Government intends to force 
owners of blocked funds to convert funds into bonds. 

Nov. 16 | From the Acting Secretary of State to the Secretary of State 764 
(7) Information concerning terms of agreement to be concluded 

between American holders of blocked funds and the Argentine 
Government. 

(Footnotes: (1) Secretary of State was on board ship at sea; 
(2) execution of agreement December 1.) 

Dec. 8 | Memorandum by Mr. Willard L. Beaulac, of the Division of Latin | 765 
American Affairs 

Telegram (excerpt printed) from the committee of American 
business firms which negotiated agreement of December 1 with 

| Argentine Government to the Secretary of State upon his de- 
parture for the Seventh International Conference of American 
States at Montevideo, expressing view that provision for an 
adequate dollar exchange should be an essential part of any 
future reciprocal trade agreement concluded with Argentina or 

_ | any other Latin American country. 
eee 

REPRESENTATIONS AGAINST THE DISCRIMINATORY FEarureEs or THE New DEBT 
PLAN OF THE PRovINCE or Buenos AIRES 

eee 

19382 
Dec. 13 | From the Ambassador in Argentina 766 
(1895) Discussion with Finance Minister of the Province of Buenos 

Aires concerning proposed plan for the payment of Provincial 
debts, which appears to discriminate against American bond- 
holders in favor of French and British holders. 

Dec. 13 | To the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 769 
(81) Instructions to investigate the proposed plan and report 

recommendations.
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ARGENTINA 

REPRESENTATIONS AGAINST THE DISCRIMINATORY FEATURES OF THE NEW DEBT PLAN 

: OF THE PROVINCE oF BUENOS AIRES—Continued ‘ 
I 

Date and Subject Page 

1932 
Dec. 14 | From the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) -| 770 

(107) Informal discussion with Finance Minister of the Province of 

Buenos Aires, who was advised of the discrimination against 

American bondholders involved in his plan for Provincial debt 

payments. | 

Dec. 30 | From the Ambassador in Argentina 770 

(1914) Memorandum of a conversation with the Foreign Minister, 

December 27 (text printed), who agreed to take up with Finance 

Minister of Buenos Aires the matter of the proposed debt pay- 

ment plan;.information that plan has been submitted to Pro- 

vincial Legislature; intention to continue informal efforts to 

1933 prevent discriminatory actions against American interests. 

Jan. 13 | To the Ambassador in Argentina (éel.) 773 

(5) Approval of proposed course of action. 

Jan. 19 | From the Ambassador in Argentina 713 

(1940) Memoranda of conversations (1) with Foreign Minister, January 

18, and {2) with Provincial Finance Minister, January 19 (texts 

printed), in endeavor to prevent discrimination against American 

— bondholders; regret that efforts were unsuccessful. 

Jan. 27 | From the Ambassador in Argentina | 778 

(1950). Information that authorization has been granted by the 

Legislature of the Province of Buenos Aires for the proposed 

debt plan. 

Feb. 8 | To the Ambassador in Argentina (tel.) 779 

(10) Instructions to express to Foreign Office U. S. Government’s 

regret and disapproval of the discriminatory features of the debt 

plan of the Province of Buenos Aires, which it believes could have 

. been avoided. 
| 

REPRESENTATIONS BY ARGENTINA AGAINST SANITARY RESTRICTIONS ON IMPORTA- 

TION INTO THE UNITED StaTEes OF ARGENTINE Meats From AREA Not SuBJECT 

ro SpecIFIED ANIMAL DISEASES 
enn 

1933 | 
June 22 | Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State of a Conversation | 780 

| With the Argentine Ambassador 
Ambassador’s reference to previous representations of his 

Government on the subject of the export to the United States of 

Argentine beef; suggestion that the Ambassador again raise the 

question with the Department. 

June 22 | From the Argentine Ambassador 780 

Renewal of request that United States authorize the entry of 

mutton from Argentine Patagonia, with reference to promises 

made during the previous Administration for a satisfactory 

solution of the problem. 

June 28 | Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American Affairs | 781 

Comment with respect to Argentine Ambassador’s note of 

June 22 that there is no record of any promises having been made 

with regard to the question of the importation of Argentine meat.
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ARGENTINA 

REPRESENTATIONS BY ARGENTINA AGAINST SANITARY RESTRICTIONS oN IMPORTA- TION INTO THE UNITED STATES OF ARGENTINE MEATS FROM AREA Not SusJect TO SPECIFIED ANIMAL DIsEAsES—Continued 

eee 
Date and Subject Page 

1933 oo July 27 | To the Attorney General . | 782 Expression of opinion, at Attorney General’s request in con- nection with interpretation of Section 306 (a) of Tariff Act of 1930, that the Argentine view concerning the geographical isolation of Patagonia from the rest of Argentina appears to be correct. 

Aug. 11 | From the Acting Attorney General to the Secretary of Agriculture 784 Opinion that Patagonia is a part of Argentina and may not be 
considered a separate country, and that, therefore, the importa- tion of the commodities described in Section 306 (a) of the Tariff a Act of 1930 from any part of Argentina is prohibited as long as a rinderpest or foot-and-mouth disease is determined by the Secretary of Agriculture to exist in that country. | 

ee 

REPRESENTATIONS AGAINST THE IMPOSITION BY THE GOVERNMENT OF ARGENTINA or A Tax on Marine Insurance Written ABROAD , 
eee 

1933 | 
July 21 | To the Chargé in Argentina (tel.) | 785 (57) Instructions for representations to the appropriate authorities | : concerning an Argentine law enacted in June 1932 and about to be enforced, imposing a tax on marine insurance written abroad. 
July 28 | From the Chargé in Argentina 786 (2172) Advice that on July 25 a memorandum was presented to the | Foreign Minister with regard to the question of the marine in- surance law, which he agreed to transmit to the Interim Finance Minister. | , 

Aug. 11 | From the Chargé in Argentina | 786 (2190) Memorandum for Interim Finance Minister (text printed), outlining difficulties which the proposed marine tax would raise, and expressing hope that means may be found to prevent the application of pertinent portions of the law under reference. 
Sept. 7 | From the Chargé in Argentina 791 (2222) Foreign Office note of September 4 (text printed) quoting reply of Finance Minister to U. 8. note of J uly 25, advising that U. 8. recommendations will be taken into consideration in de- ciding upon regulations to put law into effect. Account of interview with the new Finance Minister. | 

eee



SEVENTH INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE OF AMER- 
ICAN STATES HELD AT MONTEVIDEO, DECEMBER 

8-26, 1933 

PRELIMINARIES 

[ BrstrocraPyicat Nore: 
1. Program and Regulations of the Seventh International Confer- 

ence of American States to Assemble at Montevideo, Uruguay, nm De- 
cember 1933, Adopted by the Governing Board of the Pan American 
Union (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1927). 

9. Seventh International Conference of American States, Monte- 
video, Uruguay, December 8, 1933, Special Handbook for the Use of 
Delegates (Washington, Pan American Union, 1933). 

| 3. Documents for the Use of Delegates to the Seventh International 

Conference of American States, Montevideo, Uruguay, December 3, 
1938 (Pan American Union [Washington, D. C., 1933 (%)]): 

No. 1. Report of the Permanent Committee on Public Inter- 
national Law of Rio de Janeiro, on Topic 7 of the Program of the 
Conference: “Report of the Permanent Committee on Public In- 
ternational Law of Rio de Janeiro on the general principles which 
may facilitate regional agreements between adjacent states on the 
industrial and agricultural use of the waters of international 

rivers.” 
No. 2. Commercial Arbitration in the American Republics, a 

Contribution to the Consideration of Topic 9¢ of the Program 
of the Conference: “Commercial Arbitration.” 

No. 3. A Comparative Study of the Laws and Regulations 
Governing Aerial Navigation in the Countries, Members of the 
Pan American Union, by Leland Hyzer of Miami, Florida: A 

Contribution to the Consideration of Topic 27 of the Program 
of the Conference: “Study of the penal provisions and of the 
regulations of the convention on commercial aviation signed at 
the Sixth International Conference of American States.” 

No. 4. Projects on certain Topics of the Program submitted by 
the Executive Committee of the American Institute of Interna- 
tional Law pursuant to a Resolution of the Governing Board of 
the Pan American Union. 

No. 5. Report Submitted by the Executive Committee of the 
American Institute of International Law pursuant to a Resolu- 

1



2 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV 

tion of the Governing Board of the Pan American Union con- 
cerning Topic 21 of the Program of the Conference: “Inter- 
american copyright protection and the possibility of reconciling 
the Habana and Rome Conventions.” 

4. Seventh International Conference of American States, Monte- 
video, Uruguay, December 3-26, 1933, Final Act, Including the Con- 
ventions and Additional Protocol adopted by the Conference (J. 
Florensa, Impresor, Cerrito, 740 Montevideo). 

5. Seventh International Conference of American States, Plenary 
Sessions, Minutes and Antecedents (Montevideo, 1983). . | 

6. Leport of the Delegates of the United States of America to the 
Seventh International Conference of American States, M ontevideo, 
Uruguay, December 3-26, 1933, Department of State Conference Series 
No. 19 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1934).] . 

710.G/124: Telegram Be . 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Chile (Culbertson) 1 

Wasuineron, February 8, 1933—noon. 
15. Press reports Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Argentina and 

Chile discussed at Mendoza? postponement Seventh Pan American 
Conference. Department understands that this is probably inaccu- 
rate but that agreement was reached concerning attitude the Govern- 
ments would take towards topics on the program. Please report fully 
any information discreetly ascertainable regarding this. 

STIMSON 

710.G/125: Telegram | . 

Lhe Ambassador in Argentina (Bliss) to the Secretary of State 

Buenos Airss, February 9, 19383—1 p. m. 
[Received 4: 52 p. m.] 

1%. Your 9, February 8, noon. Member of Chilean delegation at 
Mendoza conference tells me no question was raised regarding post- 
ponement Pan American Conference, only desirability of accord on 
subjects to be discussed. See paragraph 6 enclosure 1 my despatch 
No. 1957, February 3d.4 I understand no agreement yet reached 
regarding definite topics of the program. 

| Buiss 

7 The same, February 8, to the Ambassador in Argentina as telegram No. 9. 
* See footnote 55, p. 268. 
*See footnote 1, above. 
‘Not printed.
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710.G/126: Telegram 

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

| Buenos Arres, February 11, 1983—10 a. m. © 
[Received 10: 15 a. m.] 

18. My number 17, February 9, 1 p. m. Minister for Foreign 
Affairs voluntarily told me yesterday afternoon that report was 

unfounded he desired postponement Pan American Conference; that 
on the contrary he was most desirous Conference be held as arranged 

if not earlier. _ 
Buiss 

710.G/128: Telegram | 

The Ambassador in Chile (Culbertson) to the Secretary of State 

Santraao, February 13, 1933—3 p. m. 
[Received 4:05 p. m.] 

31. Department’s telegram No. 15, February 8, noon. Foreign 
Office states categorically no decision taken Mendoza meeting toward 
postponement Pan American Conference but subject was discussed as 
it was reported Uruguay anxious for further delay. Chilean delega- 
tion took position that the two powers should do nothing on their own. 
However, the attitude of the Foreign Office is that while it will not 
initiate a move for postponement neither will it oppose one. 

As indicated in point 6 of Mendoza communiqué agenda of Pan 
American Conference was reviewed and resolution taken to collabo- 
rate in opportune time towards an understanding on certain topics. 
What these topics are specifically I have not yet been able to learn 
but the Foreign Office explained that the resolution was prompted by 
a desire to have in advance some nucleus of agreement on the most 
important questions which would be helpful in giving direction to 

the discussions. 
CULBERTSON 

710.G/185 | 

The Minister in Uruguay (Wright) to the Secretary of State 

No. 483 Monrevipe0, March 23, 1933. 
[Received April 3.] 

Sir: With further reference to my telegram No. 9, of March 2, 12 
noon,® I have the honor to report that the Minister for Foreign Affairs 
informed me today that he has received favorable replies from prac- 

° Not printed.
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tically all the American Governments in response to his telegrams 
bespeaking support of the proposal of this Government that the VII 
International Conference of American States be held this year. He 
added that the Mexican Government, while expressing concurrence, 
had stated that it desired to study further the present agenda for the 
Conference. 

Dr. Mafié also observed that he hoped it might be possible for our 
Government to support the efforts of the Uruguayan Government by 
likewise bespeaking acquiescence in the proposal. I informed him 
that my Government, while willing and ready to participate in the 
Conference at any date that might prove acceptable to the majority 
of American States, could pursue no other course than gladly to ac- 
quiesce in the majority opinion with regard to this matter—just as 
we had in the past declined to associate ourselves with any movement 
either for convocation or postponement. 

Respectfully yours, J. Burier Wricut 

710.G 14/127 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[WasHineron,] March 29, 1933. 

Mr. Espil, the Argentine Ambassador, in conversation with me a day 
or two ago, said that his Government is anxious to call a special con- 
ference quickly to consider the Chaco matter’ and presumably the 
Leticia matter * also. Another alternative would be to limit topics on 
the agenda of the Seventh Pan American Conference and have the 
meeting of that Conference advanced so that the Chaco matter could 
be discussed promptly. He said that he had discussed the matter with 
the Mexican Ambassador who was thoroughly in accord with cutting 
down the program of the Seventh Pan American Conference and ad- 
vancing the date thereof, and he thought some of the others were also, 
and he asked if I would sound out some of them. I told Mr. Espil that 
I would do so and had intended discussing the limitation of the pro- 
gram in any event (the Secretary had asked me to sound out some 
of the Latin American diplomats before the next Governing Board 
meeting on April fifth). Accordingly I discussed the matter with 
the Brazilian, Peruvian and Cuban Ambassadors, the Chilean Chargé 
d’ Affaires, and the Ministers of Colombia, Guatemala, Venezuela, and 
Panama. All were in favor personally of cutting down the program 
and the Cuban Ambassador, the Guatemalan and Panamanian Minis- 

*In despatch No. 465, June 6, the Minister reported that acquiescent replies 
had then been received from all the American States (710.G/151). 
"See pp. 241 ff. | 
® See pp. 384 ff.
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ters, and the Chilean Chargé indicated that they were ready to act in 

that sense if a proposal should be made at the next meeting. The 

Chilean Chargé said that he would consult his Government but he knew 

that Sefior Cruchaga favored some such action. The Peruvian and 

Brazilian Ambassadors said they would consult their Governments. 

The Brazilian Ambassador indicated that his Government last year 

had been very explicit that the Seventh Pan American Conference 

should not be held before December, 1933, and he did not know how 

they would look upon holding it at an earlier date. The Colombian 

Minister was in favor of cutting down the agenda but talked rather 

disconnectedly and inexplicitly regarding a conference having any- 

thing to do with the Leticia matter. 
The Ecuadoran Minister personally is in favor of limiting the pro- 

eram to the question of peace in this hemisphere and feels confident 

that his Government is of the same opinion. He is also personally 

in favor of advancing the date of the Conference but does not know 

the views of his Government on this matter. 
F[ranois] W[nite] 

710.G 14/121 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[Wasuineron,] April 1, 19383. 

The Mexican Ambassador, Doctor Gonzalez Roa, called and advised 

me that his Government is in favor of cutting down the program of 

the Seventh Pan American Conference and limiting it to questions 

of peace and economic relations. 
He said that his Government is also in favor of advancing the date 

of the Conference and that as there are obstacles in the way of holding 

the Conference immediately he thought a suitable compromise would 

be to hold it about the first of August. 

| F[rancis] W[tre] 

710.G/147 

The Salvadoran de facto Minister for Foreign Affairs (Araujo) to 

the Secretary of State? 

| [Translation] 

No. A. 500 San Satvapor, April [ May?] 10, 1988. 
L. D. No. 641 [Received June 5. ] 

Mr. Minister: Urged by the necessity, which is daily becoming 
greater in the New World, of finding for the international situation 

® Note not acknowledged (710.G/150).
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a common solution guaranteed by the resolution of a group of nations 
linked together by common historical ties, I take the liberty of sug- 
gesting to Your Excellency the advisability of adopting a basis of 
conduct that may determine our common attitude, at least with regard 
to the salient points of the program that will be developed at the 
Seventh Panamerican Conference, which is to be held in Montevideo, 

Uruguay. | 
There is no doubt that the sentiment of the Ibero-American peoples, 

aside from regional idiosyncracies, has expressed itself in mutually 
harmonious ways, with regard to definite political ideals, and we may 
be sure that there is already a doctrine, supported by the will of the 
same peoples, which awaits only its sanction in the form of a juridical 
system. 

Aside from purely political plans in which there are valuable prec- 
edents for establishing a ruling orientation of sovereignty, by gener- 
ous principles derived from realities of American life, there might be a 
discussion on the establishment of a purely economic policy directed 
toward the abolition of the prejudices that formerly made national 
selfishness the only working program. 

I would leave in an incomplete form the suggestion which I respect- 
fully present to Your Excellency, if I did not specify, as an urgent 
necessity, that of strengthening and converting into a present objec- 
tive the Bolivarian tendencies directed toward the creation of an 
American League of Nations, within the modalities of modern Inter- 
national Law, taking into account the urgent need of an institutional 
readjustment, which would promise and guarantee a firm fraternity. 

oO In this respect, and taking as a point of departure our traditional 
spirit of harmony, I wish to bring to the attention of Your Excellency 
the initiative taken by the Salvadorian Congress of 1912, in authoriz- 
ing the Supreme Executive Power of my country to propose to the 
chancelleries of the Latin American countries, the establishment of 
a Court of Arbitration, to render decisions on international contro- 
versies of any kind arising between the signatory countries. This 
inter-American juridical organ might be the basis of a policy of ef- 
fective rapprochement and concentration. , 

I believe that the exchange of ideas which I respectfully suggest to 
Your Excellency, to the end that the respective delegates to the Sev- 
enth Conference may readily coordinate a uniform orientation with 
regard to the subjects proposed above, might be effected by means of 
an exchange of notes, in order to prepare, for the time when the 
Assembly will meet, an international criterion more or less harmonious 
and capable of influencing the decisions which they may respectively 
adopt.
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Finally, I take the liberty of respectfully suggesting to Your Ex- 
cellency, to bring about, if you consider it advisable, a public dis- 
cussion through the press of your country, to the end that the various 
opinions to which these problems give rise in the conscience of Hispano- 
America may be known and that the establishment of firm and secure 
bases, which may expedite the course of their full realization, may be 
arrived at more easily. | 

I beg Your Excellency to accept my sincere thanks in advance for 
the kind attention that you may give to the foregoing, together with 
the assurances of my distinguished consideration. 

Mieurn Ance, Aravuso 

710.G 14/145: Telegram 

The Chargé in Colombia (Dawson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Bocord, July 18, 1933—8 p. m. 
[Received 9:05 p. m.] 

62. Minister for Foreign Affairs is instructing Lozano” to ap- 
proach Department regarding possible presentation to Seventh Pan 
American Conference of fourth step proposed in President Roosevelt’s 
disarmament message May 16." His interest is obviously in securing 
general Pan American commitment not to send armed forces across 
frontiers. I pointed out that fourth step was suggested as a corollary 
to fulfillment of three preceding proposals made in message and ex- 
pressed doubt as to possibility of singling it out for action. 

Dawson 

710.G 14/147 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Colombia (Dawson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Bogor, July 17, 19833—4 p. m. 
| [Received 6:44 p. m.] 

65. Legation’s 62, July 18,8 p.m. Olaya says Minister for Foreign 
Affairs misunderstood his idea. What he hopes for is presentation 
by the United States at Seventh Pan-American Conference of resolu- 
tion or other document embodying all proposals in President Roose- 
velt’s disarmament message. 

| Dawson 

* Fabio Lozano T., Colombian Minister in the United States. 
™ Vol. 1, p. 143. : 
* Enrique Olaya-Herrera, President of Colombia.
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710.G 14/164 | 

Memorandum of Conversation With the Mexican Minister of 
Finance (Pani) | 

[Wasuineron,] July 29, 1933. 

Dr. Pani called to say that he believed that the agenda for the 

Montevideo Conference * was too full and should be cut down to a 
few topics of real importance. Among these, however, he did not 
think is the question of peace on the Western Hemisphere. 

I told Dr. Pani that I concurred in his opinion that the agenda 
for the Montevideo Conference was too long, and that if his Govern- 
ment would suggest that it be abbreviated the Department would be 
glad to support this view. 

In reply to my question as to what subjects should go on a revised 
agenda, Dr. Pani suggested the “matters which failed at London”: 
economic and financial topics. He specifically mentioned central 
bank cooperation. 

I asked Dr. Pani whether he was speaking for his Government. 
Dr. Pani replied that although he was giving me only his personal 
views, he intended to discuss the suggestion just made with his Gov- 
ernment upon his return to Mexico City. | 

I mentioned Dr. Pani’s suggestion to the President, who concurs 
in the desirability of confining discussions at the next conference to 
subjects of vital and immediate importance. He strongly believes, 
however, that the subject of peace on this hemisphere should come up 
for discussion. In this regard he suggested that the proposals in his 
message of May 16 to the Chiefs of Government, for the definition 
of an aggressor nation, be considered. 

The President threw out another idea for consideration: that when 
a revolution within a country overflows its boundaries, that is, when 
it involves the neighboring countries regardless of their desire to 
stay aloof, the neighboring countries agree to confer in order 1) to 
suggest a solution or 2) to request some third nation to suggest a 
satisfactory adjustment. | 

4 'The conversation was presumably with Acting Secretary of State Phillips. 
The memorandum is unsigned and uninitialed; it was dictated by “L. D.’, pre- 
ae Laurence Duggan, Divisional Assistant, Division of Latin American 

For text of agenda, see pp. 49-51.
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710.G/214 

The Uruguayan Minister for Foreign Affairs (Mané) to the 
Secretary of State 

[Translation] 

Montevipeo, August 7, 1933. 

Mr. Secrerary oF Strate: By decision of the VIth International 
Conference at Habana, the next meeting of the American States is 
to be held in the city of Montevideo. 
December 38 having been definitively set by the Pan American Union 

by agreement with the Government of Uruguay as the date of the 
opening session of the VIIth Conference, my Government has the high 
honor to address Your Excellency in order to transmit to you the 
respective invitation, in the hope that no American country will fail 
to be present at the coming Assembly of American States. 

The order of the day of the VIIth International American Con- 
ference was sent in due time to Your Excellency by the Office of the 
Director of the Pan American Union, together with the Regulations 
of the conference. 

It would be a needless effort to emphasize on this occasion the capi- 
tal importance of the subjects which are to be examined, inasmuch 
as the exceptional seriousness of the hour gives the meeting of the 
American countries a transcendent importance which has never pre- 
viously been equaled. 

In this sense it may he said that the Montevideo Conference will 

not be one of mere formal international fellowship. 
The deep and anxious preoccupation created by the economic, 

financial, political and social difficulties in which are involved, equally 
with all other States, the States of the New World, will surround the 
Conference with an atmosphere of expectant serenity and restless 
hope. 

It will be necessary that a keen sense of actuality pass through what 
has been up to now a stock of ideas whose gradual crystallization into 
facts has been taking place over a period of many years. 
Economic interdependence must be examined with a sincere and 

deep understanding of the fraternally reciprocal interest of all the 
nations of the Continent. 

America can and must discover with her creative ability the new 
road which will lead to peace and stability without and within and 
to labor which is productive only when it is just and normally paid. 

* Handed to the Secretary of State by the Uruguayan Minister on September 2.
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There must be confidence between men and between Nations, politi- 
cal peace and economic peace must walk together, as both are aspects 
of the mind of the Nations; our eyes must not be closed to harsh and 
unhappy reality; in short, Pan Americanism and fraternity must be 
what they ought to be, an affirmation of concerted power and an 
unceasing will to collective betterment. 

With such hopes the Government of Uruguay trusts that Your 
Excellency’s Government will see fit to attend the coming Assembly 
of the American States which is to be held at Montevideo, where the 
delegates of the United States of America will be received by their 
Uruguayan, brothers with the affectionate pleasure and the cordial 
welcome proper to a meeting between brothers. 

On this occasion I renew to Your Excellency [etc.] 
| A. Mant 

710.G 1A/1584 

Lhe Colombian Minister (Lozano) to the Assistant Secretary of 
State (Caffery) 

| [Translation] 

Wasuineton, August 10, 1933. 
My Dear Mr. Carrery: Thinking over the subject of our last con- 

versation, I wish to sum up here my ideas, which are, in all essentials, 
those of the Government of Colombia. 

As it has already been decided by the Governing Board of the Pan 
American Union that the Montevideo Conference is to meet next De- 
cember, it seems natural to make an effort to the end that some result 
useful to this continent and to mankind may be obtained from its 
deliberations and resolutions. And there is nothing more in ac- 
cordance with this idea than an immediate development of the thesis 
set forth by His Excellency, Mr. Roosevelt, in one of his great speeches: 
the arrangement of a pact effective in maintaining peace among 
nations. He has said: “That all the nations of the world should enter 
into a solemn and definite pact of non-aggression: That they should 
solemnly reaffirm the obligations they have assumed to limit and 
reduce their armaments, and, provided these obligations are faithfully 
executed by all signatory powers, individually agree that they will 
send no armed force of whatsoever nature across their frontiers.” 
On this basis, a program of effective action could be completed and 
results could be attained that would bless the world and would cover 
with honor the already historic Roosevelt Administration. One of 

* Original text restored ; complete text of the President’s message on disarma- 
ment, May 16, 1933, is printed in vol. 1, p. 148.
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its natural results might be the drawing up in a clear and exact form, 

free from discussions and hermeneutics, of the definition that may 

be given in American International Law of the “aggressor country.” 

When fighting has been going on with fury in the Chaco for a year, 

when the unparalleled Leticia case has come up and there are so many 

reasons for the world to be uneasy and concerned about peace, with 
the train of consequent depression to business, would not that Pact 
be the beginning of a wholesome reaction for all peoples? 

I believe so and I can assure you that if the United States Govern- 
ment should wish to initiate the saving effort at the Montevideo Con- 
ference the Government of Colombia would second it very decisively. 
Why should not America take a step forward that may be decisive 

and that would by all means be opportune, in defense of peace? 
I send you my best wishes [etc. | Fasio Lozano T. 

710.G Personnel /39 : Telegram 

The Minister in Uruguay (Wright) to the Secretary of State 

MonrevipEo, August 28, 1983—noon. 
[Received 1:30 p. m. |] 

97. For the Secretary. The Foreign Office has telegraphically 
directed Varela * to express the hope that you may head our delega- 
tion to the forthcoming Conference and to intimate that affirmative 
decision by you would undoubtedly result in attendance by other For- 
eign Ministers and contribute greatly to the importance of the meeting. 

WRIGHT 

710.G Personnel/43 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Uruguay (Wright) 

Wasuineron, September 5, 1933—1 p. m. 

16. For the Minister. Your 27, August 28, noon. I will confer 

with President within next week or 10 days about personnel of mis- 

sion to Montevideo conference in December and then advise you and 

Varela. 
HULL 

710.G 14/177 | 

The Ambassador in Mexico (Daniels) to the Secretary of State 

No. 603 Mexico, September 14, 1933. 
[Received September 18. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to enclose herewith in translation the form 

which Mexico suggests for the Fourth Chapter of the Agenda of the 

J. Varela, Uruguayan Minister in the United States.
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VII Pan American Conference. This form was given to me by Doc- 
tor Puig?” this morning. Doctor Puig said he had forwarded a copy 
to Ambassador Gonzdlez Roa in Washington, and has promised me 
that he will give me tomorrow a memorandum elaborating upon the 
reasons why Mexico suggests that Chapter IV should take this form. 

Respectfully yours, JOSEPHUS DANIELS 

[Mnclosure—Translation] 

Form Which Mexico Suggests for Chapter IV of the Agenda of the 
VII Pan American Conference Which Is To Meet in Montevideo, 
hepublic of Uruguay, in December Neat 

Cuapter IV 

ECONOMIC AND FINANCIAL PROBLEMS 

9.—Debts. 

a) Acceptance of the “Drago” Doctrine * in its original scope in 
order to protect the decorum of international public unity and the 
conclusion of the corresponding treaty. 

6) Examination of matters relating to external obligations with 
private creditors, including State loans contracted in foreign markets 
to define: 

T.—Convenience of joint resolution by the Pan American Union re- 
garding a uniform moratorium, without interests, of ample duration, 
not less than six years and not longer than ten. 

II.—Possibility of establishing international juridical bodies 
(6rganos) to negotiate settlements regarding debts without the media- 
tion of committees of bankers, for the more effective projection of 
debtors and bondholders. 

10.—M oney and Credit. 

a) Stabilization of currency (moneda) by the adoption of a com- 
mon bimetallistic monetary system. 

6) Convenience of taking the internal price level as the basis of the 
monetary policy. 7 

c) Uniformity of principles regarding structure and operation of 
the central banks; creation of these institutions in the countries of 
America where they are not functioning. 

d) Possibility of creating an institution that will function like a 
continental central bank to prevent useless movements of metal and to 
assist national central banks, serving them as a clearing house (cdmara 

174 José Manuel Puig Casauranec, Mexican Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
* See Foreign Relations, 1908, p. 1; John Bassett Moore, A Digest of Interna- 

tional Law, vol. v1, p. 592.
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de compensacion) , as a body of relation with the other banks, and as a 
means of contact with the general money and capital market. 

é) Even without the modification or unification of monetary 
systems, inclusion of silver in the reserves and utilization of this metal 
in the coining of money. 

f) Resolutions regarding the mechanism for the payment of bal- 
‘ances (saldos) between the countries of America. Possibility of in- 
cluding silver as partial means of payment under the control of the 
international bank to which clause “c” refers. 

g) Control of the exchange market (mercado de divisas). 
h) Uniformity of the mechanism and of the means of credit: 

I.—For the State; 
IJ.—For the central banks; 
III.—F or public works or public services; 
IV.—For the encouragement of agricultural or industrial pro- 

duction ; 
| V.—For the development of natural resources other than agri- 

culture; 
IV [V/].—For commercial traffic. 

4) Organization of an American security market (stocks, bonds, 
obligations, notes and other credit documents) (letras y demas titulos 
de crédito) ; consideration of the requirements which securities ad- 
mitted on the market (admitidos a cotizacion) should fulfill, the 
mechanism and operation of the market and the elements for its 
initiation. 

11.—Organization of continental commerce. 

a) Tariffs. 
b) Quotas and prohibitions. 
c) Commercial treaties. 
d) Project for convention regarding customs procedure and port 

formalities, formulated by the Pan American Commission on Customs 
Procedures and Port Formalities, which met in Washington, from 
November 18th to the 26th in 1929. 

e) Consideration of projects of uniform legislation regarding: 

I.—Securities (drafts, checks, notes and other negotiable docu- 
ments ) 5 

IL Vouchers (conocimientos) and documents representing mer- 
chandise) ; 
IiI.—Insurance (Seguros) ; 
IV.—Powers of attorney (Poderes) ; 
V.—Legal identity (personalidad juridica) of foreign companies; 
VI—Projects of legislation relative to commercial and maritime 

law (derecho), which the Permanent Commission of Compared [Com- 
parative? | Law and Unification of Legislation, established in Habana 

738036—50-——7
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under the resolution of the Sixth International American Conference 
of February 18, 1928, may formulate. 

f) Commercial arbitration. 
g) Manner of preventing losses occasioned maritime commerce by 

theft and robbery. 

12.—Miscellaneous. 

a) Inter-American protection of patents of invention. 
6) Examination of resolutions of the Inter-American Conference 

on Agriculture. 
c) Continental system of communications and encouragement of 

tourist travel. 

710.G/227 | 

The Secretary of State to the Uruguayan Minister for Foreign Affairs 
(Mane) 

WASHINGTON, September 20, 1983. 

Excettency: I have received Your Excellency’s courteous com- 
munication of August 7, 1933, in which you extend an invitation to 
the Government of the United States of America to participate in 
the Seventh International Conference of American States to be held 
at Montevideo on December 3, 1933. 

I am happy to assure Your Excellency that my Government accepts 
this invitation with great pleasure and will be represented at the 
Conference by an official delegation, the composition of which will 
be reported to your Government in due course. 

You have pointed out in your note the difficulties and the stress 
of present day conditions and have urged that the Pan American 
spirit on the occasion of the forth-coming Conference find expression 
in practical action along lines calculated to ameliorate these condi- 
tions and to draw our nations together in paths of political and eco- 
nomic peace. I am in agreement with Your Excellency that these 
are indeed the steps which the nations of the Americas should take 

| and I am hopeful that the Conference to be held in Montevideo will 
long endure in our memories as an example of what can effectively 
be accomplished when good neighbors meet in a spirit of mutual 
respect and friendliness to discuss and adjust their problems. 

Accept [etc. | Corpett Hunn 

* Delivered to Dr. Alberto Mafié by the American Minister in Uruguay, October 
10, in accordance with Department’s instruction No. 185, September 20.
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710.G/2382 

The Chargé in El Salvador (McCafferty) to the Secretary of State 

No, 348 San Satvapor, September 22, 1933. 
[Received September 27. ] 

Sm: I have the honor to transmit herewith a translation of a head- 
line article ” which appeared on the front page of the daily Za Prensa 
of San Salvador of September 21st, entitled “There is No Hostility 

| between the United States and El Salvador,” in which it is asserted 
that there is no basis to fear that any difficulties will arise between 
the American and Salvadoran delegates to the Seventh International 
Conference of American States to be held next December in Monte- 
video, because of the non-recognition by the United States of the 
Martinez régime. Due to the strict press censorship this article, if 
not inspired by, has the approval of the present administration. 

At the diplomatic reception at the Mexican Legation on September 
16th in honor of Mexican Independence Day, I had a personal and 
informal conversation with Doctor Miguel Angel Araujo, de facto 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of El Salvador. He brought up the 
subject of the coming Pan American Conference and he seemed to be 
very much concerned regarding the status of the Salvadoran delega- 
tion to that conference in view of the fact that the Martinez régime 
had not been recognized by various American countries, particularly 
the United States. I naturally expressed no opinion regarding the 
matter as I have no idea of the Department’s views on the subject, but 
I received the impression that El Salvador at the coming Conference 
would be willing to work in harmony with the United States if it 
felt sure beforehand that its delegates would be treated at the con- 
vention on an equal basis with those of the other countries without 
any question as to recognition or as to the international legality of 
the present government. 

I am convinced that the present renewed propaganda activities of 
the de facto Government of El Salvador to encourage the convocation 
of a Central American Conference to discuss the 1923 treaties #4 so 
that the Martinez régime might be recognized, is due to a real concern 
regarding the status of the Salvadoran delegation at the coming 
Pan American Conference. 

If the Department deems it advisable to give me its confidential 
opinion in respect to the above mentioned subject, I believe that I 

° Not printed. : 
* Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, pp. 820 ff.; Conference on Central American 

Affairs, Washington, December 4, 1922—February 7, 1923 (Washington, Govern- 
ment Printing Office, 1923), pp. 283 ff.
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may be able discretely to prevent an anti-American attitude such as 
the Salvadoran delegation assumed at the last Pan American Con- 
ference which was held in Havana in 1928. 

W. J. McCarrerty 

710.G 14/188 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[Wasuineron,] September 22, 1933. 

The Mexican Ambassador called at my request. I began by stating 
that the Mexican Foreign Minister at Mexico City had been good 
enough to send me a copy of his proposal for the consideration of 
public and private indebtedness in Latin America due externally, and, 
in fact, due largely to private creditors in the United States. I said 
that it appeared the proposal contemplated a moratorium of these 
billions of debts for some six years and a considerable reduction of 
interest, and that I inferred the plan would be to have all the dele- 
gates officially representing the debtor countries, vote through a sweep- 
ing refinancing and deflation policy, with the delegates of the United 

States Government voting virtually alone against such a proposal, on 

the ground, among other things, that our government had no control 

over such private debt readjustments. I told the Ambassador that 
my Government was in strong sympathy with all debtors in Latin 

America and recognized the wisdom of a policy of lenience by Ameri- 

can and other creditors towards these debtors. I stated also that our 

Government was opposed to permitting any hard-boiled American 

banks to control or otherwise handle any debt readjustment matters 

that might arise between these debtors and creditors; to that end, our 

government under the recent Securities Act was about to create a com- 

mission of 12 or 15 of the most outstanding, able and humane persons 

that could be selected to deal with this entire debtor and creditor situa- 

tion; that this personnel would comprise such outstanding persons 

as Newton D. Baker and Frank O. Lowden; that their control would 

be reasonable and sympathetic as to the debtors; that it would be free 

from improper banking influences; and that, in brief, this agency, 

in our judgment, offered the wisest possible course of treatment for 

| this acute debtor and creditor situation.2* I expressed the earnest 

hope that the Mexican Government might, therefore, view with favor 

the plan of our government thus to deal with the debtor situation in 

Latin America as it involved external creditors and external payments. 

27Nee gection entitled “Organizing the Foreign Bondholders Protective Coun- 

cil’, vol. 1, pp. 934 ff.
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The Mexican Ambassador did not commit himself as to whether the 
proposed course of the Mexican Minister would be persisted in and 
adhered to, but he did acquiesce, in rather definite words of approval, 
in my statement outlining our plan. I am hoping that it may be 
possible to avoid acute and, for our government, disagreeable develop- 
ments with respect to this problem at Montevideo. I pointed out 
also to the Ambassador that at the London Conference ** there were 
discussions on this same subject but that, of course, there was no 
effort made to embarrass, much less bind, any nation where many 
creditors resided by presenting a drastic plan of deflation such as the 
one proposed in the instant case. 

| C[orvett] H[vx] 

%710.G 14/198: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Mewico (Daniels) 

WASHINGTON, September 28, 1933—8 p. m. 

137. From one of our missions in the field I learn that, in spite of 
your conversation with Dr. Puig, the Mexican Government is sounding 
out other American governments with respect to the extension of the 
Agenda of the Montevideo Conference to include a discussion of re- 
vision of government external indebtedness. Two of our missions 
report that the Mexican Government is also sounding out other Amer- 
ican governments concerning placing on the Agenda “possible modi- 

fication” of the Monroe Doctrine * to “exclude not only European but 
also American intervention in the affairs of any of the American 
countries”. As this was not included in the subjects mentioned in your 
despatch No. 603 of September 14, I hope that prior to the departure 
of Dr. Puig from Mexico you will inquire of him as to just what 
Mexico has in mind and her purpose in seeking the introduction of 
this topic. I wish to add for your information that this démarche is 
causing me some anxiety. 

Hou 

710.G 14/199 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Mexico (Daniels) to the Secretary of State 

Mexico, September 29, 1933—6 p. m. 
[Received 10: 50 p. m.] 

197. Minister for Foreign Affairs says he and the President are 
considering position Mexico will take on the two matters referred to 

* Monetary and Economic Conference held at London, June 12-July 27; for 
correspondence, see vol. I, pp. 452 ff. 

* See section entitled “Official Statement of and Commentary Upon the Monroe 
Doctrine by the Secretary of State”, Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. 1, pp. 698 ff.
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in your message 137, September 28,8 p.m. He says he is arm in arm 
with you in hope of having mediation looking to moratorium. He 
thinks Monroe Doctrine should include the whole world and referred 
to Senator Pittman’s recent declaration. As to whether these two 
propositions will be pressed at Montevideo he says the determination © 
of Mexico’s course has not been fully decided upon and he will give 
me the policy agreed upon before he leaves. He expects to start 
October 8. Am writing by air mail substance of conversation. 

DANIELS 

710.G 14/229 

The Ambassador in Mexico (Daniels) to the Secretary of State 

Mexico, September 29, 1933. 
[Received October 4. | 

Dear Mr. Secrerary: Upon receipt of your telegram No. 137, Sep- 
tember 29th [28th], I called on the Minister for Foreign Affairs and 
asked him direct two questions: 

1. Whether it was the purpose of Mexico and other governments to 
press for an extension of the Agenda of the Montevideo Conference to 
include a discussion of revision of external governmental indebtedness, 

He replied that when he told me yesterday that he wished to see me 
again shortly, it was with the view to present his views at length upon 
this matter, He said: “We are arm in arm with Secretary Hull in 
wishing to secure through impartial mediators some moratorium of 
the indebtedness”. He added, “Most of the countries cannot pay”. He 
says his present idea would be not to act through a convention but by 
resolution. He spoke for some minutes along this line showing that 
he is giving the matter serious thought and that it is near his heart. 
He still hopes his proposition will be included in the Agenda of the 
Pan American Conference Committee. If it is not included, he says 
Mexico will later decide upon its action. He did not say this action 
would be taken after sounding out other countries, but I take it that 
your information along that line is probably correct. 

2. Whether Mexico and other countries were considering placing on 
the Agenda possible modification of the Monroe Doctrine to exclude 
not only European but also American intervention in the affairs of 
any of the American countries. | 

He did not directly answer the question but entered upon a serious 
discussion of the place the Monroe Doctrine should hold to-day. He 
said that when enunciated it was a noble and generous doctrine that 
looked to prevent European countries from dominating countries on
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this hemisphere. It should now, according to his thinking, be made 
continental and also include Asia, Africa as well as Europe, and all 
countries on this hemisphere. He quoted the recent expression of 
Senator Pittman that the Monroe Doctrine had served its purpose and 
did not now have application. Dr. Puig said that when Mexico entered 
the League of Nations, it did so with a reservation as to the Monroe 
Doctrine and that recently Argentina had made a more far reaching 
reservation. 

“T think”, he said, “that to remove all suspicions and make all Amer- 
icans rally to the Monroe Doctrine, it should be made clear that no 
nation should intervene in the affairs of any other nation”. He en- 
larged upon that thought and said that since the Kellogg-Briand 
Treaty 7° all the nations had pledged themselves to outlaw war and, 
therefore, it should be made clear on this hemisphere, as well as for 
Europeans, that no nation should intervene in the affairs of another 
nation. | 

He contended that no definite policy of action as to either of these 
matters had been decided upon by the Mexican authorities. However, 
it is clear that Dr. Puig strongly believes some moratorium is essen- 
tial, either by the method you propose or by resolution of the Monte- 
video Conference, and that the Monroe Doctrine as to intervention 
should apply to every country on this continent as well as to European 

: nations. 
Before Dr. Puig leaves I expect to solicit a fuller expression of his 

views and will be glad to have further instructions from the 
Department. 

Sincerely yours, JOSEPHUS DANIELS 

710.G 14/216 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Caffery) 

[WasHineton,| October 2, 19383. 

T had a visit this afternoon from Sefior Dr. Don Fernando Gonzalez 
Roa, Mexican Ambassador, who came to tell me that he had received 
instructions from his Government to inform us that Dr. Puig had 
given up his idea of having the proposed additions to the agenda for 
the Montevideo Conference approved by the Pan American Union. 
Dr. Puig had told him to convey the same information to Dr. Rowe.” 

J [EFFERSON] C[AFFERY | 

** Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 153. 
**Teo S. Rowe, Director General, Pan American Union.
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710./241 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pe Janerro, October 4, 1933—1 p. m. 
[ Received October 4—11:55 a. m.] 

86. Informed in confidence that one of the questions to be discussed 
during visit of Argentine President and Minister for Foreign Affairs 
end of this week is whether Pan American Conference should be held 
as scheduled or postponed. Brazilian Minister for Foreign Affairs 
tells me he is convinced it is folly to hold Conference with Chaco and | 
Leticia disputes still unsettled and Cuban situation in aggravated 
state. 

GiBson 

710.G 1A/220 

The Ambassador in Mexico (Daniels) to the Secretary of State 

No. 668 Mexico, October 6, 1933. 
[Received October 9.] 

Sir: I have the honor to enclose a translation of a memorandum 
which was given to me this afternoon by Doctor Puig, comprising his 
ideas on the Monroe Doctrine and its amplification at the Montevideo 
Conference. 

I am unable to state at this time whether or not this memorandum 
has the approval of President Rodriguez.”” I am, however, spending 
the day tomorrow in the company of Doctor Puig and the President, 
and shall advise the Department as soon as I learn of the President’s 
point of view. 

A copy of the memorandum in Spanish will be forwarded to the 
Department in due course. 

Respectfully yours, | JOsEPHUS DaNIELS 

[Enclosure—Translation ] 

Memorandum by the Mexican Minister for Foreign Affairs (Puig) 

We have on various occasions expressed to Ambassador Daniels our 
belief that the present moment is perhaps the only one for attaining 
a never-before-equalled rapprochement among the peoples of America. 
We have also never disguised the fact that our conviction is definitely 
influenced by the faith in the “new deal” which is proclaimed and rep- 
resented by President Roosevelt. 

* See telegram No. 205, October 9, noon, from the Ambassador in Mexico, infra.
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But we believe that the great purpose of social and political mutual 
comprehension, of continental harmony and solidarity, and of common 
agreement and aid in economic, commercial, and financial matters, 
which have inspired the Pan American Conferences and—with more 
confident and pressing hope—this Seventh Conference at Montevideo, 
which meets in one of the hours of contemporary history most fraught 
with human problems and responsibilities ;—we believe that this great 
aim, which now unites the new, strong nations of America, the masters 
of the future, can not and should not involve any reservations, any 
cause for misgiving or suspicion, justified or otherwise, real or appar- 
ent, undefined in scope and influence (proyecciones). 

In order to walk on firm ground, in order to aspire to fruitful and 
effective effort, we believe that it is our chief duty to destroy those 
causes—either through defining them and thus removing misgivings, 
or through eliminating them and thus establishing confidence. Reso- 
lutely to undertake this task, we should first of all, in a profound 
analysis of facts (realidades) and interpretations, examine the prob- 
lem, seeking to throw as much light as possible upon the nature. 
thereof. 
We also believe that the best course for the possible attainment of 

the high hopes of inter-continental confidence which move us, to 
suggest that the United States be the one to tackle—if it be deemed 
feasible—the problem of the Monroe Doctrine, which is the concrete 
subject matter of this memorandum. | 

Kiveryone is aware that for more than a century there has existed 
in Pan American politics, within the Continent and before the world 
at large, a guiding criterion which, having been born of the passing 
(ctrcunstancial) exigencies of a certain hour in history, today pre- 
sents an irregular and nebulous form in its ideological discrimination, 
and even more so in its scope and influence on the political and eco- 
nomic scene (realidad) on our Continent. We refer to the statement 
which the President of the United States, Mr. Monroe, made in explicit 
terms and with precise and circumstantial compass, in his Message 
to the Congress of the American Union on December 2, 1823, and 
which thenceforth has been known in the international field as the 
Monroe Doctrine, (but) with very varied interpretations and ap- 
plications, | 

Because it is a now imprecise international criterion, undefined 
and without express limits (as we shall seek later on to demonstrate 
with words other than our own), and without predetermined scope, 
the Monroe Doctrine—in whose name many pages of the history of 

™ See section entitled “Official Statement of and Commentary Upon the Monroe 
Doctrine by the Secretary of State”, Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. I, pp. 698 ff.
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this hemisphere have been written (realizado) or explained, and 
may even yet be written or explained—the Monroe Doctrine, we say, 
needs a loyal and frank clarification, calls for a sincere analysis, with- 
out the slightest belligerency, much less futile or sterile bitterness— 
but also without cowardice, in order to be able to determine, in a 
cordial and friendly fashion, what part of the Doctrine is true policy 

and if it is a cause for rapprochement or for alienation among the 
peoples of the new Continent. 

In order to fix more accurately, as far as possible, the content, worth, 

and operation of the Monroe Doctrine, it seems to us that it is in- 
dispensable to pause here and make a very brief résumé of its history 
in international life, from its appearance up to the present time, 
without going into tiresome details nor losing ourselves in wordy 
commentaries. 

No sooner had the one-time Spanish colonies of this hemisphere 
gloriously won the right to live as independent nations, than mani- 
festations of another nature—and even simple suppositions based on 
international experience (de légica internacional)—aroused the fear 
that some European powers, either on their own account or in support 
of a supposed Spanish re-conquest, might seek to intervene, by diplo- 
macy or by force, in the life of the new countries, to the detriment of 
their recently-achieved independence. 
Among these menaces there could be descried: the English peril, 

somewhat exorcised (desvanecido) by the declarations of Mr. Canning, 
Minister of the British Empire, to Mr. Rush, Ambassador of the 
United States in London; the expansionist aims of Russia in north- 

western America, and her refusal to recognize the independence of the 
Spanish-American peoples; lastly, the imperialistic plans attributed 
to the Holy Alliance, plans the scope and dangers of which we have 
not been able definitely to determine in the scientific terrain. of positive 
historical truth. | 
Amid this surrounding danger, the Secretary of State, Mr. Adams, 

was the first to make his voice heard, in dealing with the Ambassador 
of Russia, Baron Tuyll, when he said: “The American Continents will | 
not be subject, in the future, to colonization” ; ?® words which, although 
motivated by a concrete case of the expansionist plans of Russia in 
North America, clearly showed forth sentiments embracing the 
Continent. | 

But the authentic birth of the (Monroe) Doctrine dates from | 
December 2, 1823, when the President of the American Union, Mr. 
Monroe, in his celebrated Message to Congress, said, among other 

7“. , . the American continents are no longer subjects for any new European 
colonial establishments.”—Memoirs of John Quincy Adams, vol. v1, p. 163; 
Joshua Reuben Clark, Memorandum on the Monroe Doctrine, p. 85.
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things related to the same problem, the following words, which, it 
appears to us, constitute the very essence, the pith of the international 
doctrine which bears his name: “The American Continents, by the 
free and independent condition which they have assumed and main- 
tain, are henceforth not to be considered as subjects for future coloniza- 
tion by any European powers.” ® And in order to define its effective- 
ness and (to pledge) moral and material support, he added: “With 
the existing colonies or dependencies of any European power we have 
not interfered and shall not interfere. But with the Governments 
who have declared their independence and maintained it, and whose 
independence we have, on great consideration and on just principles, 
acknowledged, we could not view any interposition for the purpose 
of oppressing them, or controlling in any other manner their destiny, 
by any European power in any other light than as the manifestation of 
an unfriendly disposition toward the United States.” * 

These transcriptions from a well-known text have been necessary 
in order to demonstrate that the original meaning of the Doctrine was 
clearly and perfectly well delineated, and that it had a direct bearing 
upon a given epoch and the dangers with which that epoch was fraught 
for the independence and free determination of the peoples of Amer- 
ica,—without its having intended, very probably, a larger scope than 
was given it in letter and in spirit. 
Now, if it is possible to discuss the expediency and the timeliness of 

“modernizing” the Monroe Doctrine, in harmony with the original 
broad Americanist spirit which inspired it, and elevating it to an 
American® principle of international law,—no one would dare, on 
the other hand, to gainsay the need for repudiating, once and for all, 
the mistaken interpretations which, by denaturalizing the Doctrine 
in its very essence, have made of it a most effective weapon of mis- 
giving and distrust, to such a point that, paradoxical as it may seem, 
the Doctrine is today the most serious obstacle to the spiritual union 
of the Continent. 

It is not, of course, necessary to have proof of the lofty motives of 
continental solidarity which, in our opinion, inspired the statement 
of the celebrated Presidential Message of 1823; but, however salutary 
im origin and in various concrete applications (the Monroe Doctrine 
may have been), the prevailing situation in Spanish-America leads 
us to proclaim the truth of the following opinions and observations, 
expressed, with unquestionable sincerity, by the eminent Professor 
Haring of Harvard University, in the book which he wrote just after 
his travels of research through South America, a few years ago: 

* Original text restored. 
*—-j. e., inter-American and all-American (Translator’s footnote).
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(The sections quoted appear in the original English text) 

“About the Monroe Doctrine there has been as much confusion of 

thought and utterance in South America as there is in the United 

States. There is no question but that it is regarded by great numbers — 

in these southern countries as a sinister menace to their national — 

sovereignty and dignity. First promulgated as a warning against the 

extension of monarchical institutions and of further European colo- 

nization in the western hemisphere, they believe that it has come to 

imply paramount interest and hegemony. It has been unpopular 

among citizens of the stronger states because it seems to spell for them 

political inferiority. It is disliked in the weaker because of our as- 

sumed responsibility for their good behavior. Although for a century 

a protective shield against the ambition of European governments, 

it has not been a force making for solidarity of sentiment in the two 

American continents. 
“Misunderstanding of the Monroe Doctrine is largely due to the 

fact that, in the words of Charles E. Hughes, ‘it has often been 

treated as though it were our sole policy in this hemisphere, and as 

though every action bearing upon our relation to our sister Republics 

must be referred to it. Its meaning is clear as it was originally 

enunciated by President Monroe, and it is equally clear as re-stated 

by Secretary Hughes, and his immediate predecessors in office. But 

it has not always been so in our Department of State, and it is not 

so with the majority of American citizens. Many, including senators 

and newspaper editors, seem to have the vaguest notion as to what the 

Doctrine really signifies, although they cling to it as a fetish and can 

readily be led into a war with the cry that it is imperiled. 
“There has been a mass of contradictory opinions, official as well 

as private. To many, still eager to ‘bear the white man’s burden’, 

the Doctrine is a sort of international gospel which proclaims the 

United States master in this hemisphere, with unlimited right of in- 

tervention in the domestic concerns of its neighbors. .. . 

“It is scarcely more than thirty years ago that Secretary Richard 

Olney made the celebrated assertion that ‘today the United States 

is practically sovereign on this continent and its fiat is law upon the 

subjects to which it confines its interposition’.[”’] 

(South America Looks at the United States by Clarence H. Haring. 

Bureau of International Research of Harvard University and Rad- _ 

cliffe College. Pages 102, 103, 104.) 

We have quoted this intelligent observer, not only because of his 

nationality, but also because of his intellectual prestige and position 

in the United States. But, not only in the academic field—(a field) 

of unquestioned sincerity and disinterestedness—has such an unfa- 

vorable state of mind with regard to the Monroe Doctrine been es- 

tablished; also in financial circles and in the high spheres of govern- 

ment, representative men, authoritative because of their ability and 

experience, men of the stamp of Senator Pittman, have expressed 

like opinions, even going so far as courageously to proclaim the neces- 

sity for removing as soon as possible the insuperable obstacle to
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American fraternity which the persistence of the Monroe Doctrine 
constitutes, so long as it can lend itself to far-reaching arbitrary in- 
terpretations and so long as its character is that of a unilateral state- 
ment guiding the policy of the strongest country of America with 
respect to the other countries of the Continent. 

The reservation recently made by the Argentine Republic when it 
renewed its membership in the League of Nations, brings to mind 
similar reservations formulated by other countries of Spanish- 
America (Mexico, to begin with), and is conclusive and timely proof 
that there is no diminution in the distrust which the Monroe Doctrine 
has fostered in many of these countries, solely because of its vague- 
ness and of the convenient interpretations to which it has, for that 
reason, lent itself. 

In such an atmosphere of apprehension and misgiving, can we hope 
for the best success of the efforts which are being made to achieve the 
spiritual unity of the New World? Can it be claimed, either, that 
even the relations of a purely commercial nature can develop harmoni- 
ously, firmly, and freely, without being obstructed by hidden chronic 
fears, sporadically aggravated? We believe not. And in order to 
justify our lack of optimism, it suffices to point to the mimimum 
efficacy—if not the total inefficacy—of Pan American action, to date, 
with a view to the real moral and political fraternity of the two great 
racial subdivisions of the Continent. 
Would the open abolishment of the Monroe Doctrine be proper? 

Would the Government or the public opinion of the United States 
accept it with good grace? Would it be necessary to go to this extreme 
solution ? 

We sincerely believe that these three questions merit a negative 
answer. But happily there exists, in our opinion, a way to conciliate 
the traditional or political exigencies of the United States with the 
need to take advantage of the opportunity for America to adopt, as an 
extra-continental policy, a principle which historically has contributed 
to the maintenance of its independence and which now has the prestige 
of its century of existence (secularidad). 

That means is, perhaps, to give to the Monroe Doctrine a fully 
American character by means of a pact which shall make of it a prin- 
ciple adopted by each and every one of the countries of America, with 
the ensuing obligation to bring a united front to its defence, with the 
same rights and obligations. 

What objections could be raised to that generalization? That the 
Doctrine does not lend itself thereto? ‘That, even if it does, such 
action would nullify or weaken some of its aspects? Only those who 
deliberately wish to ignore the spirit which inspired it, and who like 
to fasten upon the adulterated interpretations of which it has been the
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object, could formulate such objections. Fortunately, the men at 
present directing the United States are not of this class. 

The Monroe Doctrine, elevated to the category of an American pact 
of joint defence, would reach the second stage of its natural develop- 
ment: it would be perfected and would acquire the greatest prestige 
and integral force proper to it by reason of its continental scope. It 
would become up to date. Otherwise, it remains paralyzed in the 
(march of) time, with its back to the progress of the Spanish American 
nations, and is guilty, in our opinion, of anachronism through stagna- 
tion. Even in its genuine interpretation, even in disinterested, gener- 
ous application, it would continue to be humiliating to these countries, 
because it graciously grants them a type of paternal protection which 
they no longer need (que no les es dado recibir ya) since for some time 
past they have emerged from the condition of minority in which they 
found themselves at the beginning of their independent life. 

We are firmly convinced that the United States, particularly in the 
new phase of its international and economic policy, desires, sincerely 
and earnestly, continental harmony. This desire has been frankly 
and manfully stated by President Roosevelt, when he declared that 
he would practice the policy of “the good neighbor.” His antecedents 
as aman and a governor are a sound guarantee of his purposes. That 
which the President of the United States desires: cooperation, con- 
fidence, fruitful and effective tightening of continental ties, especially 
the economic and financial; —all this, which is desired by President 
Roosevelt, is also desired—of this we are absolutely certain—fully 
and freely by the other peoples of the continent. In order to realize 
this alm, it 1s necessary for the President of the United States to 
speak the words which shall definitely restore full confidence; it is 
necessary for him to be the one to offer the safest guarantee of the 
success of this Pan American Conference. 

The history of this hemisphere would be greatly simplified, the 
paths of the future would be made smooth, if the United States, with 
full comprehension of the fundamental interests of the times, times 
fraught with difficulties of every kind, and with full comprehension 
of the fundamental interests of this continent—which today, more 
than in 1828, is threatened with economic, financial, and political 
perils more important and profound than ever before—if the United 
States would itself open the doors to a New Doctrine, which would 
be the firm basis for cooperation and defence, because, by destroying 
misgivings and reservations, it would signify security in confidence, 
true cooperation and equality. 

But we must remember that the present needs of an international 
nature of the peoples of America would not be satisfied by the mere 
adoption of the Monroe Doctrine as an American Doctrine, since its
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purpose is purely defensive with respect to extra-continental powers. 
In our opinion, it would have to be complemented in what we may 
call the inter-continental aspect of the problem of fraternity, by 
means of the simultaneous promulgation of a principle which should 
guide the inter-relation among ourselves. 

The formula which we take the liberty of proposing could serve as 
the basis of the discussion leading up to whatever should be adopted; 
but, at all events, we believe that for logical and also for political 
reasons the initiative should be made by the United States, at least 
as regards the first part (of the formula?). 

Here is the formula which we suggest: 

The Nations of America, which are as one in the defence of their 
respective sovereignty and integrity, make their own the principle of 
continental independence proclaimed by the President of the United 
States, Mr. James Monroe, in his Message to the Congress of the Union 
of December 2, 1823; elevating said principle to the category of the 
American Doctrine, with the rights and obligations which its mainte- 
nance confers upon each one of them. 

At the same time they proclaim the inviolability of the principle of 
national autonomy, subordinating it only to the compulsory arbitra- 
tion which they establish for the solution of their differences; and they 
proscribe absolutely all interference (intromisién) among themselves 
which does not emanate from national treaties freely concluded or from 
the awards of arbitral tribunals, or which does not result from the 
offer of mediation, good offices, or other means recognized by inter- 
national law, which means, as in all similar cases, may be accepted or 
rejected freely by the countries to which offered. 

We sincerely believe that if the forthcoming Montevideo Confer- 
ence should formulate such a declaration, it will have removed the 
great (est) difiiculty, leaving the path of Pan American fraternity free 
of fears and suspicions, and maintaining that fraternity upon the 
only firm and lasting bases: unlimited confidence, mutual respect, 
reciprocal esteem. 

Such a declaration, secured at the instance of the United States at 
the Seventh Pan American Conference at Montevideo, would remove 
all causes for misgiving and distrust, and the Pan American relations 
would develop in an atmosphere of effective and fecund codperation. 
We could thus, then, present to the world a harmonious Continent, 
devoted to work, to the development of its prodigious wealth, in an 
atmosphere of security and mutual confidence. Free peoples, with 
abundance of independence, ready to help one another, and confident 
that their rights and their liberties will in every case be respected by 
the rest. 

Mexico, D. F., October 6, 1933. 

Pula 

Tin ee
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710.G 14/222: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Mewico (Daniels) to the Secretary of State 

Mexico, October 9, 1933—noon. 
[Received 1:25 p. m.] 

205. Dr. Puig informs me that President Rodriguez approved his | 
memorandum on the Monroe Doctrine which was transmitted by air 
mail on Saturday with despatch 668 of October 7 [6], 1933. 

DANIELS 

710.G/268 : Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazl (Gibson) 

Wasuineron, October 10, 1933—7 p. m. 

77. Your telegram No. 86, October 4,1 p.m. Please telegraph any 
further information you may have as to this matter. 

Hun 

710.G/262 : Telegram 

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

Wasuineron, October 10, 1933—7 p. m. 

76. Yesterday’s press quoted an editorial from Za Prensa of Buenos 
Aires urging postponement of the Montevideo Conference. Please 
telegraph any information you can discreetly ascertain as to Argen- 

tina’s attitude towards postponement. 
Hun 

710.G/274: Telegram | 

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

Buenos Aires, October 13, 1933—11 a. m. 
| [Received 1:30 p. m.] 

94, Referring to Department’s telegram No. 76 of October 10, 7 p. m., 
in absence of Minister for Foreign Affairs who returns October 18, 
it has not been possible to ascertain his attitude concerning possibility 
of postponement of Montevideo Conference, however, in informal con- 
versation with Assistant Chief of Protocol he told me that there had 
been no change to his knowledge in attitude of his Government toward 
holding the Conference. He did not know what might have taken 
place in Rio in recent conferences, his personal opinion was that it 
was now too late to take any postponement action. 

I have also had occasion informally to discuss question with my 

Chilean, Colombian, Paraguayan and Peruvian colleagues, all of 

whom feel it is now too late to postpone Congress. Argentine dele- 

gates not yet named. 
Despatch follows. 

WEDDELL
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710.G/275 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pp JANEIRO, October 18, 1933—2 p. m. 
[Received 3:32 p. m.] 

90. Department’s 77, October 10. Minister for Foreign Affairs tells 

me matter was not discussed with Argentine President and Foreign 

Minister but from his way of telling me I gather that the reason was 

that his overtures [sic] that Argentine Government was not disposed 

to join in any initiative for adjournment. 
Minister expressed his own emphatic view that it would be a mis- 

take to hold the Conference as scheduled with the Cuban, Leticia and 

Chaco questions [apparent omission] to the troublemakers. He said 

that he was convinced this was generally understood in Latin America 

but that there was a general reluctance to take the onus of making the 

suggestion of adjournment. He himself having led the way last time 

hesitated to play the same role a second time but stood ready to co- 

operate if some other Government took the lead. 
Gipson 

710.G/279 : Telegram . | | 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) 

WASHINGTON, October 13, 1933—7 p. m. 

79. You may discreetly ask the Minister of Foreign Affairs whether, 

in view of the continuance of the conditions that figured in decision in 

May, 1932, to postpone the Conference,*! he does not believe that it 

would be of interest to the other American nations to have his views 

(as set forth in your telegram No. 86, October 4, 1 p. m.) brought to 

their attention. 
| HU 

710.G/277 : Telegram 

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

Buenos Aires, October 15, 1933—10 a. m. 
[Received 1 p. m.] 

95. Referring further to Department’s telegram No. 76, October 

10, 7 p. m., in informal conversation with Undersecretary of Foreign 

Affairs last night he said Prensa editorial did not reflect views of his 

Government. That as regards the Montevideo Conference, Argentina 

was “at the orders” of the Uruguayan Government and that in his 

opinion it was now too late to think of postponement. 
WEDDELL 

3! See Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. v, pp. 1 ff. 

738036—50——8
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710.G 1A/248: Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Rio vs Janzmo, October 17, 1938—11 a. m. 
[Received 12:05 p. m.] 

95. My telegram No. 84, September 28, 11 a. m.*** Minister for 
Foreign Affairs tells me Mexican Ambassador called yesterday after- 
noon and withdrew note requesting Brazilian support in adding debt 
question to agenda of Montevideo Conference. Said this was done 
under instructions of his Foreign Minister who had your assurance 
question would be taken up on American initiative. 

In another note Mexican Ambassador requested Brazilian support 
for securing consideration by the Conference of a redrafted text of 
chapter 4 of the agenda. He was told matter would be studied. 

If Department has this text I should be glad to have its comments. 
If not, I may be able to secure it. 

| GiIBson 

710.G/285 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pe JANErRO, October 17, 19833—noon. 
[Received 12:10 p. m.] 

96. Department’s 79, October 13,7 p.m. Minister of Foreign Affairs 
says that he has been wary about volunteering his views as, owing to 
his initiative which led to previous adjournment, there is a disposition 
to involve him in another. 

He says he feels so strongly on the question that he does not want 
to head the Brazilian delegation and so far as he can foresee will 
not do so unless you head our delegation. 

He is obviously reluctant to take any lead in this matter but hoping 
some other Government will take a first step which he can support. 

GIBson 

710.G/286 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Chargé in El Salvador (M cCafferty) 

No. 140 Wasuineton, October 17, 1933. 
_ Sir: Reference is made to your despatch No. 348 dated September 
22, 1933, reporting your impression that “El Salvador, at the coming 
Conference, would be willing to work in harmony with the United 
States if it felt sure beforehand that its delegates would be treated 

18 Not printed.
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at the convention on an equal basis with those of the other countries 

without any question as to recognition or as to the international 

legality of the present Government”. The Department would, of 

course, not wish to take any position regarding its attitude toward 

the status of the delegates of El Salvador at the forthcoming Con- 

ference with a view to obtaining the cooperation of El Salvador at the 

Conference. | 
Article V of the Resolution of the Fifth International Conference 

of American States * provides that “The Governments of the Amer- 

ican Republics enjoy, as of right, representation at the International 

Conferences of American States and in the Pan American Union”. 

Article I of the Resolution of the Sixth International Conference 

of American States on the Pan American Union * provides that “The 

Government of the Pan American Union shall be vested in a Govern- 

ing Board composed of the representatives that the American govern- 

ments may appoint. The appointment may devolve upon the diplo- 

matic representatives of the respective countries in Washington.” In 

accordance with this resolution it will be recalled that the present 

régime in El Salvador, although not recognized by the United States, 

has had its representative on the Governing Board of the Pan Amer- 

ican Union. In view of the above resolutions there would appear 

to be no question regarding the right of El Salvador to be represented 

at the Montevideo Conference. 

It is well established, however, both in theory and in practice, that 

participation in an international conference does not affect the status 

of recognition or non-recognition of a participating government. 

The above information is given for your own strictly confidential 

information and is not to be communicated to the Salvadoran 

authorities. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
JEFFERSON CAFFERY 

710.G 14/254: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) 

Wasuineron, October 19, 19383—7 p. m. 

83. Your 95, October 17, 11 a.m. The Department of course has 

not given any assurance that the question of debts would be taken up 

on American initiative at Montevideo. When we received word of 

the recent Mexican initiative to have this question put on the agenda 

® Wifth International Conference of American States, Acta Final, Convenciones 
y Resoluciones (Santiago, 1923), pp. 18, 20. 

% Sixth International Conference of American States, Motions, Agreements, 

Resolutions and Conventions (Habana, 1928), p. 113.



32 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUM® IV : 

of the Conference we advised the Mexican Government that this Gov- 
ernment has no authority to deal with external debts due from foreign 
countries to private creditors in this country. We also pointed out 
that consideration was being given in this country to the formation 
of a central bondholders committee under the Securities Act, or (and 
this appears the more probable at the present time) the organization 
of a private group of outstanding, disinterested individuals to deal 
with the matter. 

The Mexican Foreign Minister, Dr. Puig, who will head his coun- 
try’s delegation to Montevideo, called on me on October 18 and dis- 
cussed this matter. He indicated that Mexico could not abandon its 
initiative and that there would have to be some discussion of the 

question at the Conference. He indicated, however, that he would 
not press for any vote in the matter. 

For your information: We would deprecate any discussion of this 
debt question at Montevideo. If, however, other states insist on dis- 
cussing it we will not oppose a discussion but trust that no action at 
all will be taken by the Conference. 

The Department has a copy of the draft text proposed by Mexico 
submitted by our Embassy at Mexico September 14. This includes 
debts and numerous other additions to Chapter 4 of the Agenda. This 
may not be the redraft of text referred to in last paragraph your 95. 
Therefore please secure text if possible and forward by air mail. 

shane 

710.G 14/255 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pe Janeiro, October 21, 1933—1 p. m. 
[Received October 21—12: 55 p. m.] 

97. Department’s telegram No. 83, October 18 [79], 7 p. m. Mexican 
Ambassador repeated to me statement made to Foreign Minister, but 
I am convinced inaccuracy was due to faulty expression or garbled 
coding of his instructions for he has presented to Foreign Office a 
memorandum stating facts fairly and clearly. This memorandum 
which I have been allowed to read describes the move toward setting 
up committee referred to in your telegram and your reluctance to 
have its efforts prejudiced by public discussions at Montevideo. In 
view of this “initiative” (which is evidently the root of the misunder- 
standing) Mexican Government withdraws that part of its proposals 
referring to debts, reserving the right to raise the matter later in the 
event there is no progress. Foreign Office informs me that only change 
in first redrafting of chapter 4 is omission of reference to debts. 

GIBSON
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710.G/298 : Telegram 

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

Buenos Ares, October 24, 1983—1 p. m. 
[Received 6 p. m.] 

97. Referring to Department’s telegram No. 76, of October 10, 7 

p. m., Prensa publishes this morning second editorial urging post- 

ponement Montevideo Conference. At diplomatic reception this 

morning Minister of Foreign Affairs told me editorial did not repre- 

sent views of his Government. He also said he thought that effective- 

ness of work to be carried out would be greatly facilitated if matters 

were thoroughly discussed beforehand, emphasized the importance 

of an atmosphere of harmony and expressed the hope that American 

Institute of International Law would assemble in Buenos Aires a 

short time before the Conference for the purpose of discussing essential 

features of program. He said he was in correspondence with Mr. 

James Brown Scott.*+ He regretted the general situation as con- 

taining many delicate features which might easily provoke friction 

or embarrassment. He again promised to give me early opportunity 

of discussing items in program of particular interest to his Govern- 

ment. He seemed particularly interested and twice inquired if my 

Government had changed its viewpoint and now favored postpone- 

ment. I replied I knew of no change. Peruvian Ambassador tells 

me he feels convinced both Brazil and Argentina would really like a 

postponement of Conference by [but?] that apparently Uruguay 

wants to go ahead. 
WEDDELL 

%710.G/299 : Telegram 

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

Wasuineton, October 25, 1933-—38 p. m. 

78. Your 97, October 24, 1 p. m. Please endeavor to ascertain 

exactly what is in the Foreign Minister’s mind regarding postpone- 

ment and cable report. 
Huu 

710.G/302 : Telegram 

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

Buenos Arres, October 27, 1933—1 a. m. 

[Received 4:12 a. m.] 

98. Referring to Department’s telegraphic instruction of October 

95, 4 [3] p. m. I talked with Foreign Minister at dinner tonight who 

“President, American Institute of International Law.
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made a passing reference to Conference which gave me opportunity to 
ask him his views thereon and whether he was convinced of advisabil- 
ity of Conference. He replied in French, “Very convinced”. He then 
spoke at length along lines set forth in my number 97, October 24, 
1 p. m., relative to necessity for preliminary conversations to avoid 
friction and said meeting of American Institute of International Law 
here could do much along these lines. Wishing to be sure of my 
ground I again asked him whether he thought Conference should go 
on. He replied affirmatively but added that it was generally thought 
that a postponement might be advisable but no one wished to take the 
first step and if only the United States Secretary of State would take 
the lead—ending abruptly with a significant gesture. He also re- 
ferred to complication in situation due to fact that presidential elec- 
tions will take place in Uruguay in December. : 

WEDDELL 

710.G/307 : Telegram 

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

- Buenos Atres, October 28, 1933—6 p. m. 
[ Received October 29—3: 49 a. m.] 

99. I called on Minister of Foreign Affairs today on his invitation. 
He said he was in receipt of information from his Embassy in 
Montevideo that situation there was extremely tense, almost amount- 
ing to revolution. That this emphasized the advisability of postpone- 
ment of the Conference for 3 or 4 months, citing the complicated ques- 
tions of Leticia, Paraguay—Bolivia, Cuba and Uruguay itself. That 
to go to Montevideo now “is like entering a house on fire”. Further, 
that preliminary discussions absolutely necessary and that meeting 
of Institute of International Law offered such facilities. He also 
showed me telegram from James Brown Scott asking him to preside 
at sessions here of American Institute of International Law, Scott 
not being able to attend. He said a confidential agent of Uruguayan 
Government would be in Buenos Aires Monday when (I understood 
him to say) he would endeavor so to discuss matters as to bring about 
suggestion of postponement from Uruguay. He continued “everyone 
is agreed that Conference should be postponed but no one wants to 
take the initiative”. He read me extracts from despatch from his 
Ambassador at Rio de Janeiro reporting conversation with the Presi- 
dent of Brazil, the latter desiring postponement, one reason being 
meeting of Leticia delegates in Rio de Janeiro during sessions of the 
Conference. |
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As the Department is aware Minister Wright is here today and I 

have discussed matter with him and have shown him this telegram. 

Wright says: 

“At no time have Uruguayan officials in conversations with me as- 

sumed that the Conference will not take place as planned and have 

expressed exasperation at Minister of Foreign Affairs’ attitude as 

well as surprise that the Argentine Government has not yet officially 

accepted the invitation of the Uruguayan Government. } urther, the 

political situation in Uruguay is unchanged, save for a recent flurry 

regarding presidential aspirations of certain individuals and un- 
pleasant repercussions arising from the death of a political adversary 

of the President who was killed after resisting arrest. Telephonic 

advices from Montevideo this afternoon confirm that the situation is 

under complete control. Am returning to Montevideo evening of 

29th.” 

WEDDELL 

710.G/309 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Chile (Norweb) to the Secretary of State 

Santrago, October 30, 1933—6 p. m. 
[Received October 30—5: 19 p. m.] 

101. On Saturday efforts were made by Argentina to interest Chile, 

Peru, and Brazil in backing a move to postpone the Conference for 

3 months. Argentina urged postponement because of unliquidated 

Chaco, Leticia, and Cuban situations. Chile is awaiting indication of 

Peruvian attitude before taking any action but sees no gain in delay. 
NorweEB 

710.G/308: Telegram 

The Minister in Uruguay (Wright) to the Secretary of State 

Monrevipe0, October 30, 1933—8 p. m. 

| | [Received 10: 04 p. m.] 

37. Acting Undersecretary for Foreign Affairs with whom I have 

had informal conversation today, but of course without referring to 

the interview reported in Ambassador Weddell’s telegram to the 

Department of October 28, says that his Government has long been 

aware of apparent reluctance of Argehtine Minister for Foreign 

Affairs with regard to forthcoming Conference and confirms that offi- 

cial acceptance from Argentina has not yet been received. He said, 

however, that when Argentine Chargé d’Affaires here returned from 

Buenos Aires on 27th instant he showed more interest in the Con- 

ference than formerly and stated that his Minister for Foreign Affairs
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would at once devote himself to the composition of the Argentine 
delegation. | | 

He voluntarily observed, although I had made no reference thereto, 
that it was apparent that Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs was 
especially interested in the meeting of the American Institute of 
International Law to be held in Buenos Aires in November. _ 

This Government is proceeding with preparations for the Confer- 
ence. ‘The President has announced stringent measures against any 
attempt at disturbance of the public order and the country is reported 
to be quiet except for the inevitable results of the incidents to which 
I have previously referred. 

Repeated to Embassy at Buenos Aires. 

WRricHr 

710.G/817 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Caffery) 

[| Wasuineron,] October 31, 1933. 
The Argentine Ambassador, Sefior Dr. Felipe A. Espil came to see 

me about seven-thirty last evening to inquire as to whether our Gov- 
ernment had taken any decision with regard to its attitude in connec- 
tion with the desire of the Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs to 
bring about the postponement of the Montevideo Conference. I 
permitted the Ambassador to read the following statement of our 
attitude on the subject: 

“The United States Government is willing to go along with the 
majority at the meeting of the Governing Board on Wednesday next 
on the question of postponing the date of the meeting of the Monte- 
video Conference. It would suggest the advisability, however, of 
considering the holding of the Conference on the date already fixed, 
but making the duration of the Conference briefer and revising and 
reducing the agenda to a smaller number of subjects not too controversial.” 

J[zurrerson] C[arrery] 

710.G Personnel/199 : Telegram | 

he Secretary of State to the Minister in Uruguay (Wright) | 

Wasutneton, November 2, 1938—5 p. m. 
22. The Department is surprised to learn that the Secretary General 

of the League of Nations has received an invitation from the Uru- 
guayan Government to send an “observer” to the Pan American Con- 
ference, and that the Secretary General is accepting and is sending
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Nogueira, Uruguayan member of the Secretariat Information Section. | 

Please bring this to the attention of the Minister for Foreign Affairs 

and inquire whether it is correct. 

You will call attention to Article 23 of the regulations approved by 

the Governing Board of the Pan American Union on May 4, 1982. 

You may say that perhaps the Uruguayan Government overlooked 

this article when the invitation was issued. 

You will make it clearly understood that no disparagement or criti- 

cism of the League of Nations is intended when it is observed that the 

Pan American Conference is organized upon a distinct and separate 

basis. 
| You may invite the attention of the Minister for Foreign Affairs to 

a precedent established when the Cuban Foreign Office, in connection 

with press reports concerning an invitation to the League to have an 

observer attend the Sixth Conference, stated “said reports are untrue 

inasmuch as said invitation could be made only by a resolution adopted 

by said Conference”. | 
Please avoid publicity in this matter. 

Hon 

710.G/327 : Telegram 

The Minister in Uruguay (Wright) to the Secretary of State 

MonteEvipEo, November 4, 1933-10 a. m. 

[Received November 4—9:50 a.m.] 

89. Note from Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs dated Buenos 

Aires October 31st announcing “intention of Argentina to participate 

in Conference” published in press this morning. 

Repeated to Embassy at Buenos Aires. 
WRIGHT 

710.G Personnel/202 : Telegram 

The Minister in Uruguay (Wright) to the Secretary of State 

MontevivEo, November 4, 1933-—5 p. m. 
[Received 6 p. m.] 

40. Your telegram No. 22, November 2,5 p.m. Undersecretary for 

Foreign Affairs tells me that Secretary General of the League of Na- 

tions was not officially invited by Uruguayan Government to send an 

observer to the forthcoming Pan American Conference but that 

Nogueira will be here during the Conference in order to supply such 

information as may be requested pursuant to the arrangement reported 

in my telegram 33, October 8, 10 a. m.,* and that he will not “in any 

#0 Not printed.
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way” participate in the Conference. Admitting that it had been sug- 
gested that Nogueira would attend as an “observer”, Undersecretary 
expressed concurrence in my observation that the use of that title had 
an unfortunate connotation. 

Notice that Nogueira would attend appeared in United Press . 
despatch from Geneva on October 29th. | 

WRIGHT 

710.G/330 : Telegram 

| Lhe Minister in Uruguay (Wright) to the Secretary of State 

, Montrvinro, November 5, 19383—7 p. m. 
| [Received 11:48 p. m.] 

41. Minister for Foreign Affairs in a conversation held at his request 
has given me copy of the true reading of cipher telegram from the 
Uruguayan Minister at Santiago dated 8rd instant stating that 
Argentine Government had sought support of Chilean Government 
for the proposal of the former that the Conference be postponed for 
3 months on account of Chaco, Leticia and Cuba. Telegram then | 
textually quotes reply of Cruchaga * to the effect that Chilean Govern- 
ment believes that causes now adduced for postponement existed at 
the time when invitations were issued and furthermore, that they will 
obtain for 3 months more and perhaps become aggravated; that what 
Uruguayan Government has determined upon should be accepted and 
that it would be out of order to suggest anything in this connection; 
and that the arrangements have proceeded so far as to render post- 
ponement inopportune. 

The telegram states further that the [Minister?] is informed that 
Argentina made the same proposal to Peru whose Minister for For- 
eign Affairs asked Chilean Government for its opinion which was 
expressed in terms similar to the above and in which Peru entirely 
concurred. 
Uruguayan Minister for Foreign Affairs then said to me “We have 

long been aware of a persistent effort to postpone Conference which 
has taken various forms in various quarters but we have hitherto been 
unable definitely to trace the source, believing at one time that it 
might be Bolivia. This telegram enables us to localize the inflam- 
mation [information?] which we believe comes from a person whose 
main desires are to establish the leadership of Argentina on this 
continent and to destroy the spirit of Pan-Americanism, the latter of 
which would certainly be seriously impaired if the Conference were 
postponed. We know that he has also approached Brazil although 
when he was here with the President of Argentina on October 17th 

** Miguel Cruchaga Tocornal, Chilean Minister for Foreign Affairs,
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he disclaimed any conversations on the subject while in Rio de 
Janeiro”. 

In view of the conversation reported in Ambassador Weddell’s tele- 
gram of October 28, of which I made no mention whatever to Uru- 
guayan Minister for Foreign Affairs, I think we may now accurately 
measure the extent of the attempt which has been made to “torpedo” 
the Conference—to employ phraseology of Uruguayan Minister for 
Foreign Affairs. : 

I have repeated this to the Embassy at Buenos Aires but in view 
of its unusual nature and the great confidence reposed in me by the 
Uruguayan Government I venture to suggest that it be not repeated 
elsewhere. 

WRIGHT 

710.G/357 

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

No. 84. Buenos Arres, November 7, 1933. 
[Received November 20. | 

Sir: I have the honor to inform the Department that this morning 
in conversation with the Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs he 
brought up the subject of the impending conference at Montevideo. 
He went over much of the ground which he had already covered 
with me in previous talks, re-emphasizing the necessity for the ex- 
istence of an atmosphere of harmony and good will in which the dis- 
cussions might be carried on. He told me that at a recent meeting of 
the Argentine branch of the American Institute of International Law 
it had been decided that it would be unwise to hold a reunion of the 
Institute here at this time and that he had so informed Dr. James 
Brown Scott. He added that the authorities of the Institute seemed 
not quite awake to the potential importance of the meeting originally 
proposed to be held here, and concluded by repeating that there 
was not time now to arrange for comprehensive and profitable 
sessions. 

Dr. Saavedra Lamas said that in his opinion the Montevideo Con- 
ference was badly planned (mal preparada) and that in all the circum- 
stances the subjects discussed should be limited to those juridical 
rather than political in character; that Cuba, the Chaco, Leticia, and 
also debts (which, he added, Mexico would like to see discussed) 
should be tabu. 

My French colleague told me that in conversation with Saavedra 
Lamas the latter expressed the opinion that no subject which had 
been excluded from discussion at the London Economic Conference 
should be brought up at Montevideo. 

Respectfully yours, ALEXANDER W. WEDDELL
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710.G Personnel/235 : Telegram 

The Minister in Uruguay (Wright) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Monreviveo, November 12, 1933—10 a. m. 
[ Received 11:50 a. m. | 

43. Secretary General of Conference informs me that Spain has 
requested that an observer of that nation be permitted to attend the 
Conference and confidentially that Argentine Minister for Foreign 
Affairs has supported the request by a note to this Government just 
received. 
Uruguayan Chargé d’Affaires in Washington has been directed that 

request should be submitted to the Governing Board of Pan American 
Union in accordance with paragraph 28 of the regulations and that 
he should furnish Governing Board with a copy of the communication 
by which it was arranged that Nogueira of the League of Nations 
should be here but not as an observer or upon official invitation of 
this Government in order to correct erroneous press reports. See my 
telegrams 33, October 8, 10 a. m.*°* and 40, November 4, 5 p. m. 

WRIGHT 

710.G Personnel /322 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation to the Seventh International Conference of American 
States (Hull) * 

WasHINGTON, November 24, 1933—8 p. m. 

15. The Spanish Chargé d’A ffaires, under instructions, inquired yes- 
terday whether there would be any objection on our part to the 
presence of a Spanish observer at the Montevideo Conference. 

In reply I referred him to the regulations limiting Pan American 
Conferences to representatives of Latin American States, etc., and 
said that, personally in the circumstances, I did not feel that it was 
proper for the United States to take any individual position in the 
matter. I added that, inasmuch as you are about to arrive at Monte- 
video, his Government would natarally desire to approach you direct, 
should they care to pursue the inquiry any further. 

PuHities 

837.00/4449 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Rio pr Janeiro, November 24, 1933—9 p. m. 
[ Received 10:10 p. m.] 

116. From the Secretary of State for the President, Phillips and 
Caffery. Had conference with Brazilian Minister for Foreign Affairs 

*2 Not printed. | 
*’ Mr. Hull was aboard the S. 8S. American Legion, at sea.
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who is friendly and sympathetic with our general ideas and policies. 
He is somewhat pessimistic about Montevideo. He says that so-called 
Cuban representatives at Montevideo according to present plans will 
stage a dramatic condemnation of our Government because of its re- 

_ fusal to extend Cuba recognition. He adds that this is only a part 
or one of the controversial matters that may be thrown into the Con- 
ference. I am informed that heavy pressure to recognize Cuba for 
some time has been brought against Brazilian Government by Argen- 
tina, Chile and Mexico but which has in deference to our position to 
this time been withstood by Brazil. 

It is believed here that with unrest, agitation and more or less polit- 
ical instability through most of Latin America a use of the threat 
regardless of its merits will be relied on by malcontents for the pur- 
pose of embarrassing us and disrupting the Conference. 

The idea seems to be that the Cuban move will be a sufficient fire- 
brand to enable the disturbers to follow up further disruptive plans. 

This message is to enable the President and yourselves to have 
every phase of Cuban situation before you and so you may among 
other things judge of its probable effects at Montevideo. 

Please telephone this to the President and keep me advised as to 
developments. [Hull.] 

GIBSON 

837.00/4449 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) 

WasHineton, November 25, 1933—7 p. m. 

18. Ihave read to the President your No. 116, November 24th and at 
the same time told him of a call at the Department by the Chilean 
Ambassador, during which he raised the question of a possible move 
by various Latin American States to recognize the Grau San Martin 
Régime before the Montevideo Conference. 

The President approved the following reply which was made to the 
Ambassador. After handing him a copy of the President’s statement 
with respect to Cuba which was issued from Warm Springs on Novem- 
ber 28rd, *** the Ambassador was informed : 

“That this government very much hopes that the other interested 
governments will take no precipitate action at Montevideo in regard 
to recognition which might possibly compromise the success of the 
Conference there, that we hope these governments will bear in mind 
that any action they take might have important consequences on the 

%2 Mor text of statement given by the President, see Department of State, Press 
Releases, November 25, 1933, p. 294.
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possibility of the Cubans themselves reaching an agreement for a 
government which represents and is backed by the will of the Cuban 
people.” 

In giving the above statement to the Ambassador we had, of course, 
in mind the President’s public declaration made only a few days ago. 

I cannot but feel that the President would now like to find some 
excuse to alter his policy if a way can be found to do so without preju- 
dice to his former position. 

I have this whole situation very much in mind. Welles * leaves for 
Habana next Monday to remain only a few days. Caffery will proceed 
as personal representative of the President shortly after Welles departs 
from Habana. 

PHILLies 

710.G 1A/281 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

S. S. “Amzrican Lzeaion,” November 27, 1983—1 p. m. 
[Received 7:55 p. m.] 

14. With the view to offering our comprehensive London economic 
proposal for approval and recommendation to the world by Pan 
America speaking at Montevideo please wire extent, if any, in precise 
words and figures that London proposal can be added to or must be 
subtracted from preparatory to my offering it early in conference. 

Hot. 

710.G 1A/286: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hult) 

Wasuineron, November 29, 1933—3 p. m. 
25. Your 14, November 27, 1 p. m. Have discussed matter with the 

President. Domestic program both in the field of industry and agri- 
culture may create such a state of change in comparative competitive 
conditions that it seems impossible for the time being to make a pro- 
posal at Montevideo for the retention of the tariff truce ** or to com- 
mit this Government at the present moment to any multilateral com- 
mercial agreement. 

The only way open would seem to be the presentation of a strong 
resolution in favor of a vigorous endeavor to mutually lessen trade 

* Sumner Welles, Ambassador to Cuba. 
* Hor correspondence relating to the tariff truce, see vol. 1, pp. 574 ff.
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barriers and as a means thereto that they resolve to enter as promptly 
as possible into bilateral discussions and agreements for effecting that 
end. . 

It might be possible as well to put forward the suggestion discussed 
before your departure that the Conference establish a committee for 
the study of multilateral trade agreements between the countries repre- 
sented at the Conference. Such committee might be visualized as a 
continuing committee which would be assigned its task at Montevideo 
and continue its deliberations thereafter. These would appear to be 
the only definite elements covered by the London proposal but [put?] 
forward by us now. 

PHILLIPS | 

, INSTRUCTIONS TO DELEGATES 

710.G/371 

Instructions to the Delegates ® to the Seventh International Confer- 
ence of American States, Montevideo, Uruguay 

Wasuineron, November 10, 1933. 

Sirs: The International Conference of American States, to which 
you have been designated as representatives of our country, is the 
seventh conference of this type to be held on the Western Hemisphere 
since 1889,*° when this Government invited the American Republics to 
meet in Washington. Allow me to express your Government’s appre- 
ciation of the importance of the occasion and its sense of the re- 
sponsibility which you have undertaken in accepting appointment to 
represent it at such an important gathering. 

A. INTRODUCTION 

I. Iucportance or CONFERENCE 

The importance of this Conference has been considerably aug- 
mented by the events and experiences associated with the Economic 
and Monetary Conference which met in London during the summer 
of this year." 

® President Roosevelt on November 9, 1933, designated the following as dele- 
gates: Cordell Hull, Secretary of State, Chairman; Alexander W. Weddell, Am- 
bassador in Argentina ; J. Reuben Clark, former Ambassador in Mexico; J. Butler 
Wright, Minister in Uruguay; Spruille Braden of New York; and Sophonisba P. 
Breckinridge of Kentucky, Professor of Social Service Administration, University 
of Chicago. 

“ See International American Conference [1889-1890]; Reports of Committees 
and Discussions Thereon (Washington, 1890), vol. 1, p. 9; also Foreign Relations, 
1888, pt. 2, p. 1658. 

“For correspondence concerning the Economic and Monetary Conference, see 
vol. 1, pp. 452 ff. | . :



44 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV 

Never before have the need and benefit of neighborly cooperation 
in every form of human activity been so evident as they are today. 
Friendship among nations calls for constructive efforts to muster the 
forces of humanity in order that an atmosphere of close understanding 
and cooperation may be cultivated. You will endeavor to be guided 
by the policy enunciated by President Roosevelt in his inaugural 
address: “The policy of the good neighbor—the neighbor who reso- 
lutely respects himself and, because he does so, respects the rights of 
others—the neighbor who respects his obligations and respects the 
sanctity of his agreements in and with a world of neighbors.” # You 
will keep in mind the conviction that the well-being of one nation 
depends in large measure upon the well-being of its neighbors. 

II. Generau Poricy 

1. Importance of Pan American policy. | 

It is an established principle of our international policy that: 
“Among the foreign relations of the United States as they fall into 
categories, the Pan American policy takes first place in our diplomacy”. 
The policy of the Government of the United States towards the Re- 
publics of Latin America is one of mutual beneficial cooperation and 
it is of paramount importance that the spirit of this policy be mani- | 
fested in your attitude and action at the Conference. 

The coming together of men typical of the best feeling and thought 
of all the Republics of the Western Hemisphere can be an important 
factor in the promotion of friendly international relations. Pan- 
Americanism has been founded upon the common ideals and a com- 
munity of interests among the American Republics and it is with this 
in view that I desire you to give your studious attention not only to the 
particular subjects before the Conference, but also to the task of becom- 
ing imbued with the spirit which animates the inter-American policy 
of the United States. 

2. Unique position of United States. | 

Our country has occupied a unique position with regard to the 
nations of Latin America. Our national individuality and inde- 
pendence were acquired before theirs, and when they achieved inde- 

pendence they turned to us for moral guidance and support. But 
today, and for many years past, they have stood alone, free, inde- 
pendent and self-reliant. The United States does not desire, and in 
no sense can it be contemplated, that any of the American peoples 
should be in a state of tutelage. The independence of each Republic 
must recognize the independence of every other. We wish the fullest 
possible development in the national life of the Republics of America 

“ Congressional Record, vol. 77, pt. 1, p. 5.
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in complete accord with their own national characteristics and apti- 
tudes. Each nation must grow by an advancement of civilization 
and social well-being, and not by the acquisition of territory at the 
expense of any neighbor or by forcing the will of one nation upon that 
of another. If it is possible for us to assist them in any way through 
our development and our achievements in science and industry, we 
shall be glad to extend such assistance in the most friendly manner, 

but we shall not proffer it unless it is desired. | 
You should endeavor, therefore, to impress upon the representa- 

tives of the other American Republics that we desire, above all, their 
material prosperity and their political security and that we enter- 
tain only friendly sentiments for them. You will endeavor to foster 
a spirit of generous cooperation and manifest a sincere interest in their 
respective efforts and aspirations. It would not seem opportune for 
the delegates of the United States to assume a role of leadership in 
the Conference, either in its official organization or in its discussions. 
Your attitude should be to favor a friendly expression of views by 
the delegates of the various countries and, with due regard to the 
specific instructions which appear hereinafter, to support only those 
proposals which would appear to be of common interest and which 
merit the unanimous approval of the American Republics. 

3. Hole of Conference. 

The instructions given the delegates to the Fifth Conference and 
repeated in the instructions for the Sixth ** stated as follows: 

“Tt should be borne in mind that the function of these [Pan Amer- 
ican] conferences is to deal, so far as possible, with non-controversial 
subjects of general interest, upon which free and full discussion may 
be had with the purpose and probability of arriving at agreement and 
cooperation. International questions which cause prolonged and 
even bitter and controversial debate are not infrequently, in their 
important aspects, of actual interest only to a small group of nations. 
It is believed that in this Conference the most fruitful results will 
be obtained if discussion is confined to those aspects of the various 
topics which are of interest to all the Republics.” 

It is felt that action of a more effective nature might be taken by 
this Conference if it would concentrate its efforts upon a very few 
subjects and limit its work to the adoption of a few conventions and 
resolutions. This would also prevent a dissipation of the attention 
and interest of the respective governments following the Conference, 
thus encouraging favorable consideration of the conventions and reso- 

* Sixth International Conference of American States, held at Habana, January 
16-February 20, 1928; for correspondence, see Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 
t PP. 527 | ff.; for text of instructions to the American delegation, see ibdid., 

738036—50——9
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lutions. The Sixth Conference, for example, signed eleven con- 
ventions and approved sixty-two resolutions, seven motions, and four 
agreements. It is believed that such an array of resolutions and 
conventions does not make it possible for the delegates to give each 
subject the considered attention which it warrants, thereby detracting 
materially from the effectiveness of the Conference. 

With respect to political differences between the American Re- 
| publics, it is important that you exercise great caution. You will 

bear in mind that the present Conference has not been called to sit 
in judgment on the conduct of any nation or to attempt to redress 
alleged wrongs. In this connection, it will be recalled that academic 
discussion has been carried on at certain previous conferences which 
led to no practical results, but which tended to create an atmosphere 
not entirely harmonious. , 

The United States has always maintained the view that the com- 
petency of these conferences does not extend to the assumption of 
the responsibilities of an arbitral board. It has been the policy of 
the United States to lend its good offices to the settlement of conflicts 
between sister-Republics, but to refrain from any effort to have these 
conferences take cognizance of any existing controversy with a view 
to its settlement, unless the good offices of that body are invoked by 
both the opposing parties. Detailed instructions for your guidance 
on this matter are included hereafter. | 

B. CONVOCATION OF CONFERENCE 

I. INviration | 

The Sixth International Conference of American States, held at 
Habana, Cuba, January 16 to February 20, 1928, adopted a resolu- 
tion ** designating the City of Montevideo as the seat of the Seventh 
International Conference. The Governing Board of the Pan Ameri- 
can Union, in agreement with the Government of the Republic of 
Uruguay, designated December, 1932, as the date for the Conference. 
The Governing Board, on May 6, 1932, however, adopted a resolution, 
a copy of which is attached as Appendix 1,* requesting the Govern- 
ment of Uruguay to postpone the date for the convocation of the 
Conference until December, 1933. 

It was felt that the time was not propitious on account of the politi- 
cal disorder existing in a number of the countries, the difficult eco- 

nomic and financial conditions, as well as the acute state of the two 
boundary disputes in South America. | 

' “Sixth International Conference of American States, Final Act, Motions, 
| Agreements, Resolutions and Conventions, p. 112. 

* Appendix 1 not printed, but see Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, p 1. |



SEVENTH PAN-AMERICAN CONFERENCE 47 

The Government of Uruguay, in conformity with this resolution, 

extended an invitation ** to the Governments of American Republics 
to meet at Montevideo on December 38, 1933. 

II. Reauiarions 

The Regulations for the Conference were adopted by the Governing 
Board of the Pan American Union on May 4, 1932, and are printed 
on pages 29 to 30 of the Handbook prepared by the Pan American 
Union. These Regulations are substantially the same as those which 
governed the Sixth Conference, with some improvements in arrange- 
ment and phraseology. 

| : C. AGENDA” 

| I. FormuLATION oF AGENDA 

The Governing Board of the Pan American Union, in accordance 
with the accepted practice, prepared the Agenda for the Conference. 
It was made up of (1) subjects which were recommended by the Sixth 
International Conference of American States; (2) subjects pending 
from the previous Conference; (3) subjects relating to special tech- 
nical conferences held since 1928, and (4) topics which have been | 
suggested by various member nations. It covers a wide range of sub- 
jects and is considered by this Government as too comprehensive and, 
consequently, too long and unwieldy. It was adopted by the Gov- 
erning Board on May 31, 1933. 

II. Limitation or Acenpa Discussions 

The attitude of this Government from the beginning was in favor 
of restricting the Agenda to a few subjects grouped around a cen- 
tral topic with the belief that greater progress in a constructive way 
might thus be made. These views were set forth in a letter dated 
October 16, 1981, addressed by the Secretary of State to the Director 
General of the Pan American Union, a copy of which is attached 
hereto as Appendix 2,** replying to the request of the Pan American 
Union for comments on the list of topics submitted by the Sub-com- 
mittee on Program. 

Reference was made in the above referred to letter to Resolution 
No. X XVI of the Fourth Pan American Commercial Corference,*® 

* See note from the Uruguayan Minister for Foreign Affairs, August 7, 1933, 
p. 9. 

“ For text, see pp. 49-51. 
* Appendix 2 not printed. 

' Fourth Pan American Commercial Conference, Pan American Union, Wash- 
ington, D. C., October 5th-13th, 19381, Final Act (With Annewes and a Summary 
of the Work of the Conference) [Washington, n. d.], p. 27. |
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wherein the following provision was made regarding future com- 
mercial conferences: 

“Its programs will comprise only a short number of subjects, of a 
preponderantly commercial nature, grouped around a central topic 
which will constitute the basis of its work, with the object of gradu- 
ally solving the principal problems of Inter-American Commerce.” 

This Government in its letter to the Pan American Union recom- 
mended that the same principle should be adopted for the Agenda 
of the Seventh International Conference of American States, but the 
recommendation was not followed. 

This Government also sounded out a number of Latin American 
representatives in Washington prior to the adoption of the definitive 
Agenda by the Governing Board on May 31, 1933, with a view to 
ascertaining the possibility of reducing the Agenda. <A majority of 
the members of the Governing Board expressed themselves in favor 
of reducing the Agenda, but no action was taken by the Governing 
Board in this regard. 

The Governing Board, however, on May 31, 1933, did adopt the 
following resolution which was proposed by Mexico: 

“The Sub-committee recognizes that the topics contained in Chapters 
I and IV of the Program of the Seventh Pan American Conference 
embrace the questions that require immediate attention, in view of 
the conditions prevailing at this historic moment; without implying, 
however, that the Sub-committee denies importance to the other topics 
of the Program.” 

It is understood that the Government of Mexico considers that the 
adoption of this Resolution, giving preferential consideration to 

economic and financial problems and questions relating to the organ- 
ization of peace, “practically eliminate(s) the non-preferential 
themes from consideration at Montevideo.” 

A confidential Aide-Mémoire from the Chilean Government, pre- 
sented informally by the Chilean Chargé d’Affaires, expressed the 
following regret that the Agenda had not been reduced: 

“2. It is regrettable that the Governing Board of the Pan American 
| Union did not deem it advisable to cut down the Agenda of the Con- 

ference, as suggested by Secretary Hull.” | 

It is the opinion of this Government that much more substantial 
progress of an enduring nature will be made if the discussion can in 
fact be restricted to subjects of vital and immediate importance and of 
general interest. You will lend your full support and concur in any 
suggestion proposed by other Governments favoring the desirability 
of confining discussions to subjects such as the Organization of Peace 
and Economic and Financial Problems.
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IIT. Agenpa ror Fourure ConFERENCES 

It is believed that greater progress could be made at future Inter- 

national Conferences of American States if the principle were adopted 

of having the Governing Board select one or two central topics for the 

discussions at each succeeding conference, about which would be 

grouped a small number of specific subjects. It is felt that a confer- 

ence which endeavors at the same time to codify international law 

and consider other juridical questions, deal with economic problems, 

transportation, intellectual cooperation, social problems, and to re- 

view the general and special inter-American conferences, is far too 

ambitious and, consequently, too often results in mediocre accom- 

plishments. Should the occasion arise, you will endeavor to have 

the Conference adopt the principle that the Governing Board in 

the future will select, after consultation with the member Govern- 

ments, a central topic for each conference about which shall be grouped 

a small number of subjects. 

LV. Arrrrupe Towarp Discussion or New Topics 

It is possible that attempts may be made to introduce for discus- 

sion before the Conference, subjects not included on the Program. 

Provision has been made under Chapter V, Article 25, of the Regu- 

lations, for the introduction of new topics, provided two-thirds of the 

delegations present at the conference favor such action. Instructions 

have been prepared for your guidance in such a contingency con- 

cerning certain subjects which might be introduced and are included 

under Section E of these Instructions beginning on p. —.°° Instruc- 

tions on other subjects which might be of interest in connection with 

conversations which you will have with other delegates are included 

under Section F beginning on p. —.™* 

V. Agenva Items 

The Program of the Conference is as follows: 

Cuarter I—Organization of Peace 

1. Methods for the prevention and pacific settlement of inter-American conflicts. 

2. (a) Inter-American Commissions of Conciliation. 

(b) Report of the Permanent Commission of Conciliation of Washington 

on its activities. 

3. Declaration of August 3, 1982. 

4, Anti-War Pacts—Argentine Plan. | 

5. Consideration of a plan to secure the prompt ratification of the General 

Treaty of Inter-American Arbitration and of the General Convention of Inter- 

American Conciliation of January 5, 1929, and in general to secure the prompt 

ratification of treaties and conventions and the early application of the resolu- 

tions adopted at the International Conferences of American States. 

Post, p. 133. 
@ Post, p. 148.
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CHAPTER II—Problems of International Law 

6. Method for the progressive codification of international law, and considera- 
tion of topics susceptible of codification, such as: 

(a) The rights and duties of States. 
(0) Treaties and their interpretation. 
(c) International responsibility of States, with special reference to the 

denial of justice. 
(d) Definition, duration, and reciprocity of political asylum. 
(e) Extradition. 
(f) Nationality. 
(9g) Territorial sea. 

7. Report of the Permanent Committee on Public International Law of Rio 
de Janeiro on the general principles which may facilitate regional agreements 
between adjacent states on the industrial and agricultural use of the waters of 
international rivers, and reports of the said committee and of the Permanent 
Committee on Private International Law of Montevideo on the matters provided 
for in the resolution of the Sixth International Conference of American States 
of February 18, 1928. 

CHaprm III—Political and Ciwil Rights of Women 

8. Report of the Inter-American Commission of Women on the political and 
civil equality of women. 

CHAPTER 1V—LHconomic and Financial Problems 

9. Consideration of the recommendations of the Fourth Pan American Com- 
mercial Conference relative to: 

(a) Customs duties. 
(6) Currency stabilization and the possibility of adopting a uniform 

monetary system. 
(c) Commercial arbitration. | 
(@) Promotion of tourist travel. 

10. Import quotas. 

i1. Import prohibitions. 
12. Collective commercial treaties. | 
13. Report on the resolutions of the Inter-American Conference on Agriculture. 
14. Report on the establishment of an inter-American economic and financial 

organization under the auspices of the Pan American Union. 

15. The inter-American protection of patents of invention. 
16. Consideration of the draft convention on customs procedure and port 

formalities formulated by the Pan American Commission on Customs Procedure 
and Port Formalities which met at Washington from November 18 to 26, 1929. 

17. Consideration of projects of uniform legislation relative to such topics as: 

(a) Bills of exchange, checks, and other commercial paper. 
(6) Bills of lading. 

(c) Insurance, : 
(d) Simplification and standardization of the requirements for powers of 

attorney. | 

(€) Juridical personality of foreign companies. 
(7) The losses caused by theft and pilferage of cargo in maritime commerce. 
(g) Any other draft conventions on uniform legislation relative to com- 

mercial and maritime law that may be formulated by the Permanent 
Committee on Comparative Legislation and Uniformity of Legislation 
established at Habana by virtue of the resolution of February 18, 
1928, of the Sixth Conference.
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CHAPTER V—Social Problems 

18. Consideration of the establishment of an Inter-American Bureau of 

Labor, which will include in its program the following: 

(@) Improvement of the condition of living of workmen: 
(1) Promotion of safety in industry. 
(2) Improved housing conditions. 

(6) Social insurance: Unemployment and practical forms of unemployment 
insurance, 

(c) Uniformity of demographic statistics. 

19. Results of national and international conferences on child welfare, with 

a view to broadening the work of the Inter-American Institute at Montevideo. 

20. Application to foodstuffs and pharmaceutical products exported to other 

American countries, of the same sanitary, pure food, and drug regulations which 

are in effect in the country of production on all those commodities consumed 

‘herein. 

CHAPTER VI—Intellectual Cooperation 

21. Inter-American copyright protection, and the possibility of reconciling the 

Habana and Rome Conventions. 

22. American bibliography: 

(a) Exchange of information. 
(0) Encouraging national and continental bibliographic effort. 

_ 23. Report on the results of the Congress of Rectors, Deans, and Educators, 

which met at Habana in February 1930. . 
24. International cooperation to make effective respect for and conservation of 

the national domain over historical monuments and archeological remains. 

CHAPTER VII—Transportation 

25. Inter-American fluvial navigation: Reports of the Governments on tech- 

nical studies relative to the navigation of rivers and the elimination of obstacles 
to navigation, and the possibility of connecting or bettering the connections 

which exist between them. 

26. Report of the Pan American Railway Committee. 

27. Study of the penal provisions and of the regulations of the Convention on 
Commercial Aviation signed at the Sixth International Conference of American 

States. 

| | CHAPTER Vill—Jnternational Conferences of American States. 

28. Results of the International Conferences of American States. 

(a) Reports submitted by the delegations on the action taken by the States 
on the conventions and resolutions adopted at the Pan American Con- 

| ferences, with special reference to the Sixth Conference. 
(bo) Results, not specifically included in other sections of this program, of 

the special conferences held in the interval between the Sixth and 
Seventh International Conferences of American States and of the per- 
manent institutions established by the International Conferences. 

29. Convocation, participation, and meeting of future conferences, and ad- 

hesion of nonsignatory states. 

(a) Consideration of the extraordinary convocation of the International 
Conferences of American States. 

(6) Participation in the Pan American Conferences, and the adhesion of 
nonsignatory states to the conventions signed at such conferences. 

(c) Future International Conferences of American States.
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For your convenience the following instructions have been ar- 

ranged to correspond with the set up of the Program. As the confer- 

ence progresses developments on certain of the topics may necessitate a 

modification of the instructions. 

Cuapter I—Organization of Peace * 

1. Methods for the prevention and pacific settlement of Inter-American 
Conflicts. 

This Government has always manifested a keen and active interest 
in the promotion of the pacific settlement of international disputes. 
The international organization of the Western Hemisphere has devel- 
oped, as the result of many years of effort, 2 comprehensive peace 
machinery (see memorandum attached as Appendix 3°). You will 
endeavor, in your work at the Conference, to encourage the improve- 
ment of existing machinery for settling American disputes rather 
than the creation of new machinery; the creation of a multiplicity of 

devices is likely to impede rather than promote settlements by giving 

the parties an opportunity to vacillate between several different 

methods. 
The Pan American Peace organization offers no antagonism to nor 

is it in conflict with any world organization. Encouragement should 
be given to efforts to improve the existing Inter-American peace ma- 
chinery and to promote more extensive use of such machinery. After 
all, it is not lack of adequate peace machinery, but a failure of the 
will to make use of such machinery, that lies at the root of the problem 
of the peaceful settlement of international disputes. 

2(a) Inter-American Commissions of Conciliation. 

It is the belief of this Government that the Treaty to Avoid and 
Prevent Conflicts between American States,®* as supplemented by the 
Convention on Inter-American Conciliation of 1929,°> furnish ade- 
quate machinery for the investigation and conciliation of inter-Amer- 
ican disputes. The texts of these treaties are contained on pages 26 to 
46 in the handbook for the use of the delegates. 

The American Institute of International Law has submitted to the 
Governing Board of the Pan American Union a draft project on 
the creation of an international American Commission of Conciliation. 
The text of this project is printed on pages 3 to 7 of pamphlet No. 
4. of the documents published by the Pan American Union for the use 
of delegates. It is the view of this Government that the project of 

2 See Special Handbook for the Use of Delegates, pp. 35-52. 
% Appendix 3 not printed. 
% Signed at Santiago, May 3, 1923; also known as the Gondra Treaty. For 

text, see Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, p. 308; for correspondence regarding es- 
tablishment of permanent commissions, see ibid., 1928, vol. 1, pp. 644 ff. 

% Signed at Washington, January 5, 1929, ibid., 1929, vol. 1, p. 653.
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the American Institute does not offer an improvement over the sys- 
tem established by the so-called Gondra Treaty of 1923, and the 1929 
Convention on Inter-American Conciliation. Your attention is 
called to the memorandum on the project, which is attached hereto 
as Appendix 4.* 

It is believed that in order that these treaties may be effective it is 
necessary that they be ratified by all of the American Republics. You 
may point out the fact that this Government has ratified both of these 
Conventions and you will make an earnest effort to promote in any 
proper manner the acceptance by other Governments of these two 
Conventions. | 

2(6) Report of the Permanent Commission of Conciliation of Wash- 
: ington on its Activities. 

The report of the Permanent Commission of Conciliation, located 
at Washington, set up by virtue of the treaties of 1923 and 1929, will 

_ submit its report directly to the Conference; presumably the report 
will not be available in advance of the Conference. 

3. Declaration of August 3, 1932.8 

This Government is deeply interested in maintaining the principle 
enunciated in the Declaration of August 3, 1932, and will be glad to 
cooperate with the other American Republics to that end. A copy 
of this Declaration appears on page 47 of the Handbook for the Use 
of Delegates. 

It would seem that the Declaration of August 3, as a development 
from the Pact of Paris, ® could possibly be drafted in a convention 
which would be satisfactory to the various governments. It is doubt- 
ful, however, whether any additional strength would arise from such 
form. In fact, quite the opposite might easily be the result through 
making the doctrine inflexible and preventing its proper development 
to meet particular emergencies as they arise. 

In this connection, however, it will be noted that Topic 4 relates 
to the Argentine Anti-War Pact, Article II of which contains the 
essential features of the Declaration of August 3, 1932, in the fol- 
lowing terms: 

“They declare that territorial questions must not be settled by resort 
to violence and that they shall recognize no territorial arrangement 
not obtained through pacific means, nor the validity of an occupa- 
tion or acquisition of territory brought about by armed force.” 

* Appendix 4 not printed. 
See Report of the Delegates of the United States of America to the Seventh 

International Conference of American States, Montevideo, Uruguay, December 
_ 8-26, 19338, pp. 10-11. 

* For text of the declaration, see Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. v, p. 159. 
© Treaty signed August 27, 1928, ibid., 1928, vol. 1, p. 153.
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The instructions given you in relation to Topic 4 authorize you to 
state, under certain conditions, that the United States will sign the 
Argentine Anti-War Pact. | : 

4, Anti-War Pacts—Argentine Pact. | 

The Governments of Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Paraguay, Mexico, 
and Uruguay signed at Rio de Janeiro on October 10, 1933, the anti- 
war pact proposed by Argentina.” See Appendix 5.% Chile signed 
with reservations excepting paragraphs a, 6, c, and d of Article 5. 
This Government recognizes and appreciates the high aims of those 
Governments in their praiseworthy efforts to work for peace on this 
continent. 

This Government has heretofore declined to sign the Argentine 
Anti-War Treaty, feeling that the Treaty was to some extent a step 
backward as regards the existing conciliation machinery on this con- 
tinent, and also that it did not add anything useful to the Briand- 
Kellogg Pact. However, largely as a matter of expediency it may 
appear advisable for the United States to consider signing this Treaty. 
For one thing, it is noted that Argentina has not adhered to the Pact 
of Paris, nor has it become a party to any of the Conventions es- 
tablishing peace machinery on the Western Hemisphere, such as the 
1923 Treaty to Avoid and Prevent Conflicts between American 
States,* the 1929 Convention on Inter-American Conciliation ® or 
the General Treaty on Inter-American Arbitration.“ Obviously, if 
Argentina should adhere to these instruments, such action would 
strengthen materially the American peace machinery. It is possible 
that if the United States should be willing to sign the Argentine 
Anti-War Pact, Argentina would consider favorably adherence to the 
Briand Kellogg Pact and the other peace conventions mentioned above. 

Furthermore, an expressed willingness on our part to sign Sefior 

Saavedra Lamas’ Anti-War Treaty might conceivably be of consider- 
able assistance to our delegation in working for cooperation and har- 
mony at the Conference and avoiding the creation of embarrassing 
incidents arising through an attempt on the part of other delegations to 
raise controversial questions involving the United States. 

You are, therefore, authorized in your discretion to discuss this 
question confidentially and discreetly with Sefior Saavedra Lamas © 
early in the Conference. If you believe it advisable, you are au- 

“Wor text, see p. 284. | | 
** Appendix 5 not printed. | 

| “For text, see Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, p. 8308; for correspondence con- 
cerning the establishment of permanent commissions under the treaty, see ibid., 
1928, vol. 1, pp. 644 ff. 

* Tbid., 1929, vol. 1, p. 6538. | 
“ Tbid., p. 659. | 
“Carlos Saavedra Lamas, Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs,
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thorized to inform him that you will be prepared, at the end of the 
Conference, to sign the Anti-War Treaty © on behalf of the United 

States. 
In this connection, however, it is evident that Article II of the 

Treaty reading as follows: 

“They declare that territorial questions must not be settled by resort 
to violence and that they shall recognize no territorial arrangement 
not obtained through pacific means, nor the validity of an occupation 
or acquisition of territory brought about by armed forces” 

will require a reservation on the part of the United States. The 
reference in Article II to a non-recognition of “occupation” of terri- 
tory by armed forces is much broader than the provision in the Pact 
of Paris with respect to the settlement of disputes or conflicts by pacific 
means or the somewhat similar provision of the so-called Hoover- 
Stimson doctrine.” Unless an appropriate safe-guarding reservation 
were made it might conceivably raise questions as to our rights 
under certain existing treaties (e. g., those with Cuba, Panama, Haiti, 
and the Dominican Republic) as well as the recognized right under 
international law to protect our nationals when they are in danger 
owing to a breakdown of local government. In the event that you 
proceed to sign this Treaty you will do so with the following 
reservation : | 

“In signing this Treaty the United States does not thereby waive | 
any rights which it may have under other treaties or conventions or 
under international law.” 

5. Consideration of a plan to secure the prompt ratification of the 
General Treaty of Inter-American Arbitration and of the General 
Convention of Inter-American Conciliation of January 5, 1929, 

and in general to secure the prompt ratification of treaties and 
conventions and the early application of the resolutions adopted 
at the International Conferences of American States. 

This Government ratified the General Treaty of Inter-American 
Conciliation on February 26, 1929. You are referred to the instruc- 
tions under Topic 2(a) regarding the attitude which is to be taken 

on this subject. | 
- The Senate of the United States gave its advice and consent on 
January 19, 1932, to the ratification of the General Treaty of Inter- 
American Arbitration with reservations of such a nature that ratifica- 

| “For correspondence concerning the decision of the United States to sign the 
Argentine Anti-War Treaty, see pp. 228 ff. 

* For the Stimson doctrine (also called the Hoover doctrine), see telegram 
No. 7, January 7, 1932, noon, to the Ambassador in Japan, Foreign Relations, 
Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, p. 76; also telegram No. 50, February 24, 1932, 2 p. m., 
to the Consul General at Shanghai, quoting text of letter (dated February 23) 
to Senator Borah, ibid., p. 83.
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tion has not been completed. The President, however, will exert every 
effort to bring about the early ratification of this treaty * in the most 
liberal form which is feasible. You may use your efforts in whatever 
way might be feasible to encourage the ratification of this convention 
by those governments which have not yet done so. Your attention 
is called to Appendix 6° for further information concerning this 
matter. 

With regard to a plan to secure prompt ratification of treaties and 
conventions, it is the feeling of this Government that the desired re- 
sult can, in large measure, be accomplished by the conclusion of a 
smaller number of generally acceptable and more important treaties 
and conventions. It is believed that the conclusion of a large num- 
ber of treaties and conventions at a single international conference is 
a retarding influence, in so far as ratification is concerned. This is 
true not only because of the difficulty in getting legislative approval 
of a large number of treaties, but also because it has not always been 
possible for the general conference to give the required care in draft- 
ing a large number of treaties which are satisfactory to all of the gov- 
ernments. 

It is possible that efforts may be made at the Conference to grant to 
the Pan American Union certain functions with a view to facilitating 
the ratification of Inter-American treaties or conventions. With ref- 
erence to the project of the American Institute of International Law 
printed on pages 9 and 10 of Pamphlet No. 4 of the Pan American 
Union, it would appear that the proposed functions of the Pan Amer- 
ican Union as outlined in the draft project are unobjectionable. 

This Government is of the opinion that the administrative details 
incident to the deposit and exchange of the instruments of ratification 
of conventions adopted at the Pan American Conferences should be 
centralized and coordinated at one place. It is believed that the Pan 
American Union is the logical place for such work. The Sixth Con- 
ference adopted this plan by inserting in all but two of the conventions 
a provision for the deposit of the instruments of ratification with the 
Pan American Union. It would seem that this practice has worked 
satisfactorily, and it is believed that the precedent established by the 
Sixth Conference should be continued. You will therefore support a 
proposal to include in any conventions or treaties which might be 
drafted at the Conference a provision designating the Pan American 
Union as the depository for instruments of ratification. 

The Governing Board on May 4, 1932, adopted a tentative procedure 
which is to be followed with respect to the deposit of instruments of 

® See Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. 1, p. 659, footnote 4, and bracketed note, p. 667. © Appendix 6 not printed. |
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ratification of the conventions for which the Union is the depository. 
The procedure as formulated is as follows: 

“1. To assume the custody of the original instrument. 
“2. To furnish copies thereof to all the signatory Governments. 
“3. To receive the instruments of ratification of the Signatory 

States, including the reservations. 
“4. To communicate the deposit of ratification to the other Sig- 

natory States and, in the case of reservations, to inform 
them thereof. 

“3. To receive the replies of the other Signatory States as to 
whether or not they accept the reservations, 

“6. To inform all the States, signatory to the treaty, if the reser- 
vations have or have not been accepted.” 

The Governing Board also agreed to the following understanding 
with respect to the juridical status of treaties ratified with reserva- 
tions: 

“1. The treaty shall be in force, in the form in which it was signed, 
as between those countries which ratify it without reservations, in 
the terms in which it was originally drafted and signed. 

“2. It shall be in force as between the Governments which ratify 
it with reservations and the Signatory States which accept the reserva- 
tions in the form in which the treaty may be modified by said 
reservations. 

“3. It shall not be in force between a Government which may have 
ratified with reservations and another which may have already rati- 
fied, and which does not accept such reservations.” 

It is believed that the above procedure and understanding, which 
are of a provisional character, are satisfactory and should be made 
definitive by the Conference. 

6. Codification of Public International Law. (Chapter II of the 
Program of the Seventh International Conference) .” 

The question of the codification of International Law has occupied 
the attention of American Conferences since the Second Pan 
American Conference held at Mexico City October 22, 1901, to Janu- 
ary 31, 1902.7 At that time a Convention for the Codification of 
Public and Private International Law by a Commission of seven per- 
sons, of whom five should be publicists of the American States and 
two of Europe, was agreed upon and signed.” The history of the 

™ See Special Handbook for the Use of Delegates, pp. 52-56. 
|" See Second International Conference of American States, Message from the 

President of the United States; ... the Report, with Accompanying Papers, 
of the Delegates of the United States, S. Doc. 330, 57th Cong., lst sess. (Wash- 

ee gament Printing Office, 1902). 
id., p. .
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steps taken between that time and the present time may be sum- 
marized as follows :* | os 

The Convention signed at the Second Pan American Conference in 
1902, referred to above, did not become operative. | 
_ At the Third Pan American Conference held at Rio de Janeiro in 
1906, a Convention establishing an International Commission of 
Jurists was signed.”® This Commission of Jurists was to consist of 
one representative from each of the signatory States, and was to meet 
for the purpose of preparing a draft code on Private International 
Law and one on Public International Law, regulating the relations | 
between American States. This Convention was ratified by the United 
States on February 8, 1908, but, because of the delay of other signa- 
tories in ratifying, it was not proclaimed until May 1, 1912, which 
was subsequent to the Fourth Pan American Conference. 

Nevertheless, the question of codifying International Law came 
before the Fourth Pan American Conference held at Buenos Aires 
July 12 to August 30, 1910, at which time a proposal stating the view 
of the Conference as to the manner in which the work should be per- 
formed was adopted.f , 

The subject was next considered by the Governing Board of the Pan 
American Union at a meeting held January 15, 1912, at which time an 
agreement was concluded stipulating that the Commission of Jurists 
should meet at Rio de Janeiro June 26, 1912, and that each Government 
might be represented by two delegates instead of one, as provided for in 
the Convention of 1906 creating the Commission of Jurists. The Com- 
mission met at Rio de Janeiro on June 26, 1912, the United States 
being represented by Honorable John Bassett Moore and Frederick 
Van Dyne, Assistant Solicitor of the Department of State. Commit- 

*For a more complete history of the steps taken toward the codification of 
International Law between 1902 and the Sixth Pan American Conference held at 
Habana in 1928, see the memorandum prepared by Mr. Hackworth, December 22, 
1927, and incorporated in the instructions to the American delegates to the 

Sixth Pan American Conference. [Footnote in the original; memorandum not 

printed. ] 
7% Hor correspondence concerning the Third Pan American Conference, see 

Foreign Relations, 1906, pt. 2, pp. 1565 ff.; for text of the convention, see ibid., 

p. 1601. 

+“(a) In addition to keeping separate the usual divisions of the subject into 
public international law and private international law, it should also subdivide 
its work into matters of universal application and of American application ; 

(b) The matters of American application would be made up into a plan which, 
after having been brought to the knowledge and attention of the governments, 

could be presented for the approval of the next Pan American conference in 

accordance with Article III, paragraphs 2 and 7 of the convention of Rio de 

Janeiro; 
(c) The matters of universal character would be made up into a separate 

project that would follow a like course and it would be presented in the name 
of the American States which might have approved it to the next conference at 
The Hague.” (Fourth International Conference of American States, p. 71). 

{Footnote in the original. ]
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tees were appointed to prepare drafts of codes on certain specified sub- 

jects to be reported at later dates and at specified places.[ The Com- 

mission adjourned to meet again at Rio de Janeiro in 1914. This 

meeting, however, did not take place on account of the intervening 

European War. 

At the Fifth Pan American Conference held at Santiago, Chile, in 

1923, the question of the codification of International Law was 

on the Agenda, and the Committee having the subject in charge 

suggested resolutions to be adopted by the Conference to the effect 

that each American Government should appoint two delegates to 

constitute “the Congress of Jurists of Rio de Janeiro”; that the 

Committees appointed by the earlier Congress of Jurists be reestab- 

lished; that they should undertake to reconsider the work in the 

light of the experience of recent years; that a Committee be designated 

to take up the study of comparative Civil Law of all the American 

States looking to the formulation of a Code on Private International 

Law; that the Congress of Jurists convene at Rio de Janeiro in 

1925; and that the resolutions of this Congress of Jurists be submitted 

to the Sixth International Conference of American States for con- 

sideration and possible incorporation in the Conventions. 

The history of the Agenda of the Seventh Pan American Conference 

dates from a Resolution adopted by the Governing Board of the Pan 

American Union on January 2, 1924, reading as follows: 

“Whereas, The Fifth International Conference of American States 

adopted a vote of thanks for the results achieved by the American 

Institute of International Law; and, 
. “Whereas, One of the purposes for which the American Institute 

of International Law has been established is to secure a more definite 

formulation of the rules of international law; and, 
“Whereas, The codification of the rules of international law is 

the most important task entrusted to the International Commission of 

Jurists, and, 
“Whereas, The labors of the American Institute of International 

Law will be of great service to the International Commission of 
Jurists in the fulfillment of the task assigned to it. 

t The places of meeting and the subjects to be considered were as follows: 

“1, Washington, D. 0. Subjects: Preparation of Drafts of Codes on Maritime 

War and the Rights and Duties of Neutrals ; | 

9 RiodeJaneiro. Subjects: War on Land, Civil War and Claims of Foreigners 

Growing out of Such Wars; 
3. Santiago, Chile. Subject: International Law in Time of Peace; 

4. Buenos Aires. Subjects: The Pacific Settlement of International Disputes 

and the Organization of International Tribunals; 

5. Montevideo. Subjects: Capacity, Status of Aliens, Domestic Relations, 

Succession ... | 
6. Lima. Subjects: Matters of Private International Law not Embraced in 

the Preceding Enumeration, Including the Conflict of Penal Laws.” (Sol. Ops. 

1923, p. 71). [Footnote in the original.] | 

™ See Report of the Delegates of the United States to the Fifth International 

Conference of American States held at Santiago, Chile, March 25 to May 8, 19238, 

with appendices (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1924), pp. 7, 181.
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“Be it Resolved : ; 
“By the Governing Board of the Pan American Union to submit 

to the Executive Committee of the American Institute of Inter- 
national Law the desirability of holding a session of the Institute 
in 1924 in order that the results of the deliberations of the Institute 
may be submitted to the International Commission of Jurists at 
its meeting at Rio de Janeiro in 1925.” (Am. Journal Int. Law, 1924, 
Vol. 18, p. 269). 

The Resolution was transmitted to the President of the American 
Institute of International Law. On March 2, 1925, the latter body 
transmitted some thirty projects on Public International Law to 
the Governing Board of the Pan American Union, with the suggestion 
that they be communicated by the members of that Board to their 
respective Governments, and by them laid before the Commission of 
Jurists to serve as a basis of discussion. 

The Commission of Jurists at its meeting at Rio de Janeiro, April 
18-May 20, 1927,75 considered these projects, and as a result evolved 
twelve projects which it recommended for submission to the Sixth 
Pan American Conference that convened at Habana in J anuary, 1928. 
The twelve projects laid before the Habana Conference were as 
follows: 7 

1. Fundamental bases of international law. _ 
2. States, their existence, equality and recognition. 
3. Status of foreigners. 
4, Treaties. 
5. Exchange of publications. 
6. Exchange of professors and students. 
’. Diplomatic officials. 
8. Consuls. 
9. Maritime neutrality. 

10. Asylum. 
11. Duties of the States in case of civil war. 
12. Pacific settlement of international disputes. 

Of these projects, Nos. 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, 10 and 11 were approved, with 
changes, by that Conference,§ and the remaining five were postponed 
for a more detailed study. 

™ See section entitled “Representation of the United States at the Meeting of 
the International Commission of Jurists, Held at Rio de J aneiro, April 18-May 20, 
1927”, Foreign Relations, 1927, vol. 1, pp. 364 ff. 

For a summary analysis of the 12 projects, see ibid., pp. 8383-889. 
§ The eleven Conventions adopted at the Sixth Pan American Conference were 

not signed as separate instruments but were incorporated in the Final Act of the 
Conference, signed by all the delegates. However, the delegates of the various 
States made numerous reservations to the Separate Conventions. a 
f The position of the United States with reference to these Conventions is as 
ollows: 
Of the eleven Conventions adopted, the following have been ratified by the 

United States: [For texts, see Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, pp. 585 ff.] 
N 1. Duties and Rights of States in the Event of Civil Strife (Treaty Series, 

o. 814). 
2. Status of Aliens (Treaty Series, No. 815). [Continued on p. 61.] |
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The Sixth International Conference of American States, in a Reso- 

lution adopted on February 18, 1928, on the subject of the “Future 

Codification of International Law”, agreed: 

“3 That three permanent committees shall be organized, in Rio 

de Janeiro, for the work relating to public international law ; another 

at Montevideo, for the work dealing with private international law; 

and another in Habana, for the study of comparative legislation and 

uniformity of legislations. Said bodies shall have the following 

functions: 

“q) To present to the governments a report or statement of the 

matters which are ready for codification and legislative uniform- 

ity comprising those definitely subject to regulation and formula- 

tion, as well as those regarding which international experience 

3. Commercial Aviation (Treaty Series, No. 840). 

4, Consular Agents (Treaty Series, No. 843). 

5. Maritime Neutrality (Treaty Series, No. 845). 

6. Pan American Union. 

The last-named Convention, although it has been ratified by the United States, 

and the deposit of ratifications has been made, is not in force, since the Convention 

requires the deposit of ratifications by all 21 countries before it becomes effective. 

The following Conventions were not submitted for approval by the Senate, for 

the reasons stated in each case: 

1) Convention on Private International Law. [Final Act, p. 16.] 

This Convention was not accepted by the American delegation. 

2) Convention on Asylum. [Final Act, p. 166.] 

The custom of affording asylum within foreign territory is not sanctioned by — 

general international law, and is not encouraged by this Government. When 

signing the Final Act the American delegation recorded an explicit reservation 

to this effect, and the Legal Adviser, then Solicitor, recommended that the Con- 

vention be not submitted to the Senate for ratification. 

3) Convention on the Revision of the Convention of Buenos Aires regarding 

literary and Artistic Copyright. [Final Act, p. 123.] 

The study of this Convention, also made by the Legal Adviser, indicated that 

certain of its articles contain provisions which would require material amend- 

ments of the copyright laws of the United States. For this reason, among other 

important reasons cited by him, it was recommended that for the present the Con- 

vention be not submitted to the Senate. 

4) Convention on Diplomatic Officers. [Final Act, p. 142.] 

An analysis of this Convention made by the Legal Adviser showed numerous 

features contrary to long existing practice with respect to this subject, and which 

indicate that the Convention does not merely codify existing rules but also in 

some respects amends or extends them. The Legal Adviser was of the opinion 

that the ratification of the Convention would tend to complicate or confuse rather 

than clarify existing rules of international law or international practice with 

respect to diplomatic officers. It was therefore deemed undesirable to present 

the Convention to the Senate. 

5) Convention on Treaties. [Final Act, p. 135. ] 

| The Convention on Treaties was carefully examined by the Legal Adviser, 

and, as in the case of the Convention on Diplomatic Officers, it was found to be 

in several respects undesirable. Article 15 of chis Convention, relating to the 

manner in which the caducity of a treaty may be declared “when it ig permanent 

and of non-continuous application,” seems to have peen formulated with a view 

to its future application to the Platt Amendment. [For citations to the Platt 

Amendment, see Foreign Relations, General Index, 1900-1918, p. 202; see also 

indexes to the individual volumes of Foreign Relations subsequent to 1918; for the 

Root interpretation of the Platt Amendment, see Report of the Secretary of War 

dated November 27, 1901, Annual Reports of the War Department on the fiscal 

year ended June 80, 1901, pp. 7, 48.] 
{Footnote in the original. ] 

%738036—50——10
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and the new principles and aspirations of justice may indicate 
require prudent juridical development. 

‘This report would be presented for the purpose of having the 
governments indicate which matters they deem susceptible to 
study to the end that they may be used as a basis in the formula- 
tion of conventional rules or fundamental declarations. a 

“d) To classify, in view of the aforementioned statement and 
of the answers given by the governments, the matters submitted 
to discussion, in the following form: (1) Subjects which are in 
proper condition for codification, because they have been unani- 
mously consented to by the governments; (2) Matters susceptible 
of being proposed as subject to codification because, although not 

_ ‘unanimously endorsed by, they represent a predominant opinion 
on the part of most governments; (3) Matters respecting which 
there is no predominant opinion, in favor of immediate regulation. 

“¢) To present to the governments the foregoing classifications, in order to learn their general views as to the manner in which 
the juridical problems of codifiable matters could be enunciated 
and resolved, together with all juridical, legal, political, and diplo- 
matic data and antecedents which may lead to a full clarification 
of the subject. 

“d) To solicit and obtain from the national societies of inter- national law scientific opinions and general views on the regula- 
tion and formulation of the juridical questions entrusted to the 
committees. 

“e) To compile all the aforementioned material for its trans- mission, together with draft-projects thereon, to the Pan Ameri- _ can Union, which shall submit them to the executive council of | the American Institute of International Law to the end that through a scientific consideration thereof the latter may make a technical study of such draft-projects and present its findings and formulas, in a report on the matter.” || [Pinal Act, pp. 176-177. ] 

The Ambassador of Brazil, in Washington, transmitted on August 
12, 1932, a memorandum, or Report, dated June 30, 1932, prepared by 
the Permanent Committee on Public International Law,” reporting, 
“the matters which are ready for codification and legislative uniform- 
ity, comprising those definitely subject to regulation and formulation, 
as well as those regarding which international experience and the new 
principles and aspirations of justice may indicate require prudent 
juridical development.” . 

In accordance with the Resolution of February 18, 1928, the Report 
was presented, 

“for the purpose of having the Governments indicate which matters 
they deem susceptible to study to the end that they may be used as 

|| Report of the Delegates of the United States of America to the Sixth Inter- 
national Conference of American States ( (1928) 315, Appendix 73). [Footnote in the original. ] 

™ Not printed. 
{File 710 F Codification of International Law B/S. [Footnote in the original. ]



SEVENTH PAN-AMERICAN CONFERENCE 63 

a basis in the formulation of conventional rules or fundamental 
declarations.”** 

Among the matters covered by the Report were the five topics post- 

poned by the Sixth Pan American Conference to permit a more 

detailed study of them to be made, namely,— 

1. Fundamental basis of international law. | 
9. States, their existence, equality and recognition. 
3. Exchange of publications. 
4, Exchange of professors and students. 
5. Pacific settlement of international disputes. 

In addition to these topics the Committee presented sixteen other 

subjects, prepared by the American Institute of International Law in 

connection with the preparation for the Habana Conference, but not 

examined at that time. They were: 

1. Declaration of Inter-American Union and cooperation. 
9. Recognition of new States and new Governments. 
8. Declaration of the rights and duties of nations. 
4, Fundamental rights of the American Republics. 
5. National dominion. 
6. Rights and duties of States in territories in dispute because of 

a boundary controversy. 
7. Jurisdiction. | 
8. International rights and duties of natural and juridical 

persons. 
9. Immigration. 

10. Diplomatic protection. 
11. Extradition. 
12. Freedom of transit. 
13. Navigation of international rivers. 
14, International court of justice. 
15. Suppressive measures. 
16. Communists. 

The reply of the United States, contained in a Memorandum dated 

December 15, 1932,7* was sent to the Brazilian Ambassador in response 

to his communication of August 12, 1932, together with a request for 

its transmission to the Permanent Committee on the Codification of 

Public International Law of Rio de Janeiro. The reply was in part 

as follows: 

“Since the work of the Committee established at Rio de Janeiro is to 
relate, according to the Resolution of the Sixth International Confer- 
ence of American States, to public international law, the Government 
of the United States doubts the advisability of including in the list 
of subjects to be transmitted to the Pan American Union, with a view 
to their submission to a Conference of American States, those subjects 

**7bid. [Footnote in the original. ] | 

® Not printed.



64 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME Iv 

that are not within the scope of public international law. Also, the 
Government of the United States doubts the advisability of including 
subjects within that list the codification of which would be of slight 
practical value. The Government of the United States also is of the 
opinion that it is undesirable to attempt to prepare sound codes on 
more than two or three subjects at any one international conference. 

“Accordingly, it is believed that the following subjects should pref- - 
erentially occupy the attention of the Committee on Codification: 

“(1) ‘Extradition’ 
“ ‘23 ‘National domain’ 
“(3) ‘Freedom of transit’. 

“If it should be decided that the Conference could undertake with 
any promise of success the discussion of additional subjects, it is sug- 
gested that the ‘Rights and duties of States in territories in dispute 
because of a boundary controversy’ might lend itself to a conventional 
agreement.” + + 

The impracticability of undertaking to codify at a single confer- 
ence more than one or two subjects on International Law was amply 
demonstrated at the Conference held at The Hague from March 13 
to April 12, 1930.7 That Conference, held under the auspices of the 
League of Nations, had before it only three subjects, namely, Nation- 
ality, Territorial Waters, and Responsibility of States for Damage 
caused in Their Territory to the Person or Property of Foreigners. 
Despite the fact that preparation for the Conference had been under 
way for a period of six years, under the auspices of a special commit- 
tee of the League of Nations devoting its time to development of bases 
to be discussed at the Conference, and the fact that individual States 
had, during this same time, been preparing for the Conference, it was 
not found possible to evolve a code on any one of these subjects. A 
Convention on Nationality ®° was signed by most of the States repre- 
sented at the Conference, but it was so unsatisfactory that this 
Government was unable to sign it. 

The present Agenda for the Seventh Pan American Conference, as 
approved by the Governing Board of the Pan American Union at its 
session of May 31, 1933, has on it ten subjects on International Law 
for codification. It will be obvious, therefore, that the program for 
the Seventh Pan American Conference is entirely too ambitious for 
the accomplishment of any worthwhile work in the field of codifica- 
tion of International Law. Unless, therefore, it shall be agreed at 
the outset to confine the deliberations of the delegates to two or three 
subjects of not too controversial character, little or nothing will be 

t{lbid./8. [Footnote in the original.] 
"For correspondence concerning the Conference, see Foreign Relations, 1980, 

vol. 1, pp. 204 ff. 
* See telegram No. 73, April 12, 1980, from the Minister in the Netherlands, 

tbid., p. 223.
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accomplished in this field. The subjects for which the United States 
indicated a preference (from the list submitted) in its memorandum 
of December 15, 1932, to the Committee at Rio de Janeiro, referred to 
above, namely, (1) “Extradition”, (2) “National domain”, (3) “Free- 
dom of transit”, with possibly (4) “Rights and duties of States in ter- 
ritories in dispute because of a boundary controversy”, would appear 
more readily to lend themselves to codification. The United States 
does not insist, however, that these subjects shall be discussed. 

Other difficulties to be encountered. It should be borne in mind 
that there is a vast difference between the conception of this Govern- 
ment and that of other first-class Powers, including Great Britain, 
France, Germany, Italy and Japan, and that of Latin American 
countries and certain small European Powers, as regards many funda- 
mental principles of International Law. This is revealed by the dip- 
lomatic correspondence over a long period of years, and was most 
clearly demonstrated at the Conference at The Hague in 1930. 

At this last-mentioned Conference, a code, consisting of ten Articles 
on “Responsibility of States for Damage Caused in Their Territory 
to the Person or Property of Foreigners”, had been agreed upon by a 
majority vote of the committee having the subject under considera- 
tion after a first reading, and at the last moment it was defeated by 
a coalition of the Latin American countries with certain small Euro- 
pean Powers, and China, whose evident purpose was to limit the 
liability of States toward aliens in their territories to a degree short 
of that sanctioned by well-established International Law. The reason 
for this difference of view will be obvious when it is considered that 
in these small countries the degree of enforcement of law and order 
and the protection afforded foreigners is frequently far below that 
observed by first-class Powers, and, consequently these smaller States 
are more often called upon to answer for their failure to afford that 
degree of protection required by International Law. 

In the Seventh Pan American Conference, and in fact any Con- 
ference of American States, the United States will, from the necessity 
of the situation, stand alone against the consolidated view of all Latin 
American countries, in so far as concerns some of the questions now 
on the Agenda for that Conference. 

It will therefore be seen that this Government will be playing a 
lone hand in any endeavor to set forth in code form International 
Law as commonly accepted by World Powers on these subjects. We 
will be under the necessity either of opposing most of the proposals 
advanced by the Latin American countries and declining to sign any 
conventions agreed upon, or of adopting what we know to be unsound 
pronouncements on these subjects.
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It is worthy of mention, moreover, that International Law is sup- 
posed to have universal application. It is by the universal or near- 
universal acceptance of precepts of International Law that the tenets 
of International Law have force, or in fact become established. There 
can be no such thing as International Law for small States or Amer- 
ican States, as some American publicists have advocated, and a differ- 
ent law for other States. , 

In 1925 the American Institute of International Law prepared a 
number of projects, the second of which, entitled “General Declara- 

tions”, included the following statement: 

“3. By American International Law is understood all of the institu- 
tions, principles, rules, doctrines, conventions, customs, and practices 
which, in the domain of international relations, are proper to the 
republics of the New World. | 

“The existence of this law is due to the geographical, economic, and 
political conditions of the American Continent, to the manner in 
which the new republics were formed and have entered the interna- 
tional community, and to the solidarity existing between them. 

“American International Law thus understood in no way tends to 
create an international system resulting in the separation of the 
republics of this hemisphere from the world concert.” * 

This is the doctrine particularly advocated by Alvarez, of Chile. 
Accordingly, it will be appreciated by the delegates that, any effort 

toward codification by an American Conference is, at the outset, beset 
with grave difficulties. However, we are faced with a practical situa- 
tion which it should be the purpose of the American delegates to meet 
in the best possible way. | 

With this preliminary statement of the history of the efforts toward 
codification and of the difficulties encountered and to be encountered, 
the draft codes, and the subjects on which no drafts have been 
submitted, will be taken up in the order in which they appear on the 
Program of the Conference. 

6a. The Rights and Duties of States (Chapter II—Problems of In- 
ternational Law—6a) 

The first subject under Chapter II, Problems of International Law, 
6(a), is that of “The Rights and Duties of States”. A draft project 
on this subject has been submitted through the Pan American Union 
by the American Institute of International Law.* =~ 

“For texts, see American Institute of International Law, Codification of 
American International Law: Projects of Conventions Prepared at the Request 
on January 2, 1924, of the Governing Board of the Pan American Union, etc. 
(Washington, Pan American Union, 1925). 

* Thid., p. 26. 
% Alejandro O. Alvarez, Chilean writer, co-founder, with James Brown Scott, 

of the American Institute of International Law. | 
See Documents for the Use of Delegates to the Seventh International 

Conference of American States, Montevideo, Uruguay, December 3, 1933, No. 4 
(Washington, Pan American Union, 19383).
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_ The code asa whole is loosely and vaguely drawn. It readily reveals 

the sensibilities of the Latin American countries on the subjects of 

Equality of States, Intervention, Recognition, the Monroe Doctrine 

and special conventional arrangements, including the Platt Amend- 

ment,*> between the United States and certain Latin American 

countries. 
In many instances the code does not follow International Law, but 

is apparently designed to bring about a new order of things. It fre- 

quently condemns unilateral judgments of States, and invokes, in 

their stead, the judgment of, “international organs”, the meaning of 

which is nowhere revealed. The United States could not, of course, 

agree to submit its action taken in conformity with International Law 

to the judgment of a tribunal composed for the most part of Latin 

American nationals. 

Article IV declares that the territory of States shall be inviolable, 

‘and that States are required to abstain from any exercise of power 

in the territory of another State. This, without some qualification, 

would strike directly at the Platt Amendment and our Conventions 

with Haiti and Santo Domingo. It would also prevent the landing 

of troops in any country for the protection of American nationals 

during the frequent revolutions in Latin American countries. In 

this Article, as in several other Articles of the draft on other subjects, 

the time and extent of emergency measures to be taken would be 

subject to the judgment of “international organs”. 
It will be obvious that such provisions would be unacceptable to this 

Government. There are a number of situations that justify a State in 
intervening in the affairs of another State. For example, States 

have a right under International Law to land forces for protection 

purposes, when the local authorities are unable or unwilling to afford 

protection. The right of the United States to land forces, for certain 

purposes, in Cuba and Haiti is provided for by the Treaty of 1903” 

and the Convention of 1915,* respectively. 

It should be said that this Article is typical of a number of Articles 

contained in the draft. With all due respect to the drafters, it 1s 
apparent that proper consideration has not been given to existing 
International Law and to the practical, as distinguished from the 
theoretical, relationships between States. | | 

Article VI of the draft sets forth the proposition that a State may 
not have a policy with reference to other States without the consent 

® Wor citations to the Platt Amendment, see Foreign Relations, General Index, 
1900-1918, p. 202; see also indexes to individual volumes of Foreign Relations 
subsequent to 1918; for the Root interpretation of the Platt Amendment, see 
Report of the Secretary of War dated November 27, 1901, Annual Reports of the 
War Department for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1901, pp. 7,48. 

& Foreign Relations, 1904, p. 243. | 
* Toid., 1915, p. 449.
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of such other States. The mere statement of the proposition indicates 
its unsoundness. It is undoubtedly directed at the Monroe Doctrine.*® 

States commonly have policies with reference to other States, such, 
for example, as policies on recognition, tariff, commercial intercourse, 
etc. It requires no argument to demonstrate that a State may adopt 
such policies without the consent of the States that are the objects 
of such policies. The subject is not one that is controlled by Inter- 
national Law, and has no place in a code. 

Article VIII contains the statement of a proposition that figured 
largely in the failure of The Hague Codification Conference of 1930. 
The statement is that “Foreigners may not demand rights different 
from or more extensive than the rights of nationals”. This, of course, 
depends upon whether or not the treatment accorded foreigners con- 
forms to the standard required by International Law. The comment 
in the attached memorandum deals adequately with the subject. (See 
Leat—Annex 1; also memorandum prepared by Miss O’Neill). (Ap- 
pendices 7 and 8). This Article, in identical form, is also included 
in the draft project on Responsibility of States, Article I. It more 
properly belongs in the latter project. 

Article IX covers a subject on which Latin American States are 
extremely sensitive, namely, equality of States. There is no objection 
to a declaration on equality of States, provided no effort is made to 
specify in too great detail the situations in which such equality is to 
be given effect. The Article as drafted requires modification. 

Article X has to do with the responsibility of States for “The abuse 
of international law, or the infraction of international obligations”. 
The first part of the Article, defining responsibility, is unobjectionable. 
Other parts, however, dealing with the question of reparation and the 
method of assessing damages, are open to objection in that the subject, 
the measure of damages, in a given case can scarcely be covered by a 
broad generality, such as is contained in the Article. The Article is 
also objectionable in that it undertakes to circumscribe the rights of 
individual States in the settlement of matters of reparation by methods 
other than through international tribunals. For concrete suggestions, 
see attached memorandum on this project. 

Article XI would require States to provide by law for equality of 
treatment of all persons within their borders without distinction as 
to nationality, sex, race, language, or religion, in matters pertaining 
to rights to life, family, education, freedom of conscience, communi- 
cation, work, and free participation in social and governmental func- 
tions. | 

* See section entitled “Official Statement of and Commentary Upon the Monroe 
Doctrine by the Secretary of State”, Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. 1, pp. 698 ff. 

® Appendices 7 and 8 not printed.
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It will readily be seen that the Article is highly visionary, and 
largely outside the field of International Law. It would be fraught 
with great difficulties in the matter of its enforcement and, for these 
and other reasons, could not be accepted by the United States. 

Article XII is also broad in scope and lays down unsound doctrines 
of International Law, as, for example, that the “community” is under 
an obligation to intervene in all cases involving grave danger to pa- 
cific relations, thus sweeping aside the right of a State to remain neu- 
tral to a conflict in case it is not prepared for or does not desire to enter 
such conflict. The Article is highly theoretical, since it is apparently 
premised on the supposition that all cases involving danger to pacific 
relations will be settled by “international organs”, not defined. 

Article XIII has to do with the use of force in the settlement of dis- 
putes. It declares the use of force by individual States on their own 
authority to be illicit, whether accompanied by a declaration of war 
or not. The right of self-defense is not excepted. It would seem that 
the Kellogg-Briand Pact ® goes sufficiently far toward limiting the 
use of force in international affairs. 

66. Treaties and Their Interpretation (Chapter II—Problems of 
International Law—6d) 

The program and regulations of the Seventh International Confer- 
ence contains in Chapter II, 6(6), the subject “Treaties and their 
Interpretation.” 

It is not clear from the program and regulations what approach was 
intended should be made to the subject. It is thought probable, how- 
ever, that the presence of the item in the program and regulations in- 
dicates that an attempt will be made to formulate a general conven- 
tion on the subject such as the convention on treaties, signed at the 
Sixth International Conference of American States at Habana, in 
1928,.%2 

A general convention such as that signed at the Habana confer- 
ence is of little value in construing bilateral or multilateral treaties 
concluded by Governments. Treaties are negotiated because there is 
need of them, and are concluded for well-defined purposes and they 
are to be so interpreted as to carry out those purposes. The language 
of a treaty, the conversations or correspondence exchanged between 
the parties in the course of negotiating it, and the purpose or purposes 
of the treaty afford a more ready guide to the proper interpretation 
of it than can be found in any general convention relating to treaties 
which necessarily would be formulated without regard to the particu- 
lar language, negotiations and purposes of a particular treaty. 

© Treaty signed at Paris, August 27, 1928, Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 153. 
“Sixth International Conference of American States, Final Act, Motions, 

Agreements, Resolutions and Conventions (Habana, 1928), p. 135.
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The general convention on treaties signed at Habana in 1928 was 

not submitted to the United States Senate for its advice and consent 

to ratification, doubtless for the reason that it was not considered 

that any useful purpose would be accomplished by putting the con- 

vention into effect on the part of the United States. It appears that 

the treaty was drafted by Ambassador Ferrara,” and that Article 15 

was designed with a view to its future application to the Platt 

Amendment. 
The view that all treaties can not be advantageously subjected to 

identical rules of interpretation was expressed in a “Project of a 

Declaration upon the Given Fundamentals and the Great Principles 

of the International Law of the Future”, submitted to the Thirty- 
seventh Conference of the International Law Association, Oxford, 
1932, in the report of the Second Subcommittee of the Committee on 

Codification, Doctor Alejandro Alvarez, Juridical Adviser to the 

Chilean Legation in Paris, Rapporteur. 
In Title VIIL of the project will be found the following: 

“Article 46. Treaties may not all be subject to the same rules. In 
certain cases it is necessary to make distinctions according to their 
nature and aims.” (Report of the Thirty-seventh Conference of the 
International Law Association, Oxford, 1932, page 45.) 

For reasons indicated by the foregoing, it is not believed advisable 
for the delegation of the United States to encourage the signing of 
a general convention on the subject of treaties and their interpre- 

tation. 
If it becomes necessary to negotiate a convention on the subject the 

revised draft of a convention on treaties prepared under the auspices 
of the Harvard Research on International Law, April 1933, Professor 
Garner, Reporter, would be useful as a guide. Article XVI of the 
draft consisting of six numbered sections pertains to the Interpre- 
tations of Treaties. (Pages 90-94 of the Report). This report con- 

tains valuable source material in the extensive comment. — 
This project has been commented upon in a memorandum, Lraar— 

Annex 2. (Appendix 9).* | 

6c. The Responsibility of States for Damage Caused on Their Terri- 
tory to the Person or Property of Foreigners (Chapter IIl— 
Problems of International Law—6c—entitled: “International 
responsibility of States, with special reference to the Denial of 

Justice’). | 

Codification of International Law, as stated above, has been agi- 
tated by the American States since the Second Pan American Confer- 

*% Orestes Ferrara, Cuban delegate to the Sixth International Conference of 
American States, which assembled at Habana on January 16, 1928. At that time 
Sr. Ferrara had been Ambassador in the United States since December 21, 1926. 

* Appendix 9 not printed.
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ence held in 1901. No Agenda of past conferences, however, has 
contained the exact subject now to be discussed—namely : 

“International responsibility of States, with special reference to the 
Denial of Justice.” 

The Report of the delegates of the United States on the Commis- 
sion of Jurists that met in Rio de Janeiro in 1927 * and prepared 
twelve projects * for consideration at the Sixth Pan American Con- 
ference states that Project 16 of the projects previously prepared by 
the American Institute of International Law, and submitted to the 
Commission of Jurists, on “Diplomatic Protection”, was laid aside. 
(Instructions to Delegates—Sixth Conference—Appendix No. 5, 
p. 26).% However, a related project on the “Fundamental Bases of 
International Law” was taken up at the Sixth Conference at Habana, 
but the Committee to which it was assigned could not agree. The 
Committee and the Conference recommended that the subjects of 
Public International Law should be given further study.” 

There has taken place, meanwhile, the Hague Conference of 1930 
for the Codification of International Law. The Third Committee, 
which had before it “Responsibility of States for Damage caused in 
their Territory to the Person or Property of Foreigners”, reported 
that it was unable “to finish the examination of the questions relating 
to the responsibility of States .. .” The true meaning of this report 
is revealed in the beginning of these instructions and in Articles by 
Mr. Borchard and Mr. Hackworth appearing in the July 1930 issue 
of the American Journal of International Law. 

It seems that the time is hardly more ripe now, than in years past, 
for the codification of those principles of International Law relating 
to Responsibility. It cannot be denied, however, that there has been 
a certain clarification of the issues involved. The Hague Conference 
made possible the reasoned presentation of the views held by the 
many nations there represented. Those delegates of the United States 
to the forthcoming Conference who will have to do with the question 
of responsibility should make a careful study of the League docu- 
ments relating to The Hague Conference. They should note particu- 
larly the views expressed by Latin American countries in reply to the 

“See section entitled “Representation of the United States at the Meeting of 
the International Commission of Jurists, Held at Rio de Janeiro, April 18-May 
20, 1927”, Foreign Relations, 1927, vol. 1, pp. 364 ff. 

% The 12 projects are set forth in Report of the Delegates of the United States 
of America to the Sixth International Conference of American States, p. 9; 
see also Foreign Relations, 1927, vol. 1, pp. 383-389. 

* Appendix No. 5 was not printed. For instructions to delegates, see Foreign 
Relations, 1928, vol. 1, pp. 584, 542. 

™ See Sixth International Conference of American States, Final Act, p. 176; 
also Report of the Delegates of the United States of America to the Sivih Inter- 
national Conference of American States Held at Habana, Cuba, January 16 to 
February 20, 1928, with appendices (Washington, Government Printing Office, 
1928), pp. 8, 12, 18, 821.
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League questionnaire; the implications of the report of the League 
subcommittee on Responsibility ; the statements made by the delegates 
of Latin American countries in the proceedings of the Third Com- 
mittee; the observations, made by such delegates, on the Bases of 
Discussion (Annex II to the Minutes of the Third Committee) ; the 
reply of the United States to the League questionnaire; and the state- 
ments and amendments made by the delegate of the United States. 

A valuable contribution to the subject of Responsibility is the work 
of the Research Committee in International Law of the Harvard Law 
School.*® The draft convention, resulting from such work, is not to 
be taken as a model or as a final basis for discussion. The organization 
and presentation of the material contained therein are deserving, 
however, of careful consideration. 

A project relating to the Responsibility of States, prepared by the 
Executive Committee of the American Institute of International 
Law,” pursuant to a Resolution of the Governing Board of the Pan 
American Union, will doubtless form the basis of discussion at 
Montevideo. This draft probably represents, in large measure, the 
opinion of Latin American countries. 

It is highly improbable that an agreement on this subject acceptable 
to the United States will be reached. Care should be exercised, there- 
fore, during the discussions to refrain from giving concurrence to 
draft provisions that are not declaratory of or consistent with existing 
International Law, even though they be advocated by all the Latin 
American countries, as may well be the case. 

In negotiation, in conference, and in arbitration, certain funda- 
mental differences on this subject frequently appear. This division 
manifested itself most strikingly at The Hague Conference of 1930, 
where the delegates fell into two groups—the so-called “majority” and 
“minority” groups. This division resulted, in large measure, from a 
basic disagreement as to one of the most fundamental of questions, 
namely, the standard of treatment to be accorded to foreigners. The 
“minority” group, consisting of Latin American countries, certain | 
small European Powers, and China, identified the treatment of the 
alien with that of the national. The “majority” group, consisting of 
the United States, Great Britain, France, Italy, Japan, etc., could ad- 
mit of no such limitation. 

It is reasonable to suppose that one of two courses will be followed at 
the forthcoming Conference. The Conference will seek either to re- 
solve the questions presented in the project by general statements of no 

See Research in International Law, Harvard Law School, Nationality, 
Responsibility of States, Territorial Waters, Drafts of Conventions, Prepared 
in Anticipation of the First Conference on the Codification of International Law, 
The Hague, 1980 (Harvard Law School, Cambridge, 1929). 

” Documents for the Use of Delegates to the Seventh International Conference 
of American States, No. 4. :
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specific import, or to evolve a code representing the views of the small 
Powers of the world,—views that, in many instances, could not be 
accepted by the United States. The first course would be objectionable 
because it would mark no advance step in the clarification of the law, 
and the books are replete with generalizations. The second course 
would mark a backward step in the development of International Law. 
It would be unfortunate to have an unsound code on International Law 
extant. 

The draft project submitted by the American Institute does not ade- 
quately cover the subject. Comparison with the Harvard Research 
Draft, a more thoughtful and comprehensive study, will indicate cer- 
tain of those respects in which the project is lacking. An illustration 
will suffice. The Harvard Draft defines responsibility for the acts 
of higher and subordinate officials, for non-performance of contracts, 
for injuries resulting from mob violence, insurgency, and revolution, 
for acts of private individuals, etc. The project of the American In- 
stitute confines itself to general and vague terms on these subjects. 
(See Articles 2, 8). 

At The Hague the general basis for responsibility was stated in 
Article 1 of the draft Convention similarly to Article 2 of this project; 
international obligations were defined in Article 2; the duty to make 
reparation was defined in Article 3; the duty to exhaust local remedies 
was stated in Article 4; and the rule that a State can not avoid its 

international obligations by invoking its municipal law was set forth 
in Article 5. The bases of responsibility were then detailed. Article 
6 covered legislative action; Article 7, executive action; Article 8, acts 
of officials; Article 9, Judicial acts; and Article 10 contained the pro- 
vision with reference to equality of treatment of aliens and nationals, 
on which the Conference divided. Although these Articles may not be 
entirely unobjectionable, they indicate a more logical and effective ap- 
proach to the subject than is contained in the present draft. 

The differences between The Hague draft and the present project 
relate to form as well as substance. A concise, well-ordered arrange- 
ment of rules stated is desirable in the interest of clarity and under- 
standing. In this respect the present project is open to criticism. 
For example, the last paragraph of Article 8 covers the question of 
the incompatibility of municipal and international law. Both the 
Harvard Research Committee and the Third Committee at The Hague 
covered this question in a more logical place, that is, in conjunction 
with the general statement of the broad basis for responsibility. In 
the present project, the paragraph cited is a mere addendum to an 
Article containing vague statements as to “stability and order”, “insti- 
tutions”, and “officials”, the repression and subjection to liability of 
those officials, and “organized administration of justice”.
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As will be apparent to anyone reading the text, the project abounds 
in ambiguous statements. The phraseology of many Articles is so 
vague and general that it is difficult to understand what principles 

are sought to be expressed. 
A discussion of the separate Articles is contained in the attached 

memorandum. (Legar—Annex 8). (Appendix 10). | 

6d. Definition, Duration and Reciprocity of Political Asylum (Chap- 
ter II—Problems of International Law—6d@) 

The American Institute of International Law has submitted, 
through the Governing Board of the Pan American Union, a draft 

project 2 consisting of four paragraphs on Asylum for consideration 

at the Conference. | 
While many authorities have endeavored to define “asylum”, it is 

safe to say that no satisfactory definition has been evolved up to this 
time, although the general meaning of the term is, of course, well 
understood. As a matter of fact, the term does not lend itself to 
precise definition, as there are many uncertain elements involved. For 
example, it is not always clear what constitutes a political offense; 
how serious must be the threat of bodily harm or danger to life; to 
what extent persecution or intolerance must be carried; and how 
far the asylum granted may be extended. There is always danger 
in establishing a definition for a term of this kind. Asylum is 
granted only in exceptional cases, and it is better, therefore, that each 
should be decided as it arises. 

As indicated in the first sentence of the first paragraph recom- 
mended by the American Institute of International Law, determina- 
tion of the political character of the offense should be made by the 
State offering the asylum. That decision should never be made the 
subject of submission to an arbitral body, as is provided in this para- 
graph, more especially if the first sentence of the paragraph is adopted. 
The two are inconsistent. 

The granting of asylum in embassies and legations to political 
refugees, although still recognized as a right in Latin American 
countries, and perhaps a few others, is generally discouraged else- 
where. Generally speaking, the United States and the European 
Governments are opposed to the practice. Where the right is exer- 
cised, it is by the consent of the local Government rather than by 
any recognized principle of International Law. The present tendency 
is to restrict the grant. The refusal of asylum relieves the Govern- 
ments and their representatives of much embarrassment and at the 

* Appendix 10 not printed. | | | 
* Documents for the Use of Delegates to the Seventh International Conference 

of American States, No. 4, p. 23... | | SO .
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same time discourages political conflicts, the leading cause for invoking 

the doctrine. ) 
In countries in which asylum is allowed, the right must be accorded 

alike to all diplomatic representatives. It cannot be extended to cer- 
tain representatives and denied to others. Any abuse of the privilege 
warrants the local Government in taking measures to require the sur- 

render of the refugees. 
Consulates not being entitled to the same inviolability as embassies 

and legations may not, as a general rule, be used in affording asylum 

to political offenders. But, in the countries of Latin America, con- 

sulates are by custom usually regarded as having the right to extend 

temporary protection to political refugees. 

Merchant vessels being usually subject to the jurisdiction of the 

country in whose port they happen to be cannot, as a general rule, 

claim the right to grant asylum. While the Latin American countries 

seem to take a different view, they recognize that the right is not abso- 

lute. The extent to which the right may be exercised in those countries 

by merchant vessels is dependent upon the will of the diplomat or con- 
sular officer of the country whose flag the vessel flies. 

Although it is generally recognized that the immunity of public 

armed vessels establishes them as a safe refuge for political offenders, 

the better view seems to be that they should not extend the right of 

asylum to political offenders except in cases of extreme necessity. If 

they grant asylum, the local Government may be warranted in con- 

sidering that they have violated the hospitality of the port and require 

that they leave. 
It is not possible to fix definitely the period for which asylum should 

be granted. Obviously, it should not be extended beyond the time 

necessary to assure the safety of the refugee. Moore points out in this 

connection that: 

“ . . In May, 1865, General Canseco, then engaged in an attempt to 
overthrow the government of General Pezet, was sheltered in the house 
of Mr. Robinson, the American minister. The Peruvian Government 
having protested against this act, the diplomatic corps agreed on the 
following points: (1) That apart from inhibitions in their instructions 

or in conventional stipulations, there were limits to the privilege of 
asylum which the prudence of diplomatic agents ought to counsel; (2) 

that the diplomatic corps adopted the instructions given by Brazil to 
its minister, according to which asylum was to be conceded with the 
greatest reserve, and only for such time as was necessary in order that 
the fugitive should secure his safety in another manner—an end which 

it was the duty of the diplomatic agent to do all in his power to accom- 

plish. It was also agreed that these rules, which, in the absence of 
authoritative instructions, were adopted provisionally, should apply 

only to offences properly called political. The Peruvian Government 

declined to accept these conclusions, objecting with great force that,
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as they left everything to the discretion of the diplomatic agent, they 
afforded no solution of the difficulty then existing.” (II, Moore, 
International Law Digest, 836). 

While the rule thus adopted seems to be eminently fair, it hardly 
can be considered as an established practice. 
When the question of political asylum was considered by the Sixth 

International Conference of American States in 1928, Mr. Hughes, 
speaking on behalf of the delegation of the United States, stated that 
the delegation would not participate in the discussion of the project 
inasmuch as asylum was contrary to the practice of the United States 
and in the opinion of this Government was not a part of general In- 
ternational Law. He added, however, that his remarks were not 
intended to interfere with the discussion of the subject which he hoped 
would end in a convention acceptable to those Governments which 
favored the doctrine. 

Although the delegation of the United States signed the Final Act 
which included the convention eventually drawn up, in doing so it 
made an explicit reservation, placing on record the fact that the United 
States does not recognize or subscribe to, as part of International Law, 
the so-called doctrine of asylum. (eport of the Delegates of the 
United States of America to the Sixth International Conference of 
American States (1928) 225, 227, Appendix 14). 

The position of this Government with respect to the matter has 
not changed since the Habana Conference. The American Delega- 
tion to the Seventh International Conference of American States 
should, therefore, refrain from signing a convention on this subject. 

For the information of the delegates, however, a brief memorandum 
(Lucar—Annex 4) (Appendix 11)’ on the draft project on Asylum 
submitted by the American Institute of International Law is attached. 

6e. Extradition (Chapter II—Problems of International Law—6e) 

The Executive Committee of the American Institute of Interna- 
tional Law has submitted, through the Governing Board of the Pan 
American Union, a draft project on Extradition to be considered 
at the Seventh International Conference.* This project has been com- 
mented upon at length in a memorandum, Legatr—Annex 5, Appendix 
12.5 

It should be remarked at the outset that, at the present time, the 
United States has Extradition Treaties with every Latin American 
country, except Brazil. While, therefore, there is no imperative need, 
so far as this country is concerned, for a multilateral agreement on the 

* Appendix 11 not printed. 
* Documents for the Use of Delegates to the Seventh International Conference 

of American States, No. 4, p. 25. 
° Appendix 12 not printed.
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subject, there would appear to be no objection to the concluding of 

such an agreement of an acceptable type. 

As to the project that has been submitted for consideration, it is 

to be observed that, in the Extradition Treaties of the United States, 

agreement is made for the surrender of persons who are charged with 

or have been convicted of certain specified crimes or offenses. Such a 

list of crimes or offenses is omitted from the project under considera- 

tion, and the criterion therein imposed for surrender is the punishment 

prescribed for the crime or offense. With respect to this feature of 

the project, the following discussion contained in Volume 1 of Moore 

on Extradition, pages 112 and 113, appears to be appropriate: 

“In some of the treaties a limitation 1s imposed upon extradition 
for certain offences, based upon the length of the term of imprisonment 

to which such offences may be subject under the laws of both countries. 

It has also been proposed in some instances that the penalty by which 
the extraditability of the crime should be determined, should be that 
attached to the offence by the laws of the asylum state. The latter 

test has never been admitted; and it must be conceded that the at- 

tempt to limit extradition by requiring a penalty of a certain severity 

either in the country of refuge or in both countries is illogical and 
unsatisfactory. It is much to be preferred that the offences for which 

extradition may be granted should be clearly and absolutely stated. 

To make the penalty of the offence the test of extradition is to render 

the operation of the treaty wholly dependent upon the separate action 

of each of the contracting parties. As between contiguous states pre- 

senting the same social conditions, this might not be attended with 

great inconveniences. But the operation o the treaty would neces- 

sarily be subject to change and uncertainty. If the penalty attached 

to the offence by the laws of one of the contracting parties should be 

made the test of extradition, the penalty affixed by the laws of the de- 

manding state would seem to be the proper one for that purpose. 

While it is an accepted principle that the acts for which extradition 

is demanded must constitute an offence according to the laws of both 

countries, yet the laws which have actually been violated are those 

of the demanding government. Those laws, it is to be assumed, are 

based upon the social conditions there existing, and the penalties 

must be supposed to have been adjusted in accordance with the rela- 

tive importance of various crimes within the particular jurisdiction. 

The existence of the system of extradition is itself a recognition of 

this principle, the object being nothing else than the promotion of 

justice through the agency of local laws. In accordance with this 

principle it was held by Judge Blatchford, that, where a treaty pro- 

vided for extradition for certain specified crimes, ‘when these crimes 

are subject to infamous punishment, it was meant that extradition 
should be granted when the offence was subject to infamous punish- 

ment in the place where it is committed.” 

Accordingly, it is believed that the American delegates should en- 

deavor to amend the project so as to include therein a list of crimes 

or offenses which are extraditable. For this purpose a copy of the 

738036—50——11
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latest Extradition Treaty entered into by the United States, namely, 
the one with Greece,® is attached to the memorandum on this sub- 
ject. This treaty contains a comprehensive list of crimes or offenses 
upon which it would appear that American States might be able 
to agree, at least so far as concerns the great maj ority of such crimes 
or offenses. If it shall appear impossible to reach an agreement upon 
a list of crimes or offenses, the United States would be willing to 
accept the criterion contained in the project, namely, the penalty 
imposed. 

It will be seen from the attached memorandum discussing the vari- 
ous Articles of the project that a number of them are unobjectionable 
in their present form while others will require certain modifications 
in order to render them acceptable. The desired modifications have 
been indicated in each instance. This is one subject under Chapter 
II—Problems of International Law—on which it would appear that 
no great difficulty should be experienced in reaching an agreement. 

[67.] Nationality (Chapter 2—Problems of International Law—6/) 
1. The draft convention proposed by the Executive Committee of 

the American Institute of International Law’ contains proposals 
of a highly controversial nature, some of which are revolutionary 
from the standpoint of international law as well as our own national- 
ity laws and policies. 

2. The Secretary of State is in a delicate position in regard to the 
discussion of a nationality convention at this time. It was on his 
recommendation to the President that a committee was appointed 
composed of the Secretary of State, the Secretary of Labor and the 
Attorney General, to redraft with appropriate amendments the 
nationality laws of the United States to be laid by the President 
before Congress. As a result of the appointment of that committee, 
the competent committees of the two Houses suspended consideration 
of legislation on the subject of nationality pending the submission of 
the report of the President’s committee. 

For our delegation now, before Congress has had an opportunity 
to consider what the Executive thinks our own nationality legislation 
should be, to enter into a discussion of a proposed international con- 
vention on nationality would, it seems, be out of place from the 
standpoint of the Executive branch of the Government and virtually 
show bad faith on the part of that branch toward the legislative 
branch of the Government. Clearly the Secretary of State should __ 
not be involved in any such situation. 

* Signed May 6, 1931, Foreign Relations, 1931, vol. 11, p. 371. 
" Documents for the Use of Delegates to the Seventh International Conference of American States, No. 4, p. 85.
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3. The Conference on the Codification of International Law held 

at The Hague in 1930,* in which the United States participated, 

adopted a resolution recommending to the participating States the 

study of certain questions on the subject of nationality. As late as 

October 5, 1933, the Legal Committee of the Assembly of the League 

of Nations expressed the hope that before the next session of the 

Assembly the Governments will have made it possible for the Secre- 

tary General to indicate to the Council the action they have taken in 

regard to the resolution adopted by the Codification Conference. On 

June 27, 1932, the Secretary of State, in a communication to the 

League of Nations, stated with reference to the question of calling 

a new international conference for the drafting of a new convention 

on nationality which would contain provisions concerning the 

nationality of married women different from those contained in the 

convention adopted at The Hague Conference: 

“In view of the radical differences between positions of the various 

states concerning the nationality of married women as reflected in 

their respective laws, and the lack of any indication that uniformity 

therein is likely to be accomplished in the near future, the subject must 

be regarded at present as exceedingly complicated and highly contro- 

versial. The Government of the United States has therefore been 

constrained to reach the conclusion that the holding of a further con- 

ference on nationality at this time would be undesirable.” ® 

In view of this situation, it seems that this Government is not in a 

position at the present time to do more than urge that the studies con- 

templated under the resolution adopted at The Hague will be expedited 

by all of the interested Governments. It seems that that is the course 

which should be taken under the usual procedure with reference to 

conferences and is the only course that is likely to enable the several 

governments to make progress on the subject of uniformity of nation- 

ality law. 
4, You may explain to your colleagues the reasons, as set out in 

paragraph two above, why it is impossible for our delegation to engage 

at this time in a discussion of a proposed convention on nationality. 

6g. Territorial Sea (Chapter II—Problems of International Law—6g) 

Much of the language used in the Articles of the Project on Terri- 

torial Sea is ambiguous and would, it is believed, be found to be 

impracticable of application. 

Because of uncertainty of meaning it is difficult to propose sub- 

stitute phraseology. The Articles will doubtless be subjected to dis- 

5 See Foreign Relations, 19380, vol. 1, pp. 204 ff. 

° League of Nations, Minutes of Committee I of the 18th Assembdly, 1982, p. 50. 

Presumably the reference is to the Project on Territorial Sea contained in 

Documents for the Use of Delegates to the Seventh International Oonference of 

American States, No. 4, p. 38. a
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cussion in committee where they will probably yield to clarification. 
They will serve as well as a basis of discussion as proposed substitute 
Articles would do. However, some suggestions are made below. 

Some of the language contained in the project tends to indicate that 
the project is not merely a declaration of established law but is an 
attempt to have accepted principles which have not attained the status 
of International Law. This view finds corroboration in Article LIV 
of the project which admits of denunciation of the Convention by 
States parties to it. If the Convention represented a codification of 
International Law on the subject of “Territorial Waters”, as it pur- 
ports to do, there would be no purpose in denunciation of the Conven- 
tion, because even if it were not in force, all nations would be bound by 
the principles in it that have crystallized into law. International Law 
is binding in or without a Convention. 

To avert any effort to have the Convention, if it comes into force, 
supersede established International Law and to prevent the use of the 
Convention to impair existing special rights of States, it is proposed 
that there be included in the Convention an Article in substance as 
follows: 

“The provisions of this Convention shall not be applied to modify 
general international law or to impair existing special rights of any 
State.” 

Comments on specific Articles of the project follow. 
Articles I, II, ITI and IV are believed to assert acceptable proposi- 

tions of law, although the drafting doubtless can and should be im- 
proved in committee. 

Article V seems to be too uncertain in meaning to accept or to ad- 
mit of suggesting a substitute. 

The comment made as to Articles I to IV is applicable to Articles 
Vi and VII. 

Article VIII while lacking in precision and probably difficult of 
application, is probably unobjectionable. 

Article IX is uncertain in meaning and difficult of application. 
The following is suggested as a substitute: 

“Where bays are bordered by the territory of a single State, the 
territorial sea shall follow the sinuosities of the coast, except that it 
shall be measured from a straight line drawn across the bay at the 
part nearest to the opening toward the sea where the distance be- 
tween the two shores of the bay is ten marine miles unless a greater 
distance has been established by usage. 

“Where bays are bordered by the territory of two or more States, 
the territorial sea shall follow the sinuosities of the coast.” 

The proposed substitute for Article CX takes the place of Articles 
Xand XI also. —
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It is not apparent why coves should be grouped with ports and 

roadsteads in Article XII. Coves seem more appropriately to be 

grouped with bays. This, however, is not a serious objection. 

Article XIII seems unobjectionable. 
In Article XIV the words “the case foreseen by the foregoing 

article” should be omitted. The foregoing Article relates to straits 

all the shores of which are possessed by one single State. Article 

XIV relates to straits the shores of which belong to more than one 
nation. “The case foreseen by the foregoing article” is not present 
in Article XIV. 

Article XV is not clearly expressed. Furthermore, it is not believed 
that a twelve mile zone of territorial waters in straits as is proposed 
in this Article is generally recognized. The following is suggested 

as a substitute for Article XV: 

“Tn straits more than six marine miles in breadth which form a 
passage between two parts of the high sea, the limits of the territorial 
sea, shall be ascertained in the same manner as on all other parts of 
the coast.” | 

The reference in Article XVI to Article II should doubtless be to 

Article XI instead. In Article XI historic bays are mentioned. No 

mention is made of historic bays in Article II. It has been suggested 

above that Article XI should be merged in Article IX. In view of 

the change made with respect to Article XI, it is suggested that the 

following be substituted for Article XVI: 

“Straits shall be subject to the exception in respect to usage stated 
in Article IX.” 

Article XVII presents the difficulty of applying to islands a for- 

mula designed for application to bays and straits. It is suggested 

that “determined in the same manner as established by this convention 

in regard to bays and straits” be omitted. 

It is understood that the definition of nautical mile used in Article 

XVIII is not the generally accepted one. It is therefore suggested 

that the words “of sixty to the degree of longitude on the Equator”, 

used in this Article, be omitted. 

Compliance with Articles XIX to XXV may precipitate interna- 

tional controversies without other provocation. Comments made in 
relation to Article XLVIII are applicable to these Articles. It is 
suggested that Articles XTX to XXV inclusive be omitted. 

Articles XXVI to XXXIV are believed to be acceptable. 
The meaning of Article XX XV is not clear. It is susceptible of 

being given a meaning inconsistent with the provisions of Articles 
XXXII and XXXIV, in that while the latter Articles subject vessels 
and seaplanes to control entailing a measure of restraint, Article
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XX XV seems to exclude the exercise of effective control by inhibit- 
ing the exercise of any rights whatever hindering or impeding the 

passage of vessels. | 
Articles XXXVI to X XXVIII inclusive are believed to be unob- 

_ jectionable. 
Article XX XIX undertakes to grant exemption from restrictions — 

on vessels and airships in cases of force majeure, accident or wreck. 
This is unobjectionable, except as to force majeure. The term 

“force majeure” is of French origin and is regarded as including war. 
United States and British court decisions have declared war to be 
within the scope of force majeure. It is likely to be so regarded in 
any civillaw country. | 

International Law obligates governments to impose restrictions on 
war-crait of a belligerent nation. Article XX XIX undertakes to 
refrain from imposing restrictions on vessels and airships, including 
war vessels and airships. By subscribing to Article XX XIX, a 
government would agree to refrain from doing what by International 
Law it is obliged to do. Furthermore, The Hague Convention con- 
cerning rights and duties of neutral powers ™ obligates nations parties 
to it to impose restrictions on belligerent war-craft in part. For rea- 
sons indicated, “force majeure” should be omitted from Article 
XXXIX. | 

The second part of Article XX XX, that is, the part limiting the 
application of laws of the coastal State, is ambiguous. The language 
should be clarified to express more clearly what it is intended to 
express. a 

Article XLI prescribes too broad an exemption for commanders 
of war vessels and military airships. Commanders are not entitled 
to exemption on shore unless they are on shore in the service of the 
ship. Enforcement of this provision in the United States would be 
impossible without new legislation. The Article ought not to be 
accepted. 

Article XLII is unobjectionable. 
The comment made on Article XLI in regard to commanders on 

shore applies to Article XLITI as well. Article XLIII ought not 
to be accepted. 

It is not believed that Article XLIV contains an accurate statement 
of law. While in the United States jurisdiction in matters of disci- 
pline and incidents affecting a vessel and persons on board and not 
involving the peace and dignity of the country or the tranquillity of 
the port has, as a matter of comity, yielded to the authorities of the 
nation to which the vessel belongs, it has not been considered that 

“ Foreign Relations, 1907, pt. 2, p. 1216.
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offenses committed on merchant vessels of private ownership were 

exempt from the jurisdiction of the Courts. Article XLIV ought 

not to be accepted. 
Articles XLV, XLVI and XLVII are unobjectionable. 

It is not believed that the provisions of Article XLVIII requiring 

arbitration should be incorporated in a project on “Territorial Sea”. 

A General Treaty of Inter-American Arbitration was signed at the 

International Conference of American States on Conciliation and 

Arbitration, Washington, in 1929. Twenty American Republics 

signed the treaty. This treaty has not been ratified by the United 

States.2 It is believed inadvisable to provide for arbitration in a 

convention on a particular subject so long as the General Treaty of 

inter-American Arbitration, which was given extensive consideration, 

remains unratified. 

The comment made in relation to Article XLVIII applies also to 

Articles XLIX and L. 
Articles LI, LII, LIII, LIV and LV are deemed unobjectionable. 

Your attention is invited to a memorandum on this subject which 1s 

attached as Appendix 14 Lecar—Annex 7." 

7. Report of the Permanent Committee on Public International Law 

of Rio de Janeiro on the General Principles Which May Facili- 

tate Regional Agreements Between Adjacent States on the Indus- 

trial and Agricultural Use of the Waters of International Rivers," 

and Reports of the Said Committee and of the Permanent Com- 

mittee on Private International Law of Montevideo * on the Mat- 

ters Provided for in the Resolution of the Sixth International 

Conference of American States of February 19, 1928 *° (Chapter 

Ii—Problems of International Law—7) 

It is not believed that there can be said to be established and recog- 

nized law on the subject of the use of waters of international rivers. 

What would constitute a fair and reasonable apportionment of the 

use of waters of international streams between interested States would 

depend so much on the circumstances of any specific case that might 

arise that it is not believed practicable or desirable to define general 

principles governing the matter in a multilateral agreement. 

So far as the United States is concerned, there now exist agreements 

with bordering States in regard to boundary streams, and it is believed 

2 Yee Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. 1, p. 659, footnote 4, and bracketed note, 

P ® Appendix 14 not printed. 
% Documents for the Use of Delegates to the Seventh International Conference 

of American States, No. 1: Report of the Permanent Committee on Publie Inter- 

national Law of Rio de Janeiro, on Topic 7 of the Program of the Conference. 

8 See Special Handbook for the Use of Delegates, p. 56. 
16 Sixth International Conference of American States, Final Act, p, 176.
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that it would be better to leave any questions which might arise con- 
cerning waters of international streams, and which are not covered 
by existing agreements, to be adjusted with the other interested gov- 
ernments than it would be to attempt to define in a convention general 
principles to be applied to questions which have not yet arisen. 

A. discussion of this subject is contained in the attached memoran- 
dum (Appendix 15).” a 

Cuaprer III—Political and Civil Rights of Women 

8. Leport of the Inter-American Commission of Women on the polit- 
ical and civil equality of women ® 

The report of the Inter-American Commission of Women will pre- 
sent three projects: | 

1. A Treaty on Nationality of Women; This government does not 
wish to take part in any discussions at the conference on the highly 
controversial subjects of nationality; it desires to await the studies 
being made pursuant to Resolution 6 of The Hague Conference of 
1930, and the enactment of legislation in this country pursuant to 
Executive Order No. 6115” calling for revision of the nationality 
laws of the United States. In this connection see instructions on 
Topic 6(/). 

2. A Treaty on Equal Rights; This government believes that this is 
not an appropriate subject for a Treaty. 

3. Resolution Recommending the Continuation of the Inter-Amer- 
ican Commission of Women; This Government would favor accept- 
ing, with a vote of thanks, the report of the Inter-American Commis- 
sion for consideration by the appropriate authorities of each country 
and provision for later exchange of views between the respective 
Governments. In this connection it is noted that Resolution A 
adopted by the Executive Committee of the American Institute of 
International Law on October 31, 1931 (Document No, 4, published 
by the Pan American Union for the use of delegates to the Conference, 
page 52) would advise the continuation of the Inter-American Com- 
mission of Women “until men and women throughout all the Amer- 
ican Republics shall have equal rights.” For your confidential 
information, it seems undesirable from the point of view of the United 
States, to provide for such indefinite continuation of the Inter-Amer- 
ican Commission of Women, particularly since American representa- 
tion on that body has not served to reflect the views of this Government 
and of major groups of women with respect to the status of women 
in industry and in various social relations. If, therefore, the Con- 
ference proceeds to vote on any resolution recommending the indefinite 

™ Appendix 15 not printed. 
** See Documents for the Use of Delegates to the Seventh International Confer- 

ence of American States, No. 4. 
* See Special Handbook for the Use of Delegates, p. 57 ; Foreign Relations, 1980, 

vol. I, pp. 204, 222; League of Nations, Acts of the Conference for the Codification 
of International Law, vol. 1, p. 163. 

” Dated April 25, 19383.
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continuation of the Inter-American Commission of Women, you 
should refrain from voting thereon, stating that you are without 
instructions.”# 

In respect to the three points mentioned above, your attention is 
invited to memoranda * on the subject in the files of the delegation 

Cuarter IV—Economic and Financial Problems ® 

It will be perceived that the Items under this Chapter include in 
their scope the whole field of international commercial policy, and 
the delegates may expect that the discussions of these topics will turn 
into a review of the policies now being pursued by all governments, 
the serious state of hindrance to international commerce now existing, 
and a great variety of proposals aimed to lessen this hindrance. 

The general memoranda sketch in broad terms the main proposals 
for international agreement that have come before previous Pan- 
American conferences and various other proposals that might be 
worth consideration. At many points and in regard to many pro- 
posals, the attitude of the American Delegation will have to be one 
of just sympathetic consideration. 

If circumstances and the attitudes of other countries seem to 
promise success, the American Delegation may wish to bring forward 
certain limited positive proposals in this field, and to that end there 
have been drafted tentative texts of proposals which it is believed fit 
in with the existing American situation and will serve to advance 
commerce between the governments represented at the conference. 
These possible proposals are as follows: 

(1) An endorsing agreement of the existing tariff truce * (which 
introduces a slightly new note of interpretation of the truce). (At- 
tached as Appendix 16)” 

(2) A resolution encouraging the practice of bilateral agreements. 
(Attached as Appendix 17)” 

(3) A resolution dealing with the practice of discrimination under 
exchange controls. (Attached as Appendix 18)” 

(4) A resolution favoring the study by a committee of the possi- 
bilities of multilateral agreement, which committee might pursue its work continuously. (Attached as Appendix 19)* 

“In Department’s telegram No. 66, December 11, 1933, 6 p. m., the delegates were instructed that this sentence should read: “If, therefore, the Conference 
proceeds to vote on any resolution recommending the continuation of the Inter- 
American Commission of Women, you should state that your Government does not desire any longer to be represented on the Commission and intends to continue its studies in this field through branches of the Government charged with respon- sibility in these matters.” The full text of telegram No. 66 is printed on p. 174. * Not printed. 

* See Special Handbook for the Use of Delegates, pp. 58-88. 
* See vol. 1, pp. 574 ff. 
* Appendices 16, 17, 18, and 19 not printed.
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It has not appeared advisable that the American Delegation should 

seek to put forward any broad project for multilateral agreement, at 

least until the course of discussion of the conference has given some 

sign as to whether it might be feasible. The attention of the Dele- 

gation is particularly drawn to the proposal in this field put forward 

by the American Delegation at London on June 22, a copy of which 

is attached hereto as Appendix 20.% A thorough discussion of its 

ideas might be profitable and lead to the formulation of something 

mutually acceptable. 

9(a). Consideration of the Recommendations of the Fourth Pan 
American Commercial Conference Relative To; (a) Customs 

Duties. | 

It is a well recognized principle that the rate of tariff duties is a 

matter for the consideration only of the regulating government. 

However, the rate so adopted may have far-reaching effect on the 

industry, trade and national economy of other nations whose trade 

is affected by these rates. The subject is, therefore, susceptible of 

helpful discussion at international conferences. 

The World Economic Conference which met at Geneva in 1927,” 

attended by representatives from fifty countries, specifically declared 

that “the time has come to put an end to the increase in tariffs and 

to move in the opposite direction.” The conference examined the 

reasons underlying the increases in tariffs in recent years which were 

declared to be the desire to meet the abnormal conditions arising out 

of the World War and the desire of nations by means of tariffs to 

keep existing or recently established industries in operation on a 

scale which would not otherwise be possible. Other reasons advanced 
to justify tariff increases were budgetary considerations, necessity of 

protecting industries required for national defense and for bargaining 

purposes. 
After considering the whole subject, the Conference reached the 

following conclusions: 

In view of the fact that harmful effects upon production and trade 
result from the high and constantly changing tariffs which are applied 
In many countries; 
And since substantial improvement in the economic conditions can 

be obtained by increased facilities for international trade and 
commerce ; 
And in view of the fact that tariffs, though within the sovereign 

jurisdiction of the separate States, are not a matter of purely domestic 
interest but greatly influence the trade of the world; | 

* Appendix 20 not printed. 
7 Pourth Pan American Commercial Conference, Pan American Union, Wash- 

ington, D. C., October 5th-13th, 1931, Final Act (With Annewes and a Summary 
of the Work of the Conference) [Washington, n. d.], p. 2%. 

8 See Foreign Relations, 1927, vol. 1, pp. 238 ff.
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And in view of the fact that some of the causes which have re- 
sulted in the increase of tariffs and in other trade barriers since the 
War have largely disappeared and others are diminishing ; 

The Conference declares that the time has come to put an end to the 
increase in tariffs and to move in the opposite direction. 

The Conference recommends: 

(1) That nations should take steps forthwith to remove or 
diminish those tariff barriers that gravely hamper trade, start- 
ing with those which have been imposed to counteract the effects 
of disturbances arising out of the war. Moreover, in order to en- 
sure that this action is continuously pursued, the Conference 
recommends; 

(2) That States should proceed to the conclusion of commercial 
treaties on lines and under conditions calculated to ensure the 
attainment of the aims mentioned herein; 

| (3) That, in future, the practice of putting into force, in ad- 
vance of negotiations, excessive duties established for the pur- 
pose of bargaining, whether by means of twrifs de combat or by 
means of general tariffs, should be abandoned; 

(4) That the Council of the League of Nations should be 
requested to instruct its Economic Organization to examine, on 
the basis of the principles enunciated by the present Conference, 
the possibility of further action by the respective States with a 
view to promoting the equitable treatment of commerce by elimi- 
nating or reducing the obstructions which excessive customs 
tariffs offer to international trade. 

In this enquiry, the Economic Organization should consult 
with representatives of the various Governments, including non- 

_ members of the League, and also so far as necessary with the com- 
petent bodies representing Commerce, Industry, Agriculture and 

abour. 
The object of the enquiry should be to encourage the extension 

of international trade on an equitable basis, while at the same 
time paying due regard to the just interests of producers and 
workers in obtaining a fair remuneration and of consumers in 
increasing their purchasing power. 

With respect to export duties the World Economic Conference of 
1927 made the following declaration: 

The Conference is of opinion that the free circulation of raw mate- 
rials is one of the essential conditions for the healthy industrial and 
commercial development of the world. 

It is therefore of opinion that any export tax on raw materials or 
on the articles consumed by producers which has the effect of increas- 
ing the cost of production or the cost of living in foreign countries 
tends thereby to aggravate the natural inequalities arising from the 
geographical distribution of world wealth. 

_ The Conference therefore considers that export duties should only 
be resorted to to meet the essential needs of revenue or some exceptional 

* For correspondence concerning American representation at this Conference, 
see Foreign Relations, 1927, vol. 1, pp. 238 ff.
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economic situation or to safeguard the vital interests of the country 
and that they should not discriminate between different foreign 
destinations. 

The Conference therefore recommends: 

(1) That the exportation of raw materials should not be unduly 
burdened by export duties or any other taxes and that, even in 
cases where such duties or taxes are justified by fiscal needs or by 
exceptional or compelling circumstances, they should be as low 
as possible ; 

(2) That, in any case, export duties on raw materials should 
never be imposed for the special purpose of subjecting foreign 
countries using such materials to an increased burden which will 
place them in a position of unfair inferiority as regards the pro- 
duction of the finished article; 

(3) That export duties on raw materials, whether levied for 
revenue purposes or to meet exceptional or compelling circum- 
stances, should never discriminate between different foreign 
destinations; — 

(4) That the above principles apply equally to export duties 
on articles of consumption. 

The International Chamber of Commerce endorsed the recom- 
mendations of the World Economic Conference in favor of tariff 
reductions and has advocated the cooperation among all the nations or 
a group of nations for the reduction of tariffs. The report of the 
Chamber for 1930 on “Commercial Policy and Trade Barriers” re- 
ported but little progress in this direction in the intervening year. 
The Chamber reached the conclusion that it would be desirable to 
allow events to take their course “asserting its sympathy with any 
measures whatsoever that may ultimately conduce to the greatly 
desired lowering of tariff barriers.” 

With respect to customs tariffs, the Fourth Pan American Commer- 
cial Conference which met in Washington in October, 1931, adopted 
the following resolution : ® | 

“Customs Tariff 

“Convinced that excessive customs tariffs and discriminatory in- 
ternal taxes on certain natural products, manufactured or not, con- 
stitute one of the principal causes of the economic crisis through which 
the American Republics are passing, and which it is urgent to remedy. 

“Submits to the immediate consideration of the American Govern- 
ments the hope of the delegates that the American Republics should 
grant, as far as the conditions of their internal economy may permit, 
the greatest tariff privileges and reduction of internal taxes on the 
natural products, manufactured or not, produced by the soil or the 
industry of the national territory of the other countries, through agree- 
ments which are in conformity with the Pan American spirit.” 

*® Fourth Pan American Commercial Conference, Final Act, p. 27.
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The matter of customs duties and other obstacles to international 
trade was one of the two main objects of discussion at the World 
Monetary and Economic Conference which met in London last sum- 
mer.*1 The Economic Commission of this Conference worked through 
many sub-committees on various phases of the subject. While the 
discussions were useful in revealing the causes of the present situation 
and in stimulating various suggestions for attacking it, no agreement 
was achieved. The report of the Sub-Commission on Commercial 
Policy is attached.## The whole field is continuing to receive the care- 
ful study of the permanent bureau of the Monetary and Economic 
Conference, and the Economic Committee of the League of Nations. 

The one definite achievement in the field was a tariff truce that 
grew out of an American initiative made before the Conference met. 
The powers represented on the Organizing Committee of the Con- 
ference adopted the tariff truce in the following terms: * 

“The Governments of the United Kingdom, Germany, Belgium, 
United States of America, France, Italy, Japan, and Norway, 
represented on the Organising Committee for the Monetary and Kco- 
nomic Conference, convinced that it is essential for the successful 
conclusion of the Conference that the measures of all kinds which at 
the present time misdirect and paralyse international trade be not 
intensified pending an opportunity for the Conference to deal ef- 
fectively with the problems created thereby, recognize the urgency 
of adopting at the beginning of the Conference a tariff truce, the pro- 
visions of which shall be laid down by common agreement. 
“The said Governments, being further convinced that immediate 

action is of greater importance, themselves agree, and strongly urge 
all other Governments participating in the Conference to agree, that 
they will not before the 12th of June nor during the proceedings of 
the Conference, adopt any new initiatives which might increase the 
many varieties of difficulties now arresting international commerce, 
subject to the proviso that they retain the right to withdraw from this 
agreement at any time after July 31st, 1933, on giving one month’s 
previous notice to the Conference. 
_ “One of the main motives which brings the Governments together 
in Conference is to surmount the obstacles to international trade 
above referred to; the said Governments therefore urge all other 
Governments represented at the Conference to act in conformity with 
the spirit of this objective.” 

While this resolution was subject to certain reservations it was 
accepted in principle by a large number of countries. In this connec- 
tion particular interest is centered in the action on the resolution by 
the Latin American countries. The minutes of the Monetary and 
Economic Conference contain the information that the following 
South and Central American countries adhered to the customs truce: 

“For correspondence concerning this Conference, see vol. 1, pp. 452 ff. 
“8 Not attached to file copy. 
“For further correspondence regarding the tariff truce, see vol. 1, pp. 574 ff.
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Argentine Republic, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Cuba, Dominican Re- 
public, Ecuador, Guatemala, Haiti, Mexico, Nicaragua, Paraguay, 
Peru, Salvador, Uruguay, and Venezuela. 

This truce is still in force. But since it has been interpreted to 
still permit tariff action under legislation already in existence at the 
time of its adoption, many new tariff changes have been made even 
by countries which are parties to it. Furthermore, some countries 
have begun to withdraw from it, notably, the Irish Free State, The 
Netherlands, Sweden, and Venezuela.** 

Shortly before the adjournment of the Conference, the American 
Delegation submitted a project for agreement on commercial policy 
(copy of which is attached hereto as Appendix 20) ** which repre- 
sented the attack that seemed feasible at the time. 

Subsequently the Government of the United States announced that 
it is preparing to enter into conversations with various countries 
(first Cuba, Colombia, Brazil, and Argentina) for the possible nego- 
tiation of reciprocity treaties and has appointed an interdepartmental 
committee to carry the matter forward. The negotiations with Cuba 
had gone some distance when the revolution occurred.* Preliminary 
discussions are under way with Brazil ** and Colombia” and memo- 
randa have been exchanged with Argentina.** It is the intention of 
the Government to try to push these bilateral negotiations to a suc- 

cessful conclusion. 

96. Consideration of the Recommendations of the Fourth Pan Ameri- 
can Commercial Conference Relative to: (b) Currency Stabiliza- 
tion and the Possibility of Adopting a Uniform Monetary 
System. , 

The Fourth Pan American Commercial Conference, meeting in 
Washington in October, 1931, adopted the following resolution on the 
subject : *° 

“Currency Stabilization 

“The Fourth Pan American Commercial Conference considers it 
of the greatest importance that a careful and complete study be made 
of all questions relative to currency stabilization and without pre- 

* See telegrams No. 40, December 9, 11 a. m., from the Chairman of the 
American Delegation to the Seventh International Conference of American 
States, p. 169; No. 61, December 9, 4 p. m., and No. 71, December 12, 8 p. m., to the 
Chairman of the American Delegation, pp. 171 and 177. 

* Appendix 20 not printed. 
* For correspondence concerning the revolution in Cuba, see vol. v, pp. 270 ff. 
* For correspondence concerning discussions respecting a trade agreement with 

Brazil, see ibid., pp. 18 ff. 
7 See section entitled, “Unperfected Reciprocal Trade Agreement Between the 

United States and Colombia, Signed December 15, 1933”, ibid., pp. 217 ff. 
* For correspondence concerning a trade agreement with Argentina, see post, 

Peis Fourth Pan American Commercial Conference, Final Act, p. 19.
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judging in favor of any of the doctrines advanced resolves to 
recommend: 

“1. That all the Governments, members of the Pan American 
Union, consider the desirability of submitting to a world con- 
ference the possibility of rehabilitating silver, and the best means 
to carry this into effect. 

“2. That the American countries adopt a monetary standard 
which will assure to the circulating medium the stability neces- 
sary to guarantee the normalcy of commercial operations, in har- 
mony with their metallic deposits, the necessary flexibility in the 
circulating medium and the index of the cost of living.” 

The matter of currency stabilization is obviously a matter of leading 

policy. In considering it, it may be useful to make the same distinc- 

tion as was attempted at London between immediate monetary meas- 

ures and ultimate monetary policy. 

As for stabilization as a measure of immediate monetary policy, 

obviously the American Government cannot urge this course unless 

it is willing to commit itself to stabilization action as an immediate 

measure. If the American Government should decide before the 
Conference meets to stabilize, or if the American Government can 
commit itself with any certainty to the idea of early prospective stabili- 

zation, then it may be advisable to consider at the Conference the 

ways and means by which currency stabilization can be undertaken by 

the other States represented at the Conference. This of course might 
involve a consideration of their trade balance, their external indebted- 

ness, et cetera. In view of the uncertainties attendant on our own 
situation and of the difficulties of attempting to work out immediate 

stabilization by concerted governmental action, it would appear likely 
that this subject would present such difficulties as to make it inadvis- 

able for the Delegation to put it forward. When and as this country 

and Great Britain may have turned to stabilize, the countries of Latin 

America are likely to follow a similar attempt. 

As for stabilization as an essential element in wisely conceived 

monetary policy for the future (that is when and as economic and 

financial affairs become relatively stable), this involves the deter- 

mination of the main lines on which it is contemplated the American 

monetary system will operate. It brings to the front for consideration 

the whole broad program of ultimate monetary measures which the 

American Delegation presented at the Conference at London” (copy 
attached). Appendix 20.4 If the American Government is willing 

to commit itself now to this statement of outline of permanent mone- 

tary policy (or with such modifications as may be desirable), then the 

organization of a discussion group at Montevideo might serve a useful 

* For text of proposed American plan, see vol. 1, p. 622. 
* Appendix 20 not printed.
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purpose, with the idea that this group could continue its work after 
the Conference had adjourned. If, however, the question of perma- 
nent monetary policy and the nature of the monetary system for this 
country towards which this country may be working is still at issue 
and still to be determined, then it becomes difficult to see how the 
Delegation can take any active position in regard to the subject. 

The Treasury when last consulted on this point wrote as of August 

19, 1933, as follows: 

“Under prevailing circumstances I feel it would be premature to 
undertake constructive comments on this subject, and suggest that 
the formulation of instructions for the Delegation which this Gov- 
ernment may send to the Conference be postponed in this regard until 
a later date, pending clarification of the Administration’s monetary 
policies.” 

For the information of the Delegation there is attached a short 

outline of the discussions on this subject which have taken place at 
previous Pan American Conferences. Appendix 21.” 

The question of the possibility of adopting a uniform monetary 

system is entirely involved with the preceding. If this resolution 

is to be construed to mean the establishment of an identical currency, 

it seems plain that it is inachievable. Even if other obstacles are 

overcome, governments are not likely to give up their present forms 

of national currency for one identical form. 
However, if what is meant is the establishment of uniform mone- 

tary systems, to the extent that circumstances permit, the subject 
merits discussion. 

Previous to the depression, the countries of Latin America were 
developing an ever-increasing wish and practice of adopting the same 
type of gold standard as existed in the United States. In the absence 
of recent expressions on their part and in view of the fact that the 
features of our future monetary policy still remain to be decided, it 
is impossible to know whether the groundwork for agreement on a 
uniform type of monetary system exists. Nevertheless an exchange of 
views on this subject at the Conference, which perhaps could be fol- 
lowed up by a standing committee after the Conference, would seem 
to be useful. It would make for mutual understanding of the factors 
determining the monetary policy of the different countries involved. 

It may be hazarded that on the whole, if the countries of Latin 
America adopted the same monetary system as that of the United 
States, American commercial interests would be benefited, but it is 
difficult to see how anything more than a discussion is possible at the | 
present moment. 

* Appendix 21 not printed.
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For information, it may be added in conclusion that none of the 
States of Latin America can be said to be on a complete free gold 
standard at the present time. Virtually all of them have restrictions 
on the movements of gold, and many of them have exchange controls. 
During recent weeks there has been apparent a distinct tendency on 
the part of certain important governments, e. g., Argentina and 
Colombia, to permit their currencies to depreciate in the trail of the 
dollar. 

Of course, the instability of all currencies is a disturbing influence 
to international trade, yet the question of whether these countries can 
wisely determine now a new fixed gold value for their currencies is 
as much a central policy one for each of them as it is for the United 
States. It is not likely that they will be able to take this step until 
the more important industrial countries in which they dispose of 
their products have reached currency stability. 

9(¢) Commercial Arbitration 

It is doubtful that the laws of the countries participating in the 
Conference have been sufficiently developed to admit of putting into 
operation a system of commercial arbitration. Examination of the 
report of the American Arbitration Association to the Governing 
Board of the Pan American Union, published as No. 2 of the Docu- 
ments for the Use of Delegates, corroborates this view. 

The adoption of a convention without first bringing the laws of the 
countries concerned to a condition which would admit of its enforce- 
ment would almost certainly result in violations of the convention. 
It is believed inadvisable to adopt a convention on the subject of 
commercial arbitration until the laws of the various countries are 
shaped with a view to enforcing arbitration agreements between 
private parties. 

A discussion of “Commercial Arbitration” is contained in the at- 
tached memorandum, Appendix 22. 

9(@) Promotion of Tourist Travel 

The Department is, of course, desirous of encouraging and facili- 
tating tourist travel in so far as this may consistently be possible with 
the maintenance of an entire freedom to control the entry of aliens into 
the United States in connection with the administration of the immi- 
gration laws. Although it is believed to be undesirable for the United 
States to participate officially in the organization of a travel bureau, 
it may be stated that the United States would be glad to cooperate with 
the other American Republics in the matter of facilitating tourist 
travel in so far as this may consistently be possible. This might be 
done by a resolution of the Conference recommending that all govern- 

* Appendix 22 not printed. 
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ments endeavor by such legislation or other means as may prove ap- 
propriate to facilitate the entry and departure of tourists and to 
minimize the sanitary and other.requirements which may be deemed 
necessary as well as visas and other fees. 7 

It may be pointed out that this Government, with a view to facili- 
tating travel of aliens to the United States and of American citizens 
to the other American States would be glad to conclude reciprocal 
agreements for the reduction or waiver of visa fees for non-immi- 
grants. Such agreements have already been concluded with a few 
of the American States and although it would not be possible to waive 
the production of passports, the conclusion of agreements for the 
waiver of visa fees would be of distinct assistance in encouraging 

tourist travel. 
It is not contemplated that technical questions of procedure and 

immigration law will come up for discussion. Questions necessitating 
information of this nature should be referred to the Department. 
Your attention is called to the memorandum on this subject attached 

hereto as Appendix 23.“ 

[12.] Collective Commercial Agreements | 

The main substance of this agenda item has already been covered 
in the memoranda dealing with item 9(a), customs duties, and items 
10 and 11, import quotas and prohibitions. 

The subject of a universal customs union may be presented at the 
Conference. It has arisen at almost every previous Pan American 
Conference. However, there would seem to be no chance for the de- 
velopment of such a union at the present time and it is suggested that 
the réle of the American Delegation, if the subject arises, should be 
a& passive one. | | 

The matter of a regional agreement may arise with more reality. 
There is in effect between Guatemala, El Salvador, Honduras, and 
Nicaragua at the present time such an agreement providing for free 
trade in these countries. The text of the agreement is attached.* 
The position of the American Government has usually been to favor 
regional agreements provided the governments will conclude customs 
unions of this type. It is suggested, however, that the Delegation 
will want to safeguard our rights to most-favored-nation treatment 
as towards the whole customs area created. _ - 

The matter of regional agreements falling short of a customs union 
is a much more difficult and complicated one. Since in the main the 
countries of Latin America are not the creditor of the United States 
it is probable that this Government could regard regional agreements 
between the countries of Latin America with somewhat more equa- 

“ Appendix 23 not printed. 
“Not attached to file copy.
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nimity than regional agreements elsewhere. However, our ability to 

take a position on the matter anywhere in the world would naturally 

be affected by the position assumed at Montevideo. In the project 

put forward by the American Delegation at London, on July 21," the 

American Government showed itself willing to consent to certain 

limitations of its most-favored-nation rights as regards plurilateral 

agreements meeting certain conditions as follows: (a) that they give 

a reasonable promise of bringing about general economic strengthen- 

ing of the trade area involved ; (b) that this trade area be of sub- 

stantial size; (c) that the reductions are made by some formula of 

plurilateral agreeability ; (d) that they are open to the accession of 

all countries, (¢) or that any other countries willing to take the same 

reductions could get the same concessions, (7) and when the countries 

party to the agreement do not, during the terms of the agreement, 

materially increase trade barriers against imports from countries 

outside such agreements (these are substantial conditions and it may 

be as towards Latin American countries the Government may wish to 

somewhat curtail them, certainly as in the case of the small countries 

of Central America). 

The above comments apply to regional agreements including more 

than two countries; otherwise the problem is merely the ordinary 

problem of bilateral treaty agreement. It is ordinarily considered 

also, that the countries party to the agreement should have some 

special relation to each other, generally geographical contiguity. 

18. Report on the resolutions of the Inter-American Conference on 

Agriculture 

A copy of the Final Act of the Inter-American Conference on Agri- 

culture, which was held in Washington September 8-20, 1980, is in the 

files of the Delegation.“ | 

Of the seventy-one resolutions passed at this Conference, some fiity 

were relevant to the subject and still fewer were important to the 

United States. Their number and diversity suggest a tendency at 

these gatherings to multiply conferences, beards, standing committees 

and permanent officers, as well as to discuss schemes more grandiose 

than feasible. You are accordingly desired, in such discussions of the 

resolutions as may take place, to exercise your influence in the direction 

of concentration, simplicity, and economy. Your colleagues can hardly 

be too often reminded that, in common with the rest of the world, the 

American republics are passing through an economic crisis which 

makes it imperative to keep plans for agricultural cooperation within 

the limits of the practical. 

6 Soe letter of July 21 from the Chairman of the American Delegation to the 

Chairman of the Economic Commission, vol. 1, p. 727. 

Pinal Act of the Inter-American Conference on Agriculture, Washington, 

September 8-20, 1930 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1930).
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The Department does not consider that resolutions Nos. 3, 16, and 46, 
calling for the aggrandizement of the Division of Agriculture in the 
Pan American Union and the creation of a Pan American Experiment 
Station and of a Pan American’ Agricultural Bank, fall within this 
category. ‘The usefulness of the Division of Agriculture is recognized, 
and its present activities should be continued; but in view of the con- 
stant increase in appropriations requested by the Union and the difti- 
culty of obtaining them, the Department feels that you should not 
countenance a policy of expansion. As for the other two projects, 
which are of more questionable utility and would require new annual 
appropriations of some size, you should make it clear that your Gov- 
ernment is not in a position to contribute toward them. 

For similar reasons it does not appear practicable to give effect to 
paragraph 4 of resolution 23, recommending that a Pan American con- 
ference be called for the purpose of establishing uniformity in meth- 
ods of investigation and agricultural terminology. While the end 
in view is a desirable one, it could well be placed on the agenda of the 
next Agricultural Conference; but whether that Conference need be 
held in 1935, in accordance with resolutions 12 and 18, will require your 
careful consideration. Otherwise the Agricultural Division of the 
Pan American Union might be authorized, after consultation with 
the respective Departments of Agriculture, to propose a system not too 
elaborate to be followed by twenty-one countries on both sides of the 
equator. 

Especially worthy of your attention appear to be the resolutions 
recommending local surveys in the various departments of agriculture 
and forestry (Nos. 7, 22-29, 32, 34), the standardization in such surveys 
of methods, terminology, spelling, and units of weight and measure- 
ment (Nos, 22, 23, 24, 33, 42, 52), the interchange or pooling of agricul- 
tural information (Nos. 9, 11, 19, 52, 53), and measures for the eradica- 
tion of insect pests and plant and animal diseases (Nos. 14, 28, 36). 
The majority of these resolutions can be carried into effect by means 
of existing agencies, they require no system of quotas contributed 
annually by all the governments, and if acted upon the results would 
benefit not only the country making the effort. It will be noted, how- 
ever, that resolution 36, relating to animal diseases, recommends the 
institution of an inter-American livestock advisory board. The United 
States Government might consent to a scientific study board (which 
might even be called on for a report in case of dispute, under carefully 
guarded terms) but the United States Government could not consent 
to have its decision subject in any way to such a board. 

The resolutions pertaining to cacao and coffee (Nos. 37, 47-48) do 
not immediately concern this country. They are of interest to this 
country, however, in relation to the complex question of surplus pro- 
duction, most distinctly broached in resolution 45, with particular
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reference to the sugar industry. This will require your most serious 

consideration; and you should make persistent efforts to impress upon 

the Conference the advantages of concerted action in adjusting the 

production of these and other staples within limits which will not 

vastly exceed the capacity of available markets to absorb them. In 

considering this question emphasis should be laid on the hope of ex- 

panding consumption and developing market possibilities and atten- 

tion should be called to the importance of adhering to the conditions 

laid down in the resolutions adopted by the World Monetary and 

Economic Conference in the matter. The resolutions adopted at the 

Conference read as follows: 

1. In order to assist in the restoration of world prosperity, it is 

essential to increase the purchasing power of the producers of primary 

products by raising the wholesale prices of such products to a reason- 

able level. 
9. In the exceptional conditions of the present world crisis, con- 

certed action is required for this purpose. Apart from any other 

measures that may be taken to restore the purchasing power of pro- 

ducers and consumers and thus to increase demand, it is desirable 

that plans should be adopted for co-ordinating the production and 

marketing of certain commodities. 

3. Any agreements to give effect to such plans should conform 

generally to the following conditions: 

(a) The commodity must be one of great importance for inter- 

national trade in which there is such an excess of production or 

stocks as to call for special concerted action. 

(b) The agreement should be comprehensive as regards the 

commodities to be regulated, that is, it should not be so narrowly 

drawn as to exclude related or substitute products, if their inclu- 

sion is necessary or desirable to ensure the success of the plan. 

(c) It should be comprehensive as regards producers, that is: 

(z) it should in the first instance command a general meas- 

ure of assent amongst exporting countries, and within these 

countries a substantial majority of the producers themselves : 

(ti) where necessary or desirable for the success of the 

plan, it should provide for the co-operation of nonexporting 

countries whose production is considerable. 

(d) It should be fair to all parties, both producers and con- 

sumers; it should be designed to secure and maintain a fair and 

remunerative price level; it should not aim at discriminating 

against a particular country, and it should as far as possible be 

worked with the willing cooperation of consuming interests 1n 

importing countries who are equally concerned with producers in 

the maintenance of regular supplies at fair and stable prices. 

(ce) It should be administratively practicable, that is, the ma- 

chinery established for its administration must be workable, and 

the individual Governments concerned must have the power and 

the will to enforce it in their respective territories,
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(7) It should be of adequate duration, that is, it should contain 
provisions for its continuance for such a period as to give assur- 
ance to all concerned that its objects can be achieved. | 

(g) It should be flexible, that is, the plan should be such as to 
permit of and provide for the prompt and orderly expansion of 
supply to meet improvement in demand. : 

(4) Due regard should be had in each country to the desira- 
bility of encouraging efficient production. 

14. Report of the Establishment of an Inter-American Economic and 
Financial Organization under the Auspices of the Pan American 
Union. 

You are referred to pages 78 to 81 of the Special Handbook for the 
Use of Delegates for the historical background of this topic. | 

Congress failed to appropriate funds for the United States Section 
of the Inter-American High Commission for the fiscal year 1933-34 
because it “could find no justifiable reason for the continuance of the 
Commission” and it therefore ceased to function on June 30, 1933. 
Vacancies occurring in the National Section, and consequently in the 
Central Executive Council, have not been filled in view of the fact that 
the removal of the only legislative authorization for the organization 
precluded the appointment of new officials. | 

The various National Sections of the Commission have not been 
active in the sense of maintaining staffs for several years, with two or 
three exceptions, and for the past few years have added nothing to 
the work of the Commission. The Commission itself has not met 
since 1916, while the Central Executive Council has had no meetings 
since October, 1923. A detailed memorandum * concerning the activi- 
ties of the Inter-American High Commission has been prepared for 
the use of the delegates and is in the files of the Delegation. 

You may join with the other delegations in adopting a resolution 
taking note of the fact that the Inter-American High Commission has 
ceased to exist. You may also favor including in the resolution a 
recognition of the discontinuance of the Pan American Committees, 
created in pursuance of a resolution of the Third International Con- 
ference of American States. The National Sections of the Inter- 
American High Commission superseded the Pan American Committees 
in most countries, but the resolution of the Third Pan American Con- 
ference is still in force and a few countries, including the United States, 
have retained the Committees as paper organizations. 

As to the title of Topic 14, it is noted that the project presented to 
the Fourth Pan American Commercial Conference refers only to an 
economic, not a financial, organization. It is felt that this is as it 
should be and that any organization under the auspices of the Pan 
American Union should be restricted to economic and should not have 

* Not printed. |
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financial functions. It would seem that the office set up in the Pan 
American Union, in accordance with the plan approved by the Govern- 
ing Board, December 2, 1931, “to serve as a central body for the Pan 
American Commercial Conferences and for Pan American commercial 
and economic cooperation in general”, has already been granted au- 
thority for appropriate action under the auspices of the Pan American 
Union. If the Conference, however, should desire to adopt a project 
similar to that submitted to the Fourth Pan American Commercial 
Conference, you should not interpose an objection provided such 
project is not too ambitious, does not go beyond the provisions of that 
submitted to the Fourth Commercial Conference, deals only with eco- 
nomic and commercial questions, and will not, as stated in the Pan 
American Union Handbook, involve any additional expense on the 
budget of the Pan American Union. 

15. The Inter-American Protection of Patents of Invention (Chapter 
IV—Economic and Financial Problems—15) 

The inclusion of this topic in the Agenda grew out of a proposal 
made at the Fourth Pan American Commercial Conference held at 
Washington in October, 1931. At that conference, the Cuban delega- 
tion submitted two draft conventions, namely, (1) “Draft of a general 
convention for the Inter-American protection of patents, utility 
models, industrial models and industrial drawings”, and (2) “Draft 
of protocol on the Inter-American registration of patents.” The texts 
of these drafts are published as Annexes H and I, respectively, in the 
pamphlet containing the Final Act of the Fourth Pan American 
Commercial Conference.™ : 

Both drafts are very comprehensive in scope and include a pro- 
vision for establishing a central patent office to which applications 
for patents in all Pan American countries would be submitted and 
to which the patent offices of all Pan American countries would send 
copies of all applications for patents and related documents received 
by them. The proposal, in short, contemplates the setting up of a 
super patent office (probably at Habana) to which large fees would be 
paid for obtaining patents in the several Pan American countries. In 
this connection it may be observed that the Convention signed at 
Washington in 1929, establishing the Inter-American Trade Mark 
Bureau at Habana,” has been ratified by only two countries in addition 
to Cuba, thus indicating disapproval of the project by nearly all Pan 

“Fourth Pan American Commercial Conference, Final Act, pp. 28, 117%. 
© Toid., pp. 74, 100. 

. © Wor text of convention, see Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. 1, p. 670.
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American countries. It may safely be assumed that the proposal to 
establish a central clearing house for patent applications would re- 
ceive even less support than has been accorded to the Inter-American 

Trade Mark Bureau. 
The Pan American Commercial Conference of 1931 adopted a reso- 

lution declaring its lack of authority to sign such a convention and 
protocol on the subject of Patents, and recommended that the question 
be studied by experts. The principal recommendations of the resolu- 

tion read as follows: 

“1, That the Pan American Union appoint, after consultation with 
the American Republics, an Inter-American Commission on Indus- 
trial Property, composed of one expert from each country who, from 
their places of residence, shall send their views in writing on the 
questions submitted to their consideration. This Commission shall 
esignate from among its members an Executive Committee of five 

entrusted with the direction of the work. 
“), That the Inter-American Trade Mark Bureau at Havana serve 

as the Secretariat and the Archives of the Commission, and as an in- 
termediary between the members of the Commission. 

“3. That through said Commission there be transmitted to the Gov- 
ernments of the American Republics the above mentioned projects of 
convention and protocol, in order that prior to April 1, 1932, they may 
communicate their objections and observations to the Inter-American 
Trade Mark Bureau, which shall, without delay, transmit these com- 
munications to the Commission, in order that they may be utilized in 
the coordination and formulation of the instruments to be signed 
ater. — 

“4. That on completion, this work be submitted on the study and 
decision of the Seventh International Conference of American States, 
in case the latter has among its members sufficient experts on this 
matter, the appointment of whom is respectfully urged upon the 
American Governments, or to a conference of experts authorized to 
negotiate and sign the necessary agreements and to be convened by the 
Pan American Union.” © . 

It appears that, while a number of countries named representatives 
on the “Inter-American Commission”, recommended in the resolution 
above quoted, the Commission was never organized and did not con- 
sider the draft conventions, and, of course, did not submit the draft 
projects to the interested Governments for the study and comment 
contemplated by the resolution. 

It results, therefore, that the proposed preliminary study of the 
draft conventions has not been made, and it would be highly imprac- 
ticable to attempt to have the drafts considered at the forthcoming 
Conference with any serious idea of their adoption, even if there were 
general agreement as to the need for such a radical revision of the 

“8 Fourth Pan American Commercial Conference, Final Act, pp. 22-23.
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existing treaty and the establishment of the super patent office for 

which the draft projects provide. 

On August 20, 1910, there was concluded during the Fourth Inter- 

national Conference of American States at Buenos Aires an Inter- 

American Agreement on Patents.** According to the Department’s 

records the following countries are parties to the Convention: Brazil, 

Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Guatemala, Haiti, 

Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Uruguay, and the United 

States. | 
The position of the Commissioner of Patents as to the need for a 

further multilateral Convention on the subject of Patents is set forth 

in a memorandum of August 21, 1933, prepared for the Secretary of 

State for the information of the American delegates to the Seventh 

International Conference of American States. The Commissioner of 

Patents states that: 

“While the existing convention (August 20, 1910) is limited in ef- 
fect, its provisions conferring upon the signatory nations bare recip- 
rocal and priority privileges, the United States is not ready to enter 
into an ‘Inter-American protection of patents of invention’ which is 
one of the topics on the Agenda for the Seventh International Con- 
ference of American States to be held at Montevideo in December, 

. next. The United States, as one of the largest industrial nations of 
the world, has a highly developed patent system based on the exami- 
nation principle, as distinguished from mere registration, and main- 
tains a large staff of scientifically trained men, at a great expense to 
the inventors of the country, to examine patent applications for 
novelty, utility and invention before patents are issued. No other 
country in the world, even those industrially inclined, can claim a 
superior or more effective patent system and no one of the Central or 
South American nations has a patent system which is remotely com- 
parable. This is undoubtedly due to the fact that these nations are 
not highly industrialized and for that reason an effective patent sys- 
tem is not essential. This fact, together with indications that the 
peoples of these nations are not patent-minded, makes it inevitable 
that the United States would be the major contributor to an Inter- 
American patent convention while being the least benefited. The 
sentiment of the patent profession in this country is that the 1910 
Convention is satisfactory as to form and substance, and should not 
be modified. 

At the Fourth Pan American Commercial Conference at Washing- 
ton in 1931, the delegate from Cuba proposed * a General Convention 
for the Inter-American Protection of Patents involving the establish- 
ment of a central patent bureau to collect and classify patents from all 
parts of the world and to distribute information in regard thereto. 
This bureau would be in effect a super Patent Office. The proposal is 
one of such tremendous magnitude and scope as to be impractical, re- 
quiring as it would the duplication of our own Patent Office as well as 

® Foreign Relations, 1910, pp. 50-52. 
“Fourth Pan American Commercial Conference, Final Act, p. 22.
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all similar offices now maintained by the several nations. It is a pro- 
posal on which the various nations could never reach an agreement. 
However, rather than for the American delegates to reveal an antag- 
onistic or uncooperative attitude, it might be advisable for them to ex- 
press an interest in the plan of the Cuban delegate, and even to go 
so far as to suggest the appointment of a committee of experts to 
consider the plan and to report at some future convention. Being 
assured that no committee of experts could agree upon an effective 
plan, satisfactory to all the nations, this suggestion would serve to re- 
move the subject from the present convention, and to suppress attempts 
to modify or revise the existing convention, which basically is about as 
far as the United States should go.” (File No. 710.G 14/165). 

If the subject of patent protection should be discussed at the Confer- 
ence, the delegates of the United States should act in accordance with 
the following instructions: 

_ 1. They should refrain, if reasonably possible, from participating 
in any discussion of the subject, but should give their support to any 
proposal made to eliminate Topic 15 of the Program from discussion, 
or to defer its consideration to some future Conference, after adequate 
study by a committee of experts and the submission of their report to 
all interested Governments, with ample opportunity for examination 
and decision by the appropriate authorities of each Government. 

2. In the unanticipated event that a serious effort be made to have 
the Conference sign the draft convention and protocol, either in 
their original or modified form, the delegates of the United States 
will oppose such efforts, emphasizing the lack of preparation by the 
Conference for the proper consideration of the very important and 
complex problems involved in the draft projects, and the imperative 
need for a comprehensive study of the projects by carefully selected 
experts. 

3. In the event that the Conference should decide to conclude any 
convention on the subject of Patents, the delegates of the United States 
will refrain from signing such a convention. 

16. Convention on Customs Procedure and Port Formalities 

The draft convention to be presented to the Conference on the 
subject of simplification of customs procedure and port formalities ® 
was prepared at a meeting of experts on the subject, on which the 
United States was represented, and meets with the approval of the 
various branches of the American Government concerned, except 
as indicated below. See Appendix 24.% Therefore, subject to the 
modifications herein suggested, you may approve the convention, 
making at the same time in writing, specific reservations to Article 
III, Section 1, last paragraph and Section 14, and Article IV 
Section 3, in case these sections are not amended to meet the views 
hereinafter set forth. 

3 For text of convention, see Special Handbook for the Use of Delegates, 
p. . 

* Appendix 24 not printed.
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1. Article III, Section 1. The last paragraph of this section, which 

reads: 

“Tt is also agreed that where ad valorem duties are assessed the value 

in the country of origin be adopted as the uniform basis for determin- 

ing the dutiable value, and that value shall be construed to mean 

the f. o. b. value of the merchandise as defined by the laws of the 

importing country in the port or point of export in the country of 

origin.” sometnlbel 

should be eliminated since it is of a highly controversial nature. It 

is a matter which was under consideration during the last Congress 

of the United States and in all probability will be given further 

consideration by Congress when it reconvenes, If it is not omitted 

a specific reservation that this Government does not adhere to this 

provision should be made. 

2. Article III, Section 5 should be modified to limit the requirement 

for thirty days’ advance notification of changes in tariff duties to 

“administrative changes”. 

3, Article III, Section 14 should be amended by the insertion of 

the words “other than commercial importations contracted for 

abroad”. This clause would then read : 

“(14) that free entry of descriptive catalogues and price lists 

other than commercial importations contracted for abroad be 

permitted.” 

4, Article IV, Section 3 as to documents required for aircraft might 

be omitted, but in any event should at least be amended by omitting 

the words “a single document” and inserting in lieu thereof the words 

“ag limited a number of documents as possible”. This is necessary 

to meet the requirements of American law and is in keeping with the 

provisions of Article X of the Commercial Aviation Convention con- 

cluded February 20, 1928 between the United States and other 

American republics.” 

5. Article IX, regarding arbitration, might be omitted, or if not, 

it should include more definite provisions as to the manner of arbi- 

tration. Moreover, arbitration should not be resorted to unless it 

shall be found impossible to reach an understanding by less formal 

methods, such as diplomatic discussion, etc. It is hardly to be ex- 

pected that every difference of opinion on the interpretation of the 

Convention, regardless of its importance, shall go to arbitration. 

It is suggested that a provision might be added to the effect that 

such arbitration shall be in conformity with any existing agreement 

between the parties with respect to the arbitration of differences 

arising between them. 

“ Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 585.
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17 (a). Bills of Exchange, Checks and other Commercial Papers. 
The Fourth Pan American Commercial Conference which met in 

Washington, D. C., in October, 1931, adopted the following resolution 
dealing with the subject: 

“Resolves : 
“To declare itself in favor of the adoption and enactment of uniform legislation on bills of exchange, checks and other commercial papers in the American Republics. 
“The Conference further feels that the uniformity of such legislation should partake of an international ag well as an Inter-American aspect. It, therefore, recommends the appointment by the Pan American 

Union of a small committee of experts for the purpose of readjusting the laws existing in the Americas, the British Bill of Exchange Act, and the already existing conventions and draft conventions on the matter, for the purpose of submitting to the Seventh International 
Conference of American States a project which shall as completely as possible secure uniformity of laws among all the American Republics without sacrificing substantial international uniformity.” 58 

In compliance with the provisions of the foregoing resolution the 
Pan American Union has requested the Permanent Committee on 
Comparative Legislation and Uniformity of Legislation at Habana 
to make this study. No record appears to be available in the De- 
partment indicating whether this Committee has concluded its 
investigation. 

In 1925 the Central Executive Committee of the Inter-American 
High Commission published a study on “Comparison of American 
legislation and all Bills of Exchange and Promissory Notes with the 
Uniform Regulation adopted at the Hague Convention of 1912”, 
This study is published in English and Spanish and should prove 
useful if the discussion is undertaken at the Conference. Copies of 
these are in the files of the Delegation. 

This is a topic that has been often and thoroughly considered by 
various agencies of the League of Nations. It is well recognized that 
there are two general types of legislation: (1) The Anglo-Saxon, and 
(2) the Latin. International efforts have tried to harmonize the two 
types and have annotated them thoroughly and led to the production 
of many drafts. We have a uniform law adopted by each of the 48 
States, and it would be unwise to attempt to modify it in any material 
way. 

However, the American Delegation reaffirms support of a proposal 
substantially similar to that adopted by the Fourth Pan American 
Commercial Conference to provide for a proper group to study the 
pertinent data and formulate a project which will as nearly as possible 
bring about substantial uniformity either in practice or result. (Note: 

* Fourth Pan American Commercial Conference, Final Act, pp. 21-22,
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It is believed essential that the basic work should be done by a small 
group which shall include persons thoroughly familiar with civil law 
practice, interpretation and procedure, and with common law practice, 
interpretation and procedure, both under the Negotiable Instruments 
Law and the Bill of Exchange Act. Such a project to be successful 
will require not only thorough study but meticulous draftsmanship.) 

A memorandum on this subject ® prepared in the Department of 
Commerce giving a background summary of previous international ef- 
forts in this field and the recommendations of that Department is in 
the files of the Delegation. | 

17(6) Bills of Lading 

The Fourth Pan American Commercial Conference adopted the 
following resolution regarding ocean bills of lading: 

“Whereas, the Fourth Pan American Commercial Conference is in 
favor of uniform laws governing ocean transportation and is pre- 
pared to support the work which has been done since 1921, by the In- 
ternational Chamber of Commerce for the purpose of securing the 
enactment of such laws by the leading commercial countries. 

‘Whereas, the Conference believes that the Hague Rules represent a 
fair division of the risks of transportation between carriers and the 
cargo interests and they should be the basis upon which international 
uniformity is sought. 

“Resolves: 
“To recommend the prompt enactment of the Hague Rules by all of 

the nations of the Americas, and that the subject be placed upon the 
agenda of the Seventh International Conference of American States 
to be held at Montevideo in December 1982.” © 

Your attention is invited to a study entitled: “Comparison of Amer- 
ican Legislation and the International Convention for the Unification 
of Certain Rules Relating to Bills of Lading” which was undertaken by 
Mr. Watson A. Baumert on behalf of the Central Executive Council 
of the Inter-American High Commission and published by the United 
States Government Printing Office in 1928. A copy of this is in the 
files of the Delegation. 

In commenting on the program of the Seventh International Con- 
ference of American States, the United States Department of Com- 
merce suggested that the delegation from the United States should 
favor the adoption of the Hague Rules, in principle, by the American 
Republics either through adherence to the Convention or by separate 
national legislative action. It should be noted that the United States 
was represented at the Conference which adopted these Rules but has 

* Not found in Department files. 
©” Fourth Pan American Commercial Conference, Final Act, p. 24; see also sec- 

tion entitled “Postponement of the Seventh International Conference of American 
States”, Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. v, pp. 1 ff.
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not as yet ratified the Convention. In general, American ocean car- 
riers have expressed approval of the Rules and legislation is now 
pending consideration by the Congress of the United States. Some 

minor modifications are believed necessary for the smooth transaction 
of business. The consensus of American opinion seems to be that the 
adoption of the principles of the Hague Rules should be undertaken 
by legislative action since it is felt that the Rules should be given a 
period of trial and that in case revisions are found desirable these can 
more readily be effected through a change in national legislation than 
through modification of an international convention. 

17(c) Insurance 

It would not appear to be a propitious time to consider an inter- 
national convention on uniform legislation relating to insurance; the 
movement to develop uniformity between the several States of the 
United States has not advanced sufficiently to permit agreement. 
However, the Delegation of the United States expresses sympathy 
with any movement within the separate republics to advance uniform 
national insurance regulations. 

Uniformity of marine insurance might yield useful results. In this 
connection your attention is called to a memorandum prepared by the 
Inter-American High Commission, a copy of which is in the files of 
the Delegation. 

17d. Simplification and Standardization of the Requirements for 
Powers of Attorney. (Chapter IV—Economic and Financial 
Problems—17d) | 

No project on this subject has been submitted by the Governing 
Board of the Pan American Union. It appears, however, that a draft 
of five paragraphs was prepared by Antonio Vardelde and submitted 
to the Pan American Union by Dr. Cartaya, President of the Per- 
manent Committee on Comparative Legislation and Uniformity of 
Legislation established at Habana under a Resolution of February 
18, 1928, of the Sixth Pan American Conference. The Resolution © 
provides in paragraph 3 (¢) that the committees provided for therein 
should compile material for transmission, together with draft-proj- 
ects, to the Pan American Union, which should submit them to the 
executive council of the American Institute of International Law 
“to the end that through a scientific consideration thereof the latter 
may make a technical study of such draft-projects and present its 
findings and formulas, in a report on the matter.” 

* Not found in Department files. 
“Sixth International Conference of American States, Final Act, Motions, 

Agreements, Resolutions and Conventions (Habana, 1928), p. 176.
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Paragraph 6 of the Resolution states that, in order to include in the 
program of the International Conferences the matters susceptible of 
codification or uniformity of legislation, and whenever agreed upon, 
“it shall be necessary that the governments have the draft-projects 
and antecedents for study at least one year in advance.” Inasmuch, 
therefore, as this draft apparently has not been prepared and sub- 
mitted in accordance with the terms of the Resolution, it is not to be 
considered as having any official status, although it may be presented 

directly to the Conference for consideration. 
A legal memorandum on the general subject, Legar—Annex 8, 

Appendix 25, is attached, as is also a copy of the draft (Appendix 26) 
and a memorandum prepared in the Commercial Law Section of the 
Department of Commerce. (Appendix 27).% The legal memo- 

randum contains a brief discussion of the legal problems arising in 
connection with powers of attorney, also a discussion of the draft just 
mentioned, and has attached to it copies of documents and excerpts 
from writings that may prove helpful. 

You should bear in mind that, in the United States, questions in- 
volving powers of attorney executed abroad for use in the United 
States generally relate to matters within the jurisdiction of the States. 
For this reason it is believed that any project recommended for adop- 
tion should be given effect through legislative action in the respective 

countries. If the Convention form is used little or no benefit will 
accrue to our commerce, since it is doubtful, in view of the fact that 
these matters are controlled largely by the States, whether such a 

Convention would be approved by the Senate. It appears that the 

law in many States is in harmony with the project and in many respects 

much more liberal than the draft proposal (i. e., permitting repre- 

sentatives and litigation without a formal power of attorney, in not 
requiring technicalities of form, protocolization, translation, etc.). Ii 

this procedure for adoption of the project is followed it can be recom- 

mended to the Commissioners on Uniform State Laws and other 

proper bodies for consideration and with possible prospects of adop- 

tion at least in so far as foreign commerce is concerned. 

It seems doubtful in view of the large number of subjects on the 

Program, and the fact that preparation for discussion of this subject 

has not been made in the manner contemplated by the above-men- 

tioned Resolution of February 18, 1928, whether serious consideration 

will be given this subject. 

17(e). Juridical Personality of Foreign Companies. (Chapter IV— 
Economic and Financial Problems—17(e) ) 

The Program of the Seventh International Conference of American 

States, as approved by the Governing Board of the Pan American 

® Appendices 25, 26, and 27 not printed.
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Union at the session of May 31, 1933, provides in the above-entitled 
Chapter, paragraph 17(¢), for the consideration of the subject 
Juridical Personality of Foreign Companies. 

No project concerning this subject appears to have been prepared 
for consideration at the forthcoming Conference as contemplated by 
the Resolution of the Habana Conference. In the absence of such 
a project, it is not possible to determine exactly what the scope of 
the discussion, if any, on this subject will be. 

It is not improbable, however, that some attempt will be made to 
obtain uniform regulations concerning the registration and inscrip- 
tion of foreign companies, as well as a more concise definition of the 
rights which the companies of one country shall enjoy in the terri- 
tories of another and also, possibly, a definition of the authority which 
the legal representative of a company must have to represent it in 
another country. While uniform regulations on questions such as this 
would be desirable, there is considerable doubt as to the extent to which 
this Government should participate in any such provisions since, under 
our form of Government, matters of this sort are largely within the 
jurisdiction of the several States and territories of the Union. Never- 
theless we would desire to encourage, in so far as possible, the con- 
clusion of any agreement the provisions of which would liberalize 
the treatment now accorded foreign corporations in ‘certain of the 
Latin American countries. 

While we have provided in some of our treaties of commerce for 
the recognition of the juridical status of foreign corporations and for 
allowing them access to the courts, the right of such corporations to 
establish themselves within territory of the United States and to ful- 
fill their functions has been left to the control of the several States. 
See Article XII of the Treaty of Friendship, Commerce and Consular 
Rights (1923) with Germany (Treaty Series 725).%* Similar pro- 
visions are contained in our treaties with El Salvador of 1926 (Treaty 
Series 827)® and Honduras of 1927 (Treaty Series 764) .° 

Article XII of the Treaty with El Salvador and Article XIII of 
the Treaty with Honduras, just referred to, after providing that the | 
right of corporations and associations of either High Contracting | 
Party to establish themselves within the territory of the other, estab- 
lish branch offices, and fulfill their functions therein, shall depend 
upon and be governed by the consent of such Party as expressed in its 
National, State or Provincial laws, contains the further stipulation 
that: 

“Tf such consent be given on the condition of reciprocity, the condition 
shall be deemed to relate to the provisions of the laws, National, State 

* Signed December 8, 1928, Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 11, p. 29. | 
* Signed at San Salvador, February 22, 1926, ibid., 1926, vol. 11, p. 940. 
* Signed at Tegucigalpa, December 7, 1927, ibid., 1927, vol. 111, p. 101.



SEVENTH PAN-AMERICAN CONFERENCE 109 

or Provincial, under which the foreign corporation or association de- 
siring to exercise such rights is organized.” 

The Department would be disposed to have included in any general 
convention that may be drafted provisions similar to those contained 
in the treaties with El Salvador and Honduras. 

The Department of Commerce has submitted the following sug- 
gestions and recommendations as to the course that might be pursued 
by the American Delegation: 

“Pecommendations. | 
“It is suggested that the American delegation support any project to 

refer this matter to a proper group of experts for further consideration 
and the preparation of a project which may help to eliminate these diffi- 
culties and uncertainties. It is suggested that the following prin- 
ciples should be kept clearly in mind and that the project to be sub- 
mitted should embody these principles: 

“(1) That the juridical personality of foreign corporations be 
generally recognized upon proof of their existence under the laws 
of their domicile, as set forth in a power of attorney presented by 
a judicial or other agent (see section 4 of project on Powers of 
Attorney). 

“(2) That the juridical personality be so recognized except upon 
failure to comply with the requirements for the registration when 
foreign companies have created | 

(a) an agency 
(6) a branch, or - 
(c) when they habitually engage in commerce within the 

jurisdiction in question. 

“(3) That the terms ‘agency’, ‘branch’ and ‘habitually engages 
in commerce’ be clearly and unmistakably defined at least to the 
extent which will make as certain as possible the dividing line 
between those foreign juridical entities required to register and 
those which are not so that such juridical entities may have the 
protection of knowing with certainty into which category they 
fall or that they are engaged in a course of conduct which may 
involve them in difficulty if they do not comply with the registra- 
tion requirements. 

“(4) That a procedure for the registration of foreign com- 
panies be suggested sufficient in detail to meet the proper purposes 
of the requirement of registration but obviating to the greatest ex- 
tent possible unnecessary and complicated formalities and proto- 
colization of corporate documents within the foreign jurisdiction. 

“Conclusion. | 
“The form which such a project should take presents a difficult prob- 

lem. If it is presented in the form of a convention it is possible 
that it would not apply to United States corporations unless such a 
convention could be ratified under a proper exercise of the regulatory 
power over foreign trade. Even if this is possible, it is very doubtful 

738036—50——13
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if such a ratification could be obtained on the ground that the matter 
is purely one for the exercise of State control. 

‘It is, therefore, probably more desirable that the project should be 
presented as a recommendation for adoption as a part of the domestic 
legislation of such jurisdiction. The laws of many of the States of the 
United States would then to a large extent conform to the project, 
and it is possible that a greater degree of uniformity and clarity in 
keeping with the project might be sbtained through a project of uni- 
form legislation. At least the matter could be recommended to the 
attention of the Commissioners on Uniform State Law.” 

In view of our constitutional difficulties in regulating matters of 
this character in so far as regards operations within a State, the sug- 
gestion of uniform legislation would appear to be the more feasible 
course to pursue. | 

There is attached for the information of the delegates a Memo- 
randum, Lecar—Annex 9, Appendix 28, for use by the Delegation 
in the event that the subject is brought up for consideration, also a 
copy of the memorandum submitted by the Department of Commerce. 
(Appendix 29) .% 

17(f). The losses caused by theft and pilferage of cargo in maritime 
commerce. 

It is suggested that your efforts be directed toward encouragement 
of legislation empowering administrative authorities to promulgate 
regulations for the protection of merchandise while in transit from 
the vessel and while in storage. 

Pilferage was a very serious problem in our foreign trade immedi- 
ately after the World War but the Department of Commerce states 
that during the last three or four years no important complaint of 
pilferage has been received in connection with our trade with Latin 
America. 

Cuarrer V—Social Problems ® 

18. Consideration of the Establishment of an Inter-American Bureau 
of Labor. 

There is in the files of the Delegation a copy of a memorandum ® 
received from the Department of Labor on the various topics treated 
under Item 18 of the Agenda, which should prove to be useful (though 
the conclusions therein should not be construed as instructions). 

In regard to the main items, the position of the American Delegation 

should be as follows: 

* Appendices 28 and 29 not printed. 
* See Handbook for the Use of Delegates, pp. 89-96. 
° Not found in Department files.
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Consideration of the Establishment of an Inter-American Bureau of 
Labor : 

This would appear to be impracticable as an immediate step. The 
United States Government could hardly expect to receive a return 
adequate to the expense in which it would be involved. 

The United States Department of Labor is making great efforts to 
expand and improve its fact-finding work in the field of labor condi- 
tions, industrial relations, and economic conditions affecting labor 
conditions, et cetera. All governments might be encouraged to push 
this work for themselves. Direct communication between the Depart- 
ments of Labor and Industry of the various governments, for the ex- 
change of information, might be developed, if the interest exists. 

The International Labor Office in Geneva is carrying out extensive 
work in this field now on a comparative international basis. 

[18] (a) Improvement of the condition of living of workmen: 

(1) Promotion of Safety in Industry 
Encouragement might be given to 

a. Keeping proper accident records in each country. 
6. Dissemination of information on accident prevention. 
c. The passage in each country of adequate compensation legisla- 

tion. 
d. Periodical meetings of national groups engaged in safety work. 

(A joint association already exists between Canada and the 
United States.) 

(2) Improved Housing Conditions 
The discussion of the subject is welcomed. But there are not ade- 

quate reasons for international action in this field; nor would such 
action be practicable. | 

Support might be given in this field to the already existing private 
international body “The International Federation for Housing and 
Town Planning”. 

[18](6) Social Insurance: Unemployment and Practical Forms of 
Unemployment Insurance. 

The competence of the United States Federal Government is very 
limited, and for this reason international agreement by this Govern- 
ment would be impracticable. But discussion of the problems in- 
volved, especially on unemployment insurance, might be fruitful. 

[18] (¢c) Uniformity of Demographic Statistics. 

This is a fundamental activity of governments and each govern- 
ment should be encouraged to do thorough work in this field. The 
work of the Permanent Office of the International Statistical Institute 
should be encouraged. Your attention is called to the above referred 
to memorandum prepared by the Department of Labor.
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19. Results of national and international conferences on child welfare, 

with a view to broadening the work of the inter-American Insti- 

tute at Montevideo. 

The work of the International American Institute for the Protec- 

tion of Childhood ” appears to be of a specialized nature and perhaps 

not appropriate for a general discussion at this conference. You may, 

however, express the interest of the Government of the United States 

in the work of the Institute. Your attention is called to a memoran- 

dum 7 prepared by the Department of Labor on this subject, a copy 

of which is in the files of the Delegation. 

With regard to any plan to reorganize the Institute, you will bear in 

mind that the economic program of this Government makes it im- 

probable that this Government would at present increase its contribu- 

tion to the Institute. You will, therefore, endeavor to confine the 

action of the conference to modest and feasible measures, which would 

not require an increase of the financial quota of this Government. 

20. Application to foodstuffs and pharmaceutical products exported 

to other American countries, of the same sanitary, pure food and 

drug regulations which are in effect in the country of production 

on all those commodities consumed therein. 

The Fourth Pan American Commercial Conference which met in 

Washington, D. C., October 5 to 18, 1931, adopted the following reso- 

lution regarding Animal and Vegetable Sanitary Police: 

1. To acknowledge as fundamental principles that sanitary police 
regulations effective at the present time, or enacted in the future to 

regulate the inter-American traffic of vegetable and animal products, 
must not have in their practical application the character of protective 
customs measures. 

9. That in the application of all restrictions of a sanitary nature 
in the inter-American traffic of animal and vegetable products, in 

order to determine the origin of the product, the term “infected zones” 

be used instead of “infected countries’; upon condition that the 

country of origin give all necessary facilities to determine its sanitary 

condition. 
3. To recommend to the American countries the negotiation of 

agreements for the regulation of the foregoing principles.” 

In order that the American delegation to the International Confer- 

ence of American States may have as definite and recent information 

as possible with respect to the position of the Government of the United 

States on this subject in connection with any discussion which may 

come before the Conference, the Department has obtained the follow- 

ing information from the Department of Agriculture in a letter dated 

October 20, 1933. a | | 

70 See Handbook for the Use of Delegates, p. 91. | 7 

7 Not found in Department files. os | 

7™ Wourth Pan American Commercial Conference, Final Act, pp. 27-28.
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“Understanding from your letter that you wish a statement as to 

the present legal position of this Department with reference to the 

matters embraced in the quotations given, I am pleased to advise you 

as follows: 
“1, With respect to Resolution 1, which reads as follows: 

‘To acknowledge as fundamental principles that sanitary police regulations 

effective at the present time, or enacted in the future to regulate the inter-Amer- 

iean traffic of vegetable and animal products, must not have in their practical 

application the character of protective customs measures.’ 

“Tt is not at any time intended by the Department (a) that its animal 

quarantine regulations, issued pursuant to Section 2 of the Act of Feb- 

ruary 2, 1906 [2903], (32 Stat. 792), which is the only one of the sev- 

eral so-called animal quarantine acts which authorizes the Secretary 

to regulate the importation of animals with a view to preventing the 

introduction of dangerous animal diseases, except Section 6 of the Act 

of August 30, 1890, (26 Stat. 416), as amended, which relates only to 

a certain class of diseased animals coming from Mexico, or (0) that its 

plant quarantine regulations issued pursuant to the Plant Quarantine 

Act of August 20, 1912 (87 Stat. 315), shall ‘have in their practical 

application the character of protective customs measures’, and it is 

believed that they do not have that character. It is quite obvious, 

however, that they do have the effect of such customs measures in some 

instances, and this is a result which the Department cannot avoid and 

ought not to attempt to avoid. 
“When, under the authority given by Section 2 of the Animal Quar- 

antine Act of February 2, 1903, or by Section 5 of the Plant Quarantine 

Act of August 20, 1912, it is found that diseases of animals or plants 

exist in any foreign country, the regulations adopted because of that 

finding are concerned solely with the prevention of the introduction of 

such animal or plant diseases into the United States. The collateral 

fact that such regulations may decrease or even prevent the importa- 

tion of the dangerous animals or plants, and thus have the effect of a 

protective customs measure, cannot properly concern this Department. 

“9. With respect to Resolution 2, which reads as follows: 

‘That in the application of all restrictions of a sanitary nature in the inter- 

American traffic of animal and vegetable products, in order to determine the 

origin of the product, the term “infected zones” be used instead of “infected 

countries”; upon condition that the country of origin give all necessary facilities 

to determine its sanitary condition.’ 

“It will be quite possible to comply with the suggestion thus made 

so that animal and plant quarantine regulations which restrict the 

importation of animals and plants may be made to relate to infected 

zones or infected regions in a foreign country instead of an infected 

country as a whole, because the present animal and plant quarantine 

laws providing for such restrictions on importation permit the sug- 

vested action, and, as a matter of fact, such limited restrictive action 

has been taken in some instances. 
“The fact must not be lost sight of, however, that, so far as rinder- 

pest and foot-mouth diseases are concerned, Congress has by Section 

306 (a) of the Tariff Act of 1930 taken the matter of regulating the 

@Toriff Act of June 18, 1930, approved June 17, 1930; 46 Stat. 590.
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importation of animals and domestic ruminants from ‘countries’ 
where those diseases exist, entirely out of the hands of the Department. 
The importation of such animals, as well as fresh, chilled or frozen 
beef, veal, mutton, lamb and pork from ‘any foreign country’ where the 
Secretary of this Department finds either or both of such diseases to 
exist, is absolutely prohibited ; and the Attorney General, in his recent 
opinion of August 11, 1933,” has held that the phrase ‘foreign coun- 
try’ as used in the Tariff Act, means an entire political entity. 

“In view of this Section of the Tariff Act and its interpretation by 
the Attorney General, this Department cannot use a zone or region of 
a foreign country in which such diseases exist as the basis of its regu- 
lation of animal importation because animals and meats, as specified in 
the Act, cannot be imported from such a country at all. 

“With respect to Item 20, which reads as follows: 
‘20. Application to foodstuffs and pharmaceutical products exported to other 

American countries, of the same Sanitary, pure food and drug regulations which 
are in effect in the country of production on all those commodities consumed 
therein.’ 

it is assumed that the same is based on the fact that the Seventh Pan- 
American Sanitary Conference, which met at Havana, Cuba, in No- 
vember, 1924,” adopted a model food and drugs act to be recommended 

: for consideration for enactment in principle by all American republics. 
“This Item as now stated would make admissible into the various 

countries any food or drug which met the regulations in effect in the 
country of production. In other words, foods and drugs entering 
the United States would be allowed entry if they met the laws of the 
country of origin. At the present time, of course, these laws vary 
greatly in the separate countries. Therefore, our standard for entry 
would be different for each particular country ; while the Federal food 
and drugs act requires us to determine by our own examination whether 
they meet its requirements, and to apply a uniform method of 
examination and action to foods regardless of country of origin. 

“The proposition put up in Item 20 is quite contrary to the spirit 
of the model food and drugs act previously referred to. Such a 
proposition as now put up for consideration would only be fair if 
there were uniform food laws in all these countries and they were 
carried out uniformly and the provisions of such act also uniformly 
carried out in these various countries. Obviously legally we could 
not accept this proposition nor would we think in fairness that, it 
should be accepted even though it were possible so to do. It would 
in fact be discriminatory and would simply provide that foods and 
drugs be examined in the country of origin as laxly or as strictly as 
might be desired in the country of origin and no supervision of im- 
ports as such, therefore, with no uniformity of requirements as re- 
gards importation into any particular country. It would place the 
onus of examination on the country making shipment. 

“Furthermore, I might indicate that the food and drugs act was 
passed for the protection of the American people with the idea of 

* 37 Op. Atty. Gen. 225. 
“See Foreign Relations, 1924, vol. I, pp. 266 ff.; also Transactions of the Sev- enth Pan American Sanitary Conference of the American RKepublics Held at Havana, Cuba, November 5 to 18, 1924 (Washington, Pan American Sanitary 

Bureau [1925?7]), p. 160.
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uniform quality for foods and drugs whether import or domestic. In 
fact, Section 11 dealing with imports and domestic sections of the act 
dealing with domestic Procedure are intended to be essentially identi- 
cal in so far as the effect produced is concerned. The act includes 
uniform definitions of adulteration and misbranding whether applied 
to imports or domestic products. As regards imports, too, I may say 
that Section 11 of the Act is almost identical in wording with an 
earlier law passed several years before the final food and drugs act 
was passed. The present proposal would be entirely contrary to and 
in fact nullify the intent of the act now in effect. 

“The Tariff Act of 1930, Section 306 (6), requires imported meats 
to comply with the regulations governing the inspection of domestic 
meats as provided for by the Act of June 30, 1906 (34 Stat. 674). 
Regulation 27, Section 2, of the Bureau of Animal Industry Order 
911 also prohibits the importation of meats and meat food products 
from any country which does not maintain a system of meat inspection 
the substantial equivalent of the one maintained in this country.” 

The letter from the Department of Agriculture referred to a model 
food and drugs act recommended to all the American republics by the 
Seventh Pan American Sanitary Conference which met at Habana, 
Cuba, in November, 1924. This model food and drugs act is quoted 
in the Transactions of the Seventh Pan American Sanitary Conference 

of the American Republics. 

21. Inter-American Copyright Protection and the Possibility of 
Reconciling the Habana and Rome Conventions *° 

It is not expected that this item of the agenda will be pressed for 
consideration, but if the discussion of the subject should be urged by 
any of the delegates, you will be guided by the following instructions. 

The Department is of the opinion that no useful purpose would be 
served by the conclusion of a new copyright convention unless it were 
possible to agree upon a convention which all countries of the Pan 
American Union—including those which are not now parties to any 
Pan American convention on copyrights—would be willing to ratify 
and make effective by appropriate legislation. The correctness of this 
view seems to be amply confirmed by the fact that Pan American copy- 
right relations are based on four separate and materially different 
treaties, beginning with the convention of Montevideo concluded in 
1889 down to the last convention concluded at Habana in 1928. 

A list is appended hereto showing the countries which are mutually 
bound by the several conventions” according to the statement of 
ratifications contained in Document No. 5 ® prepared for the informa- 
tion of the delegates by the Executive Committee of the American 

* See Handbook for the Use of Delegates, pp. 97-98. 
7 Post, p. 118. 
8 Documents for the Use of Delegates, No. 5: “Report Submitted by the Execu- 

tive Committee of the American Institute of International Law.”
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Institute of International Law. The inferences drawn by the Com- 
mittee on pages one and two of this report do not appear to be en- 
tirely consistent with the data on which they are based, which is given 
on page one of the document, and the correctness of the appended list 
depends on the accuracy and completeness of the Committee’s data, 
which the Department has not had opportunity fully to examine. It 
is believed, however, that the statement as to ratification of the several 
treaties is substantially correct. 
Assuming the correctness of the Committee’s data on ratifications, it 

appears that of the twenty-one countries in the Pan American Union, 
four are not parties to any Pan American copyright convention and 
that the largest number of countries having mutual relations under 
any of the treaties is thirteen, under the convention of 1910. The 
convention of 1928, concluded at Habana, is mutually binding on 
only three countries, the convention of Rio de Janeiro on only nine 
countries, and the Montevideo convention on only five countries. 

It is apparent, therefore, that there is a serious lack of uniformity 
and effectiveness in the copyright relations of the countries of the 
Pan American Union and that this situation can be remedied only by 
the conclusion of an agreement which will be acceptable to all or to 
practically all of the countries of the Union and actually made effective 
by them. 

The formulation of such a convention would seem to require a com- 
prehensive preliminary study by all the governments concerned in 
order that general principles might. be agreed upon before the con- 
vening of a conference to conclude such a convention. It is obvious 
that the subject has not received the consideration and study which 
its importance and complexity warrant, and this Government would 
therefore recommend that the action of the conference on Item 21 be 
limited to the adoption of a resolution strongly urging all the gov- 
ernments of the Union to enter upon an immediate exchange of views 
with the purpose of endeavoring to reconcile and adjust differences of 
opinion on the more important phases of the question and that a 
committee of qualified experts be appointed by each country to coop- 
erate with similar committees in all other American countries with a 
view to arriving at a general consensus of opinion as to the provisions 
of a convention which would be generally acceptable in all countries 
and which they would agree to make effective. 

However, if a determined effort should be made to conclude a copy- 
right convention, the Delegation of the United States is authorized 
to support a revision of the Habana Convention of 1928” so as to 
bring it into General conformity with the convention of Bern ® as 

® Sixth International Conference of American States, Final Act, p. 123. 
” British and Foreign State Papers, vol. Lxxvtt, p. 22.
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revised at Rome in 1928. Copies of the two conventions are attached 
hereto. If such a revision should be undertaken by the conference, 
the American Delegation is particularly instructed to urge the elimina- 
tion of the formalities prescribed by Article 3 of the Habana con- 
vention and the adoption of substantially the same provision 
respecting automatic copyright which is contained in Article 4 of the 
convention of Rome. The delegation will also make every effort to 
include a provision for the control by the copyright owner of the 
radio diffusion of his work at least to the extent provided by Article 11 
bis of the Rome Convention. 

If the conference should decide to conclude a convention substan- 
tially similar to the convention of Rome, the Delegation of the United 
States is authorized to sign it in behalf of this Government, but if a 
convention should be adopted containing any material departures 
from the Rome convention, an adequate statement of the differences 
should be telegraphed to the Department with a request for instruc- 
tions. 

The Department refrains from any detailed comment respecting 
the views of the Executive Committee of the American Institute of 
International Law contained in Document No. 5 herein mentioned, 
but it questions whether the asserted superiority of the Habana con- 
vention over the Rome convention could be established in any practical 
way, particularly in view of the fact that the Habana convention has 
been accepted by only three of the countries of the Pan American 
Union while at least seventeen countries of the Copyright Union of 
Bern have accepted the convention of Rome. The Department also 
considers highly impracticable the suggestion tentatively made by 
the Committee in the concluding paragraph of its report respecting 
the formulation of a common convention to be open to adherence of all 

the states of the world. 
Since this proposal apparently contemplates the eventual substitu- 

tion of the suggested convention for the conventions of the Inter- 
national Copyright Union of Bern, the practical objections to the sug- 
gestion are apparent and it is deemed improbable that the suggestion 
will be seriously considered by the conference. If it should be urged, 
however, the American Delegation will oppose this suggestion em- 
phasizing the importance of attaining the greatest degree of present 
practical cooperation and frankly recognizing the practical problems 
and difficulties disclosed by long experience which seem clearly to 
render impossible the conclusion at this time of a convention which 
would be entirely satisfactory to the numerous and conflicting interests 
concerned with copyright throughout the world. 

* Convention for the Protection of Literary and Artistic Works Signed at 
Berne, September 9, 1886, As Revised and Signed at Berlin, November 13, 1908, 
and at Rome, June 2, 1928, Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 403.
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LIST OF PAN AMERICAN COPYRIGHT CONVENTIONS, SHOWING COUNTRIES 

IN WHICH EACH CONVENTION IS IN FORCE 

Signed-At Date Concluded Countries Mutually Bound by Convention 

Montevideo January 11,1889" Argentina, Bolivia, Paraguay, Peru 
and Uruguay. 

Mexico January 27, 1902 8 None. 

(This treaty has been superseded by subsequent treaties to which original 
signatories have become parties.) 

Rio de Janeiro August 23, 1906 Chile, Brazil, Costa Rica, Ecuador, 
Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, 
Panama, Salvador. 

Buenos Aires August 11, 1910 ® Haiti, Brazil, Costa Rica, Domin- 
ican Republic, Ecuador, Guate- 
mala, Honduras, Nicaragua, Pan- 

ama, Paraguay, Peru, United 
States, Uruguay. 

Habana February 18, 1928 Costa Rica, Guatemala and Pan- 
ama. 

The countries hereinafter listed do not appear to be parties to any 
Pan American copyright convention: 

Mexico, Colombia, Venezuela, Cuba. 

22. American Bibliography: 

(a) Exchange of information. 

(>) Encouraging national and continental bibliographic effort. 
You may join with other delegations in reaffirming the Reso- 

lution adopted at the Sixth International Conference of American 
States on this subject which is printed on page 98 of the Pan Ameri- 
can Handbook for the Use of Delegates. It is, of course, understood 
that there will be no financial commitments connected therewith. 

23. Keport on the results of the Congress of Rectors, Deans and Edu- 
cators, which met at Habana in February, 1930.°" 

Your attention is called to a memorandum on the Congress of Rec- 
tors, Deans, and Educators at Habana, 1930,** which is attached hereto 
as Appendix 30.°° Following the meeting of this Congress, prompt 
steps were taken in this country to form a National Council of Intel- 
lectual Cooperation. A Council of sixty-three distinguished members 

” British and Foreign State Papers, vol. xc, p. 680. _ | | 
* Foreign Relations, 1908, p. 621. 
* Third International American Conference, General Acts, 1906, p. 1. 
© Foreign Relations, 1910, p. 157. | 
* Sixth International Conference of American States, Final Act, p. 128. 
* See Handbook for the Use of Delegates, pp. 100-103. 7 : 
* Department of State, Conference Series No. 8: Inter-American Congress of 

Rectors, Deans, and Educators in General, Habana, Cuba, February 20-23, 1980: 
Report of the Chairman of the Delegation of the United States of America (Wash- 
ington, 1931). | 

° Appendix 30 not printed. | | |
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and an executive committee of nine, both headed by President Ray 
Lyman Wilbur of Stanford University, were appointed by the Secre- 
tary of State. Funds were then requested of Congress for the main- 
tenance of central offices, with a permanent secretary in charge. But, 

on account of the economic crisis which had begun to develop in 1929, 

the necessary appropriation was not granted; and the Council, whose 
members are widely scattered, has not been able to function. 

This situation and its causes should be explained to the Latin-Amer- 

ican members of the Conference. They are more familiar with a 

system in which the government manifests a direct interest in and 

exercises its control over cultural activities. Many of them may be 

unaware that in this country these matters are left almost exclusively 

to State or individual initiative. You will doubtless find opportunity 

to make it clear to them that in Washington there are Departments 

neither of Public Instruction nor of the Fine Arts; that the Federal 

Government does not maintain or supervise the educational system of 

the country; that many of our outstanding universities and secondary 
schools, of our learned societies, research laboratories, museums, and 

libraries, if occasionally supported in part by States or municipalities, 

are largely due to private generosity. 

At the same time it should also be made clear that there exists in the 

United States among educators, scientists, artists, and writers, a 

strong sentiment in favor of intellectual cooperation. Such organiza- 

tions as the National Research Council, the Carnegie Institution of 

Washington, the American Geographical Society, and the Institute of 

International Education are already engaged in intellectual coopera- 

tion with Latin American countries on a large scale. This sentiment 

and these activities will continue to operate, even if the traditions and 

circumstances of our Government make it improbable that the Gov- 

ernment will at present contribute toward the maintenance either of 

the National Council or of the Inter-American Institute of Intellectual 

Cooperation at Habana. 
In short it is desirable that you do your best to confine discussion 

of the future of the Institute to modest and feasible projects, such as 

can be adopted by all its members. Nothing is less likely, for instance, | 

than that the twenty-one governments would, even in more reassuring 

conditions, find it practicable to create and to maintain at Panama the 

proposed University of Bolivar. It appears equally improbable that 

the same governments will at present feel disposed to guarantee reg- 

ular contributions for the maintenance of the headquarters of the Insti- 

tute, as sooner or later will be recommended. If the Institute is to 

function at all during these difficult times it can do so only by begin- 

ning in a small way, with plans which can be carried out, requiring a 

minimum of expenditure. The most feasible and not the least useful
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appear to be those which concern the collection of bibliographical 
data, the pooling of information in regard to the cultural facilities of 
the various countries, and the interchange of professors, graduate stu- 
dents, and research missions. | 

You are especially desired to impress upon the Conference the desir- 
ability of testing the possibilities of existing agencies before creating 
new ones. An interesting example of what may be done in this direc- 
tion is afforded by the experience of a series of Congresses in which 
several Latin American countries are represented. According to a 
report on the recent Pacific Science Congress, more has been accom- 
plished in the oceanographic exploration of the Pacific Ocean since 
1928 than in all previous time. This was the result of concerted action 
adjusted to a general plan and carried out by organizations or indi- 
viduals who had not bound themselves to execute this or that resolution. 
“The spirit is worth more than the promise,” states the report. 

It will be recalled that a resolution of the Sixth Conference provided 
that “Pending the definitive organization of the Inter-American Insti- 
tute of Intellectual Cooperation, the Pan American Union will pro- 
ceed” © to perform many of the functions which were contemplated 
for the Institute. In accordance with this resolution the “Division of 
Intellectual Cooperation” of the Pan American Union has been en- 
deavoring in every way possible to foster and promote intellectual 
cooperation throughout the Western Hemisphere. There is also a 
Permanent Committee of the Governing Board on Intellectual Cooper- 
ation. 

24. International Cooperation to Make Effective Respect for and Con- 
servation of the National Domain Over Historical Monuments and 
Archaeological Remains. 

This Government is heartily in sympathy with the conservation and 
protection of historical monuments and archaeological remains, and 
the great amount of work done in this country and abroad by various 
American scientific and educational institutions in the field of archae- 
ology is well known. 

The Department looks with favor upon the cooperation of the Pan 
American Union in the diffusion of archaeological studies, as is con- 
templated by the Resolution of the Fifth International Conference of 
American States (see pages 103-106 of Pan American Handbook). 
You may join with other delegations in approving continued action 
along this line, provided it does not entail additional expenses to this 
Government. Should any plan be proposed at the Conference calling 
for action by the respective Governments, you will call attention to 
the fact that in general such matters come within the jurisdiction of 
the State Governments in this country. 

” Sixth International Conference of American States, Final Act, pp. 129-180.
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25. Inter-American Fluvial Navigation: Reports of the Governments 
on Technical Studies Relative to the Navigation of Rivers and the 
Elimination of Obstacles to Navigation, and the Possibility of 
Connecting or Bettering the Connections Which Ewist Between 
Them. 

The resolution concerning the navigability of rivers which was 
adopted at the Sixth Conference in Habana ® is printed on pages 107- 
109 of the Handbook for the Use of Delegates. 

This Government has complied with the provisions of the resolution 
by submitting to the Pan American Union on March 10, 1930, a report 
of the character in question entitled “Transportation in the Mississippi 
and Ohio Valleys”, together with a copy of the Annual Report of the 
Chief of Engineers for 1929, in two parts, containing detailed infor- 
mation relating to the scope and methods of improvement of rivers 
and harbors throughout the United States. One copy of each of these 
publications mentioned is in the files of the Delegation as well as a 
copy of the Annual Report of the Chief of Engineers for 1932. 

26. Report of the Pan American Railway Committee.® 

The Fifth International Conference of American States adopted 
a resolution * providing for the reorganization of the inter-Con- 
tinental Railway Commission established by the First International 
Conference of American States under the name of the Pan American 
Railway Committee. This Committee, in its report to the Sixth Con- 
ference, proposed that the project of Mr. Briano for the change of 
the route of the Pan American Railway be adopted. The Sixth Con- 
ference, however, rejected this proposal and favored the retention of 
the original Andean route. The Acting Chairman of the Committee 
has presented a report, which is attached as Appendix 31.% An 
historical account of the Pan American Railway Committee is in 
the files of the Delegation. 

You may manifest the interest which has always been felt by the 
United States in improving inter-American communications and 
endorse any deserving action by the Conference with a view to recom- 
mending that the participating States use their best efforts to further 
the work of the Pan American Railway Committee. 

* See Handbook for the Use of Delegates, pp. 107-109. 
Sixth International Conference of American States, Final Act, p. 95. 

* See Handbook for the Use of Delegates, pp. 109-110. 
* Fifth International Conference of American States, Acta Final, Convenciones 

y Resoluciones (Santiago, 1923), pp. 44, 46. 
* See Sixth International Conference of American States, Final Act, p. 95. 
°° Appendix 31 not printed.
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27. Study of the penal provisions and of the regulations of the Con- 
vention on Commercial Aviation signed at the Siath International 

Conference of American States. : 

It is felt that the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation %° 
has not been ratified by a sufficient number of countries and has not 
been in force between the parties thereto a sufficient length of time 
to determine the effect of the provisions of the Convention. The 
American delegation should, therefore, take the position that the 
very limited experience in the practical operation of the Convention 

does not afford a sufficient basis for a satisfactory discussion of the 
matters covered by Topic 27 of the Agenda. 

While the members of the American delegation should refrain 
from making any commitments with respect to Topic 27 they should 
advocate the adoption of a resolution providing that the views and 
recommendations of any delegations participating in a discussion 

of this Topic should be referred to all the governments signatories 
to the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation, with a view to 
having them fully considered at the Eighth International Conference 
of American States, provided that the Convention shall have been 
more generally ratified by that time. 

The American delegates should favor the adoption of a resolution 
recommending that countries that have not ratified the Convention do 
so at an early date. 

It may be stated for the information and guidance of the American 
delegates that it is felt that should any definite action be taken by the 
Conference looking to the adoption of regulations under the Conven- 
tion, such action might have an unfavorable effect upon air transporta- 
tion lines in the Latin American countries operated by American citi- 
zens and upon American aircraft making occasional flights to those 
countries. 

Only one of the larger Latin American countries, namely, Mexico, 
has so far ratified the Convention and it has not been ratified by any 
South American country. There is reason to believe that some of the 
countries which have not ratified the Convention may not at the present 
time be favorably disposed toward ratification. 

Under Article 4 of the Convention on Commercial Aviation each 
contracting state undertakes in time of peace to accord freedom of 
innocent passage above its territory to the aircraft of other contract- 

” See Documents for the Use of Delegates to the Seventh International Con- 
ference of American States, No. 8: A Comparative Study of the Laws and 
Regulations Governing Aerial Navigation in the Countries, Members of the 
Pan American Union, by Leland Hyzer of Miami, Florida, a contribution to the 
consideration of Topic 27 of the Program of the Conference (Washington, Pan 
American Union, 1933). 

* Signed February 20, 1928, Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 585.



SEVENTH PAN-AMERICAN CONFERENCE 123 

ing states, subject to the conditions laid down in the Convention. The 

Government of the United States considers that this Article obviates 

the necessity of making a request through diplomatic channels that 

special authorization be obtained whenever a private aircraft of a 

contracting state is to be flown on a special or tour flight over the terri- 

tory of another contracting state. An effort has been made by this 

Government to have the countries now parties to the Convention accept 

this interpretation.” It has been agreed to by the Governments of 

Costa Rica, Nicaragua and the Dominican Republic but opposed by 

the Government of Guatemala. Other Latin American countries now 

parties to the Convention have not reached a decision in the matter. 

If special permission must be obtained for each flight the purposes of 

the Convention which, like other international agreements of the 

kind, was intended to facilitate international air navigation, would 

be largely nullified. 
While, as stated, it is not desired that the members of the American 

delegation make any commitments with respect to the matters covered 

by Topic 27, they may if the question of the right of entry under 

Article 4 of the Convention on Commercial Aviation comes up for 

discussion, take a position on the question in line with the viewpoint of 

this Government. 
A copy of a memorandum on the Habana Convention on Commercial 

Aviation is enclosed. (Appendix 382). 

28(a). Results of the International Conferences of American States; 

(a) Reports submitted by the delegations on the action taken by 

the States on the conventions and resolutions adopted at the 

Pan American Conferences, with special reference to the Siath 

Conference. | 

There is attached for your information a memorandum on the 

action that has been taken by the Government of the United States on 

the conventions and resolutions adopted at the Pan American Confer- 

ences. (See Appendix 33.)? The report concerning the Sixth Con- 

ference appears on pp. 24 to 36 of this memorandum. ‘There is a copy 

of this memorandum in the files of the Delegation which you will 

present to the Conference at the appropriate time. | 

98(b). The Inter-American Highway 

The Sixth International Conference of American States adopted 

two resolutions looking toward the promptest practicable construction 

of a motor highway, or the coordination of existing national highway 

” See section entitled, “Interpretation of Article IV of Habana Convention on 

Commercial Aviation Adopted February 20, 1928”, pp. 607 ff. 
1 Appendix 32 not printed. : 
* Appendix 33 not printed.
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systems, which would connect all of the member countries, especially 
those of the continental areas. (See Report of United States Delega- 
tion, Appendices 34 and 47.) Both the executive and legislative 
branches of this Government took appropriate early occasions to ex- 
press their interest in having it do what it properly could toward 
cooperating with other American Governments in carrying out these 
recommendations of the Habana conference. 

Early in 1930 the Congress of the United States appropriated 
$50,000 to be expended in cooperating with the other interested Gov- 
ernments which should request such cooperation in reconnaissance 
surveys to locate the best route or routes for such a highway. The 
Governments of Guatemala, Nicaragua, Panama, Honduras and Costa 
Rica requested such cooperation. Engineers of the Bureau of Public 
Roads of the Department of Agriculture of this Government, who 
were assigned to the task, have, during the last three years, completed 
such surveys of the routes through the five countries which requested 
their assistance, coordinating these routes with the termini of the 
routes already determined through the other two interested countries. 
The engineers are now preparing a report, for the Secretary of State 
to communicate to Congress, showing the results of their work.* (See 
memorandum entitled “The Inter American Highway” attached hereto 
as Appendix 34.) 

You are instructed to submit to the Conference at the appropriate 
time a “Report of the Delegates of the United States of America to 
the Seventh International Conference of American States on the Inter- 
American Highway Reconnaissance Survey”, a copy of which is in 
the files of the Delegation. This shows the steps taken by your Gov- 
ernment to cooperate with those of other American States (in compli- 
ance with the recommendations of the several international confer- 
ences referred to in the preceding paragraph) toward the realization 
as promptly as may be practicable of the projected Inter American 
Highway. 

The Act of Congress authorizing the expenditure provided that the 
funds were to be used in carrying out reconnaissance surveys 

“to develop the facts and to report to Congress as to the feasibility of 
possible routes, the probable cost, the economic service and such other 
information as will be pertinent to the building of an inter-American 
highway or highways”. 

This report for the Congress has not yet been completed and, until 
it 1s available, it would seem advisable to hold in abeyance any definite 

*See section entitled “Cooperation of the United States With Several Other 
Governments in Reconnaissance Surveys for an Inter-American Highway”, For- 
eign Relations, 1930, vol. 1, pp. 279 ff.; Senate Document No. 244, 73d Cong., 
2d sess. : Proposed Inter-American Highway. 

° Appendix 34 not printed.
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plans for the realization of the project. Should discussion of it occur, 
you are authorized to use any of the information embodied in the 
attached memorandum (Appendix 34) which you may choose to 

employ in evidence of your Government’s interest in furthering the 

project. 

98 (b) The Pan American Institute of Geography and History ° 

It is probable that at the Conference there will be discussion of the 

status of the Pan American Institute of Geography and History. 

If inquiries concerning the attitude of this Government toward the 

Institute are made you should in general point out that the Govern- 

ment of the United States is not a member of the Institute and in the 

light of the present economic conditions probably will not be in a 

position seriously to consider adhering to the Institute and paying 

its quota for a number of years to come. This attitude is occasioned 

by the necessity for restricting Government expenditures and not by 

a lack of interest in the work of the Institute. 

With reference to meetings of the Assembly of the Institute, you 

are informed that at the first Assembly held in Rio de Janeiro on 

December 26, 1932, this Government, in response to the invitation of 

the Brazilian Government, was represented by Doctor Wallace 

W. Atwood,’ assisted by the Honorable Edwin V. Morgan, Ameri- 

can Ambassador to Brazil. This meeting voted to hold the second 

Assembly in the United States in 1935 and elected Doctor Atwood 

as executive president for three years. In accepting this office Doctor 

Atwood stated that he was without instructions from his Government 

but that on behalf of the many scientific bodies which he represented, 

he voiced their desire to cooperate toward the success of the next 

meeting. 
The Department’s attitude with reference to the second Assembly 

is that in the absence of specific authorization by Congress and pro- 

vision of funds for the expenses thereof, this Government is unable 

officially to invite the Institute to hold its next Assembly in this coun- 

try but that while this Government would not object to the meeting 

being held here and would grant every appropriate facility, it should 

be thoroughly understood that no responsibility can be undertaken 

respecting the arrangements for or the conduct of the meeting and 

that no funds are available for use in this connection. 

In any discussion which may arise, therefore, concerning the second 

Assembly of the Institute you are instructed to present the views out- 

lined above, emphasizing particularly that since the United States is 

®Created by resolution of the Sixth International Conference of American 

States (Final Act, p. 7). 
™ President of Clark University and Director of the School of Geography. 

738036—50——14
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not a member of the Institute and cannot seriously consider member- 
ship in the near future, the only course properly open to it is to refrain 
for the present from activity in connection with the Institute, 

Your attention is further invited to the fact that the Mexican Gov- 
ernment has made generous contributions to the support of the Insti- 
tute and has erected a building to house its activities. The Govern- 
ment of that country therefore feels a particular interest in the welfare 
of the Institute and is perhaps inclined to regard it as much in the hight 
of a Mexican organization as an international organization. Our 
position should therefore be explained as sympathetically as possible 
to the interested Mexican representatives and regret should be ex- 
pressed that we cannot give the practical cooperation to the Institute 
which they have desired. 

You are referred to the following documentation on this subject 
which are attached hereto: A memorandum with enclosures, giving the 
background of the Department’s attitude towards the Institute; Ap- _ 
pendix 35. A communication dated August 19, 1933, addressed to 
Doctor Atwood; Appendix 35. Encl. 1. A note from the Mexican 
Chargé d’Affaires dated August 8, 1933; and Appendix 35. Encl. 2. 
The Department’s reply thereto dated September 1, 1933. Appendix 
35. Encl. 3. 

29(a). Consideration of the Extraordinary Convocation o f the Inter- 
national Conferences of American States.® 

It is the opinion of this Government that the periodic international 
conferences of American states afford desired opportunities for inter- 
change of views and the discussion of matters of common interest to 
the various American republics. The instructions to the delegates to 
the fifth conference in 1923 »° stated : 

“It is highly important that every facility for conference should be 
provided. The more important need is the arrangement for coopera- 
tion in technical services, for the coordination of expert investigation, 
for facilities for negotiations leading to uniformity of action where 
that is desirable, and for the promotion of vital interests of health and 
education. This Government strongly favors any arrangements which 
may be effective to these ends.” 

It is the opinion of this Government, however, that the number of 
conferences, both general and technical, should be limited only to those 
which are necessary and for which there has been the appropriate 
amount of technical preparation and investigation to warrant practical 
action by the conference. 

® Appendix 35 not printed. 
” See Handbook for the Use of Delegates, pp. 113-114. 
* Not printed.
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It is the opinion of the Department that the method now followed 

in the convocation of the periodic international conferences of Amer1- 

can states would be the most practical and efficient method to be fol- 

lowed in the convocation of extraordinary conferences. It would seem 

that the effectiveness of international organization can best be pro- 
moted through the close coordination and the linking together of the 
various inter-American agencies. Since the Governing Board of the 
Pan American Union is the continuing organ of the international 
conferences of American states and the centralizing agency of inter- 
American activities, it is believed that the Governing Board should be 
given the function of providing for the convocation of extraordinary 
conferences provided a majority of the delegations at the conferences 
favor such a provision. . 

29 (b). Participation in the Pan American Conferences, and the ad- 
hesion of non-signatory States to the conventions signed at such 
Conferences. 

This topic was included on the agenda at the suggestion of the Gov- 
ernment of Mexico. The original proposal referred specifically to 
the participation of Canada in the Pan American Conferences, but 
due to certain objections of a technical character, the item was changed 
toa more general nature. This eliminated the question of the partici- 
pation of Canada at the Seventh Conference, but left the question open 
for the consideration of the Conference as far as the future is con- 

cerned. 
The question of participation in the Pan American Conferences will 

probably center around the admission of (1) Canada, but it is possible 
that the participation, either officially or by unofficial observers, of 
(II) Spain, or the colonies of European nations located in the West- 
ern Hemisphere, and of the (III) League of Nations, might also be 

considered. 

I. CANADA 

1. Sixth Conference. The question of the admission of Canada to 
the Pan American Union and the Pan American Conferences was un- 
officially broached during the Sixth International Conference in 1928. 
The head of the Mexican delegation, Sefior Julio Garcia, in an inter- 
view, expresssed himself in favor of admitting Canada as a member of 
the Pan American Union. His colleague, Fernando Gonzales Roa, 
and the Chilean delegate, Carlos Silva Vildosola, were also represented 
as favoring such a move. No proposal, however, was presented to the 

Conference. | 
During the conference, the following telegrams were exchanged be- 

tween the delegation and the Department:
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“57. February 1, 5 p. m. 
“But only for the Secretary. 
“Your number 38, January 31, 6 p.m.” 
“I know of no movement to propose inclusion of Canada in Pan 

American Union. It is of course entirely possible that Mexico or even 
some other delegation may propose Canada for membership. In such 
case I do not think it would be advisable for the United States to 
oppose. Rather I think it desirable in case such proposal is made that 
we should welcome it at once. My feeling is that while we should not 
make such a proposal we should not take the attitude of opposing. I 
am inclined to think no statement should be made in Washington in 
relation to the matter. 

Hughes” 

“February 4, 1928, 11 a. m. 
“Confidential for Mr. Hughes. 
“Your 57, February 1, 5 P. M. garbled in transmission. Just cor- 

rected this morning. I could not understand original telegram that I 
should make statement in Washington. As corrected, I understand 
Ishould makenone. Quite agree with you. Please disregard my tele- 
gram of February third. I have made no statement whatever. 

“T have just talked the matter over with the President. He is very 
disinclined to have the present status of the Pan American Union 
changed. Does not like the idea of British Empire being indirectly 
admitted. Agrees with me, however, that if it is proposed by South 
American countries with any prospect of its being accepted, the United 
States should not oppose it. 

Kellogg” 

The Canadian Minister, in a conference with Secretary Kellogg on 
January 31, 1928, said that there was no movement in Canada to obtain 
membership in the Pan American Union. He stated that he did not 
think the British Government would object, but made no statement 
regarding Canada. Mr. Kellogg, however, felt that Canada would 
probably be gratified by such action. The Legation at Ottawa re- 
ported that the press contained no editorial comment regarding the 
proposal and therefore it would seem that the suggestion did not arouse 
any great interest or enthusiasm inthe Dominion. (File, 710.001/451.) 

2. Mexican proposal for agenda of the Seventh Conference. ‘The 
Mexican Government proposed for inclusion in the program for the 
Montevideo Conference the following: “Consideration of the de- 
sirability of having Canada participate in the Inter-American Con- 
ferences”. This topic was changed by the Committee on Program to: 
“Participation in Pan American Conferences”. The Mexican Ambas- 
sador let it be known that in addition to proposing the topic for in- 
clusion on the agenda, he intended to introduce at the meeting of the 

Governing Board of the Pan American Union a resolution to extend 

4 Not printed.
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an invitation to Canada to send an observer to the Montevideo Con- 
ference. Most of the Latin American Chiefs of Missions seemed op- 
posed to the suggestion in principle and the proposed resolution was 

not introduced by the Mexican Ambassador. 
The following considerations seemed to present themselves as op- 

posing the admission of Canada: 

(1) There was the technical difficulty involved, in that the official 
. name of the Pan American Union is the “Union of American Repub- 

lics”. The preamble of the Convention on the Pan American Union, 
signed at Habana in 1928,” and already ratified by a number of the 
signatory countries, refers to the “American Republics”. It would 
therefore appear that the Convention would have to be changed should 
Canada be admitted to the organization. The Resolutions * regarding 
the Pan American Union also provide for a Union of American 
Republics. 

(2) The admission of a new member into an international organiza- 
tion should first be made the subject of an interchange of views be- 
tween the Governments, Members of the Union. It would not seem ap- 
propriate to invite a prospective member before there is a unanimity of 
opinion regarding the matter. 

(3) It would seem that Canada has not shown any indication that 
she desires to attend the Pan American Conferences or to become a 
member of the Pan American Union. The Department has no infor- 
mation regarding any movement or agitation in Canada at the present 
time in favor of joining the Pan American Union. 

The Legation at Ottawa, in commenting upon the Mexican pro- 
posal that Canada be invited to participate in the Seventh Conference, 

reported as follows: 

“The matter has apparently never been officially brought up or 
examined by the Canadian Government, but has merely remained at 
the stage of being informally discussed by the officials of the Govern- 
ment interested in the foreign relations of Canada. I gather the very 
distinct impression that Canada has no desire whatsoever to be repre- 
sented in any way at Pan American conferences and that the excuse 
that Canada is not a republic was found a very convenient one and was 
immediately seized upon with delight and encouraged as far as 
possible. ... 

While the Department feels, in view of the considerations set out 
above, that it would be inadvisable to admit Canada to the Pan Ameri- 
can Union, nevertheless if the proposal comes before the Conference, 
you will not oppose it. 

® Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 615. . 
* See Sixth International Conference of American States, Final Act, p. 112.
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Il. REPRESENTATION OF SPAIN OR OTHER EUROPEAN COUNTRIES AT THE 

CONFERENCES 

You will be guided by the following instructions to the delegates to 

the Sixth Conference on the question of the participation of Spain or 

other European countries at the Pan American Conferences: “* 

“You are instructed to oppose any suggestion which may be made 

for the representation of Spain, Portugal, France, Italy or any other 

country not a member of the Pan American Union to be represented 
at the Conference by an unofficial observer. 

“The Pan American Conferences are strictly conferences of Ameri- 

can States, held to discuss matters of especial and peculiar importance 

to the nations of the Western Hemisphere and it would obviously not 

be possible or proper to have other states represented at these confer- 

ences even by unofficial observers who would take no part in the dis- 

cussions and would not even vote. Should there be no necessity for 

discussing matters affecting only the American nations there would 
be no reason for these conferences; and should there be a necessity for 

discussing matters of world-wide concern or affecting non-American 

countries the need would be for some other form of conference of wider 
scope. For the discussion of questions affecting nations in both hemi- 

spheres there are many international conferences at which both Kuro- 

pean and American States are represented and at which world-wide 

problems are discussed. But as there are also problems pertaining 

especially to this hemisphere, these Pan American conferences are 
eld. 
“The United States entertains the friendliest feelings towards all 

the European countries and its action in opposing their representation 

at the Conference, even by unofficial observers, should not be considered 

as showing any lack of friendliness for them. It is clear that if they 

were represented the conferences would cease to be purely Pan Amer1- 

can conferences. Furthermore, if one non-American power should be 
represented there would be no reason why others who have possessions 
in this hemisphere, or who bear the relation of a ‘mother country’ to 
one or more of the American nations, should be excluded. It would 
be difficult to say that one non-American country should be repre- 
sented and not any other, and in any case the presence of one non- 
American country would change the character of the conference, 
which would no longer be a conference of purely American States to 
discuss purely American problems.” (See Appendix 36)* 

III. LEAGUE OF NATIONS 

Should the question of the participation of the League of Nations be 

considered, you will be guided by the following instructions to the del- | 

egates to the Sixth Conference: * 

“Reference may here be made also to the participation, which has 
been informally suggested, of representatives of the League of Na- 
tions in the Pan American Conference. It should be understood that 

4 Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, pp. 581-582. 
® Appendix 36 not printed. 
% Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 583. ;
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no disparagement or criticism of the League of Nations is intended, 
when it is observed that the Pan American Conference is organized 
upon a distinct and separate basis. The scope of the League of Nations 
is intended to be world-wide and a number of American States are 
members of the League and are thus able to express their point of view 
on matters of world-wide import which come before the attention of 
the Council and the Assembly of the League respectively. The Pan 
American Conference exists because of the distinct interests of Ameri- 
can States which, without antagonism to any world relationship, makes 

‘it desirable for them to confer with respect to the problems which 
especially relate to States of this hemisphere.” 

There has been full cooperation with the technical services of the 
League of Nations through the exchange of reports and information, 
and reciprocal advantage may thus appropriately be taken of statistics 
and reports of investigation. This Government has always taken an 
active interest in the maintenance of peace, but in its efforts it has 
been necessary for this Government to retain a freedom of action in 

7 exercising independence of judgment. With this in view, it has 
cooperated with and supported the League in its efforts to bring 
about a peaceful settlement of recent international disputes and, ac- 
cordingly, a representative has participated, without the right to vote, 
in certain deliberations of the Advisory Committee of the League 
Council. This has been prompted by the wholehearted desire of the 
United States to obtain, in so far as possible, a universal support 
for peace. 

The instructions for the Sixth Conference also stated : 

“Participation of representatives of the League of Nations in the 
Pan American Conference, however, would bring to the Conference 
the viewpoints and policies of the States who are members of the 
League of Nations and are not American States and thus fundamentally 
alter the nature of the Conference itself. The scope of the Pan Ameri- 
can Conference is defined by Pan American interests and aims and if 
its usefulness is to be preserved, the integrity of the Conference as an 
exclusively American Conference should be maintained.” 

Your attention is called to a memorandum which is attached hereto as 
Appendix 37?’ concerning this matter. 

It appears that in connection with the preparation for the Monte- 
video Conference, Sefior Buero, Secretary General of the Montevideo 
Conference, with the concurrence of the Uruguayan Government, re- 
quested the Secretariat of the League of Nations to prepare a memo- 
randum for the use of the Montevideo Conference on the activities of 
the League concerning problems regarded as of particular interest to 
the latter. It was understood that this memorandum would merely 
set forth in “objectivity the work of the League.” 

*™ Appendix 87 not printed.
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The Department instructed our Minister at Montevideo to express 
to Sefior Buero this Government’s surprise at this action. Sefor 
Buero informed our Minister, Mr. Wright, as follows regarding the 
matter: 

“33, October 8, 10 a. m. 
“Your 18, October 6, 6 p. m.7® 
“Buero informs me that some time ago, at the time of the Conference 

on matters pertaining to the region of the Pacific, Nogueira, Uruguayan 
member of the Secretariat of the League of Nations, suggested to him 
that information concerning those matters to be dealt with at the 
Seventh Pan American Conference, which had their ‘antecedents’ in 
questions which had been dealt with by the League or by its dependent 
or affiliated organizations, might be of value. Buero recently in- 
formed Nogueira of his noquiescence in the suggestion and requested 
that he prepare a memorandum,” which is understood to be in course 
of preparation, in order that reference material otherwise unobtainable 
here may be available in case requests or necessity therefor should arise. 
He has especially in mind such matters as fluvial questions, labor, and 
the rights of women. _ | 

“He adds that his action met with the concurrence of the Uruguayan 
Government but I have not spoken to any other Uruguayan official 
regarding your inquiry. He further tells me confidentially that he 
contemplates suggesting to the Committee on Initiatives of the Con- 
ference, also with the concurrence of his Government, that the Ameri- 
can states which have not yet ratified the Narcotics Convention be in- 
vited during the Conference to do so, as Uruguay is particularly con- 
cerned about smuggling from Brazil which has not yet adhered. 

Wright” 

Should an attempt be made to submit officially to the Conference a 
memorandum from the League Secretariat you will take up the matter 
confidentially with the Secretary General of the Conference and point 
out the understanding as indicated in the above telegram. 

29(c). Future International Conferences of American States. 

The series of International Conferences of American States, of which 
this is the seventh, was initiated by the invitation of this Government 
in 1889 to the Latin American Governments to meet in Washington. 
The United States has always shown a deep interest in these periodic 
conferences and has been represented at each of the six preceding 
ones. It has been customary for each conference to designate the meet- 
ing place for the next conference and it is the opinion of this Govern- 
ment that such a procedure would be appropriate in the present case. 

* Not printed. 
The completed memorandum was published by the League of Nations under 

the title “The Work of the League of Nations in relation to the agenda of the 
Seventh Pan-American Conference” (Geneva, November 1933). Copies filed 
under 710.G 14/285.
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H. SUPPLEMENTARY MATTERS NOT ON THE AGENDA BUT WHICH 

MAY BE PROPOSED FOR CONSIDERATION UNDER ART. 25 OF THE 

REGULATIONS 

Non-Recoenition or THE Martinez Recor In Ex SAtvapor 

A detailed memorandum regarding the Salvador situation and the 
question of recognition under the 1923 Central American Treaty of 
Peace and Amity ” is attached as appendix 38.7 It may be stated here 
briefly that the Martinez régime came into power in El Salvador as 
the result of a revolution ” and that there can be no reasonable doubt 
that General Martinez is barred from recognition under the terms of 
the 1923 Treaty. The other Central American states, principally Hon- 
duras and Guatemala, took the lead in stating their views to this effect 
immediately after the revolution took place. The four Central Ameri- 
can states all announced publicly, after full consideration, that they 
regarded the Government of General Martinez as barred from recog- 
nition by the Treaty. The United States Government consulted with 
the other Central American Governments and, in view of its policy 
publicly announced in 1923 of supporting the Treaty, in order to assist 
the Central American states in their own efforts to promote stability 
and discourage revolution in Central America, took the same position. 

There has of course at no time been any animus on the part of the 
United States against the Martinez Government. As a matter of 
fact, General Martinez seems to have given El Salvador a relatively 
satisfactory and efficient government. 

The non-recognition of the Martinez Government by the other 
Governments of Central America has created, obviously, an anomalous 
situation. Friendly informal relations are carried on with El Salva- 
dor by the other four Central American countries through a Chargé 
d’A ffaires, in the case of Costa Rica, a Consul in the case of Nicaragua, 
and confidential agents in the cases of Guatemala and Honduras. 

The situation has been further complicated by the denunciation of 
the treaty by Costa Rica and El Salvador, to take effect January 1, 
1934.78 The Treaty provides that so long as three countries which 
have ratified it have not denounced it, it remains in force as among 
those three. The Department understands that the Governments of 

” Signed at Washington, February 7, 1923; for text, see Foreign Relations, 1923, 
vol. 1, p. 820; see also Conference on Central American Affairs, Washington, 
inp 4, 1922-February 7, 1923 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 

7 Appendix 88 not printed. 
“For correspondence concerning refusal of the United States to recognize the 

Martinez regime in El Salvador, see Foreign Relations, 1981, vol. 11, pp. 169 ff.; 
tbid., 1932, vol. v, pp. 566 ff. ; ibid, 1933, vol. v, pp. 678 ff. 

“ See section entitled “Efforts of Costa Rica To Effect the Denunciation of the 
eon of Peace and Amity, Signed February 7, 1923”, ibid., 1932, vol. v,
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Guatemala, Nicaragua and Honduras support the Treaty and believe 
it of decided value to their countries. On the other hand, it is quite 
likely that those Governments desire to clear up the present anomalous 
situation and to be in a position to recognize the Salvadoran Govern- . 
ment, without sacrificing the benefits which they have derived from the 
Treaty. | 

Of course the decision to be taken as regards the future of the 
1923 Treaty is one for the Central American Governments to deter- 
mine themselves. The United States Government feels that, looking 
at the matter objectively, and comparing the state of chronic revolution 
and international warfare which existed in Central America prior to 
the 1907 Treaty ** (the principles of which were developed in the 1923 
Treaty) with the situation which has existed in Central America since 
that time, there can be no reasonable doubt that these treaties have 

been of positive benefit to Central America in the way of progress 
towards stability and orderly government. We can only hope that 
the Central American states, before reaching a decision as to the 
future of the 1923 Treaty, will consider the whole matter carefully, 
keeping clearly before them the long time interests of their people 
which are obviously bound up with the maintenance of peace and 
stability. 

While of course the question of El Salvador is not on the agenda 
of the Conference there will nevertheless undoubtedly be considerable 
discussion of the matter among the different delegations. It is not 
unlikely that a suggestion will be made along something like the fol- 
lowing lines: That in view of the denunciation of the Treaty by 
Kl Salvador and Costa Rica, the three Governments maintaining the 
Treaty in force, Nicaragua, Honduras and Guatemala, would reach 
an agreement declaring that they regard the 1923 Treaty as being in 
force with respect to the relations maintained by said three states with 
each other, but not in force with respect to their relations with Costa 
Rica and El Salvador. The purpose of such an agreement would be 
to clear the way for recognition of the existing de facto Government 
of El Salvador by the Governments of Guatemala, Honduras and 
Nicaragua. Presumably some provision would also be made for 
holding another conference to consider modification or some other 
action regarding the 1923 Treaty. 

It is possible that there may exist a feeling on the part of some of 
the Central American Governments that the United States Govern- 
ment would not regard with favor any arrangement looking to the 
ultimate recognition of the Martinez Government by the other Central 
American Governments, or any arrangement for modification of the 

“General Treaty of Peace and Amity, signed December 20, 1907, Foreign 
Relations, 1907, pt. 2, p. 692.
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1923 Treaty. In any discussions you may have with other delegates 
regarding these questions, you should make it clear that the Govern- 
ment of the United States feels that these are questions to be dealt 
with by the Central American states themselves. 

Proposau oF Ex Satvapor Recarpine INTERNATIONAL CooPERATION 

The Provisional Government of El Salvador sent a note to the 
various Governments on May 10, 1933,” a copy of which is attached 
hereto as Appendix 39, suggesting the advisability of adopting a 
basis of conduct that might determine a common attitude at the 
Conference. 

Inter-American Court of Justice 

One of the suggestions in this note was for the establishment of an 
inter-American Court of Justice. You are referred to a memorandum 
on this subject which is attached hereto as Appendix 40.” 

The Mexican Government proposed the following item for the 
agenda of the Conference: 

“Consideration of the establishment of an inter-American Court of 
Justice.” 

but it was eliminated by the Governing Board when the agenda was 
approved. It is possible that an attempt may be made in accordance 
with Chapter V, Article 25 of the Regulations providing for the intro- 
duction of new topics, to have the proposal of El Salvador discussed 
at the Conference. Should such be the case you will be guided by the 
following instruction which was given to the delegates to the Fifth 
and Sixth Conferences: 

“. .. 1t is not believed to be desirable to establish an American 
Permanent International Court. ‘There would seem to be no reason 
why a permanent organization of this sort should be established here 
to rival the Permanent Court of International Justice at The Hague, 
and the difficulties in establishing, in view of the relations of the Latin 
American States, a satisfactory method of selecting the Judges of an 
American Permanent Court would be very great.” 

American League of Nations 

The note sent by the provisional government of El Salvador on May 
10, 1938, to the various Governments, also contained a suggestion for 
the creation of an American League of Nations. Suggestions have 
been made at various times during the past century concerning the 
establishment of an American Association of Nations. The United 
States has taken the view that it did not consider the establishment 
of such an organization as desirable. 7 

* Ante, p. 5. 
*° Appendix 40 not printed.
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The agenda for the fifth conference at Santiago in 1928 contained the 
item: “Consideration of measures tending toward closer association 
of the Republics of the American continent with a view to promoting 
common interest.” The instructions to the delegates to the sixth con- 
ference regarding this item stated in part as follows: 7 

“This topic was proposed by Uruguay and was intended to provide 
the basis for discussion of a project to create an association of American 
States in this hemisphere similar to the existing League of Nations. 
The Uruguayan delegation at Santiago during the early sessions of 
the Conference let it be known that it was not their intention to press 
the consideration of this topic. A resolution was subsequently passed 
by the Conference which read as follows: 

“ ‘Resolved : 
“1, To entrust to the governing board of the Pan American Union the special 

task of studying the bases which may be proposed by one or more of the Govern- 
ments of the Republics of this continent to make closer the association between 
said Republics with the object of promoting the common interests of all. 
“2 To entrust to the same governing board the special task of studying the 

bases which may be proposed by one or more of the Governments of the Republics 
of America relative to the manner of making effective the solidarity of the collec- 
tive interests of the American Continent.’ 

“The Pan American Union inquired of the States, members of the 
Union, whether there were any proposals relative to these subjects 
which they desired to submit to the governing board of the Pan Ameri- 
can Union for study as provided by the resolution. No proposals were 
received by the Union, and therefore no action was taken in accord- 
ance with this resolution.” 

The note of the provisional government of El Salvador contained no 
definite plan for the creation of an American League of Nations. It 
is possible that an attempt may be made in accordance with Chapter V, 
Article 25, of the Regulations providing for the introduction of new 
topics, to have the subject discussed at the conference. Should such 
be the case you will be guided by the following instructions to the 

delegates to the sixth conference: ® 

“The United States would not view with favor the inclusion of this 
subject in the agenda and should such a proposal be made, you are in- 
structed to vote against it. However, if it should be included by a 
two-thirds vote you will be guided in any discussion which results by 
the following views of the Department, included in the instructions 
to the American delegates to the Fifth Conference. 

“A proposal to establish an American League of Nations with a 
formal organization and specific guaranties would probably encounter 
in this country difficulties similar to those that were met when the pro- 
posal to participate in the League of Nations was submitted. Even if 
it were possible to obtain an agreement which would embody such a 
plan, it is not probable that it would be ratified by this Government. 

*® Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, pp. 574-575. 
® Toid., p. 575.
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“On the other hand, the Government of the United States is most 
hospitable to the consideration of measures tending to the maintenance 
of peace and stability in Latin America and ensuring a basis for 
beneficent cooperation. This end can be attained most readily and 
without engendering a futile controversy over a proposa for an 
organization similar to that of the League of Nations, if attention be 
directed to the fundamental purposes of international institutions 
of the sort contemplated. These may be said to be: 

“First. Judicial settlement of justiciable disputes; 
“Second. Appropriate means of conciliation ; 
“Third. Conference.” 

Tue Monror Docrrine 

It is not the desire of this Government that the Monroe Doctrine * 
should be discussed at the Conference. 

In the view of this Government, that Doctrine has no place in the 
discussions of the Conference as it is essentially a national policy of 
the United States. It is not a part of international law nor is it 
a “regional understanding”,**—to refer to the inaccurate phrase used 
in the Covenant of the League of Nations. While conditions have 
changed, and the attitude of the non-American Powers does not at 
this time give rise to apprehension with respect to aggression on their 
part as against at least the stronger Latin American Republics, still 
the Monroe Doctrine, however infrequent or limited may be the ne- 
cessity of its application, should be maintained in its integrity and 
no action should be countenanced by this Government which would 
in the slightest degree impair its efficacy. 

Note may be taken of the content of this Doctrine. Properly un- 
| derstood, it is opposed (a) to any non-American action encroaching 

upon the political independence of American States under any guise, 
and (6) to any acquisition by any non-American Power of any terri- 
torial control over American soil by any process whatever. It may 
be observed that the United States is uninfluenced even by the willing- 
ness or desire of an American State to yield any transfer of its terri- 
tory or to submit to any form of political control or influence of a non- 
American State. In maintaining its position, the United States has 
been governed primarily by its own interests, involving its conception 
of what was essential to its security and its distinctive position in 
this hemisphere. Its unselfish and friendly regard for its American 
neighbors has had a potent influence and should never fail of recogni- 
tion in an estimate of our traditional policy, but the controlling con- 
sideration has been one of national interest. 

* See section entitled “Official Statement of and Commentary upon the Monroe 
Doctrine by the Secretary of State”, Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. 1, pp. 698 ff. 

? See article 21 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, Treaties, Conventions, 
etc., vol. 111, pp. 3336, 3342.
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Mr. J. Reuben Clark, in his memorandum the the Secretary of State 

of December 17, 1928,°* pertinently stated: 

“The Doctrine does not concern itself with purely inter-American 
relations; it has nothing to do with the relationship between the 

United States and other American nations, except where other Amer- 
ican nations shall become involved with European governments in 
arrangements which threaten the security of the United States, and 
even in such cases, the Doctrine runs against the European country, 
not the American nation, and the United States would primarily deal 
thereunder with the European country and not with the American 
nation concerned. The Doctrine states a case of the United States vs. 

Europe, and not of the United States vs. Latin America. Further- 
more, the fact should never be lost to view that in applying this 
Doctrine during the period of one hundred years since it was an- 
nounced, our Government has over and over again driven it in as a 
shield between Europe and the Americas to protect Latin America 
from the political and territorial thrusts of Europe; and this was 

done at times when the American nations were weak and struggling 
for the establishment of stable, permanent governments; when the 
political morality of Europe sanctioned, indeed encouraged, the 
acquisition of territory by force; and when many of the great powers 
of Europe looked with eager, covetous eyes to the rich, undeveloped 
areas of the American hemisphere.” 

In maintaining and applying the Monroe Doctrine the United 

States has commonly avoided concerted action with other States, 

especially European States. Nor has the Government of the United — 

States been disposed to enter into an arrangement with States of this 

hemisphere for the purpose of safeguarding them against conduct | 

which would be regarded by this Government as in violation of the 

Monroe Doctrine. The essential character of the Doctrine itself has 

led to the taking of this attitude which it is believed should be main- 

tained. The nature of the Doctrine should not be altered, its strength 

weakened or its effect diminished by any concert. 

On the other hand, it should always be remembered that the Monroe 

Doctrine thus fully maintained as a national policy of the United 

States, carries with it no suggestion which threatens in any sense the 

just independence, or the political integrity of the American States; 

much less does it involve any thought of action inimical to their secur- 

ity or interest. On the contrary, it has received a constantly widening 

recognition on the part of thoughtful Latin Americans, as a bulwark 

of their independence, safety and progress. The United States has 

not, and does not intend to use, this national policy for the purpose of 

conserving any other national interest than its own essential security. 

3 Memorandum on the Monroe Doctrine prepared by J. Reuben Clark, Under- 

secretary of State, December 17, 1928 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 
19380), pp. xxiv—xxv. -
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The United States seeks no territory ; it does not seek to establish any 
state of tutelage with respect to any American Republic; it has no 
desire to aggrandize itself at the expense of its Latin American 
neighbors or to promote selfish interests in diminution of their own. 
It earnestly desires a common prosperity. 

There is thus nothing in the Monroe Doctrine which is opposed to 
Pan American cooperation. It establishes the necessary and most 
hopeful bases of that cooperation. As stated by President Roosevelt 
before the Special Session of the Governing Board of the Pan Ameri- 
can Union on the occasion of the celebration of Pan American Day, 
April 12, 1933: 

“The essential qualities of a true Pan Americanism must be the 
same as those which constitute a good neighbor, namely, mutual un- 
derstanding, and, through such understanding, a sympathetic appreci- 
ation of the other’s point of view. It is only in this manner that we 
can hope to build up a system of which confidence, friendship and good- 
will are the cornerstones, 

“In this spirit the people of every Republic on our continent are 
coming to a deep understanding of the fact that the Monroe Doctrine, 
of which so much has been written and spoken for more than a century, 
was and is directed at the maintenance of independence by the peoples 
of the continent. It was aimed and is aimed against the acquisition 
in any manner of the control of additional territory in this hemisphere 
by any non-American power.” 

No arrangement should be entered into, or resolution agreed to, 
which could possibly be interpreted as curtailing in any way the ap- 
plication by the United States of the Monroe Doctrine. There should 
be no opening for the limitation of its action in that application 
through acquiescence in any arrangement whereby an American State 
could accept non-American control of its territory or political action. 
No opportunity should be given to a non-American state through any 
Pan American agreement to seek to impair the position which the 
United States has won through its assertion of its national policy. 

This Government, however, has no objection to the adoption of reso- 
lutions, if this course is desired by the Latin American Republics, 
asserting their opposition to all attempts at aggression or invasion of 
their rights by non-American Powers, It is not deemed to be probable 
that proposals for a definite alliance would meet with the favor of the 
Conference. Such proposals should not be encouraged by the delegates 
from the United States. If it were proposed that if the rights of an 
American nation were threatened by the unjust and aggressive action 
of a non-American Power, the American Republics should communi- 
cate with one another fully and frankly in order to reach an under- 
standing concerning the measures to be taken, jointly or separately, 

* Department of State, Press Releases, April 15, 1983, p. 245.
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to meet the exigencies of the particular situation, there would be no 
objection on the part of this Government provided always that freedom 

of action on the part of the United States under the Monroe Doctrine 

were completely reserved. 
While the question of the Monroe Doctrine, as such, is, of course, 

not on the Agenda of the Conference, nevertheless, it is likely that an 

effort will be made, probably by the Mexican Delegation, to provoke 

discussion of the Doctrine by the Conference. It is understood that 

the Mexican Government has been sounding out the other Governments 

of Latin America in the matter. There is attached hereto a translation 

of a memorandum * furnished to Ambassador Daniels at Mexico City 

by Dr. Puig, Foreign Minister of Mexico, comprising Dr. Puig’s ideas 

on the Monroe Doctrine and its “amplification” at the Montevideo 

Conference. It is understood that this memorandum has received the 

approval of President Rodriguez of Mexico. The formula suggested 

by Dr. Puig is as follows: 

“The Nations of America, which are as one in the defense of their 

respective sovereignty and integrity, make their own the principle 

of continental independence proclaimed by the President of the United 

States, Mr. James Monroe, in his Message to the Congress of the Union 

of December 2, 1823,% elevating said principle to the category of the — 
American Doctrine, with the rights and obligations which its main- 
tenance confers upon each one of them. 

“At the same time they proclaim the inviolability of the principle 

of national autonomy, subordinating it only to the compulsory arbitra- 
tion which they establish for the solution of their differences; and 
they proscribe absolutely all interference (éntromisién) among them- 

selves which does not emanate from national treaties freely con- 

cluded or from the awards of arbitral tribunals, or which does not 

result from the offer of mediation, good offices, or other means recog- 
nized by international law, which means, as in all similar cases, may 

be accepted or rejected freely by the countries to which offered.” 

There would probably be no objection on the part of the United 

States to the first paragraph quoted hereinabove, provided, of course, 

that complete freedom of action on the part of the United States 

under the Monroe Doctrine were reserved. The second paragraph, 

however, is evidently intended to strike at the rights of the United 

States under existing treaties with certain Latin American countries, 

and at the right clearly recognized under international law for a 

Government to take action for the purpose of protecting the lives of 
its nationals in a foreign country, when they are endangered through 
a breakdown of the local government. For the United States to ac- 
cept this second paragraph would necessitate a reservation of the 

*® Ante, p. 20. 
% James D. Richardson, A Compilation of the Messages and Papers of the 

TOT a 1789-1897 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1896), vol. 1,
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rights of the United States under existing treaties and conventions, 
and also the rights recognized under international law. Further- 
more, the reference “to the compulsory arbitration which they (the 
nations of America) establish for the solution of their differences” 
is inaccurate as regards the existing status of arbitration treaties in the 
American continent. In other words, this second paragraph of the 
Mexican proposal would be wholly unacceptable to the United States. 

It is believed that the best course for you to pursue, in the event of 
efforts to promote discussion of the Monroe Doctrine before the Con- 
ference, will be to discuss the matter discreetly but frankly with your 
various colleagues of the other Delegations, being guided by the views 
expressed hereinabove, in an effort to avoid having the subject of the 
Doctrine come before the Conference for discussion. One way to 
achieve this result might be for you to make the proposal referred to 
earlier in this instruction, namely, that in the event of a threat of use 
of force by a non-American power against an American power, the 
American Republics should communicate with one another in order to 
reach an understanding concerning the measures to be taken, jointly or 
separately, to meet the exigencies of the particular situation, it being, 
of course, clearly understood that freedom of action on the part of the 
United States—as well as on the part of every other American State— 
is completely reserved. Another possible way of forestalling action 
on the part of other Delegations to bring the subject of the Doctrine 

before the Conference might be for the Secretary to make an address 
to the Conference defining the content of the Doctrine in its original 
terms stripped of the subsequent interpretations and so-called corol- 
laries which have undoubtedly given rise to much of the criticism of 
the Doctrine heard in the Latin American countries. The wisdom of 
making such an address at the Conference, of course, appears somewhat 
doubtful. The fact that an address was made on the subject might 
readily be seized upon by other Delegations as opening the door for a 
discussion and attack on their part on the Doctrine. You should, 
therefore, hold this course in reserve as a final step in your effort to 
forestall any effort to bring the Doctrine before the Conference. There 
is attached hereto the text of an address *’ on the subject of the Doctrine 
which you are authorized to use under the conditions set out above. 

INTERNATIONAL TRAFFIC IN ARMS 

Should questions relating to the international traffic in arms be raised 
at the Conference, the Delegation should bear in mind that the General 
Disarmament Conference now in session in Geneva * is considering all 
the aspects of the questions arising from the manufacture of and the 

*’ Not printed. 
® See vol. 1, pp. 1 ff. 

738036—50-——15
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international traffic in arms, ammunition and implements of war. 
It is hoped that the Disarmament Conference may be able to agree upon 
provisions to be included in the General Disarmament Convention, 
which will obligate the contracting parties to establish and maintain 
strict supervision of the manufacture of and traffic in arms. It 1s, 
therefore, important that no action should be taken at Montevideo 
which will in any way interfere with the efforts now being made in this 
connection at Geneva. Should any concrete suggestions be made at 
the Conference in regard to this suggestion, the Delegation is instructed 
to communicate with the Department before assuming any position 

concerning them. 

TRANSFER OF THE Pan AMERICAN UNION FROM WASHINGTON TO SOME 
OrHER CAPITAL | 

Should a proposal be made to transfer the seat of the Pan American 
Union from Washington to the capital of some Latin American nation 
you will be guided by the following instructions to the delegates at the 

Sixth Conference: *° | 

_ “It is said that this action would be based on the theory that in Wash- 
ington the Pan American Union is too much influenced by the State 
Department and dominated.by the United States. Also that the Pan 
American Union containing as it does a great majority of Spanish- 
speaking countries should have its seat in a Spanish-speaking capital. 

“The Department does not believe that any serious effort will be 
made to adopt such a plan at the Seventh [sic] Conference. If a sug- 
gestion is made to include this question among the agenda it would 
seem desirable that the United States delegates, while being careful 
not to express their approval, should not, unless absolutely necessary, 
take a leading part in opposing it. It is felt that some of the Latin 
American delegates will see the disadvantages of opening this ques- 
tion and the advantages of maintaining the Union in Washington;... 

. . . A number of arguments against such a change will readily 
occur to you, among others: , 

_ 1). The eminent suitability of the present Pan American build- 
ing in Washington, which was constructed on land donated by the 
United States, at a cost of about $850,000, the entire amount be- 
ing contributed by the well known philanthropist Andrew Car- 
negie. This building could not be duplicated in another locality 
for anything like its original cost. 

2). The advantages which the United States offers as a center 
of information on all subjects connected with the advancement 
of human knowledge and welfare. This country contains the 
headquarters of many organizations working for world improve- 
ment in sanitary, engineering, economic and social matters. 

8). The fact that Washington is the only capital on the Ameri- 
can continents at which all Latin-American nations constantly 
maintain a representative.” 

® Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 582.
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Cuaco Disrure 

There have been many unsuccessful attempts to settle the Chaco 
question which has been pending between Bolivia and Paraguay ever 
since their independence from Spain. Long direct negotiations were 
supplemented by a conference in Buenos Aires in 1927 and 1928 which 
failed.” 

On December 5, 1928, there was a further outbreak of hostilities in 
the Chaco. On December 10, 1928, the Pan American Conference of 
Arbitration and Conciliation met in Washington,” as a result of a 
resolution passed at the Sixth Pan American Conference at Habana, 
Cuba, on February 20 [78], 1928. The Conference offered its good 
offices to the contending parties ** and as a result they signed an agree- 
ment setting up a commission of inquiry and conciliation composed of 
one representative from each of five neutral states. The five neutrals 
were picked by agreement on the part of Bolivia and Paraguay and the 
United States was included therein. | 

The Chaco question is a purely South American matter and we would 
not have been in any wise connected with it were it not for the facts 
above set forth. 

The Neutral Commission worked with great patience for four and 
a half years and made every possible suggestion and combination of 

- suggestions for the settlement of this dispute. There was objection 
on the part of either one or the other of the contending parties to every 
proposal put forward. 
Furthermore, the Neutral Commission, beginning in April, 1932, 

endeavored by suggestion to the Argentine and Brazilian Govern- 
ments to enlarge the Neutral Commission to take in Argentina, 
Brazil, Chile and Peru.* Argentina and Brazil declined to enter the 
Commission,.and, up to the dissolution of the Neutral Commission, 
every effort was made to obtain cooperation between the Neutral Com- 
mission and the four neighboring countries, without success. 

In the meanwhile the League of Nations took up the matter and the 
Neutral Commission offered the League its full support and coopera- 

* See “Minutes and Documents of the Conferences of Paraguayan and Bolivian 
Plenipotentiaries held in Buenos Aires under the auspices of the Argentine Gov- 
ernment” in Proceedings of the Commission of Inquiry and Conciliation, Bolivia 
and Paraguay, March 138, 1929-September 18, 1929 (Washington[, 1929?]), 
pp. 265 ff. 

“ For correspondence concerning boundary disputes between Bolivia and Para- 
guay, see Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, pp. 672 ff. 

” See Proceedings of the International Conference of American States on Con- 
ciliation and Arbitration, Held at Washington, December 10, 1928-January 5, 
1929 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1929). . 
“Yor text of resolution, see telegram of June 19, 1928, to the Chiefs of Diplo- 

matic Missions in Latin America, Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 637. 
“See ibid., pp. 690-694. | 
* For correspondence concerning efforts of the Commission of Neutrals to gain 

the cooperation of the ABCP Republics, see ibid., 1932, vol. v, pp. 136 ff.
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tion.“ The Neutral Commission suggested that the five neutral gov- 
ernments and the four neighboring countries should meet and support 
the League’s action. This was rejected by the neighboring countries. _ 

The Committee of the League of Nations, which had been consider- 
ing the question since September 23, 1932, finally in May, 19383, sub- 
mitted to the Council of the League its report # in which it invoked 
Article XI of the Covenant * in conformity with which the two coun- 
tries are under obligation to settle their dispute by pacific means. 

In view of the fact that the new Paraguayan Minister, upon his 
arrival in Washington, February, 1933, stated that he had no in- 
structions to discuss the matter in any way; and that the Bolivian 
Minister had been ordered to Geneva by his Government to enter the 
negotiations there regarding the settlement of the Chaco matter; 
and that the League of Nations had actively taken up the question, 
it was decided on June 27, 1933,* that, in view of the present nego- 
tiations in other places between Bolivia and Paraguay for a settle- 
ment of the Chaco question, it could best contribute to the establish- 
ment of peace, which was the only object it had in view during the 
long negotiations it had patiently carried on, by withdrawing from 
the situation. 

Since the dissolution of the Neutral Commission on June 27, 1933, 
the matter has rested with the League of Nations. In case any sug- 
gestion is made as to an appeal to the countries that formed the 
Neutral Commission for further good offices in working for a peace- 
ful settlement between Bolivia and Paraguay, your attention is in- 
vited to the last paragraph of the Statement made by the Commission 
at the time of its dissolution on June 27, 1933 (copy attached as 
Appendix 41).°° The interest of this Government is purely in a 
peaceful settlement of the dispute and it has consistently supported, 
and continues to support, the League’s effort since the dissolution of 
the Neutral Commission. 

There is a complete memorandum ™ in the files of the Delegation 
concerning the Chaco question. | | 

| Lerictra | 

The Government of the United States of America has given its 
fullest support to the proposal of the League of Nations which resulted 

““ See section entitled “Cooperation of the League of Nations With the Com- 
mission of Neutrals”, Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. v, pp. 220 ff. 

“See telegram No. 182, May 18, 1938, from the Minister in Switzerland in 
which sections of the Committee’s report are quoted, p. 325. 

“ Treaties, Conventions, etc., vol. 111, p. 3336. 
“ See telegram No. 118, June 27, 1933, to the Minister in Switzerland, p. 343. 

193 fext of this statement, see Department of State, Press Releases, July 1, 

"Not printed, a | 
"For correspondence concerning the Leticia dispute between Colombia and 

Peru, see pp. 384 ff.
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in the suspension of hostilities between Peru and Colombia over the 
Leticia corridor. After the withdrawal of Colombian and Peruvian 
forces from Peruvian and Colombian territory, respectively, a League 
Commission, on June 25, 1933, took over the administration for a 
maximum period of one year of the Leticia territory pending nego- 
tiations between the two Governments “for the purpose of discussing 
all problems outstanding and the best manner of reaching a solution of 
them which shall be just, lasting and satisfactory”. In informing the 
Peruvian and Colombian Governments on February 27, 1933, of the 
full support given by this Government to the proposal made by the 
League of Nations on February 25 looking to the settlement of the 
Leticia incident, the Secretary of State declared that he found “the 
proposal suggested by the League of Nations a most straightforward, 
helpful one which if accepted by both parties should make possible 
a peaceful solution of the present controversy, honorable to both 
Governments.” 

Under the friendly auspices of the Government of Brazil, repre- 
sentatives of the two Governments concerned initiated these nego- 
tiations at Rio de Janeiro on October 20, 1933. 

The Government of the United States awaits with sympathetic 
interest the outcome of these negotiations undertaken under League 
auspices and continues to lend full support thereto. : 

Should the Leticia matter come up for discussion in the course of the 
Conference, this Government is of the opinion that, in the circum- 
stances, action at Montevideo would not seem appropriate in view of 
the direct negotiations proceeding at Rio de Janeiro, in order to 
prevent confusion arising from duplication in peace efforts (which has 
happened in the past in connection with the Chaco and Leticia in- 
cidents, with unfortunate results). 

ExrernaL Loans or Lattin American Srates 

Our historic policy has been one of noninterference in transactions 
between private citizens and foreign governments. Recently the 
Government has emphatically reiterated the principle that the Gov- 
ernment of the United States does not undertake to pass upon the 
soundness of investments and that parties engaging in such transac- 
tions do so upon their own responsibility and at their own risk. 

The plight of American investors holding foreign issues floated 
and sold in the American market in the post bellum period received 
the sympathetic attention of the President of the United States and 
Congress and culminated in the passage by Congress of Title I known 
as “Securities Act of 1933” and its approval by the President on
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May 27, 19383, and the passage by Congress of Title II known as 

“Corporation of Foreign Bondholders Act, 1933”.° 
A copy of the Securities Act of 1933 is attached hereto. | 

The President, on October 20, 1933, conferred with a group of 

individuals to discuss the creation of an organization for the protec- 

tion of American bondholders. Following this preliminary meeting 

the President issued the following release concerning the purpose 

of the proposed organization: | 

“A task of adequate organization obviously exists to be undertaken. 
In many situations the proper organization of the American bond- 
holders is urgently needed in order to make possible fair and satisfac- 
tory arrangement with foreign governments undergoing difficulties, 
and to properly protect American interests. 

“This is a task primarily for private initiative and interests. The 
traditional policy of the American Government has been that such 
loan and investment transactions were primarily private actions, to 
be handled by the parties directly concerned. The Government real- 
izes a duty, within the proper limits of international law and inter- 
national amity, to defend American interests abroad. However, it 
would not be wise for the Government to undertake directly the 
settlement of private debt situations. 

“It was decided, therefore, to call together a small group to take 
upon themselves the patriotic duty of bringing into existence an 
adequate, effective and disinterested organization to carry on this 
work. The organization should exist not for profits but for aiding the 
American interests which it will represent, and of aiding them at the 
lowest possible expense to the many thousands of bondholders. 

“Because of the fact that these interests are widely scattered, the fact 
that there are so many different loan issues to be considered, and so 
many different groups to be consulted, this is no easy task. But it must 
be achieved and the Government expects that it will be achieved. The 
organization when it comes into existence is to be entirely independent 
of any special private interest; it is to have no connections of any 
kind with the investment banking houses which originally issued the 
loans. It will decide its own affairs independently. Naturally, its 
decisions will ultimately depend on the will of those who possess the 
securities. Too, another of its duties naturally will be to keep intimate 
contact with all American interests concerned and to unify, so far as 
possible, all American groups that seek to act in protection of American 
interests. The organization contemplated in a sense will be a unifying 
center for the activities of all proper American interests, 

“The meeting was called in order to get the task well launched. Ad- 
ministration officials will follow the course of developments with in- 
terest. They have no intention, however, of seeking governmental 
direction or control of the organization, nor will they assume re- 
sponsibility for its actions. Towards this organization, as towards all 
other legitimate American interests, the Government will seek to give 

348 Stat, 74; 48 Stat. 92. See section entitled “Organizing the Foreign Bond- 
holders Protective Council”, vol. 1, pp. 934 ff.
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such friendly aid as may be proper under the circumstances. The 
group undertaking the foundation of this organization will announce, 
as soon as possible, its plans. In the meeting today all phases of the 
form and work of the contemplated organization were discussed.” 

The Mexican Government has suggested to various American Gov- 
ernments an extension of the agenda of the Montevideo Conference 
to include a number of new topics, among which is the subject of 
“debts”. Upon learning of this Mexican initiative, Mexico was ad- 
vised that this Government has no authority to deal with external debts 
due from foreign countries to private creditors in this country. We 
would deprecate any discussion of this debt question at Montevideo 
but if other states insist on discussing it you will not oppose a discus- 
sion but endeavor to see that no action at all be taken by the Conference. 

If, despite your efforts, it appears that the Conference contemplates 
taking some action on the subject, you should invite attention to the 
report of the Monetary and Financial Sub-Commission I, of July 
20, 1933, at the London Conference ™ (copy attached hereto as Ap- 
pendix 42) °° and endeavor to have the principles of this report govern 
any resolution adopted at Montevideo. You should completely dis- 
associate yourselves from any action such as proposed by Mexico 
looking to a general moratorium on external debt service. 

You will find in the records of the Delegation data concerning Latin 
American loans floated in the United States. If there appears to be 
any inclination on the part of others at Montevideo to criticize the 
flotation of these Latin American loans in the United States, it is the 
view of this Government that a very adequate defense can be made by 
the Delegation. It is noted, for instance, that in the period from the 
beginning of the World War to the end of 1932, a total of $2,382,- 
000,000 Latin American loans were floated in the United States, of 
which $1,518,000,000 were outstanding as of the end of 1932; of this 
amount outstanding $1,032,000,000 are in default. It further appears 
that of the total floated during this period in the United States some 
$2,127,000,000 were for such purposes as public works, debt retire- 
ment and refunding, and banking facilities, all of which obviously 
provided direct and substantial benefits for the Latin American coun- 
tries. Furthermore, it is noted that the average price per country 
at which these loans were offered to the American investors was over 
96. It would appear evident that in any equitable and dispassionate 
consideration of this problem, the plight of thousands of small Ameri- 
can investors who put up in good faith their money for the obligations 
of the Latin American countries should be borne in mind. 

* League of Nations, Journal of the M onetary and Economic Conference, London, 
1933, No. 35 (July 21, 1938), pp. 207 ff. 

® Appendix 42 not printed.
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If it should appear to you, as the Conference develops, advisable 

to make a statement along these lines regarding this question of the 

flotation of Latin American loans in the United States, there is at- 

tached hereto a draft of such a statement * for your use and guidance. 

F, SUBJECTS WHICH MIGHT BE OF INTEREST IN CONNECTION WITH 

CONVERSATIONS AT THE CONFERENCE 

NICARAGUA 

During the last revolution in Nicaragua, after American naval 

forces had been landed for the protection of American lives and prop- 

erty, Colonel Henry L. Stimson was sent to that country as personal 

representative of President Coolidge to endeavor to bring about peace. 

His mediation resulted in the so-called Tipitapa Agreement of May 
11, 1927," which brought peace between the contending Liberal and 

Conservative Parties, and provided, among other things, for supervi- 

sion by the United States of the 1928 Presidential elections in Nica- 

ragua. 
The United States supervised not only the Presidential elections of 

1928,°* but also, at the further request of Nicaragua, the Congressional 
elections of 1930, and the Presidential and Congressional elections of 
1932. The fairness of the three supervised elections has been attested 

by both political parties, and their results have been accepted without 
question. | 

The Tipitapa Agreement provided also that American officers should 

organize and train a non-partisan national constabulary for Nica- 

ragua * and that the United States should leave in that country a suffi- 

cient force of Marines to support the constabulary and insure freedom 

at the elections. 
Following the peace of Tipitapa all the Nicaraguan forces laid down 

their arms except a small group under Sandino, a Liberal leader who 

repudiated his word pledged to the Commander of the Liberal forces 

and, thenceforth, and until the Marines had evacuated Nicaragua, en- 

gaged in armed resistance to the Government. His campaign was anti- 

American and anti-intervention in nature and was characterized by 

barbarous cruelty toward foreigner and native alike. Nevertheless, 

his successful resistance made of him a world figure and evoked wide- 

spread sympathy for his cause. | 

* Not printed. 
Hor correspondence concerning the mediation of the President in the Tipitapa 

Affair, see Foreign Relations, 1927, vol. 111, pp. 345 ff. 

8 Goo section entitled “Assistance by the United States in the Supervision of 

Elections in Nicaragua”, ibid., 1928, vol. 111, pp. 418 ff. 
° See ibid., 1929, vol. 111, pp. 646 ff. ; ibid., 1930, vol. 111, pp. 636 ff. 
© See ibid., 1932, vol. v, pp. 785 ff. 
“Wor text of the agreement establishing the Guardia Nacional de Nicaragua, 

signed at Managua, December 22, 1927, see ibid., 1927, vol. TII, p. 434.
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As stated, the Government of the United States, through Colonel 
Stimson, at Tipitapa, acceded to the request of both Nicaraguan parties 
to supervise their elections and train a non-political constabulary. 
In accordance with a plan announced in February, 1931, the United 
States, after having completed its program, turned over the direction 
of the Guardia Nacional de Nicaragua to Nicaraguan command and 
withdrew all its armed forces on January 2, 1933." 

Before the 19382 elections the two political parties in Nicaragua 
entered into a series of agreements the object of which was to insure 
the maintenance of peace following the withdrawal of the American 
forces.** ‘These agreements provided for the continuance of the non- 
political character of the Guardia Nacional and for minority repre- 
sentation in the national Government. They provided also for co- 
operation in the pacification of the country. However, Sandino laid 
down his arms shortly after the Marines withdrew and has since led a 
life of comparative retirement, although he is still considered a 
menace to the future peace of Nicaragua. 

Under the leadership of President Sacasa, Nicaragua has been 
carrying out the pre-election pacts with reasonable success and it is 
believed that the country has a fair chance of remaining peaceful and 
retaining the benefits which have accrued to it as a result of American 
assistance. 

CUBA 

The relations of this Government with the Republic of Cuba are 
determined primarily by the treaty between the United States and 
Cuba, signed at Habana, May 22, 1908,°° the terms of which likewise 
are embodied as an appendix to the Cuban Constitution promulgated 
on May 20, 1902. While all of the articles of this treaty have an im- 
portant bearing on the relations between the two countries, Article 3, 
by which “the Government of Cuba consents that the United States 
may exercise the right to intervene for the preservation of Cuban in- 
dependence, the maintenance of a government adequate for the pro- 
tection of life, property and individual liberty ... ”, is by far the 
most important. The general policy of this Government with respect 
to Article 3 has been based on the well-known telegram, dated April 2, 

“See memorandum by the Secretary of State, February 5, 1931, Foreign Rela- 
tions, 1931, vol. m1, p. 841. 

See section entitled “Transference of Control Over the Guardia Nacional to 
Nicaraguan Officers and Withdrawal of the United States Marines From Nica- 
ragua”, ibid., 1932, vol. v, pp. 852 ff. 

“See section entitled “Agreements for Cooperation Between the Two Political 
Parties n° Effect the Pacification and To Insure the Peace of Nicaragua”, ibid., 

PP Ibid, 1904, p. 243. -
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1901, of Secretary of War Root to General Wood, then the Governor 

General of Cuba, containing the following statement: 

“You are authorized to state officially that in the view of the Presi- 
dent the intervention described in the third clause of the Platt Amend- 
ment is not synonymous with intermeddling or interference with the 
affairs of the Cuban Government, but the formal action of the Govern- 
ment of the United States, based upon just and substantial grounds, 
for the preservation of Cuban independence, and the maintenance of a 
government adequate for the protection of life, property, and indi- 
vidual liberty, and adequate for discharging the obligations with 
respect to Cuba imposed by the treaty of Paris.” © 

This statement was made in response to certain fears expressed in 
Cuba with respect to the purpose of the amendment at the time it was 
under the consideration for the Cuban Constitutional Convention. 

Widespread opposition to President Machado arose during his 
second administration. Even though this discontent manifested it- 
self in terrorism, assassination, bombings, et cetera, this Government 
on the basis of the Root interpretation of the Platt Amendment saw 
no cause for formal intervention. At the time of Ambassador Welles’ 
arrival in Cuba, both the Cuban Government and its opponents seemed 
to desire to terminate the long continued political turbulence. They 
recognized the impartiality of Mr. Welles and indicated to him their 
wish to utilize his personal good offices in bringing them together in 
order that they might themselves peacefully reconcile their difficulties 
through discussion. The efforts to reach a peaceful solution broke 
down at the time of the general strike which finally resulted in a 
revolt of the army and the retirement of President Machado. Both 
before and during this critical period, Mr. Welles used his good offices 
in an endeavor to help the Cuban people work out their own solution 
for their own difficulties. Immediately after the Cespedes Govern- 
ment came into office and upon recommendation by Mr. Welles, the 
President felt constrained to despatch naval vessels to certain Cuban 
ports. In announcing this step the President said: 

“No possible question of intervention or the slightest interference 
with the internal affairs of Cuba have arisen or is intended by this 
precautionary step to protect, if necessary, the lives of American 
citizens, pending the restoration of normal conditions of law and 
order by the Cuban authorities.” | 

The Cespedes Government was suddenly displaced by a coup d@’ état. 
Again there were disturbances and again the President considered 
it a wise precaution to despatch vessels. In pursuing this course, the 

See Report of the Secretary of War dated November 27, 1901, Annual Reports 
of the War Department on the Fiscal Year ended June 80, 1901, pp. 7, 48; also 
section entitled “Revolution in Cuba”, Foreign Relations, 1933, vol. v, pp. 270 ff.
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President and the Department informed diplomatic representatives 
of the various Latin American countries of the reasons thereof. 

As regards the new regime in Cuba, the position of this Government 
is summed up in the following statement made by the Department 
on September 12, 1933 : * 

“The chief concern of the Government of the United States is, as 
it has been, that Cuba solve her own political problems in accordance 
with the desires of the Cuban people themselves. It would seem 
unnecessary to repeat that the Government of the United States has 
no interest in behalf of or prejudice against any political group or 
independent organization which is today active in the political life 
of Cuba. In view of its deep and abiding interest in the welfare 
of the Cuban people, and the security of the Republic of Cuba, our 
Government is prepared to welcome any Government representing the 
will of the people of the Republic and capable of maintaining law 
and order throughout the island. Such a Government would be com- 
petent to carry out the functions and obligations incumbent upon any 
stable Government. This has been the exact attitude of the United 
States Government from the beginning .. .” 

Mexico, under the Estrada Doctrine,® has continued to carry on dip- 
lomatic relations with the Grau Government. Three other countries, 
Panama, Uruguay, and Spain have recognized the present authorities. 

_ There is attached as A ppendix 43 ® a chronology of recent important 
political events in Cuba. 

Harrr 

Under a treaty entered into in 1915” for the purpose of remedying 
the distressing conditions created by a long period of civil war and 
economic disorganization, this Government assumed the obligation 
to assist the Republic of Haiti in the rehabilitation of its finances, 
the organization of an efficient police force, and the development of 
its natural resources. American citizens were nominated by the 
President of the United States to serve as Financial Adviser, Chief 
of the Constabulary, Chief of the Public Works Department and Chief 
of the Public Health Service. American experts were subsequently 
placed in charge of the agricultural service and entrusted with the 
establishment of schools for agricultural and vocational education. In 
1922, in accordance with the recommendations of the special commit- 

_ tee sent by the United States Senate to investigate the situation in 
Haiti, a High Commissioner was appointed to supervise and coordi- 
nate all of these so-called treaty services.” 

See telegram No. 96, September 11, midnight, to the Ambassador in Cuba, vol. 

" soo Instituto Americano de Derecho y Legislacién Comparada, La Doctrina 
Estrada (Mexico, Publicaciones del Instituto Comparada, 1930). 

*° Appendix 43 not printed. 
” Foreign Relations, 1916, p. 828. ae 
™ See ibid., 1922, vol. 1, pp. 472, 515. 7
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In view of the approaching expiration in 1936 of the Treaty of 

1915 and the major problems of policy concerned with our relation- 

ship to Haiti under the Treaty, the President on February 7, 1930, 

appointed a commission for the study and review of conditions in 

the Republic of Haiti under the chairmanship of Mr. W. Cameron 

Forbes.”2, This commission was known as the Forbes Commission. 

The Commission proceeded to Haiti and, after making a study of 

conditions there, submitted a report to the President.” Among the 

recommendations of the Commission was that the High Commis- 

sionership should be abolished and that a Minister be appointed to 

take over the duties of that office as well as those of diplomatic rep- 

resentative. In accordance with this recommendation Dr. Dana G. 

Munro was appointed Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipo- 

tentiary and proceeded to Haiti in November 1930." 

Upon the arrival of Dr. Munro he immediately proceeded to carry 

out the Haitianization of the various treaty services” as recom- 

mended by the Forbes Commission. Negotiations were carried on 

to this end with the Haitian Government and on August 5, 1931, an 

Accord was signed ** providing for the return to Haitian control of 

the Department of Public Works, the Sanitary Service and the 

Technical Service of Agriculture, which included the industrial edu- 
cational system. AJl American personnel were withdrawn from 
these services on October 1, 1931. In order to provide for the sani- 
tation of the cities of Port-au-Prince and Cap Haitien where Amer- 
ican troops were stationed, a small mission of naval medical personnel 
under the title of American Scientific Mission was left to supervise 
sanitation in those cities. . 

Following the signature of the Accord of August 5, 1931, there 
were prolonged negotiations between the Haitian Government and 
the American Legation regarding other questions arising out of the 
1915 Treaty, particularly the form of financial control to be exer- 
cised after the expiration of the treaty in accordance with Article 
VIII of the Protocol of October 3, 1919,7? and the Haitianization of 
the Garde d’Haiti. A treaty with related protocols was signed on 
September 8, 1932,’ but was not ratified. Various proposals were 
exchanged regarding these two questions and finally on August 7, 

™ See sections entitled “The President’s Commission for the Study and Review 
of Conditions in the Republic of Haiti”, Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. III, pp. 

204 ff. and ibid., 1930, vol. 111, pp. 198 ff. 
8 Toid., p. 217. 
™ See memorandum to the Appointed Minister in Haiti, October 18, 1930, ibid.., 

P eee abid., pp. 261 ff 
7 For negotiations, see ibid., 1931, vol. m, pp. 408 ff.; for text of agreement, 

see ibid., p. 505, 
™ Toid., 1919, vol. 11, p. 347. a 
8 Tboid., 1932, vol. v, p. 671. a CC
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1933, an agreement was signed at Port-au-Prince” covering the 

financial control to be exercised under the Protocol of October 3, 

1919, to commence on January 1, 1934, the Haitianization of the 

Garde d’Haiti, and withdrawal of the American Scientific Mission 

and the Marine forces to begin October 1, 1934, and to be completed 

within 30 days thereafter. 
For detailed discussion of Relations with Haiti see memo in the 

files of the Delegation.*° 

Dominican REPUBLIC 

Under the terms of the Convention signed December 27, 1924,” 

the Dominican Government agreed to the continuation of the Col- 

lectorship of Customs established under the previous Convention of 

1907 ® and further agreed that until the Dominican Republic had 

paid the whole of the amount of the bonds of its foreign debt, this 

Collectorship would be maintained; and that its public debt would 
not be increased except by a previous agreement between the Domini- 
can Government and the Government of the United States. However, 
toward the close of the year 1931 it became apparent that with the 
great reduction in revenue brought on by the world depression, the 
Dominican Government would be unable to meet the full service on 
its debt and at the same time maintain necessary functions of Govern- 
ment. Accordingly, the Dominican Government, by the Emergency 
Law of October 3, 1931, suspended amortization payments on the 
debt service.®* While this action was obviously in violation of the 
Convention of 1924, the United States Government decided not to 
intervene in view of the fact that it appeared absolutely necessary for 
the Dominican Government to have funds with which to cover the 
ordinary expenses of the Government and to maintain public order in 
the country. The Emergency Law, while providing for full interest 
payment on the foreign bonds, authorized the diversion of part of the 
customs revenues which under the terms of the Convention were to 
be used for amortization payments, up to a maximum sum of $1,500,000 

annually for the ordinary needs of the public administration. Under 
the provisions of this Law amortization payments on the external 
debts have been practically suspended, though the interest on the 
debt has been regularly paid. 

Revations BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND PANAMA 

The relations of the United States and Panama in connection with 
the Canal have been, on the whole, extremely cordial. These relations 

® Vol. v, p. 755. 
© Not printed. 
* Foreign Relations, 1924, vol. 1, p. 662. 
® Tbid., 1907, pt. 1, p. 307. | 
® See ibid., 1931, vol. 1, pp. 124 ff.



154 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV 

have been based on the Treaty of 1904 ® and the so-called Taft Agree- 
ment, a series of orders issued by Mr. Taft while Secretary of War 
under President Theodore Roosevelt, which did away with the Ameri- 
can customs tariff in the Canal Zone, and provided that no importa- | 
tions should be entered at the ports of the Zone except those articles 
specified in Article XIII of the Treaty of 1904: namely, all articles 
necessary and convenient for the construction, maintenance, opera- 
tion, sanitation and protection of the Canal, and for the employees in 
the service of the United States and their families. This agreement 
was intended only for the construction period and was abrogated in 
1924.°° A new treaty, endeavoring to adjust certain difficulties which 
had arisen between the two governments, was signed in 1926,%* but 
was not ratified by either country, Panama objecting particularly to 
the cession to the United States of jurisdiction over New Cristobal, and 
extensive section of the Panamanian city Colén, which is occupied 
almost entirely by employees of the United States Government. 

With the Canal Zone administration set down in the midst of the 
territory of Panama, it is inevitable that there will always be sources 
of friction. There is also a natural tendency at the present time in 
Panama to attribute to the activities of the Canal Zone some of Pana- 
ma’s economic ills, which are probably due for the most part to the 
effect on Panama of the world wide economic depression. 

In recent years there has been an increasing feeling of irritation in 
Panama arising from the belief that the Canal Zone commissaries and 
post exchanges furnish unfair competition with Panamanian mer- 
chants, thereby adversely affecting the economic life in the country. 
There are other sources of friction, such as those arising from the fact 
that the United States Government, through its ownership of the Pan- 
ama Railroad Company, owns a large proportion of the land in the 
City of Colén, which it leases for business and residence purpose: Pan- 
ama objects to the United States Government being in the real estate 
business in the Republic of Panama. There is also the difficult ques- 
tion of radio control, as well as many other points of misunderstanding. 

As a result of President Arias’ recent visit to President Roosevelt, 
it may be safely said that the way has been paved for the solution of 
the present difficulties between the two countries, as indicated by the 

* Convention Between the United States and the Republic of Panama for the 
Construction of a Ship Canal to Connect the Waters of the Atlantic and Pacific 
Oceans, signed at Washington, November 18, 1903, Foreign Relations, 1904, p. 543. 

* See telegram No. 39, May 28, 1924, to the Minister in Panama, ibid., 1924, 
vol. 11, p. 522. 

“See section entitled ‘““Unperfected Treaty Between the United States and 
Panama for Settlement of Points of Difference, Signed J uly 28, 1926”, ibid., 1926, 
vol. 11, pp. 829, 888.
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attached press release of October 17, 1933, giving a joint statement of 
the two Presidents,®”’ Appendix 44.° | 

Participation oF Ex Satvapor aT THE CONFERENCE 

Article V of the Resolution of the Fifth International Conference of 
American States provides that “the governments of the American 
republics enjoy, as a right, representation at the International Con- 
ferences of American States and in the Pan American Union.” ® It 
would appear, therefore, that there can be no question regarding the 
right of El Salvador to be represented at the Conference. It is well 
established, however, both in theory and in practice, that participa- 
tion in an international conference does not affect the status of recog- 
nition or nonrecognition of a participating government. The par- 
ticipation at the Conference by delegates from El Salvador in no way 
affects, either by implication or otherwise, the position of this Gov- 
ernment regarding recognition of the present régime in El Salvador. 

In accordance with Article I of the Resolution of the Sixth Inter- 
national Conference of American States on the Pan American Union ” 
providing that “the government of the Pan American Union shall 
be vested in a Governing Board composed of the representatives that 
the American governments may appoint”, the present régime in El 
Salvador, although not recognized by the United States, has had its 
representative on the Governing Board of the Pan American Union. 
It will be recalled that the representative of El Salvador also signed 
the declaration of August 3, 1932,° which was sent to Bolivia and 
Paraguay concerning non-recognition of territorial gains acquired 

by force. 

In Conciusion : 

The continuation and development of friendship, mutual under- 
standing, and sympathy, among the nations of the Western Hemis- 
phere are the ends which the United States hopes that the Seventh 
International Conference of American States may further and you 
will use your best efforts toward the accomplishment of this purpose. 

Sincerely yours, CorpELt Huy 

* Department of State, Press Releases, October 21, 1933, p. 218. 
* Appendix 44 not printed. 
*® Fifth International Conference of American States, Acta Final, Convenciones 

y Resoluciones (Santiago, 1923), pp. 18, 20. 
” Sixth International Conference of American States, Final Act, pp. 112-1138. 
" Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. v, p. 159.
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PROCEEDINGS 

710.G/372 : Telegram | 

The Chairman of the American Delegation to the Seventh Inter- 
national Conference of American States (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

MonreEvipeo, December 1, 1933—11 p. m. 
| [Received 11:30 p. m.] 

19. I commenced today informal calls on Ministers of Foreign 
Affairs and heads of delegations preaching harmony and teamwork 
which would eliminate from consideration the minor and trouble- 
making provisions on the agenda. Had satisfactory talks with Mafié,” 
Cruchaga * and Puig. Conference at plenary session ® next Monday 
is expected to divide into eight commissions according to chapters of 
programme and I believe it will be possible to put aside unimportant 
topics and get down to discussions of fundamental subjects when 
commissions begin their work, which it is expected will be next Tues- 
day morning. There appears to be a desire not to sit longer than 
about 3 weeks. 

Although the question of the Chaco ® will not, from present indica- 
tions, come before the Conference I have received indications that 
some of the responsible representatives of important countries are 
already beginning unofficial conversations with heads of delegations 
with a view to effecting some arrangement transformed into the Con- 
ference which would result in at least an abatement of the hostilities 
and which would lend substantial support to the efforts of the League 

Commission to find a solution. There is a very evident realization 
that such a result would itself be one of the successes of our meeting 
here and would create an improved atmosphere. We are not partici- 
pating in this movement but we are in individual conversations urging 
that the countries proximate to the warring countries take the lead in 
actions leading to a cessation of hostilities. 

Hui 

" Alberto Mafié, Uruguayan Minister for Foreign Affairs, President of the 
Seventh International Conference of American States. 

* Miguel Cruchaga Tocornal, Chilean Minister for Foreign Affairs, Chairman 
of the Chilean delegation to the Conference. : 

“José Manuel Puig Casaurane, Mexican Minister for Foreign Affairs, Chair- 
man of the Mexican delegation to the Conference. 

“See Seventh International Conference of American States, Minutes and 
Antecedents with Index. 

* See pp. 241 ff.
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710.G1A/287 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hult) to the Acting 

| Secretary of State 

Montevipeo, December 2, 1983—9 p. m. 
[Received 11:35 p. m.| 

91. Your No. 25, November 29, 3 p. m.” The economic proposal 

which I wish to introduce is substantially and largely literally section 

2 of my London Conference proposal * plus a proposed revision and 

renewal or an outright new convention for the abolition of import and 

export restrictions in lieu of that of 1927 which now has been prac- 

tically abandoned. The proposal excludes treaties and conventions 

and only proposes a resolution pledging the 21 Pan American coun- 

tries and enough other countries to embrace 75 per centum in value of 

international commerce before becoming operative to the undertaking 

of substantial reductions of the existing high trade barriers according 

to the provisions of said London Conference proposal. Concluding 

paragraphs favor a permanent international agency to observe the 

steps taken by each country in effecting reductions of trade barriers 

and progress in carrying out this program and assert the policy of Pan 

American nations in meantime to go forward with reciprocal bilateral 

policy. I assume no objections to my offering this sort of proposal. 

Please confer with President and advise as quickly as convenient. 
Hoi 

710.G1A/289 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Monrevipeo, December 4, 1933—10 p. m. 

[Received (December 5?)—1:14 a. m.] 

24. Conference in process of organization today and yesterday. 

Chile and Brazil to represent chapters I and II of agenda respectively 

which is very satisfactory. Puig debt, silver, bimetallism, and string 

of other additional proposals most of which entirely impracticable 

now, will probably as courtesy be received and referred to committee. 

We can probably postpone or defeat most of his proposals. Our fight 

will be to postpone by referring to committee. Our relations with 

most delegations very cordial. We are preparing to get chapter II 

referred and postponed if possible. Chapter IV of agenda has been 

divided and portions assigned to new committees numbers 9 and 10 but 

* Ante, p. 42. 
* Proposal of July 21, vol. 1, p. 728. 

738036—50——16 ee
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subjects not yet fully classified as to each committee. I informally and 
individually presented to the dominant leaders our Government’s 
position about proposed Spanish observer but notwithstanding in the 
meeting of the committee on initiative this morning they overwhelm- 
ingly decided to put it through each leader having a set speech pre- 
pared. I felt unjustified in raising a row by precipitating a debate and 
vote which would have had unfortunate results later during the Con- 
ference. 

Cuban speech fell flat. Other delegations on their own initiative 
censured the speech materially as being in bad taste—largely for home 
consumption and therefore grossly inappropriate as a reply to the 
welcoming address of the President of the Conference. — 
Tomorrow will be devoted to meetings of the various committees 

for organization purposes. 

Hoi 

710.G1A/290 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Monrevipro, December 5, 19833—9 a. m. 
[Received December 5—8:55 a. m.] 

27. After the despatch of my No. 24, December 4, 10 p. m., I learned 
that Saavedra Lamas ® in interview with press stated Conference ap- 
proved creation special preparatory committee for a Pan American 
economic and commercial conference and that Conference will be ex- 
pected to approve suggestion from all American Republics that pro- 
posal be made by United States to reconvene World Economic Con- 
ference. | 

Saavedra Lamas at first meeting steering committee without consul- 
tation suggested creation special committee for consideration of broad 
economic plans and stated he had various proposals to lay before such 
committee, specific details of which he did not give me. I neither 
opposed nor agreed to his proposal for formation of special economic 
committee (the ninth committee referred to in my December 4, 10 
p.m.) and stated would be glad to give consideration to his proposals 
but that could not commit my Government without specific reference 
to Washington. He did not speak to me of any inter-American eco- 
nomic conference to be held after the close of this Conference nor of 
the reconvening of the World Economic Conference except to make 
some general reference to the idea. As far as concerns any action in 

* Carlos Saavedra Lamas, Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs, Chairman 
of the Argentine delegation.
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this field which would extend beyond the period of this present Con- 
ference I have no intention of going beyond the creation of a stand- 
ing committee to interchange information on economic matters and 
plans for the future. 

: HULL 

710.G1A/291 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Montevipeo, December 5, 1933—10 p. m. 
[Received December 6—12:45 a. m.] 

29. At today’s meeting of Steering Committee Puig presented his 
entire financial program comprising debts with moratorium, 
silver including bimetallism, exchange stabilization and other subjects. 
It looked entirely favorable for him after his elaborate speech of Mon- 
day damning creditors and playing up debtors. He would not consent 
on yesterday to a discussion without any action on his proposal. I 
made a statement at today’s meeting of Steering Committee setting 
forth our viewpoint in most essential respects but so handling the 
situation as to encourage others to join the opposition. Accordingly 
Foreign Minister Lamas of Argentina, Foreign Minister Franco of 
Brazil and Foreign Minister Cruchaga Tocornal of Chile fell in line 
with result that entire Puig proposal after 214 hours debate unani- 
mously was referred to subcommittee of five composed of the United 
States, Argentina, Brazil, Mexico, and Colombia which will meet 
tomorrow immediately after the Steering Committee. 

Organization of all 10 committees of the Conference was completed 
today and the hours set for their meetings beginning tomorrow. The 
committees will be referred to hereafter by numbers which will follow 
the numbering of the chapters of the program with the addition to 
committee number 9 which will consider certain topics of chapter LV 
and committee number 10 which will be charged with the coordination 
of the work of committees 4 and 9. 

Committee number 1 and committee number 4 will meet every day; 
the other committees will meet every other day. 

| HULL. 

710.G1A/294 : Telegram . 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) 

Wasuineton, December 6, 1933—noon. 

44, Your 21, December 2, 9 p.m. I have discussed this with the 
President. It is our judgment that the proposal is not open to criti-



160 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV 

cism except possibly because you would naturally be forced to include 
exceptions to cover possible actions by the N. R. A and the A. A. A? 
In the light of this fact and the fact that other governments would 
thereby put forward other exceptions, the proposal could only be 
valuable from the point of view of expressing ultimate objectives 
rather than from the point of view of practical and immediate 
progress. 

It seems to us that all possible emphasis on the immediate under- 
taking of bilateral negotiations would be more useful during this 
period of unsettled Government finance and of sharply fluctuating 
exchanges and we wish to submit this for your consideration. 

The attitude you express in the final sentence of your 27, December 
5, seems advisable. 

PHILLIPS 

710.G Personnel /336 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
| Secretary of State 

: Monrtevipeo, December 6, 1933—5 p. m. 

[Received 6:40 p. m.] 

30. In meeting of Steering Committee this morning application 
was promptly made for League of Nations to send an observer to 
this Conference. Seeing possibility of other early applications of 
international organizations I immediately moved that the applica- 
tion and all others hereafter made during this Conference be referred 
to a special committee on policy to be appointed by the Chair and stated 
that my motion had nothing to do with the merits of the application. 
The proposal was discussed for more than 2 hours during which some 
additional provisions to the motion such as the plan to have policy 
committee to examine and restate if necessary the functions and 
purposes of the Pan American Union and to decide whether in co- | 
operating internationally with other parts of the world this organi- 
zation should do so maintaining its identity and the integrity of its 
organization or whether it should involve and interlock its organiza- 
tion with other organizations of Old World or they with it to any 
material extent. Some suggested that the League observer should be 
admitted for the time being on account of League peace activities in 

Chaco but not as a precedent. I thereupon requested that my original 
motion be placed and kept on record whereupon adjournment was 
taken until 11 tomorrow with no vote taken. 

* See National Recovery Act, June 16, 1933, 48 Stat. 195. 
* See Agricultural Adjustment Act, May 12, 1933, 48 Stat. 31.
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Please wire any suggestions. Most likely any observer will be 
prohibited from executive sessions but only allowed a chair to sit 
in public sessions. 

Huu 

710.G1A/295 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hult) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Montevipr0, December 7, 1983—1 a. m. 
| [Received 1:50 a. m.| 

31. For Phillips, personal. Your 44, December 6, noon. The sole 
purpose of tariff and commercial proposal is as a long-term plan. It 
contemplates exceptions and reservations reasonably necessary for 
temporary or for emergency panic relief, tariff and trade barriers. 
The general aim is to keep alive the permanent policy of reducing 
existing barriers and liberalizing commercial policy by simultaneous 
action of nations comprising 75 percent of world commerce when 
and as such temporary and emergency high tariffs would at all per- 
mit. I can so indicate in express terms in my proposal while retaining 
the fundamental doctrine of moderate tariff reductions and liberal 
commercial policy. The temporary or emergency rates would rest 
upon unusual necessity such as may now exist or later arise while 
general governmental tariff and commercial policy such as is con- 
tained in section 2 of the London proposal is our ultimate objective 
and in my judgment should by all means not be abandoned. So long 
as extreme high tariff demands generally are acceded to reciprocity 
bilateral trade agreements, however strongly emphasized, will be 
restricted to a limited number of commodities as to South America 
and they will be virtually noncompetitive commodities. Hence the 
importance of preserving at least the fundamentals of a future per- 
manent policy of simultaneous and substantial tariff reduction by the 
nations of the world and liberal commercial policy. 

I would consider it unfortunate if our Government should not thus 
keep alive the foregoing broad proposal with the exceptions and reser- 
vations mentioned. The alternative would offer a very narrow and 
limited domestic policy alone with no indication of any other for the 

future. 
I feel constrained to offer this frank opinion which is based upon 

the assumption that we ultimately expect to reenter foreign trade. If 
this is not in mind it of course would not be necessary to keep alive any 

policy for the future. 
Please confer and wire immediately. ) 

Hou
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710.G1A/297 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Montevipeo, December 7, 1933—11 a. m. 
| [Received 11:35 a. m.] 

33. Supplementing my 31, December 7, 1 a. m. on tariff and com- 
mercial policy. A rereading of your 44, December 6, noon, and 
especially its last paragraph referring to my 27, raises doubt about 
whether you intended to foreclose further consideration of a long- 
term tariff and commercial proposal to be carried out simultaneously 
by nations with 75 percent of world commerce beginning with the 
emergence of the nations from the panic conditions and gradually 
putting into effect such long-term policies as the nations go forward 
out of and following the worst phases of the panic. If foreclosure was 
thus intended you will of course disregard this and other telegrams. 

I feel for two reasons that our Nation should not propose to go for- 
ward indefinitely with no sort of future tariff and commercial policy 
except the extremely limited policy of bilateral bargaining arrange- 
ments confined alone to noncompetitive commodities. For further 
reasons see my 31, referred to above. Secondly, the economic life of 
Latin America and many other nations of the world depends upon a 
future permanent policy of moderate tariffs and normal international 
trade. Most of the other countries at this Conference, therefore, will 
present a far more drastic proposal for reduction of trade barriers 
following the emergence from the panic than our London proposal 
with the result that we will be obliged to oppose its adoption and 
possibly under serious disadvantages. 

With great deference I therefore lay these additional considerations 
before you and the President and shall appreciate an early reply. 

Huu 

711.0012 Anti-War/1404 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) | 

, Wasuineton, December 7, 1933—2 p. m. 

49. There has just been received a letter addressed to you by Mr. 
Frank B. Kellogg, Judge of the Permanent Court of International 
Justice, from The Hague, suggesting that either at the conference or 
later you might have an opportunity to “bring to the attention of 
Argentina and Brazil the importance of their adhering and ratifica- 
tion of the Pact of Paris”. He also suggests that you might use your 

°Treaty for the Renunciation of War, signed at Paris, August 27, 1928, Foreign 
Relations, 1928, vol, 1, p. 153. \
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influence to obtain the adhesion of the other American States who have 
not ratified the Pact. These States are Bolivia, Salvador and 
Uruguay. A copy of the letter goes forward by air mail today.* 

In his communication Mr. Kellogg states that the reason Argentina 
and Brazil did not sign the Pact of Paris was not “because they dis- 
agreed with the principle of the treaty, but for other reasons. Iri- 
goyen was then president of Argentina and his policy was to make no 
treaties and to have no relations with any other countries.” He 
states further: “The excuse Brazil gave was that she already had in 
her constitution the same principle as expressed in the Pact of Paris. 
As a matter of fact, I am sure the reason Brazil did not sign was that 
she was piqued because I did not invite her to sign the original 
treaty”, but “had I invited Brazil, of course, I would have been com- 
pelled to invite all the South and Central American States and they 
would have had innumerable suggestions to make as to the form of 

the treaty.” 
PHILLIPS 

710.G1A/298 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Monteviveo, December 7, 1933—38 p. m. 
[Received 5:40 p. m.] 

35. Late yesterday the subcommittee of myself and four others 
including Puig unanimously agreed to recommend to Steering Com- 
mittee that the entire Puig financial and economic proposals be 

referred to the Inter-American High Commission, a dormant agency 

of the Pan American Union, for consideration and it will supposedly 

meet in Chile during coming months. We had great difficulty in 

dealing with this matter but the outcome with perfectly good feel- 

ing was fine. The Steering Committee today unanimously approved 

the subcommittee report. 

I confer with most heads of delegations daily urging harmony and 

other suitable accomplishments. The general spirit exhibited at 

present is good. 
League of Nations matter based on individual request of Nogueira 

and not official League request—the discovery of which automatically 

settled that matter.° 
HULL 

*Not printed. 
'This information was transmitted in telegram No. 293, November 13, 1933, 

2 p. m., from the Consul at Geneva, not printed.
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710.G Peace/2 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Monterviweo, December 7, 1933—4 p. m. 
[Received 6:30 p. m.] 

36. Referring Pan American agenda, topic 1, methods for pre- 
venting and pacific settlement international conflicts.* With a view 
to providing for situations arising between states, one or both of 
whom are not effective parties to existing arbitration and conciliation 
conventions, would Department approve submission to Conference of 
resolution reading substantially as follows: “The Seventh Interna- 
tional Conference of American States, resolves: It shall never be 
deemed an unfriendly act for states, who are neighbors to states 
engaged in a controversy threatening or rupturing their peaceful 
relations, to offer their neighborly good offices to the end that such 
differences may be so composed as to avoid recourse to or to end 
measures of force between the differing states. The foregoing pro- 
cedure shall not be applicable where other instrumentalities for the 
peaceful adjustment of international disputes are already provided 
between the parties, unless such instrumentalities are not applied in 
fact”. The foregoing merely incorporates certain principles of the 
Second Hague Convention touching mediation’? and one clause of 
Bryan peace treaties.® 

Hou 

710.G Personnel/339 : Telegram . 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) . 

WasHineTon, December 7, 1933—7 p. m. 

52. Your 30, December 6,5 p.m. Think your motion of reference 
to special committee on policy excellent. We of course hope other 
delegations will consider carefully, from point of view of long time 
interests of all American States, wisdom of fundamentally altering 
character of these conferences as strictly inter-American gatherings. 

In any consideration of possible reexamination of functions and 
purposes of the Pan American Union, it might be recalled that the 
Convention on the Union adopted at the Sixth Conference ® seems a 

° Ante, p. 52. 
" Foreign Relations, 1907, pt. 2, p. 1181. 
® See ibid., General Index, 1900-1918, p. 420. 
* Convention regarding the Pan American Union, signed at Habana, February 

20, 1928, ibid., 1928, vol. 1, p. 615. - |
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satisfactory basis for that organization. The Convention enters into 

effect only after ratification by all 21 republics; so far it has been rati- 

fied by 12. It might seem the part of wisdom to obtain ratification 

by the other 9 states and put this Convention into effect rather than 

to seek at the present Conference to restate the powers of the Union. 

Article VI of the Convention provides that the Governing Board 

of the Union shall not exercise functions of a political character. 

This seems very sensible and we hope nothing will be done to modify 

this principle. 
Of course, there is no reason why the Pan American Union and 

Conferences as at present set up, maintaining their integrity and iden- 

tity, should not cooperate fully and cordially in all appropriate ways 

with other international organizations. 

While the foregoing represents our general views, it would seem so 

far as the present application is concerned, that if the other Delega- 

tions desire to handle the matter along the lines of the suggestions 

you mention, namely, that the League representative should be ad- 

mitted purely as an observer for the time being on account of League 

peace activities in the Chaco but not as a precedent (and then only 

to public sessions) we should not in the interest of harmony and 

good feeling wish to oppose this being done. 
PHILLIPS 

%710.G1A/302 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 

Delegation (Hult) 

Wasuineron, December 8, 1933—3 p. m. 

53. Your 35, December 7, 8 p. m. I congratulate you on having 

these proposals referred for later consideration. Should appreciate 

further information concerning reference to the Inter-American High 

Commission. Our Congress, as you will recall, failed to appropriate 

funds for the United States Section of the Inter-American High Com- 

mission for the present fiscal year because it “could find no justifiable 

reason for the continuance of the Commission” and the United States 

Section therefore ceased to function June 30 last. (See pages 98-100 

of instructions to Delegation). Is it proposed to revive the Inter- 

American High Commission ? 
PHILLIPS 

1 Ante, pp. 98-99.
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710.G Peace/5 : Telegram | 

Lhe Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) 

Wasuineron, December 8, 1983—5 p. m. 
54. Your 36, December 7,4 p.m. Department approves proposed 

resolution. | 
Prttutrs 

710.G1A/309 : Telegram 

Lhe Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
. Delegation (Hull) 

Wasuineton, December 8, 1933—5 p. m. 
55. The Ecuadoran Chargé d’Affaires called today under instruc- 

tions from his Government to say that the Ecuadoran Delegation at 
Montevideo had been instructed to support the American Delegation 
in any proposals it might put forward. The Chargé d’Affaires then 
went on to say that the Ecuadoran Delegation either had presented or 
will present (his instructions were not clear) the following resolution : 

“The Seventh Pan American Conference assembled at Montevideo, 
taking into consideration that well interpreted national interests 
should never be in opposition to those of humanity and that the settle- 
ment of all pending Amazonian problems is of vital interest to the 
peace of the American Continent especially to the development and 
progress of Brazil, Colombia, Ecuador and Peru, stimulates fervent 
hopes that those Amazonian problems may have an equitable, rapid 
and final solution inspired in sentiments of real American har- 
mony, cooperation and solidarity and in adequate satisfaction to the 
legitimate aspirations and necessities of the said Nations.” The Ecua- 
doran Government hoped that we would instruct our Delegation to 
support this Resolution. 

We said to the Chargé d’Affaires merely that this Resolution of 
course affected various other American States and we assumed that 
the Ecuadoran Government, if it so desired, would have its Delegation 
at Montevideo discuss the matter with you and with other Delegations. 

While the text of the Resolution appears innocuous I think we must 
have in mind that Colombia and Peru are trying to reach a final ad- 
justment of their Leticia difficulties“ in Rio de Janeiro with the good 
offices of the Brazilian Government, and any action in Montevideo 
which might touch on this question should be carefully considered with 
a view to avoiding anything which might prejudice the efforts being 
made in Rio de Janeiro. 
—— PHILLIPS 

™ See pp. 384 ff.
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710.G Peace/3 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
| Secretary of State | 

MontevipEo, December 8, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received 6 p. m.] 

37. Referring to chapter I of agenda, progress to date as follows: 
1. First Commission of Conference is organized for study of this 

chapter. Clark, Weddell, Wright are the American members. 
2. Commission is divided into 8 subcommittees, the first dealing 

with topics 1, 2, and 3; the second with topic 5 and the third with the 
Chaco dispute. We are represented on first subcommittee only. 

3. Topic 4, Argentine anti-war pact,” is apparently disposed of by 
placing it in the office of the Secretary General for further signatures. 
Guatemala and Venezuela have announced they would sign. We may 
feel constrained to sign with reservations for sake of teamwork. I 
may have a further telegram for you on this later. 

4, Topic 1. Mexico has prepared a project aimed to supersede and 
to consolidate into one document all existing peace arbitration and 
conciliatory machinery. Sierra tells Clark privately that he does 
not expect his project to come to a vote because of devotion of Para- 
guay to Gondra Treaty* and Argentine to anti-war pact.‘ Clark 
doubts that any effective affirmative action will be taken on this 
Mexican project. | 

5. Topic 2a. Varela, the Uruguayan delegate who is more or less 
managing the first subcommittee, does not approve American [Insti- 
tute of International Law?] coordinating draft covering this point 
and favors bilateral conventions setting up conciliation commissions 
in time of peace to function in times of trouble. This seems more or 
less the Bryan Peace Pact idea. Varela apparently contemplates the 
adoption by the Conference of a protocol providing for this machin- 
ery. I shall favor this plan. 

6. Topic 3 will not be considered owing to the decided objection of | 
Peru. 

7. Venezuela proposed to the first commission this morning a project 
designed more or less to cover situations contemplated by draft pro- 
posal submitted in my telegram No. 36, December 7, 4 p.m. Vene- 
zuelan draft contemplates use of members of Pan American Union 
Board as conciliating commission. This suggestion met serious op- 
position, Venezuelan proposal referred to second subcommittee. 

“For correspondence concerning this pact, see pp. 228 ff. 
* Treaty To Avoid or Prevent Conflicts Between the American States, signed 

at Santiago, May 3, 1923, Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 308. This treaty 
was supplemented by the General Convention of Inter-American Conciliation, 
signed at Washington, January 5, 1929, ibid., 1929, vol. 1, p. 653. 

14 Signed at Rio de Janeiro, October 10, 1933, post, p. 234.
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Would appreciate reply my telegram No. 36 at the Department’s 
earliest convenience. | 

Ho 

710.G1A/810: Telegram — 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hult) , 

Wasuineron, December 8, 19383—7 p. m. 

— 56. Your 31, December 7, 1 a.m. In talking with the President 
he asks me to tell you that he is wholly sympathetic to any long term 
plan with adequate exceptions and reservations covering possible 
actions found necessary during this period of readjustment, especially 
actions under the N.R.A. and A.A.A. Acts. 
With this safeguard he gladly approves your effort to keep alive, 

as a permanent objective, the idea of liberalizing tariff barriers by 
simultaneous action of many nations. Please be sure we are all sym- 
pathetic with that aim and with your determined effort to find a 
formulation for it which would supplement the work in the field of 

reciprocal negotiations. 
PHILLIPS 

710.G International Law/2: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

| Monrevipro, December 8, 1938—11 p. m. 
[Received December 9—2: 38 a. m.] 

88. Referring to chapter IT of agenda, the set-up is as follows: 
1. This chapter has been put in charge of the Second Commission of 

the Conference. | 
2. The Commission has been divided into subcommittees as follows. 

(a) First subcommittee—methods for the requested codification 
of international law; 

(") Second subcommittee topic 6a; 
c) Third subcommittee topics 6b-c; 

(d) Fourth subcommittee topics 6d-e-f ; 
(e) Fifth subcommittee topics 6g and 7. 

We have a place on the first and third subcommittees. 
3. We have information that the fifth subcommittee will report 

irreconcilable differences on topic 6¢. 
4, After meeting today of third subcommittee Sierra (Mexico) sug- 

gested we might be able to incorporate in an agreement those principles
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of state responsibility which had been agreed to among the delegates at 
the 1930 Hague Conference on codification of responsibility of states." 
He gave as an example of what he had in mind, the responsibilities of 
states in civil wars, upon which question he said all states were in 
agreement at The Hague. 

5. Will Department give views on wisdom of making any agreement 
of the kind suggested and give list of questions considered at The 
Hague, which might be incorporated in such an agreement. 

6. Delegation has here the following: bases of discussion drawn 
up for the Conference by the Preparatory Committee (Geneva 1929) 
and volume 4—minutes of the third committee—of The Hague Con- 
ference for the Codification of International Law. 

(. In answering number 5 above please give numeral and page ref- 
erences to publications listed in 6 (see pages 39, 52 and 58 of instruc- 
tions to delegates to this Conference **), 

HULL 

710.G1A/308 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Montevipro, December 9, 1933—1 a. m. 
| [Received 1:01 a. m.] 

39. Your 53, December 8,3 p.m. The Inter-American High Com- 
mission was agreed upon on motion of Saavedra Lamas who with me 
made the fight to have it named as an organization to undertake dis- 
cussion of Puig’s proposals. If this is not feasible arrangement al- 
ready planned in topic 14 under chapter IV will probably meet the 
situation. 

Hout 

710.G/374: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

MonrevipE0, December 9, 1933—11 a. m. 
, [Received December 9—10: 05 a. m.] 

40. Department’s instructions page 81.7 Telegraph subsequent 
changes or contemplated changes if any in Latin American truce 

*5 See “Conference for the Codification of International Law, Held at The Hague, 
March 13-—April 20, 1930, and Text of Protocol Relating to Military Obligations 
in Certain Cases of Double Nationality”, Foreign Relations, 1930, vol. 1, pp. 

Oe nte, pp. 65, 72, and 73. 
™ Ante, p. 89, last paragraph, and p. 90, first paragraph. |
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membership. Referring to Treaty Information, July, pages 11-13, 
should Bolivia and Ecuador be considered members ? 

Hou 

710.G/375 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Acting Secretary of 
State 

Geneva, December 9, 1933—noon. 
[Received December 9—8:55 a. m.] 

918. 1. The Secretary of State is reported in a Havas despatch 
from Montevideo appearing in this morning’s press as having stated 
the following at Pan American Conference (translation) “I ask 
myself if the Union will not be brought in the near future to col- 
laborate with the League of Nations in a much closer manner than 
up to the present. This cooperation could certainly be established 
while preserving to each of these institutions its own character, but 
also it could be that to assure a much greater efficiency in this coopera- 
tion that the day might be envisaged where there would be a trans- 
formation of the Pan American Union into an organization comple- 
mentary to the League of Nations of which it would become a sort 
of Pan American prolongation. In both instances it would be neces- 
sary to change the regulations (statutes) of the Pan American Union”. 

2, League opinion which has thus far come to my attention is one 
of great interest in view of the support the statement is felt to give 
the League in its present critical situation in contradistinction to 
Mussolini’s #8 critical attitude. : | 

8. I should appreciate information as to whether the statement 
of Mr. Hull is accurately reported. Witson 

710.G/376: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hult) 

WasHineton, December 9, 1933—2 p. m. 

59. A telegram was received today from the American Minister in 
Berne referring to the Havas despatch given in today’s telegraphic 
news summary stating 

“League opinion which has thus far come to my attention is one 
. of great interest in view of the support the statement is felt to give the 

League in its present critical situation in contradistinction to Mus- 
solini’s critical attitude. 

I should appreciate information as to whether the statement of Mr. 
Hull is accurately reported.” | - 
—_— | PHILLIPS 

* Benito Mussolini, Prime Minister of Italy.
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710.G1A/304 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

_ Montevipro, December 9, 1933—4 p. m. 
[Received 5:05 p. m.] 

41. Puig now requests me to offer resolution providing that the Sev- 
enth Conference here pass resolution convening the Third Pan Amer- 
ican Financial Conference to study Puig topics heretofore referred 
to Inter-American High Commission. I feel that I should extend 
him this courtesy in the circumstances, especially since such proposed 
conference would bind no one and no one would be obliged to attend 
it. It would really be embarrassing not to thus oblige Puig. The 
meeting would be at some time in the future yet to be fixed, probably 
not until after 6 months at least. Please wire any comment immedi- 

ately. | 
| Hou 

710.G/379 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hult) 

_ Wasurneton, December 9, 1933—4 p. m. 

61. Your No. 40, December 9, 11 a.m. No change in list of Latin- 
American truce membership given on page 81 of Department’s in- 
structions with the exception that the adhesion of Venezuela has 
expired. Bolivia and Ecuador are still considered members of truce. 

. PHILLIPS 

710.G International Law/3 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) 

| Wasuineton, December 9, 1933—6 p. m. 

62. Your 38, December 8, 11 p. m. , 
(1) Your paragraph 4. The principles of State responsibility 

agreed to by majority vote on first reading by the Third Committee 
at The Hague in 1930 are set forth in Volume 4, Minutes, pages 236 
and 237,
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(2) There would appear to be no objection in general to these arti- 
cles with the possible exception of the last paragraph of Article 9. 

. It will be seen that these Articles do not specifically cover “respon- 
sibility of States in civil wars”. While the original bases of discus- 
sion, numbers 21 and 22, pages 107-124 of Volume 83—“Bases of Dis- 
cussion”, to which you refer, covered this subject, those bases were 
omitted from the majority draft. The position of the United States 
Delegation with respect to Bases 21 and 22 is set forth in its proposal 
of March 19, 1930, at page 232, Volume 4 of the Minutes. 

(3) The draft to which Sierra (Mexico) refers is undoubtedly a 
counter-draft prepared by the minority group referred to on page 53 
of instructions to your Delegation. This minority group presented 
on April 7 and 8, 1930, to certain members of the Third Committee 
counter-drafts containing articles declaring the non-responsibility of 
the State for damages caused by armed forces or the authorities of the 
State in suppressing insurrection, riot or other disturbances, or those 
caused by persons participating in an insurrection, riot or mob. Ar- 
ticle A of the draft, suggested on April 8 by the minority group, reads 
as follows: 

“1. The international responsibility of a State is not engaged in 
consequence of damages caused to the person or property of a foreigner 
by the armed forces or by the authorities of a State in suppressing an 
insurrection, a riot, or other disturbance, unless their acts have plainly 
exceeded the requirements of the situation. The damage occasioned 
by requisitions should in all cases be repaired. 

2. The international responsibility of a State is not engaged in cases 
of damage caused to the person or property of a foreigner by persons 
participating in an insurrection, in a riot, or by a mob, unless the State 
has not shown due diligence to prevent the damages, to assure the 
reparation of them and to punish the authors. 

3. If the State accords indemnities to its own nationals, it will grant 
them under like circumstances and on the basis of reciprocity to for- 
elgners.” 

These drafts were not submitted to the full Committee and were 
never considered by it, hence they are not contained in Volume 4 of 
the Minutes, Accordingly, the statement that “all States were in 
agreement at The Hague” on these provisions is inaccurate, unless, by 
“all States”, Sierra means the Latin American States, which largely 
constituted the minority group. | 

It will be seen that Article A would be unacceptable in its present 
form. 

/ | PHILLIPS
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710.G Peace/4 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Monrevineo, December 10, 1933—11 a. m. 
[Received December 11—2: 55 a. m.] 

44, On Saturday morning upon receipt of your telegram giving me 
authority to offer suitable economic proposal I decided at once to seek 
out one or more leading delegates in key positions to present a resolu- 
tion on peace and proposing to implement it by bringing out all un- 
signed peace agencies and strengthening them by an insistent request 
that all Governments not having signed should proceed to sign now. 
These included the Gondra,”° the Conciliation,”* the Lamas or Argen- 
tine,” the Arbitration, # and the Kellogg Treaties.* I decided to con- 
fer with Saavedra Lamas whose Government was most delinquent in 
the signing of these treaties, and presented plan in detail and urged 
him to undertake this righteous and vitally important service while I 
presented the economic proposal. I suggested that to get all these 
treaties signed, which would include our signing the Argentine Pact 
with reservations, would have a splendid effect on peace and especially 
in South America where the Leticia and Chaco controversies still 
pend. This afternoon Lamas came to see me with his peace resolution 
prepared strongly urging each Government to sign each of these 
treaties which it had not signed and in other respects setting forth the 

detailed plan as I had laid it before him on Saturday. He is most en- 
thusiastic and it now looks as if we may get both the economic and the 
peace proposals through the Conference which will constitute I think 
really substantial accomplishments, 
We are giving every attention to the Chaco trouble and may make 

some progress during the session. We hope to conclude by the 23d 
but cannot be certain until later. 

The peace and economic proposals are confidential until they are 
presented which we now think will be on Tuesday.” 

How 

” Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, p. 308. 
** Tbid., 1929, vol. 1, p. 653. 
” Post, p. 234. 
* Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. 1, p. 659. 
4 Tbid., 1928, vol. 1, p. 153. 
*For a fuller account of the above conversations, see memorandum by Mr. 

J. Butler Wright, p. 178. 

738036—50——17
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710.G/377: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
| Secretary of State ° 

MonteEviw£o, December 10, 1933—4 p. m. 
[Received 4:45 p. m.] 

43. Your 59, December 9,2 p.m. Please see my 30, December 6, 
5 p. m., and last sentence my 35, December 7, 3 p. m. The sense 
of my statement on the question was as follows: that the question 
now arose as to whether 

(1) The Pan American Conference would continue its work as 
a separate organization for this hemisphere retaining the integrity 
of its organization and cooperating with states, organizations or 
agencies of other continents or of the world in such phases of their 
activities as might be useful; or 

(2) Such cooperation would be prosecuted by the interlocking of 
the Pan American organization with those states, organizations or 
agencies being cooperated with. 

While this question was referred on my motion to a special com- 
mittee suggested by me for determination, I clearly indicated that I 
personally favored keeping the separate identity of the Pan American 
organization. 

Please repeat foregoing to Bern and Geneva. 

Huw 

710.G1A/306 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) 

WasuineTon, December 10, 19883—5 p. m. 

64. Your 41, December 9,4 p.m. The President agrees that there 
is no objection to your offering the resolution convening the Third 
Pan American Financial Conference. 

PHILLIPS 

710.G Women’s Rights/3 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) 

WaAsHINGTON, December 11, 1933—6 p. m. 

66. Your 42, December 9, 10 p. m.?7_ The instructions to the Dele- 
gation on these matters 78 are confirmed with the following exception: 

* Substance repeated to the Minister in Switzerland as telegram No. 129, 
December 10, 8 p. m., in reply to his No. 218, December 9, noon, p. 170. 

77 Not printed. 
* Proposed treaties covering nationality of women and equal rights for 

women,
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the last sentence of the instruction relating to topic 8,2? chapter ITI, 
under sub-paragraph 3 on page 73 (6) should read as follows: “Tf, 
therefore, the Conference proceeds to vote on any resolution recom- 
mending the continuation of the Inter-American Commission of 
Women, you should state that your Government does not desire any 
longer to be represented on the Commission and intends to continue 
its studies in this field through branches of the Government charged 
with responsibility in these matters.” 

The foregoing has been discussed with Miss Perkins *° who approves. 

PHILLIPS 

710.G Economic and Financial Problems/2: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Monrreviweo, December 11, 1933—8 p. m. 
[Received 10: 30 p. m.] 

46. With reference to topic 9(d) of agenda I believe that it would 
be valuable as a tangible expression of our good will to our South 
American neighbors if I could be in a position to say to other delega- 
tions that the United States has taken the lead in abolishing pass- 
port and visa formalities within the Western Hemisphere. 

Will you take this up with Carr * and the President from a stand- 
point of broad policy and see if section 2 (4) of the Executive Order 
Number 5869 of June 30, 1932, cannot be amended so as to put tourists 
of all countries in the Western Hemisphere on the same basis as regards 
exemption from passport and visa requirements as are now citizens 
of Canada, Mexico, et cetera. I do not feel that as a matter of fact 
this relaxation in the regulations would in the slightest degree en- 
danger the enforcement of our restrictive immigration laws. I would 
appreciate an early reply by telegraph and hope that you will be able 
to say that the President has signed or is about to sign the suggested 
amendment to the executive order. 

Hun 

* Ante, p. 84, last sentence. 
* Miss Frances Perkins, Secretary of Labor. 
“ Wilbur J. Carr, Assistant Secretary of State.
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710.G International Law/4: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Monrevipeo, December 12, 1933—11 a. m. 
[Received 3:80 p. m.] 

48, A. Argentina has proposed to third subcommittee of Second 
Commission (Clark our representative) following draft project on 
interpretation of treaties. 

“1, Asa general principle the rules on the subject relating to private 
law especially with respect to contract treaties are applicable to the 
interpretation of international conventions. 

2. In the interpretation of a treaty the enunciation contained in 
the preamble thereof must be taken into account. 

8. Words should be interpreted in accordance with the meaning 
which they usually have save when the interpretation resulting from 
the application of this rule would lead to results contrary to the rea- 
sonable one or to absurd results or when it has been decided to give 
them (i.e. the words) a technical meaning. 

4. The sense of a provision should be established in correlation with 
the other pertinent provisions of the convention. 

5. In case of disagreement on a term or clause the pertinent con- 
tents of the diplomatic documents and protocols previous to the 
treaty and the legislative discussion relating thereto (1. to the 
treaty) should be taken as a paramount element of interpretation in 
determining the intention of the parties. 

6. In order to establish the scope of a provision the acts of the con- 
tracting parties subsequent to the convention should be taken into 
account insofar as they are pertinent. 

7. In cases where there are no express clauses of retroactivity inter- 
national conventions shall be applied to the future. The ratification 
of a convention does not have such retroactive effect. 

8. Obligations should be interpreted with restrictive judgment in 
favor of the states which must fulfill them. 

9. Bilateral treaties cannot be interpreted or applied in contra- 
diction to the principles of international law where they may affect 
third parties. 

10. Rules relating to the restrictive or extensive interpretation of 
the provisions of a treaty may only be applied in cases where the 
ordinary methods of interpretation have failed. 

11. Even when a convention has been framed in general terms it 
should be understood that it only embraces those matters regarding _ 
which the parties desired to agree. 

12. When a diplomatic disagreement arises it belongs to the 
authority in charge of foreign affairs to interpret the international 
conventions. 

13. All questions relating to the interpretation of a treaty should 
be submitted to arbitration in the last resort.” 

B. Clark is familiar with Department’s instruction pages 47-49.°% 

” Ante, pp. 69-70.
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C. A preliminary discussion of the draft today resulted as follows, 
the numerals referring to the numbered paragraphs of the draft con- 

vention. 

(1) Substitute “domestic” for “private” before “law”; strike out 
phrase beginning “especially” and ending “treaties”; add to end of 
clause “insofar as such rules are common to the juridical systems of 
the parties involved”. 

(2) Incorporate this paragraph into paragraph 5. 
(3) Make the final clause read “or when the treaty gives to them 

a technical meaning”. 
(4) Provisionally passed. 
(5) The Mexican delegate (Suarez) took serious objection to this 

frankly stating that it had a direct bearing upon the claims convention 
between the United States and Mexico. He stated the old common 
law rule regarding the incorporation of antecedent negotiations into 
a contract. Clark explained the modification of the rule with reference 
both to statutes and treaties. 

(6) Provisionally passed. 
(7) Provisionally passed. 

D. The meeting adjourned without further considering draft. 
EK. Clark explained his consideration was ad referendum. He also 

explained confidentially to Uruguayan delegates after meeting closed 
that paragraphs 8 and 10 would require careful consideration by us 
because of possible effect on Panama Canal. He also told Uruguayan 
delegates that paragraph 5 could not be modified so as to give Mexico 
any advantage on claims commissions. 

F’. Will Department kindly telegraph its views regarding Argen- 
tine project. 

Next meeting of subcommittee is Wednesday afternoon. 

HULi 
710.G/384 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) 

Wasuineton, December 12, 1933—8 p. m. 

71. Supplementing Department’s telegram No. 61 of December 9, 
4 p.m. Information received today that Nicaragua withdrew from 
tariff truce effective November 30. Pp 

HILLIPS 

710.G Economic and Financial Problems/7 ;: Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hult) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

MontevinEo, December 12, 1933—11 p. m. 
[Received December 183—12:08 a. m.] 

52. We have been busy interviewing heads of delegations in sup- 
port of my economic proposal and also Colonel Saavedra Lamas’ peace
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resolution which will be introduced no later than Thursday urging 
all Governments to sign unsigned peace treaties. The outlook for 
both of these propesals is very favorable tonight. I had a good day 
with economic proposal. We are doing steady campaigning for both 
since we favor and claim both of them absolutely. 

Steady and persistent efforts on Chaco matter being conducted with 
possibilities either cessation or the foundation of cessation and arbi- 
tration after Conference adjourns. 

ho Huu 

710.G Economie and Financial Problems/48 

Memorandum by Mr. J. Butler Wright ® 

Mrmoranpum oF ConVERSATIONS BetTwEEN THE SECRETARY OF STATE 
AND Mempers oF Various DELEGATIONS CONCERNING THE Two- 
FOLD ProposaL REGARDING ECONOMICS AND THE SIGNING oF Exist- 
ING Peace TREATIES 

On Saturday, December 9th, 1933, Dr. Saavedra Lamas, Minister 
for Foreign Affairs of Argentina, who had been informed that the 
Secretary hoped for an opportunity to discuss certain matters with 
him, called upon the Secretary at his office at the Hall of Congress and 
was there informed of the aforementioned proposal in greater detail. 
The Secretary said that he was of the opinion that both the economic 
and peace proposals should be put forward at the same moment, and 
then suggested to Dr. Saavedra Lamas that if the latter might find 
it possible to give his valuable support to the economic proposals to be 
advanced by the Secretary, he (the Secretary) would be glad to give 
tangible support to the peace proposal by signing the “Anti-War Pact”, 
although it would probably be necessary to enter several reservations 
thereto. The conversation, after dealing in general terms with the 
chief points of the Secretary’s proposal, turned to the more delicate 
negotiation of the proposed concerted peace movement, the desire of 
the Secretary being that in return for such cooperation in economic 
matters as might be possible and for our signature to the Anti-War 
Pact, Dr. Saavedra Lamas would consent to undertake to sign and 
recommend the ratification by Argentina of the Gondra Treaty of 

_ 1923, the Conciliation and Arbitration Treaties of 1929, and the 
Kellogg-Briand Peace Pact—in view of the fact that Argentina had 
not ratified the first, had not participated in the Conference of 1929 
or signed either the Conciliation or Arbitration treaties, and had never 
adhered to the Kellogg-Briand Pact. 

*° Mr. Wright was American Minister in Uruguay and member of the American 
delegation to the Seventh International Conference of American States.
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Dr. Saavedra Lamas showed immediate and, apparently, genuine 
interest in the proposal and suggested that if the Secretary might 
send to him as soon as possible the Spanish text of his economic pro- 
posal, Dr. Saavedra Lamas would, at the same time, submit to him 
a draft of a proposed resolution for such concerted action in favor 
of peace. The conversation—after digressing into certain channels 
which touched upon the obstacles interposed by European nations 
against the raw products of Argentina; the problem presented by 
high customs tariffs as affecting the United States and other countries 
of the Americas; the effect of temporary and emergency measures 
adopted by all countries in general and particularly by Argentina 
and the United States; the program of control of exchange; and the 
stimulating effect that such concerted action on both of the instruments 
for peace might have upon the Conference, as well as upon public 
opinion in the respective countries, closed with the understanding 
on the part of both participants that each would furnish the other 
with a draft proposal. 

Later in the afternoon of the same day (December 9th), during a 
conversation on other matters with Dr. Mello Franco, Brazilian Min- 
ister for Foreign Affairs, held at Dr. Mello Franco’s request at the 
office of the American Delegation in the Hall of Congress, the Secre- 
tary took the opportunity to seek his opinion with regard to the 
advisability of an effort to bring before the Conference, in a more 
concrete and stimulating form than formerly, resolutions concerning 
remedies for the present economic situation and for the advancement 
of peace. 

The Secretary said to Dr. Mello Franco that the traditional rela- 
tions between Brazil and the United States had long been so intimate 
and friendly and, in the conversations in Rio de Janeiro Dr. Mello 
Franco had been so frank and helpful, that he felt impelled to seek 
his opinion before approaching certain of the other Ministers for 
Foreign Affairs in the same sense. The Secretary then said that as 
he was in receipt that morning of definite instructions from President 
Roosevelt as to the nature and extent of the economic proposals which 
the United States could make at this time, he was considering the 
advisability of offering at an early date a resolution intended to ad- 
vance constructive suggestions concerning the present economic situa- 
tion of the Americas—especially as regards tariffs, customs barriers 
and other important factors underlying international commerce. In 
order that correspondingly constructive proposals might be advanced 
along all other subjects at the same time—thus achieving the mo- 
mentum of more or less simultaneous proposals—he hoped that con- 
certed action might be taken to secure, at a plenary session of the
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Conference, the adherence of all States which had not signed or 
ratified the existing peace treaties. The Secretary said nothing as 
to the manner of introducing such a proposal, confining himself to 
an inquiry as to whether Dr. Mello Franco would approve such a 
proposal. Without discussing in any way the details of either pro- 
posal, Dr. Mello Franco gave the impression that he appreciated the 
Secretary’s courtesy in seeking his opinion and that he was generally 
in accord with the proposal. 

On Saturday morning, December 10th, the Secretary sent to Dr. 
Saavedra Lamas, at his hotel, a text in Spanish of his proposal. 

In the early afternoon of that day an opportunity was afforded for 
Mr. Wright to approach the Chilean Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
Senor Cruchaga Tocornal, along the same general lines, and it was 
ascertained, although the proposals were not discussed in detail, that 
the Chilean Minister for Foreign Affairs was rather enthusiastically 
in favor of the proposals. 

On the same evening, Dr. Saavedra Lamas called again upon the 
Secretary and stated that although he had not had an opportunity for 
a detailed examination of the Spanish text of the proposal, certain 
observations occurred to him which might best be brought out by 
reading the proposal in Spanish, paragraph by paragraph. This was 
accordingly done—the participants in the discussion being the Secre- 
tary, Dr. Saavedra Lamas, Sefiores Antokoletz and Podesta Costa of 
the Argentine Delegation, Mr. Wright, Mr. Cumming, and Dr. Mc- 
Clure. Perusal of the text disclosed that Dr. Saavedra Lamas ap- 
peared to be more interested in “editing” the document than in any 
other regard as far as most of the proposal was concerned, and notes 
taken by Mr. Cumming during the conversation show that in general 
the sense of the proposal was approved by Dr. Saavedra Lamas, and 
that but two paragraphs appeared not to be clearly understood by him. 
He clearly intimated that the Spanish version was at fault with regard 
to one paragraph, in connection with which he observed that as a 
recital of conditions it was satisfactory but as an outline of policy or 
a recommendation for action it was not. The Secretary informed 
him that although he desired that the paragraph in question be re- 
tained for illustrative purposes and in order to strengthen the docu- 
ment, its inclusion was not absolutely essential. Dr. Saavedra Lamas 
then proposed that he should redraft the Spanish text in a manner 
which he believed would not in any way impair its intent but would 
render it more consistent with customary phraseology in such matters. 
This suggestion was agreed to. 

Turning then to the subject of the invitation that all existing Amer- 
ican peace treaties be signed by the Delegates of the participating 

States and ratified by their respective Governments, Dr. Saavedra



SEVENTH PAN-AMERICAN CONFERENCE 181 

Lamas, in rather dramatic fashion, submitted one copy of a text in 
Spanish of a resolution in which, after suitable preamble, the States 
participating in the Conference were earnestly invited to sign, ratify 
and fulfil the existing peace treaties, which he enumerated by name, 
place of signature and date, and which included the four treaties to 
which reference has been made above. The proposal seemed to meet 
the Secretary’s suggestion in every respect, but Dr. Saavedra Lamas 
left no copy with the Secretary, and it was read in translation only 
once: he made no mention of any objection to reservations on our part. 

On Monday afternoon, December 11th, Dr. Saavedra Lamas sent to 
the Secretary a redrafted Spanish text of the Secretary’s economic 
proposal which, when examined and compared in translation with 
the English text, appeared to have lost much of the force of the Secre- 
tary’s English proposal, to have taken almost indefensible liberties 
with the arrangement of phrases and their intent, and to have omitted 
two entire paragraphs (one of them being the paragraph to which 
reference is made above); in short, a document much inferior in 
phraseology, intent and vigor, to the Secretary’s original proposal. 

Dr. Saavedra Lamas was, therefore, informed by telephone that the 
Secretary would like to discuss the matter further with him, and he 
called upon the Secretary on the morning of Tuesday, December 12th, 
for that purpose. It was obvious from the first that pride of author- 
ship was the dominant factor in Dr. Saavedra Lamas’ proposal, and 
after considerable conversation he observed that he would have no 
objection to the re-translation by a more competent person of the orig- 
inal text (in view of the fact that there appeared to be no divergent 
points of policy) and it was agreed upon that the Secretary’s proposal 
as originally drafted in English and the Spanish text which should 
result from the aforementioned re-translation would be introduced by 
the Secretary at the meeting of the Ninth Commission on Tuesday, 
December 12th. 

With regard to the proposal to invite all non-adhering countries 
to sign and ratify the existing peace treaties, Dr. Saavedra Lamas said 
that he was, of course, prepared to fulfill his part of the understanding 
by making such a proposal at the earliest opportune moment, but that 
he felt that considerable care should be exercised in first sounding out 
the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of other Governments—especially 
Brazil and Chile, and quite possibly Mexico—on account of the policies 
of these Governments with regard to international peace treaties. He 
seemed to attach particular importance to the attitude of Brazil, saying 
again that Mello Franco was thinking of leaving at an early date and 
that a certain feeling of pessimism had become apparent in the minds 
of some of the Ministers for Foreign Affairs. He was quick to add, 
however, that he believed that the proposals concerning economics and
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peace which the Secretary had suggested would do much to revivify 
the Conference. He said that he would approach several of his col- 
Jeagues in this sense at the earliest possible moment, and that as it was 
the Secretary’s intention to present his economic proposal on Tuesday, 
December 12, at the Subcommittee of which he (Dr. Saavedra Lamas) 
was Chairman, he would take great pleasure in supporting it from the 
Chair and would at that time announce the intention of the Argentine 
Delegation shortly to present to the Conference a proposal that the 
existing peace instruments, which he would enumerate, be signed and 
ratified by the participating nations. 

The Secretary did not inform Dr, Saavedra Lamas that he had 
already sought the opinion and obtained the support of Dr. Mello 
Franco and Sr. Cruchaga, as set forth earlier in this memorandum. 

Meanwhile, it having been deemed wise to inform the Uruguayan 
Delegation of the proposed procedure, to learn its opinion, and to 
bespeak its support, the Secretary asked Sr. Marques Castro, the Un- 
dersecretary of State for Foreign Affairs of Uruguay and a member of 
the Uruguayan Delegation, to call upon him on the same afternoon 
(December 11th), which he did at seven o’clock. In a conversation 
which lasted nearly two hours, the Secretary first informed Senor 
Marques of the nature of the proposal from the standpoint of strategy 
—explaining that it was believed that the proposed procedure would 
not only lead the Conference toward constructive accomplishment but 
that each part of the proposal would help the other, with the addi- 
tional hope that the action regarding peace measures might assist 
in a solution of the Chaco problem, toward which the Secretary was 
aware that the President of Uruguay was directing every effort. 

Turning then specifically to the economic proposal, the Secretary 
handed to Sr. Marques a copy of the English text, and a copy of the 
Spanish text as it had originally been prepared (by the Translator of 
the Delegation)—explaining that the Spanish phraseology might be 
improved before presentation (in accordance with the understanding 
reached with Dr. Saavedra Lamas, see above). The Secretary also 
improved the opportunity to inform Sr. Marques that he had read 
with interest and close attention the text of the draft of a proposed 
Commercial Treaty between Uruguay and the United States which 
was handed to Mr. Wright by the President of Uruguay several days 
ago, the provisions of which bear close relation to the proposal ad- 
vanced by the Uruguayan Delegation in the LX Subcommittee and are 
generally related to the proposals to be advanced by the Secretary. 

Sefior Marques appeared immediately aware of the relation—as well 
as the difference—between these three phases of the general topic, and 
a general discussion ensued in which were made clear the positions of 
the Governments of the United States and of Uruguay with regard to
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the two general proposals. The Secretary also informed Sr. Marques 
that he would give early consideration to the draft of the proposed 
Commercial Treaty. 

Referring then to the proposal concerning the peace treaties, Sr. 
Marques said that he could assure the Secretary that his Government 
would be in favor of such concerted action and he interposed no objec- 
tion to the proposal that, as a part of such concerted action, Uruguay 
should sign the Briand—Kellogg Pact. He said, further, that he con- 
curred in the opinion that such concerted action would accomplish 
the adherence by Argentina to the Gondra Treaty of 1923, which he 
believed was by far the best instrument for the purpose intended. 
(In this connection it should be borne in mind that the attitude of the 
Uruguayan Government with regard to the peace treaties agrees ex- 
actly with the opinions and predictions expressed to me by Sefiores 
Varela and Regules of the Uruguayan Delegation before the 
Conference). | 

On Tuesday, the 12th, the Secretary, accompanied by Mr. Wright, 
called upon Senhor Mello Franco at his hotel at Carrasco, in order 
to discuss with him at greater length the developments which had 
taken place in connection with the twofold American proposal sug- 
gested by the Secretary—concerning which the Secretary had spoken 
to him on Saturday, the 9th, as hereinbefore reported. Senhor Mello 
Franco was found to be in a rather pessimistic mood—he stated that 
his presence was urgently desired in Brazil on account of difficulties in 
connection with the Leticia negotiations, that he feared that the Con- 
ference was accomplishing nothing, that he was not comfortably or 
satisfactorily lodged in his present hotel, and that his delegation was 
housed at a distance so great that it rendered it difficult to maintain 
satisfactory contact with them. It seemed at first as if Dr. Mello 
Franco (a very high-strung and sensitive individual whose physique 
is far from strong) might be cherishing, in a manner so frequently 
typical of Latin American temperament, a feeling that he, as a repre- 
sentative of a country traditionally friendly to the United States, had 
not been sufficiently consulted in advance concerning a matter of so 
great importance: the Secretary’s tactful method of approach, how- 
ever, in which he several times recalled to the attention of Dr. Mello 
Franco that he was the first person to whom the Secretary had spoken 
concerning such a proposal, soon dispelled any doubt in this connection. 

The Secretary then recited at considerable length the sequence of 
events, conversations, opinions and tentative agreements which are 
outlined in the foregoing portion of this memorandum, and the var- 
ious aspects of the subject were discussed at some length. With 
regard to the economic proposal, Dr. Mello Franco was informed that 
it was the Secretary’s intention to present the draft of a resolution,
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with certain appropriate introductory remarks, at the session of the 
9th Committee on that (Tuesday) afternoon. Senhor Mello Franco 
made no observations as to the economic proposal, save to inquire 
whether Dr. Saavedra Lamas intended to introduce in the same 
Committee his proposal for the collective signing of existing peace 
treaties. He was informed in reply that this would not be done for 

two reasons: (1) because a committee dealing with economic matters 
would not be the appropriate committee for the introduction of such 
matters and (2) because Dr. Saavedra Lamas had expressed a desire 
to approach one or two particularly interested nations before making 
the definite proposal, but intended to support from the Chair the 
Secretary’s economic proposal and then to announce that in order 
further to stimulate the Conference and to advance its aspirations and 
objectives the Argentine Delegation would shortly introduce a resolu- 
tion calling upon all States to sign and ratify the existing peace 
treaties, which he would at that time enumerate. Senhor Mello 
Franco first observed that, as the Secretary was well aware, Brazil 
had always faithfully complied with her international obligations 
and that with regard to previous international peace treaties she had 
ratified all those that she had signed. (Exception should be here 
noted, I think, to the ratification of the Argentine Anti-War Pact, 
which was only signed by Brazil a short time ago, upon the occasion 
of the visit of the President of the Argentine to the President of 
Brazil in 1933). Senhor Mello Franco then stated that he had no 
authority to sign the Kellogg Pact, because when his Delegation left 
Rio de Janeiro they had no intimation that a discussion of this subject 
or the signature of this instrument would arise for discussion, but that 
he would immediately acquaint his Government with the situation as 
it had now developed and request instructions. The Secretary in- 
formed him that the Delegation of the United States had found itself 
in identically the same situation with regard to the Argentine Peace 
Pact, but that it had now requested and received permission to sign 
the Pact, provided it would appear constructively to further the ef- 
forts being made in the cause of peace and prove an important factor 
in the other agreements necessary to secure satisfactory action con- 
cerning the economic and peace measures. 

Senhor Mello Franco then entered upon a very interesting explana- 
tion of the attitude of his Government with respect to the Kellogg 
Pact, observing that it was his personal opinion that the Brazilian 
Government which was in power before the revolution of 1932-33 had 
felt that they should have been previously consulted as to the signing 
of so important an instrument instead of merely being somewhat sum- 
marily invited to sign along with other Governments. As to the 
attitude of the present Government of Brazil, Senhor Mello Franco
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did not express himself, nor did he give any intimation as to what he 

thought the reply of his Government might be with respect to his 

request for instructions concerning concurrence in the Secretary’s 

proposal concerning the signing of all peace treaties. Senhor Mello 

Franco touched but lightly on the subject of reservations to such 

treaties which, however, enabled the Secretary to observe that if the 

United States should sign the Argentine Anti-War Pact it would be 

necessary to enter reservations as to the last two articles thereof. 

The first information the Secretary received that Dr. Mello Franco 

had received permission from his Government to sign the Kellogg— 

Briand Pact was communicated to him by Dr. Saavedra Lamas—Dr. 

Mello Franco affirming it later. 

The record of the Conference shows the subsequent developments in 

this question. 
J. Butter WRicHT 

Monrevipeo [undated. ] 

710.G International Law/5 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) 

Wasuineron, December 18, 1933—11 a. m. 

73. Your 48, December 12, 11 a. m. 

1. There would appear to be no objection to paragraph 1 as changed. 

It is suggested, however, that this paragraph might appropriately 

follow 10 or 11, and it might be desirable to preface it with a state- 

ment to the effect that “In the absence of other governing rules”. 

9. It is suggested that the word “must” in paragraph 2, which has 

become a part of paragraph 5, be changed to “may”, that the word 

“should” in paragraph 5 be changed to “may”, and that “paramount” 

be omitted. 
Regarding the objection of Suarez, it should be said that the 

Supreme Court and international tribunals frequently refer to the 

diplomatic correspondence and contemporaneous statements by the 

treaty-making authorities in determining the intention of the parties. 

3, As to paragraph 7, our Supreme Court has held on various occa- 

sions that, except as regards private rights, the effect of the exchange 

of ratifications relates back to the date of signature. Extradition 

treaties are generally considered as retroactive, that is to say, they 

apply to offenses committed prior to their conclusion unless there is an 

express limitation. However, no objection is raised to this paragraph. 

4, There is considerable authority on both sides of paragraph 8. 

The Supreme Court has stated that it would not “readily lean to favor
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a restricted construction of language, as applied to the provisions of 
a treaty, which always combines the characteristics of a contract, as 
well as a law”, and that “Where a treaty admits of two constructions, 
one restrictive as to the rights, that may be claimed under it, and the 
other liberal, the latter is to be preferred. Such is the settled rule 
of this Court”. For a contrary view see memorandum, Lecat—Annex 
2, page 5 and following.* It is suggested that if paragraph 8 is 
adopted, the following clause should be added “unless this would defeat 
the manifest purpose of the parties as gathered from the entire instru- 
ment and other sources”. 

5. It is suggested that paragraph 9 be changed to read “Bilateral 
treaties cannot be interpreted or applied in derogation of the rights 
of third parties under international law”. 

6. There would probably be no objection to paragraph 12, except as 
regards private rights claimed under a treaty. As to these, the obli- 
gation of the parties to resort to the courts should not be impaired. 
The paragraph should be modified to cover this situation. 

¢. As to paragraph 13, it is suggested that matters pertaining to arbi- 
tration should be left to the bilateral and multilateral arbitral agree- 
ments. Such a stipulation might obligate us to arbitrate with respect 
to the Panama Canal. 

PHILLIPS 

710.G Economie and Financial Problems/8 : Telegram 

7 Lhe Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hult) 

| WasuineorTon, December 13, 1933-—2 p. m. 
72. Following is paraphrase of President’s replies at press conference 

today to questions concerning Secretary’s economic proposal and plans 
to increase foreign trade: Correspondents know whole story. If we 
can unload our surplus it will aid agricultural surplus problem and 
possibly other surpluses including cattle. Asked if he thought time 
was approaching when tariff reductions would be advisable or prac- 
ticable, President said for background, this could be objective and yet 
not feel particularly optimistic about getting very far with it. Under 
present world conditions we are not much in sight of that except 
through bilateral treaties which might be extended to include other 
countries. Any general tariff agreement among nations has pretty 
slim prospect for next few months. Asked how far we could go in 
bilateral treaties without encroaching on most favored nation clause, 
President asked if correspondents had data on treaty with Colombia. 

“Not printed. . 
* Unperfected treaty signed December 15, vol. v, p. 217.
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Upon learning that they had not, the President said that the treaty, 

which is practically finished, is reciprocal and contains clause that 

other nations wishing to do same thing were at liberty todoso. Asked 

if other countries could obtain same benefits only by granting similar 

concessions, President replied in affirmative.* | 
PHILLIPS 

710.G Women’s Rights/8 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) 

Wasnineton, December 14, 1933—7 p. m. 

77. A delegation representing the National Association of Women 

Lawyers called at the White House yesterday and left a memorial 

and then called in person on me this afternoon. They stated they 

were interested in the Equal Rights Nationality Treaty and requested 
that the American Delegation should not raise obstacles to it. In 
reply I explained that the matter was entirely in your hands and 

that I should merely report to you the fact of their representations. 
I have also received a long telegram *7 from Mrs. Virginia Jenckes, 

member of Congress, on the same subject, which follows closely tho 
representations of the above delegation. 

On the other hand, the National League of Women Voters, through 
its President, has written me under today’s date a letter *” recording 
again its opposition to the Treaty as a method of securing independent 

nationality. 
PHILLIPS 

810.7962/1A Suppl. : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
| Delegation (Hull) 

WasuHineTron, December 14, 1933—8 p. m. 

78. The President asks me to send you his following suggestion: 

“It seems good psychology to reinforce the excellent groundwork 
you are building up for future better commercial relations with South 
America, and which the press of this country are commenting upon 
most favorably, with some definite, concrete and immediate action in 
establishing better and more rapid communications which lie at the 
foundation of increased trade. 

* Telegram No. 75, December 13, 6 p. m., added that reference in this sentence 
was to countries with which we have only conditional treaties. (710.G Economic 
and Financial Problems/9) 

* Not printed.
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Suggestion is that you offer in open session, in behalf of the United States, to create a non-profit making, semi-public engineering corpo- 
ration financed by the United States, which will immediately proceed 
to erect along both coasts of South America the necessary radio stations, beacons and landing fields to make night flying possible, 
which will reduce time of flight for planes carrying 15,000-pound 
loads or more to 214 days from Miami. Our air service engineers estimate total costs erection said stations, fields, both coasts at $5,000,000. The plan would be for the United States to provide engi- 
neers, material and employ local labor for these stations, beginning 
on work immediately. Company later to be reimbursed from a per- 
centage of such fees for the use of fields and radio as may be agreed 
upon. Each country to agree to maintain fields and beacons under 
constant and proper unified supervision reimbursing themselves out 
of balance of fees charged by planes for their use. 

If approved first step would be immediate appointment representa- 
tive each nation, preferably engineer, to meet at once in United States 
with our engineers and to select sites and engage and order materials 
when approved.” 

Cannot urge too strongly my personal belief that the psychology 
will have very stimulating effect. 

Please make it clear the plan contemplates the making of each field 
and station and the equipment thereon, the property and under the 
sole jurisdiction and regulation of the country in which it is located, 
provided only that a joint board of inspection shall have power to 
insure that beacons are operated and fields kept in condition to insure 
safety of all planes using them. 

The foregoing takes care of the situation mentioned in my 70, 
December 12, 7 p. m.3” : 

PHILLIPS 

710.G Economic and Financial Problems/11 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (H ull) to the Acting 
| Secretary of State 

Monrevineo, December 14, 1933—10 p. m. 
[Received December 15—1: 12 a. m.] 

56. Discussion of my economic proposal in committee for 2 days, 
prospects are for passage of proposal without change tomorrow 
although not absolutely certain of vote at that time. We have 
scheduled the peace resolution of Saavedra Lamas which among 
other things calls upon each Government to sign all of the five peace 
treaties which it has not signed at 4 p.m. tomorrow. We think it will 
be a real success with 12 to 18 signatures announced at the time 
thereby greatly strengthening the peace machinery of this hemisphere 
and especially this continent, 

74 Not printed.
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The Chaco matter * is being given constant attention but no definite 
developments thus far. I was called into a conference by the President 
of Uruguay and certain other Foreign Ministers this afternoon. I 
strongly urged extraordinary efforts on the part of the adjacent 
Governments to stop the fighting. I, of course, made not the slightest 
commitments of our Government. I am not endeavoring in any way 
to handle the matter or assume any responsibility in that respect. 
Weare hopeful of avoiding any serious controversial subjects. 

| HuLu 

710.G1A/313 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Montevineo, December 15, 19383—11 p. m. 
[Received December 16—2: 26 a. m.] 

58. Doctor Rowe * has requested the Delegation to present a resolu- 
tion in the following sense: 

That through the intermediary of the Pan American Union five 
short-wave radio frequencies in five different bands have been assigned 
for the broadcasting of inter-American radio programs intended for 
use in promoting better understanding among American Republics 
by broadcasting of music and addresses on cultural and intellectual 
lines and that as the utilization of these frequencies requires installa- 
tion by governments of equipment for both broadcasting and distri- 
bution that the Conference recommend that the governments avail 
themselves as promptly as possible of the assignment of these frequen- 
cies and request the Pan American Union to take the steps necessary 
for their use and to formulate a plan for the assignment of the frequen- 

cies to the several countries. 
| As the authority for the assignment of these frequencies is not quite 

clear to the delegation and as we are not quite decided as to the 
advisability of our delegation initiating this proposal request the 
advice of the Department in regard thereto. Please expedite reply. 

Hoi 

%10.G Economic and Financial Problems/12 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

MontevipEo, December 15, 1933—midnight. 
[Received December 16—2:50 a. m.] 

59. For the President and Phillips. The Ninth Committee in 
Plenary Conference unanimously recommended favorable action by 

*® See pp. 241 ff. 
® Leo S. Rowe, Director General, Pan American Union. 

738036—50-——18
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Conference on my economy resolution. There were some three or four 
reservations with respect to favored-nation provisions in proposal. 
Same favorable sentiment is understood to exist in the plenary session 
which assures its passage there. 

The resolution calling on all governments which had not done so 
to adhere to the five peace pacts previously mentioned in my tele- 
grams and introduced at my request by Dr. Saavedra Lamas likewise 

passed the First Committee unanimously this afternoon. We had 
a really wonderful peace meeting and the indications are that most 
countries will sign up these treaties which will aggregate some 15 to 
20 signatures thus virtually completing the signatures and placing 
all the treaties in strong operation. Good feeling extended to every 
state delegation at adjournment this afternoon. 

Just prior to adjournment a resolution was unexpectedly laid 
before the Committee by the Chairman, Cruchaga, Minister of Foreign 
Affairs of Chile, which purported to place the Conference on record 
as supporting the League of Nations in the application of the Covenant 
to the Bolivian-Paraguay controversy. It was not possible during 
the brief interval that the matter was pending to translate it and get 
at its actual significance. I shall confer with the author in the 
morning and with as little publicity as possible will urge that before 
the resolution is acted upon by the Plenary Conference tomorrow the 
provisions be so restricted as to confine its scope to nations within the 
League and the four nations contiguous to Bolivia and Paraguay. 
If you have any suggestion in the forenoon tomorrow kindly advise. 

The President’s telegram to the President of the Conference was 
read during the discussion of the Chaco situation as well as similar 
telegrams from Presidents of Brazil, Chile and Colombia. 

Huu 

710.G Economic and Financial Problems/13 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Monrevipro, December 16, 1983—4 p. m. 
[Received 5:10 p. m.] 

61. For Phillips. My 46, December 11, 8 p.m. The subcommittee 
handling topic 9(d) must hand in its report Monday. I would ap- 
preciate an urgent reply as to status of the suggestion mentioned in 
my telegram under reference. 

Hoi
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710.G1A/318 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) 

WAsHINGTON, December 16, 1983—6 p. m. 

90. Your 58, December 15, 11 p. m. The following frequencies, 
6120—9550—11730—15130—21500, have been assigned by the Presi- 
dent to the Navy Department for the Pan American Union for broad- 
casting from the United States. Their assignment for broadcasting 
from any other country would, of course, be for the appropriate au- 
thority of the government of each country. It would appear that there 
should, in addition, be a central organization such as the Pan American 
Union which would coordinate broadcasting on these frequencies 
among the various countries; for example, assigning certain hours each 

month for broadcasting from each country. 
Consideration is at present being given to the needed addition to the 

equipment of the Navy station to enable it to use these frequencies, 
which it has not hitherto done, but whether the additional equipment 

will be added in the near future is not yet determined, 
For your confidential information, this Department has recently 

decided that if the Pan American Union would formally request it to 
do so, and the Navy Department would formally indicate its concur- 
rence therein, this Department would, as had been informally sug- 
gested by the Counselor of the Pan American Union, apply to the 
Public Works authorities for the funds needed (estimated at not more 
than $50,000) to add the new equipment to the Navy station to enable 
it to use these frequencies. The Pan American Union has formally 
indicated its desire that this be done, but the Navy Department’s 
concurrence has not yet been received, and of course the Public Works 
authorities have not been approached. The Department’s action in 

the matter has been premised on the assumption that the programs 

would be confined to music. 
Please consider advisability of amending resolution to permit 

Board of Pan American Union to recommend to constituent govern- 
ments the types of programs other than music which could be broad- 
cast, such recommendation to become effective when approved by all 

the governments. Subject to such amendment or other safeguard 

that programs would tend to build up rather than destroy friendly 

relations, the Department sees no objection to the delegation introduc- 

ing the resolution. 
_ Reference to “distribution” is not understood as it has not been dis- 
cussed with the Department by Pan American Union. Department 
would prefer to have it omitted.
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Please advise whether you think it important that we endeavor to 
expedite obtaining necessary authority for the equipment mentioned 
above, so that you could, if you so desired, make announcement dur- 
ing the Conference in connection with the proposed resolution. 

PHILLIPS 

710.G Peace/9 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 

Secretary of State 

MontevipE0, December 16, 1933—11 p. m. 
[Received December 17—3: 32 a. m.] 

62. We have hada good day. The resolution calling for the signing 
of the five peace pacts and my economic proposal passed the plenary 
session unanimously with two slight reservations of the favored- 
nation clause in the latter. The resolution introduced by the Foreign 
Minister of Chile without notice yesterday proposing what might have 
been considered as sanctions was taken up by me with the leaders with 
the result that they promptly agreed quietly to refer it back to the 
committee on Monday and let it be entirely diluted so far as it might 
involve any construction supporting sanctions. 

J am preparing to present the airways beacons proposal of the Presi- 
dent on Monday or Tuesday. 

No conference perhaps ever exhibited a better spirit than this Con- 
ference at this stage. Even Colombia and Peru were throwing 
bouquets at each other this afternoon. 

We shall work diligently next week on the Chaco matter without in 
any way involving the Government. I feel now that we may get by the 
controversial matters remaining without any open discussion. We 
are watching them closely. 

Conference will close latter part of next week. 

Huy 

710.G Economic and Financial Problems/20: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 

Delegation (Hult) 

Wasuineton, December 17, 1933—7 p. m. 
92. Reference your 46, December 11,8 p.m. After conference with 

Department of Labor and the President you are authorized to say 
that the President is prepared to amend the existing Executive Or- 
der so as to waive passport and visa formalities in the case of properly 
identified citizens of all the States of the Western Hemisphere com-
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ing to the United States as tourists or temporarily for business or 

pleasure. 
For your information the Department of Labor points out that 

the question will doubtless arise as to who are properly identified 
citizens. The experience of that Department with aliens already 
covered in part II paragraph 4 of the Executive Order shows that 
documentary evidence of citizenship is rarely required but in cases 
where it is the evidence may be either by passport or certificate of 

naturalization. 
The Department of Labor suggests further that you have in mind 

that an Executive Order is binding neither upon the President’s suc- 
cessor nor upon Congress which has the final voice in all such matters 
and may by legislation change the situation. 

You may also wish to have in mind that the question of applying the 
immigration quota to all Latin American countries has been discussed 
annually in Congress and while no legislation has so far been adopted 
further agitation of this subject may be expected to occur. | 

In connection with your proposed action it is suggested that you 
have in mind the desirability of like action on the part of other gov- 
ernments on this hemisphere in the interest of growing travel on 
business or pleasure from the United States to all parts of Latin 
America. The requirements in respect to passports, health and po- 
lice certificates and other documents now imposed by certain Latin 
American countries are more burdensome to our people than any re- 
quirement which your proposed action would relinquish as to their 
nationals. It would be very desirable to have those requirements re- 
moved if you should go further with your proposal. 

| PHILLIPS 

710.G1A/315 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Monrtevinxo, December 18, 1933—1 p. m. 
[Received December 18—11: 45 a. m.] 

65. For the President and Phillips. We still hope to avoid con- 
troversial discussion of former controversial questions. In the event 
such questions are forced toward or to a vote I have in mind to refrain 
from seriously controversial debate which would inevitably undo the 
harmonious work already accomplished. .. . 

Dr. Saavedra Lamas is proposing a codification during coming 
months of the troublemaking terms and definitions instead of action 
on them now in their half-baked preparation. I propose rather than 
disastrous debate to announce that our Government thinks such codifi-
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cation necessary as Saavedra Lamas has so truthfully suggested and 
that “pending the completion of the proposed work of codification 
the attitude of the United States Government in its relations with other 
governments will be scrupulously to adhere to and carry out the good- 
neighbor doctrines and policies as set forth in the peace speech of the 
Secretary of State of the United States on the 15th day of December 
before this Conference and in the law of nations as generally recog- 
nized and accepted”. 

This statement preserves to any government the right to protect 
lives and property where government has broken down and anarchy 
exists as it also preserves the doctrine of the law of nations in a case 
where another government would insist on treating our nationals on 
an equality with their own nationals despite the fact that the law of 
nations does not go that far. 

Huu 

710.G EHeonomic and Financial Problems/16 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

, Monrevineo, December 18, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received December 18—4: 45 p. m. ] 

67. For Phillips and the President. Mr. Braden *° informs me that 
Dr. Puig expects to present at a plenary session of the Fourth Com- 
mission 11 a. m. Tuesday, December 19, the following resolution: 

“The Seventh International Conference of American States 
Resolves: to recommend to the governments members of the Pan 

American Union that they recognize: 
(1) The existing crisis requires that governments should consider 

measures designed to correct the abnormal depression of prices thereby 
promoting healthy and sustained economic activity and employment. 

(2) Particular heed should be given to the improvement of prices of 
those products, mainly foodstuffs and raw materials, which have 
suffered the most severe decline in order that the various parts of our 
economic life be again brought into proper and sustained equilibrium 
with each other. 

(3) The choice of the actual measures to be employed must be left 
to the discretion of each country concerned. It is important, however, 
that the measures employed should in each case be adequate to con- . 
vince that the objectives will be attained. 

(4) The Governments of the American States should endeavor to 
stabilize their currencies at the earliest moment consonant with their 
own internal price policies and programs and, furthermore, should 
stabilize on units of currency that shall be firm and of fixed value over 
long periods of time insofar as their purchasing and debt-paying 
power is concerned.” 

“ Spruille Braden, member of the American delegation.
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Mr. Braden asks whether we may be empowered to give it our ap- 
proval. He also suggests and requests authority to make a short state- 
ment bringing out the fact that it is impossible for the United States 
at this time to say when it will be possible to discuss currency stabili- 
zation and other related topics having to do with financial and eco- 
nomic matters. The following is a question from a memorandum by 
Mr. Braden on the source of the statement he would wish to make. 

“I believe this is important as otherwise the various nations at this 
Conference will leave here feeling that within a few months we will be 
ready to so discuss these matters and our failure to appear at the 
Third Pan American [Financial?] Conference with definite plans and 
ready to discuss all these phases of the matter would largely destroy 
the good effects which are being obtained from this Seventh Conference. 
It would be my idea to simply point out in some detail the depths of 
depression which the United States reached on March 3, a fact with 
which most of the Latin Americans are unfamiliar, and their being 
acquainted with these facts would make them understand why we 
would prefer to have the Santiago Conference deferred for an indefi- 
nite time. It might also be well to quote President Roosevelt’s radio 
address of October 22 “‘ on monetary matters with particular reference 
to our moving towards a managed currency and to briefly outline as 
purely personal what steps have been taken in this particular. Such 
a statement by me would not only still further convince our Latin 
American friends that the Santiago Conference should be deferred 
indefinitely but it also might pring forth praise and support of our 
whole monetary program and thereby prove generally beneficial. We 
can include in such a statement reference to the improvement already 
attained in the United States and to the fact that the principal coun- 
tries of South America are deriving benefit from the Roosevelt pro- 
gram, as evidenced by the greatly increased exports from these 
countries to the United States from June forward, in other words, since 
the new admuinistration’s program really became effective.” 

I would be grateful for your views on this matter and to receive a 
telegram in regard thereto before tomorrow morning’s session. 

Hoy 

710.G Women’s Rights/11 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) 

| WasHIncToN, December 18, 1933—5 p. m. 

96. My 77, December 14, 7 p.m. Representatives of the National 
Association of Women Lawyers called again this morning urging that 
delegation sign the Nationality Treaty. I replied merely that I would 
report their views to you. 

PHILLIPS 

“ Department of State, Press Releases, October 28, 1933, p. 233.



196 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1938, VOLUME IV 

710.G Economic and Financial Problems/21 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) 

WasHINGTON, December 18, 1983—8 p. m. 

99. Your 67, December 18, 5 p.m. I have consulted the President 
who approves of Dr. Puig’s resolution as it stands. With regard to Mr. 
Braden’s statement the President suggests that we may not be in a 
position to discuss definite plans at the Santiago Conference if held 
within the next few months—certainly not within 6 months at least. 

Assume Mr. Braden has checked accuracy of statement regarding 
“oreatly increased exports” of principal countries of South America 

to the United States since June. 
PHILLIPS 

837.00/4538 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

MontrEviwEo, December 18, 1933—9 p. m. 
[Received 11:52 p. m.] 

69. Mr. Portalvila, one of the Cuban delegates, came to see me to- 
day. Our conversation was of a general nature and nothing of any 
importance was discussed. During our talk I went no further than to 
express our friendly attitude toward Cuba and the hope that they 
would find a way out of their difficulties. 

HULu 

710.G1A/320: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hult) 

WasHINGTON, December 19, 1933—noon. 
100. Your 65, December 18, 1 p.m. The Department thinks your 

proposed announcement an excellent solution, but suggests for your 
consideration that for the affirmative statement “Our Government 
thinks such codification necessary” that there be substituted some 
such phrase as “Our Government thinks that more time is needed 
for such codification than the Conference will be able to give to it” 
and that therefore you “approve the proposal of Dr. Lamas”. 

PHILLIPS
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710.G Women’s Rights/14 

Lhe Acting Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 

WasuHINGTON, December 19, 1933. 
My Dear Mr. Pruswent: The position of the American Delegation 

at Montevideo regarding the proposed treaty for equality of sexes in 
nationality matters is being extensively debated in the press. The 
proposal is substantially as follows: 

The contracting parties agree that from the going into effect of this 
treaty there shall be no distinction based on sex in their law and 
practice relating to nationality. 

The chief group of women here supporting the treaty has been the 
National Woman’s Party. On the other hand, the National League of 
Women Voters have publicly opposed the treaty as being the wrong 
method of approach. 

Telegram No. 42 of December 9, 1933, from Montevideo ” reported 
that the general view of Latin American delegates so far as it could be 
obtained unofficially was one of opposition to the treaty on nationality 
of women. 

When the treaty came before the Montevideo Conference on Decem- 
ber 16 last, eleven countries, it seems from press reports, declared their 
intention to sign, namely, Bolivia, Chile, Cuba, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, El Salvador, Haiti, Mexico, Paraguay, Peru, and Uruguay. 
Some countries apparently made reservations but this is not fully 
reported. Ten countries including the United States abstained, the 
others being Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, Costa Rica, Guatemala, 
Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama, and Venezuela. 

It is being erroneously stated that the United States is alone in its 
position, whereas it appears from the press reports that such im- 
portant countries as Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, and Venezuela also 
find the treaty unacceptable and that this is the position also of four of 
the Central American republics and Panama. 

The position of the Department with respect to the treaty has been 
based chiefly on two grounds: 

1. Our nationality laws are now being revised pursuant to the 
Executive Order of April 25, 1933, by a Committee of three members 
of the Cabinet. Until that report is made and Congress has acted 
thereon no general international agreement on nationality should be 
made, in the Department’s opinion, by this country. 

2. Nationality laws of various countries and the national beliefs on 
which they are based are very divergent. International questions of 
nationality are due not only to divergent national laws but also to the 
different results of similar national laws in respect of particular classes 
of individuals. Nationality treaties are intended to obviate these 

*” Not printed.
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- difficulties and can do so satisfactorily only when they are specific and 

precise in their language and application. The Department believes 

that an international agreement in the general language proposed 

would add to and not lessen present complexities; as a matter of ad- 

ministration, absence of distinction “in practice” would be difficult to 

the point of impossibility. 

There is no doubt that the provisions of our revised nationality 

laws which will be presented by the Cabinet Committee will conform 

to the principle of equality. So far as the United States is concerned 

any international declaration on the point is superfluous and would 

make the subject one of international obligation to other countries 

rather than one merely a matter of national policy. So far as other 

countries are concerned more progress will be made by detailed 

treaties with them based so far as we are concerned on our own 

national policy than by such a general agreement as is proposed. 

Faithfully yours, WILLIAM PHILLIPS 

810.7962/2 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 

Secretary of State 

_ _Mownrtevipgo, December 19, 1983—1 p. m. 

[Received 1: 55 p. m.] 

%0. For the President. Your 78, December 14,8 p.m. I proceeded 

with much enthusiasm to confer about your suggested plan of $5,000,- 

000 for cooperation in developing and improving airways. However, 

American technical aviation experts here consider that proposal does 

not meet principal requirements for faster air communication. Latin 

American sentiment likewise appears to be unfavorable to gifts or 

initial contributions in money by our country to undertakings in 

this continent. One reaction is that of inquiring at once what the 

United States is after now. This warped state of mind which seems 

to be widespread just now does not look with favor even upon 

benefactions or accommodation loans or advances to these peoples 

especially by our Government. | 
We recommend therefore that we base our proposal on your sugges- 

tion but modify it somewhat so as to offer the prospect, advantage 

and desirability of much faster service in the immediate future. ‘This 
program will achieve the early reduction of transportation time be- 
tween New York and Buenos Aires from 8 to 5 days provided that 
local governments cooperate in speeding up formalities at airports 
which are now heavily burdened with red tape and go far to offset 
scientific advance and constant improvement in equipment. ‘The pro- 
posal will include the statement that within 6 months planes from 50
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to 70 percent faster than the present ones will be put into use which 
our aviation experts tell us are already contracted for. It will urge 
the formation of a committee of engineers representing the various 
countries to meet almost immediately in Washington to discuss thor- 
oughly the plan of beacons, radio and additional airports you suggest 
and will make plain the readiness of the United States to support this 
plan. We deem it advisable however that this proposal should not 
at this moment contain a definite financial commitment. We are 
carrying out the spirit of your plan and believe it will achieve as 
nearly as possible the result that you desire. 

As it is our intention to advance this proposal possibly tomorrow 
please inform me whether you concur in the observations which I have 
been constrained to make and approve our proposed course of action. 

Hot 

710.G Hconomic and Financial Problems/17 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Monrevipeo, December 19, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received December 19—3:42 p. m.] 

74. It is highly desirable here and now to add confidence and 
realism to the situation by taking the initial step in respect of multi- 
lateral action carrying out my economic resolution which the Con- 
ference has adopted. Accordingly I wish to introduce into the Con- 
ference, urging signature prior to adjournment, a general agreement 
pledging the parties not to invoke the most-favored-nation clause of 
bilateral treaties to obtain the advantages of multilateral economic 
treaties. The text is substantially as contained in air mail letter 
December 8, McClure to Hawkins, though somewhat strengthened 
and improved. 
Immediate authorization will be appreciated. 

. Hou 

710.G International Law/7 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Monvevipveo, December 19, 19833—6 p. m. 
[Received 7:45 p. m.] 

7. For the President and Phillips. I feel hopeful that contro- 
versial subjects will not be forced to a vote. If a few words deemed 

“ Not printed.
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absolutely necessary I have had time to revise communication to you 
of yesterday and in the absence of message from you will use the 
following: 

“The policy and attitude of the United States Government toward 
every important phase of international relationship in this hemi- 
sphere could scarcely be made more clear and definite than they have 
been made by both word and action especially since March 4. I 
have no disposition, therefore, to indulge in any repetition or re- 
hearsal of these acts and utterances and shall not do so. Every 
intelligent person must by this time thoroughly understand that the 
United States Government is as much opposed as any other Govern- 
ment to interference with the freedom, the sovereignty, or other 
internal affairs or processes of the governments of other nations. 

The able address of Dr. Saavedra Lamas, to which we have listened, 
and the strong if not absolutely conclusive showing he makes in sup- 
port of the importance and really the necessity for codifying some 
of the findings, definitions, and recommendations relating to the 
rights and duties of nations cannot wisely be disregarded. His point 
is well taken that unless full and accurate definitions are carefully 
worked out and agreed upon so that their uniform application can 
be made by all the nations the result will be confusion, misunder- 
standing, and difference of interpretation in the future. ‘T’o oppose 
the important suggestion of Dr. Saavedra Lamas is to invite the diffi- 
culties hereafter that I have just mentioned with the further result 
that this codification work could not be avoided in the end. 

Pending the completion of the proposed work of codification the 
attitude of the United States Government in its relations with other 
governments will be scrupulously to adhere to, and carry out, the 
good-neighbor doctrines and policies as set forth in the addresses of 

resident Roosevelt and in the peace address of myself as head of the 
Delegation of the United States on the 15th day of December before 
this Conference and in the law of nations as generally recognized 
and accepted.[” | Hu 

810.7962/2 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hult) | 

WASHINGTON, December 19, 1933—7 p. m. 

101. Your 70, December 19,1 p.m. The President approves in gen- 
eral of your recommendation. He does not care who pays for the 
beacons or radio guides. Faster planes are an excellent idea but he 
believes will make only a fraction of time saving that would be made by 
arranging the mechanics for night flying. He emphasizes that if night 
flying is possible, flying time would be greatly reduced. The Presi- 
dent would be delighted to avoid the necessity of advancing any 
money. 

PHILuires
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710.G Women’s Rights/14 : Telegram 

Lhe Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) 

Wasurneton, December 19, 19833—10 p. m. 
104. The President has had under consideration the Treaty pro- 

viding that there should be no distinction based on sex in the law 
and practice relating to nationality. The President believes that 
treaty should be signed at Montevideo on behalf of the United States 
but with a reservation in the following words: “That the agreement 
on the part of the United States is of course and of necessity subject 
to Congressional action.” 

Your previous instructions are accordingly modified so as to permit 
you to conform with this suggestion of the President. If you deem 
it desirable you may state to the Conference that the signing of the 
Treaty on behalf of the United States with the reservation in question 
has been suggested by the President. 

The President asks me to say for your personal information that 
the representative women of all parties and factions here are greatly 
aroused and that while he appreciates the undesirability of the pro- 
posed general language, the broad purpose is good and the reservation 
allows us to handle details later. He is sure you will agree with this. 

PHILLIPS 

710.G International Law/6 : Telegram 

Lhe Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Montevipeo, December 19, 1983—midnight. 
[Received December 20—4: 30 a. m.] 

7. For the President and Phillips. Our major problems both 
affirmative and negative are now concluded. The subcommittee on the 
Rights and Duties of States presented its report to the full com- 
mittee today. It contained the following article: 

“Article 8. No state has the right to intervene in the internal or 
external affairs of another.” 

The demand for unanimous affirmative vote was very vociferous 
and more or less wild and unreasonable. The vote of the American 
delegation was as follows, with the reservation that follows it, to 
wit 

“I vote in favor of the first 10 articles subject to the terms of the 
statement and declaration I made to this meeting a few minutes ago.”
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The text of the statement follows: 

“The policy and attitude of the United States Government toward 

every important phase of international relationships in this hemi- 

sphere could scarcely be made more clear and definite than they 

have been made by both word and action especially since March 4. 

I have no disposition therefore to indulge in any repetition or re- 

hearsal of these acts and utterances and shall not do so. Every 

observing person must by this time thoroughly understand that under 

the Roosevelt administration the United States Government is as 

much opposed as any other government to interference with the free- 

dom, the sovereignty, or other internal affairs or processes of the 

governments of other nations. | 

In addition to numerous acts and utterances in connection with the 

carrying out of these doctrines and policies President Roosevelt 

during recent weeks gave out a public statement expressing his 

disposition to open negotiations with the Cuban Government for the 

purpose of dealing with the treaty which has existed since 1903.“ 

_ T feel safe in undertaking to say that under our support of the general 

principle of non-intervention as has been suggested no government 

need fear any intervention on the part of the United States under 

the Roosevelt administration. I think it probably unfortunate that 

during the brief period of this Conference there is apparently not 

time within which to prepare interpretations and definitions of these 

fundamental terms that are embraced in the report. Such definitions 

and interpretations would enable every government to proceed in a 

uniform way without any difference of opinion or of interpretations. 

I hope that at the earliest possible date such very important work 

will be done. In the meantime in case of differences of interpreta- 

tions and also until they can be worked out and codified for the 

common use of every government I desire to say that the United States 

Government in all of its international associations and relationships 

and conducts will follow scrupulously the doctrines and_ policies 

which it has pursued since March 4 which are embodied in the 

different addresses of President Roosevelt since that time and in 

the recent peace address of myself on the 15th day of December before 

this Conference and in the law of nations as generally recognized and 

accepted.” 

Article 11 was about non-recognition of territory acquired by force 

and provoked some controversy between Peru and Colombia. I had 

some phraseology which was not entirely satisfactory and in the cir- 

cumstances I announced that “in view of the disagreement on article 

‘11 the United States Government refrains from passing judgment on 

it at this time”. 
We were loyal to our doctrines and policies and to all of our pro- 

fessed friends and friendly interests. Naturally some of the subsidized 

“Treaty of relations with the United States, signed at Habana, May 22, 1903, 
Foreign Relations, 1904, p. 243.
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and other more poisonous individuals and newspapers will attempt to 
distort what to sane and reasonable citizens down here was an abso- 
lutely sound and logical position on our part. 

The 10 days Chaco armistice is proceeding. The League of Nations 
Commission reaches Montevideo next Sunday to await here the pleni- 
potentiaries of the two warring Governments. The general feeling 
is that agreement to arbitrate and demobilize will come about. 

Huu 

%710.G Women’s Rights/16 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hult) 

| Wasuineton, December 20, 1933—3 p. m. 

105. The President today off the record discussed equality under 
nationality laws saying story should break at Montevideo: Most of 
tempest in teapot was occasioned by erroneous press despatches that 
all American nations agreed to sign while American delegation re- 
frained. Only six nations agreed to sign, others took matter under 
consideration. Second cause of tempest was misunderstanding here 
of occurrences in Montevideo. As originally introduced the resolution 
was broad and general, granting equality in nationality and civil 
rights. This immediately caused flare-up in Latin American republics 
and here. Resolution was then divided into two parts and civil rights 
part was quietly tabled and nothing more heard of it. The nationality 
section remaining states essentially laws of United States more than 
any other nation. Our nationality laws apply equally to husband 
and wife with minor exceptions. One is that when American woman 
marries Englishman and lives in England the offspring are British. 
Some people claim said children should be allowed to choose nation- 
ality at 21. To change the law requires action by Congress. This is 
position of this country and of the Secretary of State. After reading 
nationality resolution President added that we have made two things 
clear: We have a committee composed of Secretary of State, Attor- 
ney General and Secretary of Labor who are simplifying our na- 
tionality laws which, with minor exceptions, do not discriminate 
between sexes. The Secretary of State has explained our action to the 
Conference. President then added that he did not think we would 
block passage of the resolution but would explain our revising process 
and that changes of law on minor points would rest with Congress. 
Asked if Secretary of State would sign on behalf of the United States, 
President said no reason existed for refusal provided signature 
accompanied by statement that matter is before Congress. 

PHILLIPS
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%10.G Women’s Rights/17 : Telegram | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hult) 

Wasuineron, December 20, 1933—4 p. m. 

106. My 105, December 20, 83 p. m. For your information the 

National Woman’s Party has just received a telegram from Miss 

Doris Stevens announcing that the United States will sign the Treaty 

on Nationality. Neither the White House nor the State Department 

is making any official statement in this regard awaiting your action. 
PHILuips 

710.G Heonomic and Financial Problems/25 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 

Delegation (Hull) 

Wasuinoton, December 20, 1933—7 p. m. 

109. Your 74, December 19, 5:00 p. m. Department approves pro- 

posed general agreement but suggests desirability of including in line 

16 on page 1 the words “multipartite” and “of general applicability” 

so that the line would read “by the parties to multipartite economic 

agreement of general applicability for the liberalization”. The object 

of this amendment is to forestall the inclusion in any multipartite 

conventions which may be negotiated of provisions leveled against a 

particular country or countries which because of special circumstances 

peculiar to them could not adhere to the multipartite convention or 

in practice comply with all of its terms. It is conceivable that with- 

out this safeguard obligations might be set up under a multipartite 

convention which would be meaningless or impossible of fulfillment 

by some countries. 
It is also suggested for your consideration that the plurilateral con- 

ventions to which the proposed agreement would apply should include 

a trade area of substantial size as proposed in Section II, Part (a) of 

your proposal of July 21 to the London Conference.” 

Bearing in mind possible objection of the Senate to this agreement 

by the executive not to invoke treaty rights, it is believed that it 

would be advisable to submit the agreement to the Senate and if the 

Senate should disapprove it would then be desirable to be able to ter- 

minate our obligations under the agreement on as short notice as 

possible. With this in mind it is suggested that the term be reduced 

* Vol. 1, pp. 728, 731.
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to 90 days or 6 months, It would not be necessary, however, to include 
a specific provision in the agreement regarding ratification. An 
agreement could come into force upon signature as provided in the 
draft. 

PHILLIPS 

710.G Women’s Rights/22 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) 

Wasuineton, December 22, 1933—noon. 

114. Department’s 104,10 p.m., December 19. For the information 
of the committee on revision of nationality laws, please advise whether 
the Convention on Nationality which you signed was the same as 
that given on page 50 (Topic 8) of Document No. 4 for the use of 
the Delegates published by the Pan American Union. If materially 
different, please telegraph full text. 

PHILLIPS 

810.7962/2 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) 

WASHINGTON, December 23, 1983—10 a. m. 

117. Department’s 101, December 19, 7 p.m. The President hopes 
that progress can be made with respect to fast air communication 
and establishment beacons and guides before adjournment of con- 
ference. He suggests that a conference of experts of the interested 
countries to be held in Washington might be helpful. 

PHILLIPS 

710.G1A/321 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Monteviveo, December 23, 1933—11 a. m. 
[Received December 23—10: 30 a. m. | 

81. Latest plans contemplate disposing of all points on entire agenda 
by Tuesday next.“ Best opinion is that peace negotiations appear 
fairly encouraging. 

Hou 

*“ December 26. : 

738086—50——19 a
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710.G Women’s Rights/23 : Telegram | 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

MonteEvipEo, December 23, 1933—1 p. m. 
[Received December 23—12: 45 p. m.]| 

82. Your 114, December 22, noon. No nationality convention yet 
signed but convention which American delegation proposes to sign 
is that mentioned by you with reservation contained in Department’s 
104, December 19, 10 p. m. 

Hou 

810.7962/4 : Telegram 

Lhe Chairman of the Americun Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Montevipzo, December 24, 1933—1 a.m. 
[Received 2:03 a. m.] 

88. Your 117, December 23, 10 a.m. Conference at plenary session 
this afternoon unanimously passed our resolution which had been 
modified in committee discussions to the following form: 

“That as soon as possible and before the Commercial Conference at 
Buenos Aires there should be studied by a commission composed in 
the form and at the place to be decided by the Governing Board of 
the Pan American Union, the means of further accelerating inter- 
American aviation by the establishment of a continuous line of radio 
stations, beacons, and airports along present air lines and others which 
may be deemed convenient and to determine what additional methods 
should be considered in order to obtain more rapid inter-American 
aerial communication.” | 

Although our original resolution had specified Washington as the 
place the sense of the delegations here was that the naming of the 
place be left to the Governing Board of the Pan American Union 
which we felt we could not oppose, particularly as it was evident there 
was no objection to Washington. 

Furthermore, Wright in an extended address before this afternoon’s 
plenary session called attention to the necessity for cooperative action 
to expedite air communication and the possibility of cutting down 
thereby the Buenos Aires-New York running time from 8 to 5 days 
and stated the willingness of our Government to lend aid along the 
lines mentioned in the White House statement for further reducing 
running time. 

Huu
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710.G/388 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Monteviveo, December 24, 1933—11 p. m. 
[Received December 25—3:12 a. m.] 

84. For the President and Phillips. The Conference is supposed to 
have completed its labors today and will formally adjourn on Tues- 
day.” A better state of feeling exists than at any time within a genera- 
tion in the judgment of old attendants. 

The Chaco negotiations threaten complications and delay. I hope 
before leaving on Tuesday night to offer all possible cooperation and 
counsel that might be of value. The negotiations would then be left 
with League of Nations Commission and other agencies cooperating. 

The American delegation has succeeded in all of its plans and has 
worked as a unit at every stage. 

Best holiday wishes. 
Huu 

710.G Economic and Financial Problems/31 : Telegram 

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

Buenos Aires, December 27, 1933—1 p. m. 
[Received 3:22 p. m.] 

From the Secretary of State. With reference to previous telegrams 
exchanged on passport formalities, Conference resolved that there 
should be established a system of gratis tourist passports valid for 3 
months with privilege of renewal up to a year which would facilitate 
entry into all countries in the Americas. We informed the Conference 
that we would be glad to join such a move but could do so only through 
the President’s executive order and once all the countries had worked 
out relief for tourists as contemplated we would be glad to join. We 
accepted the idea of a tourist passport as an easy means of identifi- 
cation. 

WEDDELL 

710.G Women’s Rights/25 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Uruguay (Wright) 

WasuincTon, December 27, 1983—4 p. m. 

32. Secretary’s telegram No. 82, December 23, 1 p. m. 
1. Report by cable whether American Delegation signed Conven- 

tion on Nationality of Women. 

“December 26.
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9. Also cable what action was taken by the Conference and Ameri- 

can Delegation on the general convention on nationality (Topic 6 (/) 

of Agenda) .* 
PHILLIPS 

710.G Women’s Rights/26 : Telegram 

The Minister in Uruguay (Wright) to the Acting Secretary of State 

MontevipEo, December 28, 1933—9 a. m. 
[Received 9:25 a. m.] 

47. Your 32, December 27, 4 p.m. The Conference approved and 

the American delegation indicated it would sign with reservations the 

Convention on Nationality of Women and the general convention on 

nationality. 
Owing to the fact that the American committee on style had 

changed wording of English texts in several instances and that texts 

finally adopted passed by such committee were not available to dele- 

gation until the last plenary session was being held and then less 

than an hour before the time set for signing the conventions and other 

instruments, it was not possible to compare the texts with delegation’s 

original texts in time to sign along with other delegates. 

This was carefully explained to Secretary General who entirely 

approved the postponement of the signature of all instruments until 

opportunity was presented to compare texts. The Secretary left in- 

structions that the conventions mentioned and other instruments 

should be signed so soon as texts were compared, signatures to be 

accompanied by the reservations which the President directed should 

be made. It is expected that the conventions will be signed by Wed- 

dell and me within the next few days, other signatures to be affixed 

in Washington when the instruments arrive. 
WricHt 

710.G Women’s Rights/46 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Uruguay (Wright) 

Wasuineton, December 28, 1933—7 p. m. 

33. Your 47, December 28,9 a.m. Unless the Delegation was defi- 

nitely instructed by the Secretary to sign the general nationality con- 

vention it is suggested that Weddell and you withhold your signatures 

thereto until the Department has more complete information 

concerning its provisions. 

*® Ante, p. 78. | .
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The Department’s telegram No. 104 of December 19, 10 p. m., au- 

thorized the signature only of the Convention on Nationality of 

Women forming Topic 8 of Agenda. The Department has issued no 

instruction to sign the general nationality convention forming Topic 

67f of agenda. 
Please cable fully exact situation. 

| 
PHILLIPS 

710.G International Law/8: Telegram . 

The Minister in Uruguay (Wright) to the Acting Secretary of State 

MonvtevipEo, December 29, 1933—6 p. m. 

[Received 8:27 p. m.] 

48. I have communicated your telegram number 33, December 28, 

7 p. m., to the Secretary at Buenos Aires by telephone. The English | 

text of the general nationality convention is based upon the following 

translation. 

“Article 1. Naturalization of any individual before the competent 

authorities of any of the signatory states carries with it the loss of 

the nationality of origin. 
Article 2. The state bestowing naturalization shall communicate 

this fact through diplomatic channels to the state of which the natural- 

ized individual was a national. 
Article 3. The provisions of the preceding articles do not revoke 

or modify the convention on naturalization signed in Rio de Janeiro 

the 18th of August 1906. 
Article 4. In case of the transfer of a portion of territory on the 

part of one of the states signatory hereof to another of such states, the 

inhabitants of such transferred territory must not consider them- 

selves as nationals of the state to which they are transferred, unless 

they expressly opt to change their original nationality. 

Article 5. Naturalization confers nationality solely on the natural- 

ized individual and the loss of nationality, whatever shall be the form 

in which it takes place, affects only the person who has suffered the 

Oss. 
Article 6. Neither matrimony nor its dissolution affects the na- 

tionality of the husband or wife or of their children, to which the 

American delegation will add the following reservation “The dele- 

gation of the United States of America, in signing this convention 

on nationality, makes the reservation that the agreement on the part 

of the United States is, of course and of necessity, subject to Con- 

gressional action’.” 

Although, as indicated in third paragraph of my telegram 4%, 

December 28, 9 a. m., the delegation has undertaken to sign the con- 

vention it will not be signed here until the final official text has been 

submitted to me to be checked with foregoing and until I receive your 

further instructions. 
WRIGHT 

*® Foreign Relations, 1906, pt. 2, p. 1594.
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710.G1A/3826 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) 

WasHineTon, December 29, 1933. 
Str: The Department has read with interest your despatches num- 

bered 732, 740 and 741 of November 13, 24 and 25, respectively,® with 
reference to the unofficial League memorandum “The Work of the 
League of Nations in Relation to the Agenda of the Seventh Pan- 
American Conference, Geneva, November 1933” prepared for the use 
of the Seventh International Conference of American States. 

In accordance with your request the Department has asked for a 
report on the effects of the presentation of the League memorandum 
at the Seventh International Conference of American States and 
this will be transmitted in due course for your information. 

As regards the request in your despatch of November 13, for an ex- 
pression of the Department’s views, the Department does not desire 
to make extended comment at this time on the memorandum. The 
memorandum evidently contains much well prepared factual material 
which should be of reference use to the delegates in their consideration 
of similar matters on the agenda of the Seventh International Con- 
ference of American States. It is noted, however, that the annex 
to the memorandum consisting of certain “declarations and exchanges 
of correspondence” relating to the Monroe Doctrine concerns a subject 
which is not on the program of the Conference. It is the view of the 
Department that the Monroe Doctrine has no place in the discussions 
of the Conference as it is essentially a national policy of the United 
States. 

Very truly yours, Wi1am Puttuies 

810.154/489 : Telegram 

Lhe Minister in Uruguay (Wright) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Monrtevineo, December 30, 19383—7 p. m. 
[Received December 80—6: 50 p. m.] 

50. Your 34, December 29, 5 p.m." In plenary session December 
23 in speech on communications I submitted to the Conference on be- 
half of the delegation the preliminary report of the engineers of the 
Bureau of Public Roads together with map and quoted in full the 
conclusions of said report. 

None printed. Despatch No. 732 transmitted printed copies of the League 
memorandum (710.G1A/285). 
“Telegram No. 34 reads: “Report briefly by cable the action taken by Con- 

ference on the Inter-American Highway project”. (810.154/482)
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After then referring to the tangible form in which the interest and 

purpose of the United States in its desire to improve communications 

had thus been expressed I stated that 

“President Roosevelt has indicated that the Congress of the United 

States may well give favorable consideration to a recommendation that 

the United States bear the entire initial and immediate cost of a survey 
for a completed means of motor transportation throughout the north- 
ern and southern continents, the other interested governments to be 

requested later to share in the costs of the project, such survey of course 

to be conducted only with the full approval and cooperation of each 
of the interested nations.” 

And stated further that it would appear advisable that the proposal 

be submitted to a committee which would include representatives of the 

interested states and that this committee be asked to report thereon 

at some early date. 

: WRIGHT 

810.154/490 : Telegram 

The Minister in Uruguay (Wright) to the Acting Secretary of State 

MontevipEo, December 30, 1938—8 p. m. 
| [Received December 80—7 : 55 p. m.] 

51. With reference to my telegram 50, December 30, 7 p.m. In 

answer to the Department’s telegram 34, December 29, 5 p. m.™* which 
was apparently sent on behalf of interested parties, the delegation was 

guided by the instructions to the delegation concerning topic number 

286 which stated : 

“Tt would seem advisable to hold in abeyance any definite plans for 
the realization of the project.” 

The presentation was, therefore, made in the manner described in 
my foregoing telegram. 

WRIGHT 

CONVENTIONS 

[The Seventh International Conference of American States adopted 
the following six conventions and one additional protocol : Nationality 
of Women; Nationality; Rights and Duties of States; Extradition ; 
Political Asylum; Teaching of History; Additional Protocol to the 
General Convention of Inter-American Conciliation of 1929. Of 
these, the United States signed four, which are printed herein: Nation- 

8 Not printed. :
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ality of Women; Rights and Duties of States; Extradition; Additional 
Protocol to the General Convention of Inter-American Conciliation. 
For texts of the conventions not signed by the United States, see Report 
of the Delegates of the United States of America to the Seventh Inter- 
national Conference of American States, Montevideo, Uruguay, De- 
cember 3-26, 1933; Seventh International Conference of American — 
States, Montevideo, Uruguay, December 3-26, 1938, Final Act, In- 
cluding the Conventions and Additional Protocol adopted by the 
Conference ([Montevideo,] J. Florenso, Impresor, Cerrito, 740).] 

Treaty Series No. 875 

Convention on the Nationality of Women, Signed at Montevideo, 
December 26, 1933 *? 

The Governments represented in the Seventh International Con- 
ference of American States: 

Wishing to conclude a Convention on the Nationality of Women, 
have appointed the following Plenipotentiaries: 

[Here follows list of Plenipotentiaries.] 
Who, after having exhibited their Full Powers, which were found 

in good and due form, have agreed upon the following: 

ARTICLE 1 

There shall be no distinction based on sex as regards nationality, in 
their legislation or in their practice. 

ARTICLE 2 

The present convention shall be ratified by the High Contracting 
Parties in conformity with their respective constitutional procedures. 
The Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Uruguay shall 
transmit authentic certified copies to the governments for the afore- 
mentioned purpose of ratification. The instrument of ratification 
shall be deposited in the archives of the Pan American Union in 
Washington, which shall notify the signatory governments of said 
deposit. Such notification shall be considered as an exchange of 
ratifications. 

ARTICLE 3 

The present convention will enter into force between the High 
Contracting Parties in the order in which they deposit their respective 
ratifications. 

“In English, Spanish, Portuguese, and French; English text, only, printed. 
Ratification advised by the Senate, May 24 (legislative day of May 10), 1934; 
ratified by the President, June 30, 1934; ratification of the United States deposited 
with the Pan American Union, July 18, 1934; proclaimed by the President, 
October 11, 1934.
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ARTICLE 4 

The present convention shall remain in force indefinitely but may 

be denounced by means of one year’s notice given to the Pan American 

Union, which shall transmit it to the other signatory governments. 
After the expiration of this period the convention shall cease in its 
effects as regards the party which denounces but shall remain in effect 
for the remaining High Contracting Parties. 

ARTICLE 5 

The present convention shall be open for the adherence and acces- 
sion of the States which are not signatories. The corresponding 
instruments shall be deposited in the archives of the Pan American 
Union which shall communicate them to the other High Contracting 

Parties. 
In witness whereof, the following Plenipotentiaries have signed 

this convention in Spanish, English, Portuguese and French and here- 
unto affix their respective seals in the city of Montevideo, Republic 
of Uruguay, this 26th day of December, 1933. 

Honduras 

‘The Delegation of Honduras adheres to the Convention on Equality 
of Nationality, with the reservations and limitations which the Con- 
stitution and laws of our country determine. | 

M. Paz Baraona.—Aveusto C. Cortio.—Luis Bocran. 

United States of America: 

The Delegation of the United States of America, in signing the 
Convention on the Nationality of Women makes the reservation that 
the agreement on the part of the United States is, of course and of 
necessity, subject to congressional action. 
ALEXANDER W. WEDDELL.—J. BurLer WRIGHT. 

Et Salvador 

Reservation to the effect that in El] Salvador the Convention can- 
not be the object of immediate ratification, but that it will be neces- 
sary to consider previously the desirability of reforming the existing 
Naturalization Law, ratification being obtained only in the event that 
such legislative reform is undertaken, and after it may have been 
effected. 
Hecror Davi Castro.—Artouro R. Avina. 

Dominican Republic: Tutto M. Crstrro. 
Haiti: J. Barav.—F. Saueapo.—Epmonp Maneones (Avec ré- 

serves). —A. Prrs. Paun (avec réserves). 
Argentina: Cartos Saavepra Lamas.—Juan FY. Carrerata.— 

Ramon S. Castiti0.—I. Ruiz Moreno.—L. A. PoprsrA Costa.—D. 
ANTOKOLETZ. 

Uruguay: A. MaXé.—Jos& Prpro Vareta—Marro Marquss Cas- 
TRO.—Darpo Recuies.—Soria ALvarez VIGNOLI DE DEMICHELI.—
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Trdrito PiXeyrro Cuafn.—Luis A. pz Herrera —Marrin R. Ecur- 
coYEN.—JosE G. ANTuxa—J. C. Buanco.—Frpro Masini Rios.— 
Ropotro Mezzera.—Ocravio Moraté.—Luis Morquio.—Josté SEr- 
RATO. 
Paraguay: Justo Pastor Benfrez.—Maria F. Gonzdrezz. 
Mexico: B. Vapttu0.—M. J. Srerra.—Epvuarvo Sudrez. 
Panama: J. D. Arosemens.—Macin Pons.—Epvuarvo E. Horcutn. 
Bolivia: Arroro Pinto Escatier. 
Guatemala: A. Sxinner Kursz.—J. Gonzdtez Campo.—Cartos 

SALAZAR.—M, Arroyo. 
Brazil: Lucio A. pA Cunna Burno.—Guineerto AMADO. 
Ecuador: A. Acuirre Aparicio.—H. Axrornoz.—ANTONIO Parra 

V.—C. Pura V.—Arruro Scarone. 
Nicaragua: Lronarvo Araierto.—M. Corvrro Reyes.—Carros 

Cuapra Pasos, 
Colombia: AtFonso Lérez.—Raimunpo Rivas. 
Chile: Miguen Crucuaca—J. Ramon Guriirrez.—F. Ficurros.— 

FE. Nero pet Rio.—B. Couen. 
Peru: AtFrepo Sour y Muro. 
Cuba; Auperto Giraupy.—Herminio Porrern Vus.—Ing. A. E. 

NocGueEIRA. 

ee 

Treaty Series No. 881 

Convention on Rights and Duties of States, Signed at M ontevideo, 
December 26, 1933 ® 

The Governments represented in the Seventh International Confer- 
ence of American States: 

Wishing to conclude a Convention on Rights and Duties of States, 
have appointed the following Plenipotentiaries: 

[Here follows list of Plenipotentiaries. ] 
Who, after having exhibited their Full Powers, which were found 

to be in good and due order, have agreed upon the following: 

ARTICLE 1 

The state as a person of international law should possess the follow- 
ing qualifications: a) a permanent population; 6) a defined territory; 
c)government; and @) capacity to enter into relations with the other 
states. 

*In English, Spanish, Portuguese, and French; English text, only, printed. Ratification advised by the Senate, with a reservation, June 15 (legislative day of June 6), 1934; ratified by the President, with said reservation, June 29, 1934; rati- fication of the United States deposited with the Pan American Union, July 13, 1934 ; proclaimed by the President, J anuary 18, 1935.
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ARTICLE 2 

The federal state shall constitute a sole person in the eyes of inter- 
national law, 

ARTICLE 3 

The political existence of the state is independent of recognition by 
the other states. Even before recognition the state has the right to de- 
fend its integrity and independence, to provide for its conservation 
and prosperity, and consequently to organize itself as it sees fit, to legis- 
late upon its interests, administer its services, and to define the juris- 
diction and competence of its courts. 

The exercise of these rights has no other limitation than the exercise 
of the rights of other states according to international law. 

ARTICLE 4 

States are juridically equal, enjoy the same rights, and have equal 
capacity in their exercise. The rights of each one do not depend upon 
the power which it possesses to assure its exercise, but upon the simple 
fact of its existence as a person under international law. 

ARTICLE 5 

The fundamental rights of states are not susceptible of being affected 
in any manner whatsoever. 

ARTICLE 6 

The recognition of a state merely signifies that the state which rec- 
ognizes it accepts the personality of the other with all the rights and 
duties determined by international law. Recognition is unconditional 
and irrevocable. 

| ARTICLE 7 

_ The recognition of a state may be express or tacit. The latter re- 
sults from any act which implies the intention of recognizing the new 
state, 

ARTICLE 8 

No state has the right to intervene in the internal or external affairs 
of another, 

ARTICLE 9 . 

The jurisdiction of states within the limits of national territory ap- 
plies to all the inhabitants. 

Nationals and foreigners are under the same protection of the law 
and the national authorities and the foreigners may not claim rights 
other or more extensive than those of the nationals.
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Articte 10 

The primary interest of states is the conservation of peace. Differ- 
ences of any nature which arise between them should be settled by 
recognized pacific methods. 

Arricitge 11 

The contracting states definitely establish as the rule of their con- 
duct the precise obligation not to recognize territorial acquisitions or 
special advantages which have been obtained by force whether this 
consists in the employment of arms, in threatening diplomatic repre- 
sentations, or in any other effective coercive measure. The territory 
of a state is inviolable and may not be the object of military occupa- : 
tion nor of other measures of force imposed by another state directly 
or indirectly or for any motive whatever even temporarily. 

ARTICLE 12 

The present Convention shall not affect obligations previously 
entered into by the High Contracting Parties by virtue of interna- 
tional agreements. 

ARTICLE 13 

The present Convention shall be ratified by the High Contracting 
Parties in conformity with their respective constitutional procedures. 
The Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Uruguay shall 
transmit authentic certified copies to the governments for the afore- 
mentioned purpose of ratification. The instrument of ratification 
shall be deposited in the archives of the Pan American Union in 
Washington, which shall notify the signatory governments of said 
deposit. Such notification shall be considered as an exchange of 
ratifications. 

Articin 14 

The present Convention will enter into force between the High 
Contracting Parties in the order in which they deposit their respective 

ratifications. 
Articts 15 

The present Convention shall remain in force indefinitely but may 
be denounced by means of one year’s notice given to the Pan American 
Union, which shall transmit it to the other signatory governments. 
After the expiration of this period the Convention shall cease in its 
effects as regards the party which denounces but shall remain in effect 
for the remaining High Contracting Parties. | 

ARTICLE 16 

The present Convention shall be open for the adherence and acces- 
sion of the States which are not signatories. The corresponding
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instruments shall be deposited in the archives of the Pan American 
Union which shall communicate them to the other High Contracting 
Parties. 

In witness whereof, the following Plenipotentiaries have signed 
this Convention in Spanish, English, Portuguese and French and here- 
unto affix their respective seals in the city of Montevideo, Republic of 
Uruguay, this 26th day of December, 1933. 

| RESERVATIONS 

The Delegation of the United States of America, in signing the 
Convention on the Rights and Duties of States, does so with the 
express reservation presented to the Plenary Session of the Conference 
on December 22, 1933, which reservation reads as follows: 

The Delegation of the United States, in voting “yes” on the final 
vote on this committee recommendation and proposal, makes the same 
reservation to the eleven articles of the project or proposal that the 
United States Delegation made to the first ten articles during the final 
vote in the full Commission, which reservation is in words as follows: 

“The policy and attitude of the United States Government toward 
every important phase of international relationships in this hemi- 
sphere could scarcely be made more clear and definite than they 
have been made by both word and action especially since March 4. 
I have no disposition therefore to indulge in any repetition or re- 
hearsal of these acts and utterances and shall not do so. Every 
observing person must by this time thoroughly understand that un- 
der the Roosevelt Administration the United States Government 
is as much opposed as any other government to interference with the 
freedom, the sovereignty, or other internal affairs or processes of the 
governments of other nations. 

“In addition to numerous acts and utterances in connection with 
the carrying out of these doctrines and policies, President Roosevelt, 
during recent weeks, gave out a public statement expressing his dis- 
position to open negotiations with the Cuban Government for the 
purpose of dealing with the treaty which has existed since 1903. I 
feel safe in undertaking to say that under our support of the general 
principle of non-intervention as has been suggested, no government 
need fear any intervention on the part of the United States under 
the Roosevelt Administration. I think it unfortunate that during 
the brief period of this Conference there is apparently not time 
within which to prepare interpretations and definitions of these 
fundamental terms that are embraced in the report. Such definitions 
and interpretations would enable every government to proceed in a 
uniform way without any difference of opinion or of interpretations. 
I hope that at the earliest possible date such very important work 
will be done. In the meantime in case of differences of interpreta- 
tions and also until they (the proposed doctrines and principles) can 
be worked out and codified for the common use of every government, 
I desire to say that the United States Government in all of its inter- 
national associations and relationships and conduct will follow scru-
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pulously the doctrines and policies which it has pursued since March 
4 which are embodied in the different addresses of President Roosevelt 
since that time and in the recent peace address of myself on the 15th 
day of December before this Conference and in the law of nations 
as generally recognized and accepted”. 

The delegates of Brazil and Peru recorded the following private 
vote with regard to article 11: “That they accept the doctrine in 
principle but that they do not consider it codifiable because there are 
some countries which have not yet signed the Anti-War Pact of Rio 
de Janeiro of which this doctrine is a part and therefore it does not 
yet constitute positive international law suitable for codification”. 

Honduras: M. Paz Baraona.—Aveusto C. Cortit0o.—Luis Boeran. 

United States of America: AtexanprrR W. Weppretu.—J. BurTLer 

Wricurt. 
El Salvador: Hecror Davin Castro.—Arrouro R. Avima. 

Dominican Republic: Tutto M. Crstero. 
Haiti: J. Baravu.—F. Saugapo.—Epmonp Manconts.—A. Prre. 

Pavu. 

Argentina: Cartos SAAvepra Lamas.—Juan F. Carrerata.— 
Ramon S. Casritxo.—I. Ruiz Moreno.—L. A. PoprsrA Costa.— 
D. ANTOKOLETZ. 

Venezuela: Luis Cuvurton.—J. R. Monripua. 

Uruguay: A. Maxt.—Jos& Prpro Vareva.—Matro Marques 
Castro.—Darpo Recuies.—Soria ALvareZ VigNOLI DE Demr- 

CHELI.—TE6FrILo PiNryro Cuain.—Lvuis A. pe Herrera.—Marrin 

R. Ecuecorven.—Joss G. AntruNa.—J. C. Buanco.—Prpro Manint 

Rios.—Ropotro Merzzera.—Ocravio Moraté6.—Louis Morgui0o.— 

JOs& SERRATO. 
Paraguay: Justo Pastor Benirez.—Maria F. GonzAcez. 
Mexico: B. Vavtrito.—M. J. Suzrra.—Epvuarpo SuAReEz. 

Panama: J. D. ArnoseMENA.—Macin Pons.—Epvarpo E. Honieurn. 

Guatemala: M. Arroyo. | 
Brazil: Luciitio A. pA CunuA BuENo.—GiILBEeRtTo AMADO. 
Ecuador: A. Aguirre Aparicio.—H. ALBorRNoz.—ANTONIO Parra 

V.—C. Pura V.—Arruro ScARONE. 
Nicaragua: Lronarpo Arcttetio—M. Cornero Reryes.—Carwos 

Cuapra Pasos. 
Colombia; Atronso Lérrez.—Rarmunpo Rivas. 

Chile: Micurt Crucuacsa.—J. Ramén Gurierrez.—F. Ficurroa.— 
F. Nieto pet Rio.—B. CoHeEn. 

Peru: (con la reserva establecida) Au¥rrepo Soir y Muro. 
Cuba: Augerto Giraupy.—Herminio Porrenn Vird.—Ing. A. E. 

NoGvEIRA.
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Treaty Series No. 882 

Convention on Extradition, Signed at Montevideo, December 26, 1933 

The Governments represented in the Seventh International Con- 
ference of American States: 

Wishing to conclude a Convention on Extradition, have appointed 
the following Plenipotentiaries: , 

[Here follows list of Plenipotentiaries. ] 

Who, after having exhibited their Full Powers, which were found 
in good and due form, have agreed upon the following: 

ARTICLE 1 

Each one of the signatory States in harmony with the stipulations 
of the present Convention assumes the obligation of surrendering to 
any one of the States which may make the requisition, the persons 
who may be in their territory and who are accused or under sentence. 
This right shall be claimed only under the following circumstances: 

a) That the demanding State have the jurisdiction to try and 
to punish the delinquency which is attributed to the 
individual whom it desires to extradite. 

6) That the act for which extradition is sought constitutes a 
crime and is punishable under the laws of the demanding 
and surrendering States with a minimum penalty of im- 
prisonment for one year. 

ARTICLE 2 55 

When the person whose extradition is sought is a citizen of the 
country to which the requisition is addressed, his delivery may or 
may not be made, as the legislation or circumstances of the case may, 
in the judgment of the surrendering State, determine. If the accused 
is not surrendered, the latter State is obliged to bring action against 
him for the crime with which he is accused, if such crime meets the 
conditions established in sub-article (6) of the previous article. The 
sentence pronounced shall be communicated to the demanding State. 

ARTICLE 38 °@ 

Extradition will not be granted: 

a) When, previous to the arrest of the accused person, the penal 
action or sentence has expired according to the laws of the 
demanding or the surrendering State. 

“In English, Spanish, Portuguese, and French; English text, only, printed. 
Ratification advised by the Senate, with an understanding, June 15 (legislative 
day of June 6), 1934; ratified by the President, with said understanding, June 29, 
1934; ratification of the United States deposited with the Pan American Union, 
July 13, 1934 ; proclaimed by the President, January 25, 1935. 

* Art. 2 was not accepted by the United States. 
“ Par. d of art. 3 was not accepted by the United States.
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b) When the accused has served his sentence in the country 
where the crime was committed or when he may have been 
pardoned or granted an amnesty. 

c) When the accused has been or is being tried by the State to 
which the requisition was directed for the act with which 
he is charged and on which the petition of extradition is 

ased. 
ad) When the accused must appear before any extraordinary tri- 

bunal or court of the demanding State (tribunal o juzgado 
de excepcién del Estado requiriente). Military courts will 
not be considered as such tribunals. 

e¢) When the offense is of a political nature or of a character 
related thereto. An attempt against the life or person of the 
Chief of State or members of his family, shall not be deemed 

: to be a political offense. 
f) When the offense is purely military or directed against 

religion. 

| ARTICLE 4 

The determination of whether or not the exceptions referred to in 
the previous article are applicable shall belong exclusively to the 
State to which the request for extradition is addressed. 

ARTICLE 5 

A request for extradition should be formulated by the respective 
diplomatic representative. When no such representative is available, 
consular agents may serve, or the governments may communicate 

directly with one another. The following documents in the language 
of the country to which the request for extradition is directed, shall 
accompany every such request: | 

a) An authentic copy of the sentence, when the accused has been 
tried and condemned by the courts of the demanding State. 

6) When the person is only under accusation, an authentic copy 
of the order of detention issued by the competent judge, 
with a precise description of the imputed offense, a copy 
of the penal laws applicable thereto, and a copy of the 
laws referring to the prescription of the action or the penalty. 

c) In the case of an individual under accusation as also of an 
individual already condemned, there shall be furnished all 
possible information of a personal character which may help 
to identify the individual whose extradition is sought. 

ARTICLE 6 

When a person whose extradition is sought shall be under trial or 
shall be already condemned in the State from which it is sought to 
extradite him, for an offense committed prior to the request for extra- 
dition, said extradition shall be granted at once, but the surrender of
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the accused to the demanding State shall be deferred until his trial 

ends or his sentence is served. 

ARTICLE 7 

When the extradition of a person is sought by several States for 

the same offense, preference will be given to the State in whose terri- 

tory said offense was committed. If he is sought for several offenses 

preference will be given to the State within whose bounds shall have 

been committed the offense which has the greatest penalty according 

to the law of the surrendering State. 

If the case is one of different acts which the State from which extra- 

dition is sought esteems of equal gravity, the preference will be 

determined by the priority of the request. 

ARTICLE 8 

The request for extradition shall be determined in accordance with 

the domestic legislation of the surrendering State and the individual 

whose extradition is sought shall have the right to use all the reme- 

dies and resources authorized by such legislation, either before the 

judiciary or the administrative authorities as may be provided for by 

the aforesaid legislation. 

ARTICLE 9 

Once a request for extradition in the form indicated in Article 5 

has been received, the State from which the extradition is sought will 

exhaust all necessary measures for the capture of the person whose 

extradition is requested. 

ARTICLE 10 

The requesting State may ask, by any means of communication, 

the provisional or preventive detention of a person, if there is, at 

least, an order by some court for his detention and if the State at 

the same time offers to request extradition in due course. The State 

from which the extradition is sought will order the immediate arrest 

of the accused. If within a maximum period of two months after 

the requesting State has been notified of the arrest of the person, said 

State has not formally applied for extradition, the detained person 

will be set at liberty and his extradition may not again be requested 
except in the way established by Article 5. 

The demanding State is exclusively liable for any damages which 
might arise from the provisional or preventive detention of a person. 

ARTICLE 11 

Extradition having been granted and the person requested put at 
the disposition of the diplomatic agent of the demanding State, then, 

738036—50——20
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if, within two months from the time when said agent is notified of 
same, the person has not been sent to his destination, he will be set 
at liberty, and he cannot again be detained for the same cause. 

The period of two months will be reduced to forty days when the 
countries concerned are conterminous. 

| ARTICLE 12 °7 

Once extradition of a person has been refused, application may not 
again be made for the same alleged act. 

ARTICLE 13 

The State requesting the extradition may designate one or more 
guards for the purpose of taking charge of the person extradited, 
but said guards will be subject to the orders of the police or other 
authorities of the State granting the extradition or of the States in 
transit. 

ARTICLE 14 

The surrender of the person extradited to the requesting State will 
be done at the most appropriate point on the frontier or in the most 
accessible port, if the transfer is to be made by water. 

ARTICLE 15 ® 

The objects found in the possession of the person extradited, ob- 
tained by the perpetration of the illegal act for which extradition is 
requested, or which might be useful as evidence of same, will be con- 
fiscated and handed over to the demanding country, notwithstanding 
it might not be possible to surrender the accused because of some 
unusual situation such as his escape or death. 

ARTICLE 16 *° 

The costs of arrest, custody, maintenance, and transportation of 
the person, as well as of the objects referred to in the preceding article, 
will be borne by the State granting the extradition up to the moment 
of surrender and from thereon they will be borne by the demanding 
State. 

Articie 17 

Once the extradition is granted, the demanding State undertakes: 

a) Not to try nor to punish the person for a common offense 
which was committed previous to the request for extradition 
and which has not been included in said request, except only 
if the interested party expressly consents. | 

7 Art, 12 was not accepted by the United States, 
* Art. 15 was not accepted by the United States. 
° Art. 16 was not accepted by the United States.
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b) Not to try nor to punish the person for a political offense, 

or for an offense connected with a political offense, committed 

previous to the request for extradition. 

c) To apply to the accused the punishment of next lesser degree 

than death if according to the legislation of the country of 

refuge the death penalty would not be applicable. 

d) To furnish to the State granting the extradition an authentic 

copy of the sentence pronounced. 

ArTIcLE 18 °° 

The signatory States undertake to permit the transit through their 

respective territories of any person whose extradition has been granted 

by another State in favor of a third, requiring only the original or 

an authentic copy of the agreement by which the country of refuge 

granted the extradition. 

Article 19 

No request for extradition may be based upon the stipulations of 

this Convention if the offense in question has been committed before 

the ratification of the Convention is deposited. 

| ARTICLE 20 

The present convention will be ratified by means of the legal forms 

in common use in each of the signatory States, and will come into 

force, for each of them, thirty days after the deposit of the respective 

ratification. 

The Minister of Foreign Affairs of the Republic of Uruguay shall 

transmit authentic certified copies to the governments for the afore- 

mentioned purpose of ratification. The instrument of ratification 

shall be deposited in the archives of the Pan-American Union in Wash- 

ington, which shall notify the signatory governments of said deposit. 

Such notification shall be considered as an exchange of ratifications. 

ARTICLE 21 

The present Convention does not abrogate or modify the bi- 

lateral or collective treaties, which at the present date are in force 

between the signatory States. Nevertheless, if any of said treaties 

lapse, the present Convention will take effect and become applicable 

immediately among the respective States, if each of them has ful- 

filled the stipulations of the preceding article. 

ARTICLE 22 

The present Convention shall remain in force indefinitely but may 

be denounced by means of one year’s notice given to the Pan-American 

© Art, 18 was not accepted by the United States.
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Union, which shall transmit it to the other signatory governments. 
After the expiration of this period the Convention shall cease in its 
effects as regards the party which denounces but shall remain in effect 
for the remaining High Contracting Parties. 

ARTICLE 23 

The present Convention shall be open for the adherence and acces- 
sion of the States which are not signatories. The corresponding 
instruments shall be deposited in the archives of the Pan-American 
Union, which shall communicate them to the other High Contracting 
Parties. 

In witness whereof, the following Plenipotentiaries have signed 
this convention in Spanish, English, Portuguese and French and 
hereunto affix their respective seals in the city of Montevideo, Republic 
of Uruguay, this 26th day of December, 1933. 

RESERVATIONS 
The Delegation of the United States of America, in signing the 

present Extradition Convention, reserves the following articles: 
Article 2. (second sentence, English text) ; 
Article 3, paragraph d; 
Articles 12, 15, 16 and 18, 

Reservation to the effect that El Salvador, although it accepts 
in general principle Article XVIII of the Inter-American Treaty of 
Extradition, concretely stipulates the exception that it cannot cooper- 
ate in the surrender of its own nationals, prohibited by its Political 
Constitution, by permitting the transit through its territory of said 
nationals when one foreign State surrenders them to another. 

Mexico signs the Convention on Extradition with the declaration - 
with respect to Article 8, paragraph /, that the internal legislation 
of Mexico does not recognize offenses against religion. It will not 
sign the optional clause of this Convention. 

The Delegation from Ecuador, in dealing with the Nations with 
which Ecuador has signed Conventions on Extraditions, accepts the 
stipulations herein established in all respects which are not contrary 
to said Conventions. 

Honduras: M. Paz Baraona.—Avueusto C. Cortno.—Luts Boarkn. 
United States of America: AuexanneR W. Wevveiti.—J. Burier 

Wricut. 
Al Salvador: Héctor Davin Casrro.—Arturo R. Avma. 
Dominican Republic: Tut1o M. Cxusrero. 
Haiti: J. Barau.—F. Satcapo.—Epmonp Manconiés.—A. Prar, 

Pavt.
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Argentina: Cartos SaaveprA Lamas.—Juan F. Carrerata.— 
Ramon S. Castitto.—I. Rui Moreno.—L. A. PoprestréA Costa.— 
D. ANTOKOLETZ. 

Uruguay: A. Maté—Jost Prpro Varenva.—Mareo Marques 
Castro.—Darpo Rrcuies.—SoriA ALVAREZ VIGNOLI DE Demtr- 
CHELI.—Tr6FILo PiNeyro CuHatn.—Luis A. pe Herrera.—Marrtin 
R. Ecurcoven.—Joss G. AnruXa.—ZJ. C. Buanco.—Prpro Manni 
Rios.—Ropotro Mezzera.—Octavio Moraté.—Luis Moreuri0o.— 
José SERRATO. 
Paraguay: Jusro Pasror Bentrez.—Marta F. GonzAez. 
Mexico: B. Vavirt0.—M. J. Suerra.—Epuarpo SUAREZ. 
Panama: J. D. Arosemena.—Macin Pons.—Epuarpo E. Hot- 

GUIN. 
Guatemala; A. Sxinner Kuee.—J. GonzAtez Campo.—Cartos 

SALAzAR.—M. Arroyo. 

Brazil; Locito A. pA Cunna Bureno.—GiILBerTo AMADO. 
Ecuador; A. Aguirre Aparicio—H. ALsornoz.—ANTONIO 

Parra V.—C. Puig V.—Arrtruro SCARONE. 

Nicaragua: Leonarno ArcttreLtto—M. Cornero Reryrs.—Car.os 
Cuapra Pasos. 

Colombia; Atronso Lé6rrz.—Rarmunpo Rivas. 

Chile: Micue, Crucuaca.—J. Ramon GuTiERREZ.—F. Ficgurroa.— 
F. Niero pet Rio.—B. CoHEN. 

Peru; ALFREDO Sour y Muro. 

Cuba: ALBerto Giraupy.—HeERmIniIo Porrett VitdA.—Ing. A. E. 
NoGuErra. 

OPTIONAL CLAUSB 

| The States signing this clause, notwithstanding Article 2 of the 
preceding Convention on Extradition, agree among themselves that 
In no case will the nationality of the criminal be permitted to impede 
his extradition. 

The present clause is open to those States signing said Treaty 
of Extradition, which desire to be ruled by it in the future, for which 
purpose it will be sufficient to communicate their adherence to the 

an American Union. 

Argentina: L. A. PopestA Costa.—D. ANTOKOLETz. 
Uruguay: A. Maxt.—Jos& Prpro Vareita—Matro Marques 

Castro.—Darpo Rercuies.—SorfaA ALVAREZ VIGNOLI DE DeEmt- 
CHELI.—TEOFILO PiNEyro Cuatn.—Luis A. pe Herrera.—Marrin 

R. Ecurecoven.—Josz G. Antuxa.—J. C. Buanco.—Perpro ManIn1 
Rios.—RopotFo Merzzera.—Ocravio Moraté.—Luis Moreui0.—J ost 
SERRATO.
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Treaty Series No. 887 

Additional Protocol to the General Convention of Inter-American 
Conciliation, Signed at Montevideo, December 26, 1933 % 

The High Contracting Parties of the General Convention of Inter- 
American Conciliation of the 5th of January, 1929, convinced of the 
undeniable advantage of giving a permanent character to the Com- 
missions of Investigation and Conciliation to which Article 2 of said 
Convention refers, agree to add to the aforementioned Convention 
the following and additional Protocol. 

ARTICLE 1 

Each country signatory to the Treaty signed in Santiago, Chile, 
the 8rd of May, 1923, shall name, as soon as possible, by means of a 
bilateral agreement which shall be recorded in a simple exchange of 
notes with each one of the other signatories of the aforementioned 
Treaty, those members of the various commissions provided for in 
Article 4 of said Treaty. The commissions so named shall have a 
permanent character and shall be called Commissions of Investigation 
and Conciliation. 

ARTICLE 2 

Any of the contracting parties may replace the members which have 
been designated, whether they be nationals or foreigners; but, at the | 
same time, the substitute shall be named. In case the substitution is 
not made, the replacement shall not be effective. 

ARTICLE 3 

The commissions organized in fulfillment of Article 3 of the afore- 
mentioned Treaty of Santiago, Chile, shall be called Permanent 
Diplomatic Commissions of Investigation and Conciliation. 

ARTICLE 4 

To secure the immediate organization of the commissions men- 
tioned in the first Article hereof, the High Contracting Parties engage 
themselves to notify the Pan American Union at the time of the 
deposit of the ratification of the present Additional Protocol in the 
Ministry of Foreign Relations of the Republic of Chile, the names of 
the two members whose designation they are empowered to make 
by Article 4 of the Convention of Santiago, Chile, and said members, 
so named, shall constitute the members of the Commissions which 

“In English and Spanish: Spanish text not printed. Ratification advised by 
the Senate, June 15 (legislative day of June 6), 1934; ratified by the President, June 29, 1934; ratification of the United States deposited with the Government 
of Chile, August 18, 1934; proclaimed by the President, May 8, 1935.
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are to be organized with bilateral character in accordance with this 

Protocol, 
ARTICLE 5 

It shall be left to the Governing Board of the Pan American Union 
to initiate measures for bringing about the nomination of the fifth 
member of each Commission of Investigation and Conciliation in 

accordance with the stipulation established in Article 4 of the Con- 
vention of Santiago, Chile. 

ARTICLE 6 

In view of the character which this Protocol has as an addition to 
the Convention of Conciliation of Washington, of January 5, 1929, 
the provision of Article 16 of said Convention shall be applied thereto. 

In witness whereof, the Plenipotentiaries hereinafter indicated, have 
set their hands and their seals to this Additional Protocol in English, 
and Spanish, in the city of Montevideo, Republic of Uruguay, this 
twenty-sixth day of the month of December in the year nineteen 
hundred and thirty-three. 

United States of America; ALEXANDER W. WeppEtu.—J. Burer 
WRIGHT. 

Uruguay: A. Maxt.—Jos& Prpro Vareta—Matro Marquess 

Castro.—Darpo REGULES.—SoFia ALVAREZ VIGNOLI DE DEMICHELI.— 
Tré6riLo PiNryro Cuain.—Luis A. p—E Herrera.—Martin R. Ecue- 
Goren.—Josz G. AntuNa.—J. C. Buanco.—Prpro Masini Rios.— 
Rovotro MrezzEra.—Ocravio Moraté.—Luis Morauio.—J osé SERRATO. 
Ecuador: A. AgutrrE Apartcio.—ARrtTuRO SCARONE. 
Chile: J. RaMON GUTIERREZ.—F’. Figurroa.—B. CoHEN.



DECISION OF THE UNITED STATES TO ADHERE TO THE 
ANTI-WAR, NONAGGRESSION AND CONCILIATION 
TREATY, SIGNED AT RIO DE JANEIRO, OCTOBER 10, 
1933 3 

710.1012 Anti-War/11 | 

The Secretary of State to the Argentine Ambassador (Espil) 

Wasuineton, March 3, 19338. 

Excertency: With reference to Your Excellency’s note of Septem- 
ber 21, 1932,? enclosing a copy of a proposed Anti-War Treaty 
drawn up by the Argentine Government, I have the honor to state that 
this document has been given the most careful and sympathetic study 
by the Government of the United States, which appreciates the lofty 
aims that have impelled the Argentine authorities to devote them- 
selves so earnestly to the cause of peace on the American continent. 

It is noted that in your communication of September 21, 1932, 
under acknowledgment, Your Excellency states that “the principal 
purpose” of the proposed Anti-War Treaty “is to give a character 
of permanency to and establish in organic form the agreement of 
wills which that noble international act (declaration of August 3, 
1932)* signified which has come to establish the bonds which unite 
the countries of America”. The first paragraph of the preamble of 
the draft treaty also sets forth the purpose of the nations to “endeavor 
to contribute to the consolidation of peace” and “to express their ad- 
herence to the efforts that all civilized nations have made to further 
the spirit of universal harmony”. The “Statement of Reasons” of the 
Treaty contained in the pamphlet enclosed in your note under 
acknowledgment states that “the Argentine Government wishes thus 
to contribute to the uniform acceptance of the Kellogg-Briand Pact 4 
and, what is of greater importance, to its effective application through 
the conclusion among the South American Republics of a similar and 
coinciding agreement, intended to cooperate in the attainment of the 
same lofty aims.” 

*For previous correspondence, see section entitled “Proposal by the Argentine 
Government for an Anti-War Treaty”, Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. v, pp. 260 ff. 

* Tbid., p. 261. 
* Tbid., p. 159. 
“Treaty for the Renunciation of War, signed at Paris, August 27, 1928, 

ibid., 1928, vol. 1, p. 153. 
228



| ANTI-WAR TREATY 229 

The American Government in pursuance of its study of the draft 
Treaty submitted by Your Excellency has reached the conclusion 
that there are serious drawbacks to concluding at the present moment 
a treaty of the type referred to. There are two principal reasons 
which have contributed to this decision. 

In the first place the American Government believes that the peace 
structure of the world, toward which so many efforts have been 
devoted during the past decade, has tended to grow unduly cumber- 
some. Not only is there an overlapping between treaties now in 
existence but as a number of existing instruments have not yet entered 
into force the anomalous situation is found where nations are bound 
toward certain other nations by one set of ties and toward another 
group by completely different bonds. The result is a certain lack of 
clarity on the part of world public opinion as to the exact nature of 
the obligations taken which might apply in any given dispute. The 
American Government feels that before taking a further step it 
would be well to conserve and strengthen the advances which have 
already been made through international agreements for the pacific 
solution of international controversies. 

The second reason which has motivated the American Government 
in deciding that it would be inadvisable to conclude a treaty along the 
basis of Your Excellency’s draft is that while to a certain extent it 
attempts to parallel the undertakings of the Kellogg-Briand Pact and 
while Your Excellency refers to it “as a similar and coinciding agree- 
ment” the language used is sufficiently different to raise the question 
of whether or not the obligations undertaken in the Kellogg-Briand 
Pact had need of being either modified or re-interpreted. For instance, 
the second paragraph of the Preamble and also Article I speak of 
“wars of aggression”. The language of Article I of the Pact of Paris, 
whereby the Contracting Parties condemn “recourse to war” was most 
carefully considered by this Government when it was first proposed, 

| and the use of the word “aggression” was purposely avoided. The 
_ objection to the use of the word “aggression” was stated by Secretary 

of State Kellogg in a speech before the Council on Foreign Relations 
in New York City on March 15, 1928, as follows: 5 

“My objection to limiting the scope of an anti-war treaty to mere 
wars of aggression is based partly upon a very real disinclination to 
see the ideal of world peace qualified in any way, and partly upon the 
absence of any satisfactory definition of the word ‘aggressor’ or the 
phrase ‘wars of aggression’. It is difficult for me to see how a definition 
could be agreed upon which would not be open to abuse. The danger 
inherent in any definition is recognized by the British Government 

* For full text of speech, see The War Prevention Policy of the United States, 
an Address by the Honorable Frank B. Kellogg (Washington, Government Print- 
ing Office, 1928).



230 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV 

which in a memorandum recently submitted to the Sub-committee on 
Security of the Preparatory Committee on Disarmament of the League 
of Nations discussed attempted definitions of this character, and quoted 
from a speech by the British Foreign Secretary in which Sir Austen 
(Chamberlain) said: ‘I therefore remain opposed to this attempt to 
define the aggressor because I believe that it will be a trap for the 
innocent and a signpost for the guilty.’ ” 

As I had occasion to state in an address on August 8, 1932,° before 
the Council on Foreign Relations at New York City, Mr. Kellogg in 
drafting the Treaty, which later became known as the Pact of Paris, 
rightly fought for a clear, terse prohibition of war free from any 
detailed definitions or reservations. In his own words he sought— 

“a, treaty so simple and unconditional that the people of all nations 
could understand it, a declaration which could be a rallying point for 
world sentiment, a foundation on which to build a world peace.” 

Any other course would have opened the door to technicalities and 
destructive limitations. Again, in the words of Mr. Kellogg: 

“As it stands, the only limitation to the broad covenant against war 
ig the right of self-defense. This right is so inherent and universal 
that it was deemed unnecessary even to insert it expressly in the 
Treaty.” 

As the Government of Your Excellency ts aware, the Kellogg-Briand 
Pact is in force today as between sixty-two nations of the world. This 
Government regards that Treaty as a great effort towards peace made 
by the nations of the world who had suffered so much from the World 
War as to make a recurrence of such a disaster impossible. ‘This Gov- 
ernment has read with pleasure the comment appended to the draft 
of the Anti-War Treaty proposed by Your Excellency’s Government, 
which states: 

“It has been said that the Kellogg-Briand Pact represents for the 
nations of America, as it does for those of the world at large, the 
exclusion of force and a prohibition to resort to war, in a final summing 
up of many efforts to bring about respect for international standards. 
For the Republics of South America it translates their best doctrines 
and the purpose back of their valuable juridical conceptions.” | 

The Government of the United States most earnestly hopes that the 
Government of the Argentine Republic, in its devotion to the ideals of 
peace, may see fit to adhere to the already existing Treaty for the 
Renunciation of War. 

The Kellogg-Briand Pact is the cornerstone on which this Govern- 
ment has rested its foreign policy and there can be no reason for doubt, 
either from its declarations or from its attitude throughout the recent 
controversies which have been troubling the world, as to its interpreta- 

* Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. 1, p. 575.
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tion of the obligations agreed to under the Pact. Public opinion in 

the United States is slow in accepting any new departure in foreign 

relations; yet this same public opinion has now fully accepted the Pact 

as a prime tenet of American policy and the response to its invocation 

in recent foreign disputes has been gratifying. Slowly there is being 

built up as an outgrowth of the meaning of the Pact a tradition of co- 

operation, which, while founded on the exercise of the independent 

judgment of this country, is none the less real. Should this Govern- 

ment re-affirm the principles of the Pact in other terms, or more 

particularly should this Government accept new contractual under- 

takings on a parallel or slightly divergent course, it would not only 

confuse public opinion but it would inevitably weaken the prestige of 

the Kellogg-Briand Pact. 
These two considerations although of a general nature have proved 

so compelling that I have not commented in detail on the other features 

of the draft submitted by Your Excellency. With many this Govern- 

ment is in full accord; in all it recognizes the lofty aims which have 

inspired them. If in the present instance this Government sees cer- 

tain objections to advancing further along the particular lines sug- 

gested by Your Excellency it none the less continues to hope that the 

two countries may advance together toward the common goal of as- 

suring international peace. 
Accept [etc. ] Henry L. Stimson 

710.1012 Anti-War/25 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pE JANErRo [undated ]. 

[Received October 4, 1933—8 : 22 p. m.] 

87. Secretary General of Foreign Office this afternoon handed me 

copy of anti-war treaty to be signed here with Argentine on Tuesday, 

October 10th. He informed me Peru has already notified its intention | 

to sign at the same time, and certain other signatures are expected. 

He expressed the earnest hope of the Brazilian Government that 

the United States Government would also sign on October 10th. 

So far as I can see on hasty examination, this is the same text fur- 

nished the Department with the Argentine Ambassador’s note of 

September 21, 1932,” which was dealt with in detail by Mr. Stimson’s 

note of March 3, 1933. 

I have not felt I could answer the invitation of the Foreign Office 

by a statement of the adverse views expressed in this note without first 

being sure that they are shared by the present administration. There 

* Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. v, p. 261.
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is nothing on the records here to show that the substance of Mr. Stim- 
son’s note was ever communicated to the Brazilian Government. 

As only short time remains for necessary arrangements request in- 

structions by telegraph. | 
If Department’s decision is not to participate I trust reasons to be 

given Foreign Office may bear solely on our own position and avoid 
some of the allusions in the note referred to as to the unwisdom of the 
treaty in itself inasmuch as signature has already been agreed upon and 
a day and hour fixed. 

GIBSON 

710.1012 Anti-War/25 : Telegram 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) 

WASHINGTON, October 6, 1933—5 p. m. 
75. Your undated telegram No. 87. You may say to the Brazilian 

Government that this Government sincerely appreciates the high aims 
of the Brazilian as well as the Argentine Government in their praise- 
worthy efforts to work for peace on this continent. In considering 
action by this Government, however, we have constantly borne in mind 
the importance of the provisions of the Kellogg-Briand Pact in the 
conduct of our foreign relations. While public opinion in the United 
States is slow in accepting any new departure in foreign relations, yet 
it has now apparently fully accepted the Pact as a prime tenet of 
American policy. Slowly there is being built up as an outgrowth of the 
meaning of the Pact a tradition of cooperation, which, while founded 
on the exercise of the independent judgment of this country, is none 
the less real. Should this Government now reaffirm the principles 
of the Pact in other terms or more particularly should it now accept 
new contractual undertakings on a parallel or slightly divergent course 
it would only serve, we fear, to confuse public opinion in this country 
and thereby inevitably prejudice the helpful understanding and sup- 
port given by public opinion here to the Pact. For the foregoing 
reasons it appears unwise, from the viewpoint of our foreign policy, 

, for this Government to sign the proposed anti-war treaty. 

Huu 

710.G/838 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Caffery) 

[Wasurneton, | October 31, 1933. 
The Argentine Ambassador, Sefior Dr. Felipe A. Espil, came to see 

me this morning to tell me that he had had a telephone conversation 
with the Minister for Foreign Affairs at Buenos Aires regarding the
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possibility of postponing the Montevideo Conference,® in which he 

(Espil) had intimated to Saavedra Lamas? that, in his opinion, it is 

now too late to take up the matter of postponing the Conference. 

After some hesitation, Saavedra Lamas had agreed to let the matter 

drop. 
The Argentine Ambassador went on to say that if we desired to win 

over Saavedra Lamas to our side at Montevideo we could do so by 
adhering to his anti-war pact, adding that we could do so with reser- 
vations if we liked: “Saavedra Lamas won’t object to reservations— 
what he is interested in, is having the United States adhere to his 

pact.” 
J [errerson] C[Arrery | 

[Nors. In the Instructions to Delegates to the Seventh International 
Conference of American States, Montevideo, Uruguay, dated Novem- 
ber 10, 1933, chapter I, Organization of Peace, topic 4, Anti-War 
Pacts—Argentine Pact (ante, p. 54), the Secretary stated: 

“This Government has heretofore declined to sign the Argentine 
Anti-War Treaty . . . It is possible that if the United States should 
be willing to sign the Argentine Anti-War Pact, Argentina would 
consider favorably adherence to the Briand Kellogg Pact and the 
other peace conventions mentioned above. 

“Furthermore, an expressed willingness on our part to sign Sefior 
Saavedra Lamas’ Anti-War Treaty might conceivably be of consid- 
erable assistance to our delegation in working for cooperation and 
harmony at the Conference ... 

“You are, therefore, authorized in your discretion to discuss this 
question confidentially and discreetly with Sefor Saavedra Lamas 
. . - If you believe it advisable, you are authorized to inform him that 
you will be prepared, at the end of the Conference, to sign the Anti- 
War Treaty on behalf of the United States.” 

See also the following correspondence pertinent to this subject 
printed in section 3, entitled “Proceedings”: (1) Telegrams from the 
Chairman of the American Delegation to the Seventh International 
Conference of American States (Hull) to the Acting Secretary of 
State, as follows: No. 37, December 8, 5 p. m., p. 167; No. 44, December 
10,11 a.m., p. 173; No. 52, December 12, 11 p. m., p. 177; No. 56, Decem- 
ber 14, 10 p. m., p. 188; No. 59, December 15, midnight, p. 189; No. 62, 
December 16, 11 p. m., p. 192; (2) memorandum by Mr. J. Butler 

Wright, undated, p. 178. 
See also Resolution IV, Adherence to and Ratification of Peace 

Instruments (Approved December 16, 1933), printed in Report of 

* See pp. 1 ff. | 
*Carlos Saavedra Lamas, Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs.
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the Delegates of the United States of America to the Seventh Inter- 
national Conference of American States, pp. 195-196; Procés Verbal 
of the Intention to Subscribe to the Pacts for the Settlement of Inter- 
national Conflicts by Pacific Means, of December 26, 1933, 2bid., pp. 
173-174; and address by Secretary of State Hull, December 15, 1933, 
ibid., pp. 114-118. ] 

| Treaty Series No. 906 

Anti-War Treaty on Nonaggression and Conciliation, Signed at Rio de 
Janeiro, October 10, 1933 

[Translation ] 

The states designated below, in the desire to contribute to the 
consolidation of peace, and to express their adherence to the efforts 
made by all civilized nations to promote the spirit of universal 
harmony; 

To the end of condemning wars of aggression and territorial acqui- 
sitions that may be obtained by armed conquest, making them 
impossible and establishing their invalidity through the positive 
provisions of this treaty, and in order to replace them with pacific 
solutions based on lofty concepts of justice and equity; 

Convinced that one of the most effective means of assuring the 
moral and material benefits which peace offers to the world is the 
organization of a permanent system of conciliation for international 
disputes, to be applied immediately on the violation of the principles 
mentioned ; 

Have decided to put these aims of non-aggression and concord in 
conventional form, by concluding the present treaty, to which end 
they have appointed the undersigned plenipotentiaries, who, having 
exhibited their respective full powers, found to be in good and due 
form, have agreed upon the following: 

Arriciz I 

The High Contracting Parties solemnly declare that they condemn 
wars of aggression in their mutual relations or those with other states, 
and that the settlement of disputes or controversies of any kind that 
may arise among them shall be effected only by the pacific means which 
have the sanction of international law. 

*In Spanish and Portuguese; English translation reprinted from S. Ex. Doe. 
H. 78d Cong., 2d sess. Adhered to on behalf of the United States, subject to ratifi- 
cation, April 27, 1984; adherence advised by the Senate, subject to a reservation, 
June 15 (legislative day of June 6), 1934; adherence ratified by the President, 
subject to the said reservation, June 27, 1934; instrument of adherence deposited 
Mate at ose ene of Argentina, August 10, 1934; proclaimed by the President,



ANTI-WAR TREATY 239 

Articz IT 

They declare that as between the High Contracting Parties terri- 

torial questions must not be settled by violence, and that they will not 

recognize any territorial arrangement which is not obtained by pacific 

means, nor the validity of the occupation or acquisition of territories 

that may be brought about by force of arms. 

Articis III 

In case of non-compliance by any state engaged in a dispute, with 

the obligations contained in the foregoing articles, the contracting 

states undertake to make every effort for the maintenance of peace. 

To that end they will adopt in their character as neutrals a common 

and solidary attitude; they will exercise the political, juridical or 

economic means authorized by international law; they will bring the 

influence of public opinion to bear but will in no case resort to inter- 

vention either diplomatic or armed; subject to the attitude that may 

be incumbent on them by virtue of other collective treaties to which 

such states are signatories. 

Arricte IV 

The High Contracting Parties obligate themselves to submit to the 

conciliation procedure established by this treaty, the disputes specially 

mentioned and any others that may arise in their reciprocal relations, 

without further limitations than those enumerated in the following 

article, in all controversies which it has not been possible to settle by 

diplomatic means within a reasonable period of time. 

ARTICLE V 

The High Contracting Parties and the states which may in the 

future adhere to this treaty, may not formulate at the time of signa- 

ture, ratification or adherence, other limitations to the conciliation 

procedure than those which are indicated below: | 

(a) Differences for the solution of which treaties, conventions, 

pacts or pacific agreements of any kind whatever may have been 

concluded, which in no case shall be considered as annulled by this 

agreement, but supplemented thereby in so far as they tend to assure 

peace; as well as the questions or matters settled by previous treaties ; 

(b) Disputes which the parties prefer to solve by direct settle- 

ment or submit by common agreement to an arbitral or Judicial 

solution 3 
(c) Questions which international law leaves to the exclusive com- 

petence of each state, under its constitutional system, for which 

reason the parties may object to their being submitted to the concilia- 

tion procedure before the national or local jurisdiction has decided 

definitively ; except in the case of manifest denial or delay of justice, in
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which case the conciliation procedure shall be initiated within a year 
at the latest; 

(d@) Matters which affect constitutional precepts of the parties to 
the controversy. In case of doubt, each party shall obtain the rea- 
soned opinion of its respective tribunal or supreme court of justice, if 
the latter should be invested with such powers. 

The High Contracting Parties may communicate, at any time and 
in the manner provided for by Article XV, an instrument stating that 
they have abandoned wholly or in part the limitations established by 
them in the conciliation procedure. 

The effect of the limitations formulated by one of the contracting 
parties shall be that the other parties shall not consider themselves 
obligated in regard to that party save in the measure of the exceptions 
established. 

ArtTIcLE VI 

In the absence of a permanent Conciliation Commission or of some 
other international organization charged with this mission by virtue 
of previous treaties in effect, the High Contracting Parties undertake 
to submit their differences to the examination and investigation of a 
conciliation commission which shall be formed as follows, unless 
there is an agreement to the contrary of the parties in each case; 

The Conciliation Commission shall consist of five members. Each 
party to the controversy shall designate a member who may be chosen 
by it from among its own nationals. The three remaining members 
shall be designated by common agreement by the parties from among 
the nationals of third Powers, who must be of different nationalities, 
must not have their customary residence in the territory of the in- 
terested parties nor be in the service of any of them. The parties 
shall choose the President of the Conciliation Commission from among 
the said three members. 

If they cannot arrive at an agreement with regard to such designa- 
| tions, they may entrust the selection thereof to a third Power or to 

some other existing international organism. If the candidates so 
designated are rejected by the parties or by any one of them, each 
party shall present a list of candidates equal in number to that of the 
members to be selected, and the names of those to sit on the Conciliation 
Commission shall be determined by lot. 

Articte VIT 

The tribunals or supreme courts of justice which, in accordance 
with the domestic legislation of each State, may be competent to 
interpret, in the last or the sole instance and in matters under their 
respective jurisdiction, the Constitution, treaties, or the general prin-
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ciples of the law of nations, may be designated preferentially by the 

High Contracting Parties to discharge the duties entrusted by the 

present treaty to the Conciliation Commission. In this case the 

Tribunal or Court may function as a whole or may designate some of 

its members to proceed alone or by forming a mixed commission with 

members of other courts or tribunals, as may be agreed upon by 

common accord between the parties to the dispute. 

Articte VIII 

The Conciliation Commission shall establish its own rules of proce- 

dure, which shall provide in all cases for hearing both sides. 

The parties to the controversy may furnish and the commission 

may require from them all the antecedents and information necessary. 

The parties may have themselves represented by delegates and assisted 

by advisers or experts, and also present evidence of all kinds. 

ArticLte IX 

The labors and deliberations of the Conciliation Commission shall 

not be made public except by a decision of its own to that effect, with 

the assent of the parties. 
In the absence of any stipulations to the contrary, the decisions of 

the commission shall be made by a majority vote, but the commission 

may not pronounce judgment on the substance of the case except in 

the presence of all its members. 

ARTICLE X 

It is the duty of the Commission to secure the conciliatory settle- 

ment of the disputes submitted to its consideration. 

After an impartial study of the questions in dispute, it shall set 

forth in a report the outcome of its work and shall propose to the 

Parties bases of settlement by means of a just and equitable solution. 

The report of the Commission shall in no case have the character of 

a final decision or arbitral award either with respect to the exposition 

or the interpretation of the facts, or with regard to the considerations 

or conclusions of law. 

ARTICLE XI 

The Conciliation Commission must present its report within one 

year counting from its first meeting unless the parties should decide 

by common agreement to shorten or extend this period. 
The conciliation procedure having been once begun may be inter- 

rupted only by a direct settlement between the parties or by their 

subsequent decision to submit the dispute by common accord to 
arbitration or to international justice. 

788036—50——21
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Artictr XII 

In communicating its report to the parties the Conciliation Com- 
mission shall fix for them a period which shall not exceed six months, 

within which they must decide as to the bases of the settlement it has 

proposed. On the expiration of this term, the Commission shall re- 
cord in a final act the decision of the parties. 

This period having expired without acceptance of the settlement 

by the parties, or the adoption by common accord of another friendly 

solution, the parties to the dispute shall regain their freedom of action 

to proceed as they may see fit within the limitations flowing from 

Articles I and II of this treaty. 

Articte XIII | 

From the initiation of the conciliatory procedure until the expira- 
tion of the period fixed by the Commission for the parties to make a 

decision, they must abstain from any measure prejudicial to the 

execution of the agreement that may be proposed by the Commission 

and, in general, from any act capable of aggravating or prolonging the 
controversy. 

ARTICLE XIV 

During the conciliation procedure the members of the Commission 
shall receive honoraria the amount of which shall be established by 

common agreement by the parties to the controversy. Each of them 
shall bear its own expenses, and a moiety of the joint expenses or 
honoraria. 

ARTICLE XV 

The present treaty shall be ratified by the High Contracting Parties 
as soon as possible, in accordance with their respective constitutional 

procedures. 
The original treaty and the instruments of ratification shall be 

deposited in the Ministry of Foreign Relations and Worship, of the 
Argentine Republic, which shall communicate the ratifications to the 
other signatory states. The treaty shall go into effect between the 
High Contracting Parties 30 days after the deposit of the respec- 
tive ratifications, and in the order in which they are effected. 

ARTICLE XVI 

This treaty shall remain open to the adherence of all states. 
Adherence shall be effected by the deposit of the respective instru- 

ment in the Ministry of Foreign Relations and Worship of the Argen- 
tine Republic, which shall give notice thereof to the other interested 
states.
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Articte XVIT 

The present treaty is concluded for an indefinite time, but may be 
denounced by one year’s notice, on the expiration of which the effects 
thereof shall cease for the denouncing state, and remain in force for 
the other states which are parties thereto, by signature or adherence. 

The denunciation shall be addressed to the Ministry of Foreign 
Relations and Worship, of the Argentine Republic, which shall trans- 
mit it to the other interested states. 

In witness whereof, the respective plenipotentiaries sign the present 
treaty in one copy, in the Spanish and Portuguese languages, and affix 
their seals thereto at Rio de Janeiro, D. F., on the tenth day of the 
month of October one thousand nine hundred thirty and three. 
For the Argentine Republic: 

(Z.8.) Carvos SAAvepRA Lamas, 
Minister of Foreign Relations and Worship. 

For the Republic of the United States of Brazil: 
(Z. 8.) Arranio pe Metxio Franco, 

Minister of Foreign Relations. 
For the Republic of Chile: with the reservations under letters a, 

6,c,and d of Article V: 
(Z.8.) Marcran Martinez pr Frrrart, 

Ambassador Extraordinary and 
Plenipotentiary at Rio de Janeiro. 

For the United Mexican States: 

(ZL. 8.) Axronso Reyes, 
Ambassador Extraordinary and 

Plenipotentiary at Rio de Janeiro. 
For the Republic of Paraguay: 

(LZ. 8S.) Rocerto Iparra, 
Envoy Fatraordinary and 

Minister Plenipotentiary at Rio de Janeiro. 
For the Oriental Republic of Uruguay: 

(Z.8.) Juan Carros Bianco, 
Ambassador Extraordinary and 

Plenipotentiary at Rio de Janeiro. 

[The Senate resolution of June 15 (legislative day of June 6), 1934, 
giving advice and consent to ratification of the adhesion, contained the 
following: “In adhering to this treaty the United States does not 
thereby waive any rights it may have under treaties or conventions or 
under international law.” 

In addition to the Argentine Republic, Chile, and the United States 
of America, the treaty is in effect in respect of Bulgaria, Cuba, the



240 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV 

Dominican Republic, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Rumania, and Vene- 
zuela, whose respective instruments of adherence were deposited with 
the Government of the Argentine Republic on April 15, 1935, June 6, 
1934, September 20, 1935, September 17, 1934, August 18, 1935, June 
10, 1935, and December 27, 1935. 

The treaty, in accordance with article XV thereof, came into effect 
with respect to Mexico on March 18, 1936, the thirtieth day after the 
date of deposit of Mexico’s instrument of ratification with the Govern- 
ment of the Argentine Republic, on February 17, 1986. ]



CHACO DISPUTE BETWEEN BOLIVIA AND PARAGUAY? 

%724.38415/2725a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan)? 

WasuHineron, January 4, 1933—11 a. m. 

1. Please report any information you can discreetly obtain regard- 
ing position Government is likely to take on request of Neutral Com- 
mission of December 313 for information as to steps Government 
would be willing to take in order to bring about peace between Bolivia 

and Paraguay. 
STIMSON 

724.3415/2782 ; Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, January 4, 1933—7 p. m. 
[Received January 5—12: 23 a, m.] 

8. Department’s telegram No. 2, January 4, 11 a. m.** 
(1) Polo‘ states this Government is only too willing to support the 

action of the Neutrals but does not specifically state what steps are 

proposed. 
(2) Immediately upon receiving request of December 31 Foreign 

Office cabled Argentina, Brazil, and Chile inquiring their respective 
point of view and suggesting action would be more effective if four 
neighboring nations act in unison. Peru is awaiting replies which 
are expected shortly. Reporting further soon. 

DEARING 

%24.3415/2733 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Chile (Norweb) to the Secretary of State 

SANTIAGO, January 4, 1983—9 p. m. 
[Received January 4—8: 46 p. m.] 

4. Department’s No. 8, January 4,11 a.m. In two conversations 
with the Minister for Foreign Affairs he has reiterated that he has 

1Continued from Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, pp. 8-259. 
The same, January 4, 11 a. m., to the diplomatic representatives in Argentina 

(as telegram No. 1), Chile (No. 3), and Peru (No. 2). 
5 Foreign Relations, 19382, vol. v, p. 218. 
* See footnote 2, above. 
‘Sol6n Polo, Chief Permanent Secretary, Peruvian Foreign Office. 241
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reached no conclusion. Conversations with interested colleagues con- 
firm this but suggest that he is awaiting some indication from the 
Argentine. Have appointment with him tomorrow. 

NorweEsB 

724.38415/2738 : Telegram 

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

Buenos Arres, January 5, 1933—1 p. m. 
[Received 4:04 p. m.] 

2. Your No. 1, January 4, 11 a.m. Minister for Foreign Affairs 
told me this morning that he was studying the matter in an endeavor 
to find a solution for proposal to Neutral Commission and neighbor- 
ing countries but had reached no conclusion as yet. He intimated 
that if no solution were found Argentina would issue declaration of 
neutrality. Military Attaché who returned yesterday from Para- 
guay states that secret agent of Saavedra Lamas® was in Asuncién 
seeking to interview President Ayala.® 

Buiss 

(24.8415/2745 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pe JANEIRO, January 6, 19838—noon. 
[Received January 6—10:15 a. m.] 

2. Department’s telegram No. 1, January 4, 11 a. m. Brazilian Min- 
ister for Foreign Affairs? will reply today to Neutral Commission’s in- 
quiry.2 Answer has been delayed at the request Bolivian Minister 
at Rio de Janeiro. 

Morgan 

724.8415/2749 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Chile (Norweb) to the Secretary of State 

SANTIAGO, January 6, 1933—6 p. m. 
[Received January 6—5: 35 p. m.] 

6. My telegram number 4, January 4,9 p.m. After my third 
conversation there is no indication that the Foreign Minister ® has 

** See footnote 2, p. 241. 
*Carlos Saavedra Lamas, Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
*Wusebio Ayala, President of Paraguay. 
* Afranio de Mello Franco. 
°See telegram of January 11 from the Brazilian Minister for Foreign Affairs 

to the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals, p. 251. 
° Miguel Cruchaga Tocornal.
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been active in advancing any proposal, that he has made any tangible 

progress or that he has revealed to anyone what ideas he may have. 
Norwers 

724.8415/275 : Telegram 

The Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asunct6n, January 7, 1933—2 p. m. 
[Received 7:45 p. m.] 

4. This Government’s delay in replying to the last neutral com- 

munication has been due to its expectation of receiving a proposal 

from either Argentina or Chile which it would be embarrassing to 

accept if it had meanwhile informed the neutrals that it is still dis- 

posed to consider any further suggestion sent to it by them direct. 

The President today tells me he is advised from Santiago that the 

Chilean Minister for Foreign Affairs has sent a circular telegram to 

the Argentine, Brazilian and Peruvian Foreign Offices asking whether 

there is any reason why their Governments should not join the Chilean 

Government in an effort to bring about peace in the Chaco. 

It is the opinion of the general staff here that Kundt’s ” offensive has 

broken down and that the rains will forbid its revival before April at 

earliest. According to Ayala’s private information from La Paz, 

Kundt has informed Salamanca ™ that there is no prospect of an early 

or decisive Bolivian victory and that popular disillusionment as to 

Kundt’s ability is growing rapidly. 
WIIEELER 

%24.3415/2756a: Circular telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Diplomatic Missions in 

Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Paraguay, and Peru 

WASHINGTON, January 7, 1938—8 p. m. 

Department advised by Bolivian Minister that Argentine Govern- 

ment has sounded out Bolivian Government regarding proposed solu- 

tion of Chaco matter by conversations to be held presumably in 

Buenos Aires and that Bolivian Government has replied to this and 

to a similar suggestion from Chilean Government to the effect that 

it feels that all neutral Governments which are desirous of helping 

in a solution should agree among themselves regarding suggestion 

which they will make to the two contending powers. The Minister 

added that it was the intention of his Government that the four 

neighboring countries should come to an agreement among themselves 

* Hans Kundt, German General in the employ of Bolivia. 
“Daniel Salamanca, President of Bolivia.
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and with the Neutral Commission, the neighboring countries perhaps 
joining the Neutral Commission, in order that effective action could 
be taken to settle the Chaco dispute. Please cable any information 
discreetly obtainable regarding this. 

CasTLE 

724.8415/2752 : Telegram 

The President of the Council of the League of Nations (De Valera) to 
the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals (White) 

Geneva, January 7, 1933. 
[Received 11 a. m.] 

Council will be deeply interested in information concerning dispute 
between Bolivia—Paraguay. Conveyed your telegram” for which 
thank you. Dispute between these two members League is on agenda 
next meeting Council. Latter will, I know, be glad be kept fully 
informed developments. 

Dr VALERA 

724.8415 /2757 : Telegram 

The Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asuncion, January 8, 1983— 4 p. m. 
[Received 11:40 p. m.] 

5. Your telegram number 76 [circular?] of January 7, 3 p. m. 
Argentina has made no approach to Paraguay since Moreno * left 
Asuncién nor has any suggestion come from Chile. Last night I 
broached hypothetically to the President the idea of the combination 
outlined in your telegram. His reaction is as follows: 

The present time is most propitious for a settlement as both peoples 
at heart desire peace; both are facing bankruptcy and smarting from 
losses and neither has won a sweeping victory. The neighbor powers 
decide to offer, in lieu of the complete demobilization Paraguay has 
been insisting on, a form of security which would satisfy her demands. 
Since the neighbor powers would thus be furnishing an element of 
which the neutrals could not avail themselves in framing their sug- 
gestion of December 15th," the latter might be able to accept the modi- 
fied formula. Also Bolivia might find in the modification sufficient 
face saving to enable her to agree. The difficulty would be the mutual 
jealousy of Saavedra Lamas and Cruchaga. Peru would offer no 
difficulties but at the first sign of lack of unanimity between Argentina 

4 Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. v, p. 258. 
* Ruiz Moreno, adviser to the Argentine Foreign Office. 
* Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. v, p. 126.
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and Chile Brazil would stand out entirely as has always been her 

policy. 
The only chance of success along the line indicated, Ayala believes, 

would be for the neutrals to request the four neighbor powers to con- 

sult together and to lay before the group, with a view to a combined 

effort, a specific suggestion which might be made to the two contending 

powers in the name of the neutral powers and the neighbor powers 

together. He has not much confidence, however, that the latter would 

view such a request favorably. 
WHEELER 

%24.8415/2760 : Telegram 

| The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, January 9, 19383—11 a. m. 
[Received 4:32 p. m.] 

4. Department’s circular January 7, 3 p. m. Embassy’s telegram 

8, January 4,7 p.m. Peru’s position is that set out in circular. No 

replies yet received from Argentina, Brazil and Chile. Believed at 

Foreign Office changes going against Bolivia which would willingly 

accept any suggestion promising cessation hostilities. 
DEARING 

%724.8415/2759 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

R10 DE JANEIRO, January 9, 19383—4 p. m. 
[Received January 9—2:40 p. m.] 

4, Department’s circular telegram January 7,3 p.m. Argentine 

Minister for Foreign Affairs has addressed a personal telegram to 

Brazilian Minister for Foreign Affairs stating that he will transmit 

a proposal to governments of interested nations for the settlement of 

Chaco question. Brazilian Minister for Foreign Affairs will reply 

that he awaits such a proposal with interest and desires to cooperate 

with any practical suggestion relative to the issue. 

Bolivian Minister on Saturday made a similar statement to Brazil- 

ian Foreign Office to that which was made to the Department and 

which is referred to in your telegram. He added that his Government 

preferred that negotiations should remain in Washington rather than 

be transferred elsewhere and that it was desirable that the American 

Governments especially interested in the matter should agree upon a 

concrete proposal for solution before submitting such a proposal to 

Bolivia and Paraguay. 
MorGan
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724.38415/2762 : Telegram 

Lhe Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, January 9, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received 7: 53 p. m.] 

4. Department’s circular telegram of J anuary 7, 38 p.m. The 
Minister of Foreign Affairs informed me today that the Argentine 
proposal was made at the suggestion of Ruiz Moreno, adviser to the 
Argentine Foreign Office, on his return last week from Asuncién and 
would provide for an immediate cessation of hostilities based on a 
withdrawal to the Ballivian Line and the Paraguay River, and arbi- 
tration including Hayes zone, all of which Paraguay informed Ruiz 
Moreno it would accept if negotiations were conducted under Argen- 
tine auspices. Finot?* has already informed the Department of 
Bolivia’s reply thereto. 

The same reply was made to the Chilean suggestion, the details of 
which I have not learned. The Minister of Foreign Affairs said that 
Chile is eager to mediate without the cooperation of the neighboring 
countries and that pressure is being brought to bear on Bolivia to ac- 
cept, the veiled intimation being that in case of refusal the importation 
of munitions via Arica would be prohibited. The Minister also in- 
formed me that his Government resents this Argentine and Chilean 
pressure and that it would probably not object to the inclusion of the 
four countries in Neutral Commission. It does not intend to consider 
isolated suggestions from Orestes. 

The Bolivian Government is informed that Paraguay intends to 
make a formal declaration of war, so that importation of arms may 
be prohibited by neighboring countries. 

Bolivian troops have captured two more forts from Paraguay. 

Prrty 

724.3415 /2824 %e 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals (White) 

[Wasuinaton,] January 9, 1933. 
The Chilean Chargé d’Affaires, Mr. Cohen, called at 5:20 p. m., 

and left with me the attached telegram from Minister for Foreign 
Affairs Cruchaga. I immediately gave Mr. Cohen a memorandum 
setting forth my views which he promised to cable Cruchaga in reply. 
Copies of both memoranda are attached hereto. 

Francis] W[urre] 

* See Hayes Award of November 12, 1878, Foreign Relations, 1878, p. 711. 
* Enrique Finot, Bolivian Minister in the United States.
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fAnnex 1—Telegram—Translation] 

The Chilean Minister for Foreign Affairs (Cruchaga) to the Chilean 

Chargé (Cohen) 

[Santraco?] January 9, 1933. 

No. 6.—Please send the following personal and confidential com- 

munication to Mr. White. Before making an official answer to the 

telegram of December 81** from the Honorable Commission of Neu- 

trals, with reference to knowing what steps the Government of Chile 

would be disposed to take for the purpose of achieving peace between 

Bolivia and Paraguay, I desire to inform you that my Government 

cherishes sincere desire to cooperate in pacific action. [The] ?” initia- 

tive would consist naturally in inducing the Parties to arbitral resort, 

with certain preparatory suggestion and subsequent modalities. For 

this it is necessary to know whether the Commission of Neutrals would 

agree that we neighboring countries act directly and not through the 

Commission; but if it is not possible, stating that our action would 

continue the efforts of the Neutrals on behalf of the mission of peace. 

In consulting you personally I trust that you will use your high 

influence in order to leave us in a position to take immediate steps, 

bearing in mind that we could urge the Government of Paraguay as far 

as it might be possible to reestablish contact with the Neutrals in 

order that if the need should arise the neighboring countries might 

work together with the Commission in the course of the negotiations. 

[My] ?* personal impression is that no other possibility (will offer) to 

bring to an end the sanguinary struggle, so that I shall deeply appre- 

ciate your opinion in order to determine upon a reply. 

Affectionate salutations, Micuet CrucHAGA 

[Annex 2—Memorandum ] 

The Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals (White) to the Chilean 

Chargé (Cohen) 

[Wasurncron,] January 9, 1933. 

What the Neutral Commission considers would be helpful in the 

present juncture would be for the four neighboring countries to tell 

the Neutral Commission just what they are prepared to do to bring 

about peace. This would probably best be accomplished by the four 

% Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, p. 218. 

172 Brackets appear in the file translation.
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neighboring countries consulting together and deciding upon measures 
which they would all support. When the four neighboring countries 
have agreed among themselves then if the neighboring countries 
would discuss the matter with the Neutral Commission an agreement 
would be easily arrived at between the four neighboring countries 
and the Neutral Commission in order that the Neutral Commission 
und the four neighboring governments might simultaneously take 

identic action. 
F[rancis] W[Hrre] 

724.8415/2766a: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Peru (Dearing)* 

WasHINGTON, January 10, 1933—1 p. m. 

4, Telegram from Minister of Foreign Affairs of Chile, through 
Chilean Embassy here,” states that according to information which 
he considers trustworthy the Governments of Paraguay and Bolivia 
would be disposed to hear and consider proposals which were drawn 
up by the five Neutrals and the four neighbors in conjunction. The 
proposal would be as follows: First, agreement on an armistice, 
Bolivia and Paraguay maintaining their actual positions while they 
agree in a short time on the stipulations for the fundamental solution 
of the problem. Second, acceptance by both parties of the principle 
of arbitration applied through successive arbitrations. After first 
establishing the points of disagreement to which the arbitration will 
be extended with the preliminary reports of the geographical and 
historical institutes which both parties may designate, the respective 
arbitral tribunals will be set up. Third, once these bases are accepted 
in general they will proceed rapidly to a study of the details of the 
armistice, its duration, giving the necessary guarantees not to renew 
hostilities, constitution of the arbitration, and other particulars re- 
quired for the execution of the plan proposed. 

Please cable any information discreetly obtainable as to whether 
Chilean Government has discussed this with Government to which 
you are accredited and whether that Government is in agreement 
with Chilean Government that this is the basis on which to proceed 
and associates itself with the Chilean Government in this matter. 

CASTLE 

* The same, January 10, 1 p. m., to the diplomatic representatives in Argentina 
(No. 3) and Brazil (No. 6). 

“ Transmitted to the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals in note of the 
Chilean Chargé dated January 9 (724.8415/2770).
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724.3415/2766b : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Bolivia (Feely)” 

WASHINGTON, January 10, 1933—1 p. m. 

9. [Here follows text of paragraph 1 of telegram No. 4, January 10, 
1 p. m., to the Ambassador in Peru, printed supra. | 

Please cable any information discreetly obtainable, whether this 
plan has been discussed with the Government to which you are ac- 
credited, and whether it seems likely that it meets with its approval. 

CASTLE 

724.3415/2768 : Telegram 

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

Buenos Airss, January 10, 1933—7 p. m. 
[Received January 10—6: 20 p. m.] 

6. Your circular January 7,3 p.m. Minister for Foreign Affairs 
told me this afternoon that he had informed Espil* by air mail for 
communication to neutrals of his sounding out Bolivian and Para- 
guayan Governments in hope of finding formula acceptable to both. 
When asked the nature of the possible solution he said he did not know, 
that he was feeling his way and as soon as anything promising or 
concrete presented he intended to communicate it to neighboring coun- 

tries and Neutral Commission. 
In course of conversation he said that jurisconsult of Foreign Office 

was more familiar with background of long-standing Chaco contro- 
versy than anyone in Bolivia or Paraguay having assisted at Bolivian- 
Paraguayan Conference in 1928 in Buenos Aires” and possessing 
quantities of maps and documents on the subject which suggests that 
he may later advance this as a pretext for holding in Buenos Aires 
any ultimate negotiations. 

Buiss 

%24.3415/2769 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, January 10, 1933—10 p. m. 
[Received January 11—8:20 a. m.] 

6. Department’s telegram No. 4, January 10,1 p.m. Paraguayan 
Minister states Chilean message was received at the Foreign Office 

The same, January 10, 1 p. m., to the Minister in Paraguay as telegram No. 1. 
*“Yelipe A. Espil, Argentine Ambassador in the United States. 
7 See “Minutes and Documents of the Conferences of Paraguayan and Bolivian 

Plenipotentiaries held in Buenos Aires under the auspices of the Argentine 
Government” in Proceedings of the Commission of Inquiry and Conciliation, 
Bolivia and Paraguay, March 13, 1929-September 13, 1929 (Washington [1929]), 

| pp. 265 ff. ; see also Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 675.
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this afternoon. Polo has shown that Peru is consulting Chile pri- 
marily, wished neighboring countries to act together and in support of 
Commission of Neutrals. Further report tomorrow. Paraguayan 
Minister doubtful whether armistice can be arranged unless Para- 
guayan gains assured to her meanwhile. 

Darina 

%724.3415/2771: Telegram 

The Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asunci6n, January 11, 1983—10 a. m. 
[Received 12:40 p. m. | 

6. Your telegram No. 1, January 10,1 p.m. Yesterday this Gov- 
ernment received a cable from the Paraguayan Minister in Santiago 
giving the outline of a proposal, similar to that of your telegram which 
he reported has been telegraphed by Cruchaga to Argentina, Brazil 
and Peru inviting them to a joint consideration thereof. Up to the 
present Paraguay has received nothing direct on the subject but 
Ayala is momentarily expecting that the matter will be formally 
broached. Yesterday he preferred not to express any opinion as to 
the proposal itself unless and until it should reach him direct except 
to say that Paraguay would of course be. glad to receive and consider 
any proposals drawn up by the Neutrals and the four neighbor powers 

in conjunction. 
It is plain, however, that he seriously doubts whether the Neutrals 

and the neighbors together would be able to devise any guarantee, 
other than demilitarization, which Paraguay would willingly accept 
as a condition for ceasing hostilities pending a discussion, that he is 
convinced would be a protracted one and which Bolivia would be able 
to utilize to increase her military effectiveness. 

WHEELER 

724,3415/2774 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, January 11, 19833—5 p. m. 
[Received 6:15 p. m.] 

5. The Chilean proposal consisting of the points quoted in the De- 
partment’s telegram January 10, 7 [Z] p. m., was received last night 
by the Bolivian Minister for Foreign Affairs and will be discussed 
at a Cabinet meeting today and at a meeting of the advisers tomorrow 
so that no reply may be expected before Thursday. 

* See footnote 20, p. 249.
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I gather from informal conversations with the President and the 

Minister for Foreign Affairs today that acceptance is not likely. 
Argentina continues telegraphic conversations as to the proposal 

referred to in my telegram January 9, 5 [p. m.?] first paragraph. 
FEELY 

724.38415/2775 : Telegram 

The Brazilian Minister for Foreign Affairs (Mello Franco) to the 

Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals (White) 

[Translation ] 

Rio pe JANEIRO, January 11, 1933. 
[Received 6:33 p. m.] 

In reply to your telegram of the 2nd instant [31st ultamo?],* I have 
the honor to state that the Brazilian Government considers the pro- 
posal of your Commission acceptable, and is disposed to collaborate 
with the states represented therein in any action capable of leading 

the Governments of Bolivia and Paraguay to reestablish a definitive 

peace. 
AFrranio Dg Metto Franco 

724.3415 /2773 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, January 11, 1933—7 p. m. 
[Received 8:40 p. m.] 

7. Department’s telegram No. 4, January 10, 1 p.m., Chaco. For- 
eign Office states that Chilean plan being discussed with the Ambas- 
sador today and that in all likelihood Peru will accept it entirely. 

DEARING 

724.3415 /2789 

The Argentine Ambassador (E'spil) to the Chairman of the 
Commission of Neutrals (White) 

[Translation] 

WASHINGTON, January 11, 19383. 

ExceLttency: I transcribe to you the communication which I have 
just received from my Chancellery in reply to the telegram from the 
Commission of Neutrals dated the thirty-first of December last. The 
communication reads as follows: 

4 Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, p. 218.
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“Please state to their Excellencies, the members of the Commission of 
Neutrals, that it has been grateful to me to receive their communication 
of the thirty-first of the current month [sée], in which communication, 
in view of the regrettable withdrawal of the Representative of Para- 
guay, because of a decision which, as the text of the telegram an- 
nounces, it is hoped may have a temporary character, the Commission 
of Neutrals, as it stated on the fourth of November, 1931 [1932 ],2* and 
within the limits of the said communication confirmed in accordance 
with the reservations formulated by this Chancellery on the eighteenth 
of October of the same year,”’ continues to make every effort to find a 
solution satisfactory to both parties in controversy, and, as it also an- 
nounced in the said communication, is carrying on a consultation with 
the other American nations in order that no avenue capable of leading 
to peace may remain unexplored. 

The Argentine Government cannot but lend its attention to the con- 
tinuity of the endeavors so well inspired, as it did, on the sixteenth of 
December, to the last proposal addressed by the Neutrals, formulating 
its hope that a new negotiation (gestién) might reestablish the situa- 
tion of accepted good offices (buenos oficios consentidos) thus promot- 
ing the noble intentions of your Commission. It also takes pleasure 
in advising that, in accordance with its announced intention of avail- 
ing itself of any opportunity which in its turn might be offered to it to 
contribute to the termination of the grievous conflict, it will initiate a 
negotiation (gestién) of which it will advise the limitrophe countries 
as set forth in the declaration of August 6,” and, at the opportune time, 
it hopes that it will be strengthened by the solidary action of all coun- 
tries of America, and will have the support of your worthy Commission 
of Neutrals.” 

In requesting Your Excellency to be good enough to bring this com- 
munication to the knowledge of the other members of the Commission 
of Neutrals, I take pleasure in renewing to you the assurances of my 
distinguished consideration. 

Feurre A. Espr, 

724.3415 /2824 54g 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 
(White) 

[WasHInNeTon,] January 12, 1933. 
The Argentine Ambassador called and left with me a note” ad- 

dressed to me as Chairman of the Neutral Commission giving the 
reply of the Minister of Foreign Affairs to our cable of December 31. 
He also showed me, strictly confidentially, a copy of a cable that 

he had received from his Government which showed that there is 
a grave disagreement between Saavedra Lamas and Cruchaga. Each 

“See Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. v, p. 209. 
* Toid., p. 203. 
* Tbid., p. 168, 
* Supra. |
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one is trying to bring about a settlement and get credit for it and 
is resentful of what the other is doing. 

The telegram instructed Espil to inquire of the Neutrals whether 
the Chilean proposal had been accepted by the two contending parties 
and to try to get the answer in as formal a manner as possible. If 
we should tell Espil that the two countries had accepted, Espil was 
then to tell us that Paraguay had formally told Argentina that it 
had not been consulted by Chile. 

The telegram further stated that Saavedra Lamas on January 2 
had sent a note to Cruchaga which Cruchaga had admitted to the 
Argentine Ambassador in Santiago that he had received on J anuary 
8, advising him that as the result of sounding out the Bolivian Gov- 
ernment Argentina was sending a special representative to Paraguay 
to see if a settlement could not be arrived at and promising to let the 
Chilean Government know the results. Saavedra thought that the 
present Chilean action was designed to forestall this action on the 
part of Argentina. 

I told Mr. Espil that we had received Mr. Cruchaga’s proposal,*° 
a copy of which he said had been submitted to the Argentine, Brazil- 
ian and Peruvian Governments, and which I therefore felt authorized 
to show him and gave him a copy of the Chilean proposal. I said 
that we had not answered the note nor had the Neutrals had a meet- 
ing as yet to consider it because there did not yet seem to be an accord 
between the four neighboring countries. I also advised Mr. Espil 
of the Brazilian reply. 

After talking the matter over a while, during which Mr. Espil said 
he thought that the Neutral proposal of December 15 * offered the best, 
basis of a settlement that could be found and agreed with me that the 
Chilean proposal does not advance matters any, I asked Mr. Espil if he 
would suggest to his Government that Argentina, which has not yet 
made a definite proposal, propose that the four neighboring countries 
tell Bolivia and Paraguay that the time has come to stop fighting; 
that they will not let any further military supplies reach them; that 
they must stop fighting and accept the Neutral proposal of Decem- 
ber 15 as the basis for discussion, and that while the negotiations are 
going on and the arbitration is in progress the territory southeast of 
the Ballivian-Vitriones line will be patrolled and policed by forces 
of Argentina and Brazil, or of Argentina, Brazil and Chile, as his 
Government might prefer. I said that Argentina and Brazil are the 
two countries that border on the Chaco and that they would be the 
logical ones or, in view of the great interest of Chile in the matter, it 

” See telegram No. 4, January 10, 1 p. m., to the Ambassador in Peru, p. 248. 
“ Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. v, p. 126. 
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would of course be equally satisfactory, so far as this Government is 

concerned, to have Chile included. I said I thought Peru would 

hardly be likely to cooperate in this matter on account of its internal 

difficulties and the Leticia question.” Mr. Espil thought that the 

question of policing was an excellent one. He did not seem so sure 

that the four Governments would stop supplies going in but thought 

that the other offered a real progress and said that he would take it 

up with his Government at once. I urged him to do so by cable and 

not by airmail and said that we would hold up action in the mean- 

time. 
F[rancis] W[Htre] 

%24.3415/2777: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pE JANEIRO, January 12, 1933—3 p. m. 

[Received January 12—1: 45 p. m.] 

6. Department’s telegram number 6, January 10, 1 p. m.* Brazilian 

Minister for Foreign Affairs has replied to the Cruchaga proposals 

through the Chilean Chargé d’Affaires, Rio de Janeiro, that Brazil 

is ready to accept and further any proposition which the Neutral Com- 

mission and neighboring neutrals agree upon for settling the Chaco 

dispute but since he awaits a proposition which Argentina recently 

stated she proposed to make, as reported in my telegram 4, January 9, 

4p. m., he can not at present reply more specifically to Chile. 

Orally, he stated to the Chilean Chargé d’Affaires that he thought 

in relation to an agreement for an armistice that it would be prefer- 

able if Bolivian and Paraguayan forces should withdraw from the 

disputed territory instead of maintaining their actual positions as 

suggested by Cruchaga. 
Morcan 

724.38415/2780 : Telegram 

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

Buenos Arres, January 12, 1983—®5 p. m. 
[Received 8:05 p. m.] 

%. Your 3, January 10,1 p.m.* Minister for Foreign Affairs this 

morning read me note dated January 2 he had sent to Ministers for 

Foreign Affairs of Brazil, Chile and Peru. He read same note this 

* See pp. 384 ff. 
"8 See footnote 18, p. 248.
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morning to Chilean Chargé d’Affaires who had not previously seen 

it. Note states that the continuation of the unfortunate conflict be- 

tween Bolivia and Paraguay, despite the plausible efforts of the Neu- 

tral Commission, to which the Argentine Government has given its 

cooperation up to Commission’s last proposal and the withdrawal of 

the Paraguayan representative which “puts an end to the good offices 

in their legitimate limits”, prompted the Argentine Government to 

explore in the conflicting countries the possibility for a way to peace, 

using the wealth of antecedents and formulas in the Argentine Foreign 

Office growing out of the conference in Buenos Aires in 1927 and 1928 

and intensifying its efforts through confidential agents and negotia- 

tions to find a possibility of concrete solutions offering prospects of 

acceptance. These negotiations having developed satisfactorily, the 

Argentine Government, bearing in mind the agreement of August 6," 

now apprises the neighboring countries, hoping shortly to present 

matters in concrete form for concerted action on the part of all the 

countries of America and the Neutral Commission and expresses the 

hope that nothing will be done to frustrate the noble motive which 

inspires us all. 
Though it is inferred that note sent direct to Chilean Minister for 

Foreign Affairs was delayed in delivery Minister is evidently annoyed 

with him for acting independently and said that Chilean formula is 

not acceptable to contending parties. Although he answered my 

question that he found sympathetic attitude to his soundings he added 

that problem was most difficult because of the many conflicting polit- 

ical currents in both countries and that there was no use in making 

any more proposals until acceptable formula was found. 

The impression made on me... is that Argentine Minister for 

Foreign Affairs will try to block any proposal not his own. 
Incidentally, I learn that jurisconsult referred to in my 6, January 

10, 7 p. m., was his confidential agent at Asuncién. Informant had 

heard his mission was not successful. 
BLIss 

724.3415/2779 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, January 12, 1933-10 p. m. 
[Received January 12—9:53 p. m.] 

6. The Bolivian Government today replied to the Chilean sugges- 

tion as follows: 

“We thank the Chilean Minister for Foreign Affairs for his solici- 
tous intervention in sending us a project of a proposal for the settle- 

“ Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, p. 168.
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ment of the controversy between Bolivia and Paraguay. But we sug- 
gest for many obvious reasons the necessity of reviving the proposal 
of the five neutrals of December 15 ** which would now be signed by 
the four neighbors as well.” 

Frey 

724.3415 /2824 %¢ 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 
(White) 

[Wasuineton,] January 13, 1933. 

The Peruvian Ambassador *’ called and said that his Government 
had instructed him to get some information regarding the Chaco mat- 
ter so that they could answer the Neutral note. The Ambassador did 
not seem to know just what our note to Peru ** was and I read him the 
essential parts saying that we were inquiring of the four neighboring 
governments just what steps they were prepared to take to bring 
about peace in the Chaco. I told the Ambassador that Brazil had 
answered ® fully supporting our proposal of December 15.% The 
Chilean Government had made a proposal which I showed the Am- 
bassador.” Isaid that this did not seem to advance the matter any and 
was not responsive to our request. I said we understood the Argen- 
tine Government would answer definitely a little later; that they 
had given us a preliminary answer saying they were exploring the 
situation and would give us a more definite answer later. 

I told the Ambassador that I thought the thing that had the great- 
est chance of acceptance would be for the neighboring countries to 
say that they would police the territory while the matter was being 
submitted to arbitration. The Ambassador said that he felt quite 
sure his Government would not join in. I said I understood that 
Peru was very much occupied but that if Argentina and Brazil, the 
two countries which border on the Chaco, would do so, and perhaps 
ask Chile to join with them, that this would give Paraguay the 
guarantees that she required so that she could accept our proposal 
as a basis of discussion. Bolivia has already accepted as such. The 
Ambassador said he thought that was helpful and that he would take 
the matter up with his Government. 

F[rancis] W[urre] 

*° Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. v, p. 126. 
*? Manuel de Freyre y Santander. 
Presumably the note of December 81, 1932, from the Commission of Neutrals 

to the Ministers for Foreign Affairs of Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and Peru, 
Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, p. 218. 

*® See telegram of January 11 from the Brazilian Minister for Foreign Affairs 
to the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals, p. 251. 

| * See telegram No. 4, January 10, 1 p. m., to the Ambassador in Peru, p. 248.
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724.3415 /2824 Ye 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals (White) 

[Wasnineron,] January 14, 1933. 

The Chilean Chargé d’Affaires, Mr. Cohen, called and read me a 
telegram from Mr. Cruchaga to the effect that all countries except 
Argentina now having accepted his plan he thought the Neutral 
Commission would make a great mistake in not taking some action in 
support thereof and might cause the breakdown of this peace effort 
which would be much regretted. 

I told Mr. Cohen that Peru had not answered as yet the Neutral 
communication of December 31“ and I was pretty sure that she had 
not answered the recent Chilean proposal either. My information was 
to that effect. Argentina has not accepted the Chilean proposal and 
Brazil has stated that while she is willing to cooperate with all 
the countries to bring about peace, having been advised that the 
Argentine Government has a suggestion to make, she does not feel 
that she can reply specifically to the Chilean proposal until she has 
received the Argentine proposal. 

I read Mr. Cohen the Bolivian reply @ thanking Mr. Cruchaga for 
his interest and saying that they think more can be accomplished by 
reviving the Neutral proposal of December 15 * which would be signed 
by the four neighboring countries as well. I also told him that the 
Legation in Asuncién reported on the eleventh “* that while the Para- 
guayan Minister in Santiago had reported regarding the Chilean 
proposal it had not yet been received directly by the Paraguayan 
Government, and that President Ayala did not want to discuss it in 
detail until it should be presented formally to him, but that he had 
indicated that he did not think much progress could be made unless 
the four neighboring countries get together with the Neutrals and 
make a joint proposal. 

_ I told Mr. Cohen that in these circumstances I did not think that 
anything would be gained by our supporting the Chilean proposal 
now. I said that he could see that it has not yet been accepted by 
anybody; that Argentina is working on a new proposal, and that I 
really did not think we would accomplish anything and it would 
seem that the best thing would be to await further developments. 

Mr. Cohen said that the situation is most unfortunate—that Saave- 
dra Lamas would not support any proposal that was not his own. I 
said that in view thereof I thought we had better wait and see what he is 
going to propose and .. . see if we can not find some workable basis 

* Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, p. 218. 

” See telegram No. 6, January 12, 10 p. m., from the Minister in Bolivia, p. 255. 
* Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, p. 126. 
“ See telegram No. 6, January 11, 10 a. m., from the Minister in Paraguay, p. 250.
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therein. Mr. Cohen said that he agreed and that he would sug- 

gest to Cruchaga that the best thing would be for Argentina and Chile 

to come to an agreement and if they could agree he thought the 

agreement of the others would be easier. 
F francis] W[rre] 

724.3415/2796: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, January 16, 1938—midnight. 

[Received January 17—1:46 a. m.] 

96. Chaco. Chilean Ambassador informs me Bolivia and Paraguay, 

through their Ministers in Santiago, have agreed with Chilean note 

for bringing Chaco hostilities to halt and arranging settlement. He 

understands Bolivian and Paraguayan Ministers in Lima have ex- 

pressed themselves similarly and states Peru and Chile are in accord 

but Leticia situation blocking conversations for the moment. He 

thinks Argentina desires to go alone or merely to have four neighbor- 

ing countries act and leave Neutral Commission outside, that Brazil 

is holding back. Efforts continue to bring all four into line with 

Chilean note and Chile and Peru prepared to act alone if Argentina and 

Brazil hold out and to cooperate with Neutrals as soon as situation 

permits. He did not reveal actual terms but states he merely wants 

opportunity to go ahead with the Foreign Office. 

Repeated confidentially to Santiago. 
DEARING 

724.3415/2796 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) 

Wasuineton, January 17, 1983—4 p. m. 

13. Your 26, January 16, midnight. For your information only. 

Department’s information indicates that Argentina does not accept 

Chilean proposal; Brazil has stated she will not answer until she re- 

ceives the announced Argentine plan; Bolivia has thanked Chile for 

its interest and says that she thinks more good will be done by re- 

viving the Neutral proposal of December 15 and giving it the backing 

of the four neighboring countries. Latest information from Asuncién 

is to the effect that Chilean proposal had not been received officially and 

government would not commit itself until it is received but indicated 

that it was not considered to meet the situation and Paraguay hoped
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four neighboring countries and Neutrals would agree in advance on 
some plan. Department also feels best chance for progress is for 
neighbors and the Neutrals to agree in advance before taking up any 
plan with Bolivia and Paraguay. 

Neutral Commission is waiting until next week for Argentine pro- 
posal to see if it offers any possibility of a settlement. Please repeat 
confidentially to Santiago. 

Stimson 

724.3415/2802 : Telegram 

Lhe Minster in Uruguay (Wright) to the Secretary of State 

Monrtevipro, January 18, 1933—6 p. m. 
[Received January 19—12: 30 a. m.] 

4, The Minister for Foreign Affairs ‘7 upon his own initiative today 
informed me that Soler “ who passed through Montevideo yesterday 
and also the Paraguayan Minister to Argentina have by cable sought 
his support of a proposal that the Commission of Neutrals dealing with 
Chaco question be dissolved or at least its activities transferred to 
Montevideo, because of Paraguayan dissatisfaction at the result of 
the negotiations and because Uruguay as a Government represented on 
the Commission and also as a regional although not conterminous 
power enjoys an exceptionally advantageous position for cooperation 
with other powers of this zone. 

Blanco believes dissolution of Commission would be serious blow 
to the diplomacy of the Americas, that it would be most unwise to 
discard the services of Varela *® who has the confidence of Paraguayan 
delegate, and considers that the moment has come for active and 
genuine cooperation between the Neutral Commission and the con- 
terminous countries, if not of all the American states. He is of the 
opinion that Argentina’s attitude is pro-Paraguayan, that Paraguay 
probably believes it would have a better chance with Argentina’s active 
participation, and that the probable reason behind all this is that 
Argentina would greatly like Ricardo play a lone or petty hand. He 
very discreetly intimated that his informant caller had stated that 
Paraguay’s dissatisfaction and withdrawal of her delegate is based 
en her umbrage that a proposal which had been broached to her in 
advance and deemed unacceptable had thereafter been proposed to 
both countries as a basis for suspension of hostilities. 

“Juan Carlos Blanco. 
*Juan José Soler, Paraguayan representative before the Commission of Neutrals. 
“J. Varela, Uruguayan Minister in the United States.
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He asks that you be confidentially informed of the above and assured 

that he will aid in every way possible toward such cooperation in 

negotiations which should continue at Washington. | 

Repeated to Embassy at Buenos Aires. 
WricHT 

%24.8415/2802 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Uruguay (Wright) 

WASHINGTON, January 20, 1933—1 p. m. 

2. Your 4, January 18,6p.m. Please express to Minister of Foreign 

Affairs the hearty appreciation of this Government for his helpful and 

cooperative attitude in the matter. 
STIMSON 

724.3415/2816: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Culbertson) to the Secretary of State 

Sanrrago, January 24, 1933—noon. 
[Received 12:40 p. m.] 

17. Chilean Minister for Foreign Affairs will today propose to the 

Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs conference at Mendoza on 

Thursday. He has surrounded the move with mystery but told me 

that he is willing to withdraw or modify his proposal if it will help 

bring peace in the Chaco. 
CULBERTSON 

724.8415/2821 : Telegram 

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

Buenos Ares, January 25, 1938—5 p. m. 
[Received 5:19 p. m.] 

11. Minister for Foreign Affairs told me this afternoon that as a 

result of telephone talk with Chilean Minister for Foreign Affairs the 

two Ministers are to meet at Mendoza on the 31st and that he hoped 

and expected they would reach full agreement as to future action re- 

garding Chaco question and new commercial treaty. He told me the 

telephone conversations had been very cordial. 
I have been informed confidentially that Chilean Minister for For- 

eion Affairs, failing to receive an answer to a telegram sent Argen- 

tine Minister for Foreign Affairs on January 10 explaining his sub- 
mission of a formula to end Chaco dispute, decided to request telephone 

conversation to avoid possible embarrassing situation. 
I am also informed that Carlos Sos [sic], a Paraguayan confiden- 

tial emissary, is now in Buenos Aires. 
| Biss
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724.3415/2825 : Telegram | 

The Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asuncion, January 26, 1983—11 a. m. 
[Received 3:15 p. m.] 

13. Yesterday the Chilean Government asked Ayala, (1st) whether 
Paraguay was in a position to consider a proposal from Chile and, 
(2nd), whether Paraguay was opposed to the neutrals taking any 
further part. Ayala replied as follows: Paraguay has received an 
offer of [mediation?| from Argentina the said offer having been pre- 
ceded by the statement that, while it was Argentina’s understanding 
that the neutral group had ceased to act, she intended to invite their 
cooperation; Paraguay had answered that she would be greatly in- 
terested in any proposal Argentina might put forward; this was Para- 
guay’s only engagement. While Paraguay could not negotiate with 
two sets of powers at one time, if the neutrals found it possible to act 
in unison with the neighbor countries there could be no objection. 
What Paraguay wanted was united action. It was then suggested by 
Chile that Paraguay express a preference as between Argentina and 
Chile to take the lead in the negotiations but this Ayala declines to do. 
The above inquiry by Chile is here believed to indicate that Saavedra 
and Cruchaga at their coming meeting in Mendoza will discuss a con- 
crete proposal. 

I am confidentially informed that 14 French planes recently pur- 
chased by Paraguay have arrived in Buenos Aires and are now in 
process of transshipment and that it is not impossible that Paraguay 
may obtain the “loan” from Argentina of a number of pilots. This 
Government is greatly pleased at Chile’s reported action of January 
20 in refusing transit of a shipment of war material for Bolivia which 
it is assumed is in retaliation for Bolivia’s refusal to consider Chile’s 
recent proposal as to the Chaco. 

. WHEELER 

724.3415 /2826 : Telegram 

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

Buenos Arrss, January 26, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received 7:50 p. m.] 

13. Minister for Foreign Affairs told me today that he hoped his 
conversation next week with Chilean Minister for Foreign Affairs 
would lead to agreement between their Governments on procedure in 
Chaco dispute. Also that his investigations at La Paz and Asuncién 
encourage his hope of finding solution on following bases: cessation 
of hostilities, mutual demobilization, withdrawal of troops to deter-
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mined lines, submission of controversy to commission to determine 

scope of arbitration of Chaco question. It is his idea that said com- 

mission be composed of representatives from neighboring countries 
and those composing Neutral Commission though he would prefer a 
commission composed of representatives of the 19 American Repub- 
lics signatory declaration August 3d.° If this hoped for solution 

should fail he thinks Paraguay will declare war naturally entailing 

declarations of neutrality by neighboring Governments. 
Minister declared his intention of advising Espil fully in the prem- 

ises for information of Neutral Commission. 
Buiss 

724.3415 /2836 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, January 27, 1933—7 p. m. 
[Received January 27—3:43 p. m.] 

86. Regarding the Chaco dispute. Drummond" tells me that a 
meeting of the Council Committee was held today. The members of 
the Committee have been anxious to help the Committee of Neutrals 
and believed that they have shown in every possible way their desire 
to be of assistance and their willingness to see the dispute handled in 
any way that would conduce to a peaceful settlement. Now they 
point out that hostilities seem to have broken out on a large scale since 
the offer of the Committee of Neutrals, that Bolivia seems convinced 
of the friendliness of the United States whereas Paraguay seems con- 
vinced of the friendliness of the Argentine and that the Paraguayan 
delegation has actually withdrawn from the discussions in Wash- 
ington. 

Therefore they feel that they must carry out the responsibility which 
is incumbent on them under the Covenant * and try some other means 
of putting an end to hostilities. They are therefore contemplating the 
appointment of a small committee of three members who shall pro- 
ceed first to the capitals of the two parties to the dispute and then to 
the theatre of operations if necessary. Their primary function will 
be to search for and recommend a solution to the conflict but in the 
event that hostilities are still continuing they will endeavor first to 
arrange for a cessation of hostilities to be followed by a definitive 
solution. 

In order that there shall be no possibility of mistrust regarding the 

commission they suggest one member citizen of a small European state, 

° Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. v, p. 159. 
* Sir Eric Drummond, Secretary General of the League of Nations. 
” Treaties, Conventions, etc., Between the United States and Other Powers, 

1910-1923 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1923), vol. m1, p. 3336.
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one from the United States and the third from the Argentine. Drum- 

mond has consulted the Bolivian representative who states that his 

Government might have some difficulty in accepting the suggestion 

in view of a possible conflict of jurisdiction with the Committee of 

Neutrals. He is at once reporting the matter to La Paz. The Para- 

guayan representative at once accepted the suggestion and is also 

advising his Government. Drummond also expects to consult the 

Argentine Government at once. 
Drummond very much hopes that you can see your way to acquiesce 

in this suggestion as the events have put a burden on the members of 

the council which they feel strongly. They consider that in order to 

carry out action on the Manchurian affair * they must show continued 

interest and efforts towards a peaceful solution of this dispute. 

The Chaco matter is on the agenda of the Council but will not come 

up before Tuesday afternoon at the earliest. I would appreciate as 

urgently as possible an expression of your views. 
Since dictating above I learn that the United Press is aware of this 

action of Drummond. 
WILson 

724.3415/2836: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson), 

at Geneva 

WASHINGTON, January 30, 1983—® p. m. 

60. Your 86, January 27,7 p.m. Conversations are now going on 

between countries bordering on Bolivia and Paraguay to see if they 

can agree on some action to be taken jointly with the Neutrals to put 

an end to the Chaco fighting. So far they have been unable to agree 

but Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Argentina and Chile are meeting 

at Mendoza on Wednesday and we are hopeful that something tangible 

will result therefrom. We feel therefore that it would be better not 

to complicate the situation at the present time by proposal of the 

League to send a commission. If the negotiations of the neighboring 

powers fail, then would be time to take the matter up. Department 

understands that Paraguay has also taken this same view of the 

matter. 

It is Department’s view, on the basis of past experience, that the best 

chance of obtaining a settlement is through the cooperation of the 

neighboring powers and the Neutral Commission is doing everything 

possible at the present time to bring about such cooperation. The 

League will have even more difficulty than did the Neutral Commission 

* See vol. m1, pp. 1 ff.
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in trying to deal with this matter at long range without such 
cooperation. 

STIMSON 

724.8415/2840 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, January 31, 1933—2 p. m. 
[Received January 31—9: 55 a. m.] 

87. Your 60, January 30,5 p.m. Discussed matter with Drummond 
this morning. He had heard of meeting of Foreign Ministers at 
Mendoza and was interested to learn that they are taking up this 
matter. He informed me very confidentially that a reply from the 
Paraguayan Government has come in in which they took the position 
that the neighboring states (limitrophe) were working on the problem 
now and therefore the Paraguayan Government hesitated to compli- 
cate matters by the sending of a League commission at this moment. 

Reply from the Bolivian Government has not been received and until 
this is done Drummond earnestly hopes that no mention will be made 
of the Paraguayan reply. 

Relative to the point made in last sentence of final paragraph of your 
telegram Drummond replied that he recognized the difficulty of long 
distance negotiation and that it was with the hope of avoiding this 
difficulty that the Council Committee suggested a commission to the 
two capitals. 

Drummond does not know what action the Council Committee will 
take but believes that under the circumstances it will be advisable to 
delay action, probably on the grounds of the replies of the two 
Governments concerned. 

WiILson 

724.3415 /2841 : Telegram 

Lhe Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, January 31, 1933—4 p. m. 
[Received January 31—12: 34 p. m.] 

88. Supplementing my 87, January 31, 2 p. m., Costa du Rels, 
Bolivian delegate, just explained to me that his Government held 
firmly to the idea that the dispute ought to be settled by American 
nations. He stated that he thought the Council Committee had gone 
a little too rapidly at the task in view of the efforts that are to be made 
tomorrow by the Foreign Ministers of Argentine and Chile. He also 
thought the Council Committee had been premature in announcing the 
nationalities represented on the proposed commission of inquiry since
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it was a shock to Bolivian public opinion to contemplate an Argentine 
on such a committee. He stated that neither Paraguay nor Bolivia 
had yet answered Drummond’s inquiry and that he felt the best thing 
to do was to delay such a reply until the action of the neighboring 
states could be cleared up. He pointed out that the situation was dif- 
ficult politically because under the obligations of the Covenant it was 
difficult to refuse a commission of inquiry without entailing regrettable 
consequences. 

I naturally did not divulge to him that Paraguay had replied and 
in the light of your 60 agreed with him that perhaps the best thing to 

do would be for his Government to make no reply until the situation 
of the neighboring states was clearer than it is now. The situation 
might well be cleared up within the next few days after the meeting at 
Mendoza. 

Costa was in entire accord and stated that he might perhaps hope for 
a reply from his Government about the end of the week. 

WILson 

724.3415/2844a 

The Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals (White) to the Minister 
in Switzerland (Wilson) , at Geneva 

Wasuinecton, February 2, 1933. 
Dear Hucn: With regard to the suggestion of the League of Nations 

that a commission be sent to the Chaco composed of an American, 
an Argentine, and the national of some small European nation, the 
Bolivian Minister said that this proposal was a terrible “gaffe” on the 
part of the League. He said that it was well known that Argentina 
has not been neutral and has been supplying arms and munitions to 
Paraguay and has been giving them advice both politically and in 
military matters. He said the League should know the diplomatic 
situation between Argentina and Bolivia and should not have made 
the proposal. Bolivia, he said, had not alluded to this fact in politely 
rejecting the suggestion because they do not want to create an incident 
at this time and simply are not strong enough to fight both Argentina 
and Paraguay. 

~ Qur information checks up on all that he has said. We have it from 
our Military Attaché in Buenos Aires that considerable quantities of 
munitions have been sent from the Argentine arsenals to Paraguay. 
There was an Argentine Military Mission in Paraguay which Argen- 
tina very ostentatiously withdrew as a sign of its neutrality. The 
chief of this Mission was shortly afterwards appointed Military 
Attaché to Paraguay and is really the head adviser of the Paraguayan 
General Staff, making frequent trips to the front. Other members of
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the Mission drifted back secretly and are active in helping the Para- 

guayan army. Once or twice the Bolivians have been on the point of 

breaking off diplomatic relations with Argentina on account of Argen- 

tina’s activities but they have always gotten either an apology or a 

denial from Argentina and so have not done so. Furthermore, as the 

Minister stated, they do not think this is any time for them to create 

an incident with such an important neighbor as Argentina. 

The Minister said that Costa du Rels will be instructed to bring this 

matter discreetly and privately to the attention of the League officials. 

I do not know whether he will do so or not but thought you ought to 

know the situation. 

With all good wishes 
Ever yours Francis WHITE 

724.3415 /2848 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Chile (Culbertson) 

WASHINGTON, February 2, 1933—3 p. m. 

12. As soon as Cruchaga returns from Mendoza endeavor dis- 

creetly to find out result of his conversation with Argentine Minister 

of Foreign Affairs especially as regards the Chaco. 
STrMson 

724.3415 /2844 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 2, 19833—4 p. m. 
[Received February 2—12: 35 p. m.] 

90. Council Committee on Chaco dispute will make a report to 

Council tomorrow Friday morning to explain that parties to dispute 

both replied stating it is better to delay action pending negotiations 

of limitrophe states. Report will add that Government of the United 

States also unofficially consulted held similar views. 
In order to give no offense to Committee of Neutrals Drummond 

would like to insert a reference to the fact that the Committee of 

Neutrals was also unofficially consulted if this is in accordance with 
facts. 

Please reply so that I will have it tomorrow Friday morning if 
possible whether Department consulted Committee before sending 

telegram 60, January 30, 5 p. m. 
Report reiterates desire to assist efforts of Committee of Neutrals 

and limitrophe states. 
WILSON
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724.3415 /2844 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson), 

at Geneva 

Wasuineton, February 2, 1983—6 p. m. 

62. Your 90, Feb. 2,4 p.m. Department did not take up matter 
with Neutral Commission. However, Department knows from past 
experience and from recent casual conversations with members of 
Neutral Commission that they all share its views in the matter. How- 
ever, Commission as such was not consulted. 

STIMSON 

724.3415 /2845 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 2, 1933—7 p. m. 
[Received February 2—2:05 p. m.] 

91. Reference last sentence first paragraph my telegram No. 90, 
February 2, 4 p. m. Drummond just telephoned to state that the 

Council Committee had just decided that the report will add only 
that the Governments of the United States and the Argentine had 
been unofficially consulted. They do not intend to state that any 
reply had been received from us. 

Witson 

724.3415/2857 : Telegram (part air) 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 3, 19833—3 p. m. 
[Received February 4—3: 05 p. m.]| 

87. Wilson’s 88, January 31, 4 p. m. Council this morning 
adopted a report of the Committee of Three in the Bolivia—Paraguay 
dispute. The report reviews the questions which the Committee had 
considered regarding the constitution and mandate of a commission 
of inquiry and included the results of consultations with Bolivia and 
Paraguay on this question and their responses. The Committee found 
that in substance both answers, while favorable in principle to the 
proposal, suggest that League action be deferred until the result of 
the efforts of neighboring states in cooperation with the Commission 
of Neutrals is known (Wilson’s 87, January 31,2 p.m.). ‘The Com- 
mittee of Three recommend that the Council should postpone for the 
present further consideration of sending a commission of inquiry and 
reserve the possibility of submitting proposals for action at a later 
date if necessary.
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After a lengthy exposé of the part of the Bolivian and Paraguayan 
delegates which developed nothing new the Council sent the following 
telegram: 

“Wighting is continuing between two members of the League of 
Nations who are bound by the Covenant. That this should still be 
going on in spite of the various opportunities which have been offered 
for settling the conflict is a fact of exceptional gravity. The Council 
addressed to both Governments an urgent appeal to make the neces- 
sary effort to end hostilities and conclude an armistice. The Council 
will continue to follow developments with close attention and reserves 
the possiblity of making proposals should the occasion arise. It 

| expresses its keen anxiety that the negotiations now in course may 
succeed in settling the dispute.” * 

GILBERT 

724.3415 /2855 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Culbertson) to the Secretary of State 

Santraco, February 3, 1933-5 p. m. 
[Received 8:11 p. m.] 

22. Text of published document signed by Foreign Ministers at 
Mendoza being telegraphed to Chilean Embassy in Washington today. 

The two Foreign Ministers signed a secret document relating to 
the Chaco question.© It provides, 

1st. For the submission to arbitral decision in its entirety the ques- 
tion of the Chaco, the tribunal to be established within a month. 
Tf there should be differences with reference to the zone to be sub- 
mitted to arbitration these would be submitted to the Permanent 
Court of International Justice for an advisory opinion; 

2d. The parties as a consequence of the preceding would declare 
hostilities terminated ; 

3d. The parties would agree to demobilize and to return to their 
peacetime military establishments; 

4th. The parties would retire their troops to the Rio Paraguay for 
Paraguay and to the line Bolivian [Ballzvian?] for Bolivia; that is, 
the line indicated by the neutrals at Washington. | 

Tomorrow, Chile and Argentina will consult with Brazil and Peru 
in accordance with their understanding of August 6th, 1932,°° provid- 
ing for joint action. 

If the four countries agree they will sound out Bolivia and Para- 
guay, this being important according to the Minister for Foreign 

See League of Nations, Oficial Journal, February 1933, p. 255. 
= The Chaco question was but one of several subjects discussed at Mendoza 

by the Argentine and Chilean Ministers for Foreign Affairs. 
8 Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. v, p. 168.
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Affairs since both countries have been inclined to resent pressure. If 
preliminary answers are favorable the four neighboring countries 
will communicate their formula to the Commission of Neutrals for 
its approval, in which event the formula will be presented simultane- 
ously by the nine powers to the belligerents and if they accept arbi- 
tration they will draw up proceedings. 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs stated that a meeting of the Presi- 
dents of Argentina, Chile, and Brazil is under serious consideration 
and he regards it as an important gesture in connection with the 
settlement of the Chaco question. He added that Saavedra Lamas 
is no longer opposed to the Neutral Commission and that in his opin- 
ion his reputed anti-American feelings have been exaggerated. 

Repeated to Buenos Aires. 

CULBERTSON 

724.8415 /29003 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 
(White) 

[ Wasuineron,] February 6, 1933. 

I telephoned Mr. Cohen this morning and told him that I was much 
gratified by the news we had received regarding the results of the con- 
ference at Mendoza and asked Mr. Cohen whether he would be good 
enough to express to Mr. Cruchaga my appreciation of what has been 
accomplished. I told him to tell Mr. Cruchaga that if we finally get 
the Chaco matter settled the credit will be largely his for having 
succeeded in bringing Saavedra Lamas into line. 

Francis] W[nrrs] 

724.3415 /2900$ 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 
(White) 

[ Wasuincton,] February 8, 1933. 
The Neutral Commission met today for the first time since De- 

cember 30. It was thought wise to have a meeting to show, in view 
of the Paraguayan withdrawal, that the Neutral Commission is still 
in existence and is actively following the matter. 

It was a rather general informal discussion. I told them what I 
knew of the meeting in Mendoza, of press despatches sent down from 
here giving the reaction to Saavedra Lamas’ gaffe of the other day, 
and of the telegram that Saavedra had sent to Espil which he advised 
me of today. 

738036—50——23 7
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There was some informal discussion regarding statements in the 

press here as to our policy of disinteresting ourselves in South Ameri- 

can affairs. I said that there was no basis of foundation for the state- 

ment appearing in the Washington Herald yesterday, written by Mr. 

Flythe ... 

It was decided to tell the press that we had met and discussed new 

aspects of the Chaco situation, and had considered communications 

received by the Commission since the date of our last meeting. 
F[rancis|] W[xurre] 

724.3415/2878: Telegram (part air) . 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 9, 1933—10 a. m. 
[Received February 11—6: 36 a. m.] 

44, The following is the text of a telegram dated February 4 from 

the Government of Bolivia to the President of the Council in reply to 

the latter’s communication of February 3 (Consulate’s No. 87, Feb- 

ruary 3,3 p.m.): 

“Tn reply to Your Excellency’s cable of yesterday the Bolivian Gov- 

ernment states that it has considered and is disposed to continue to 

consider with respect such proposals as have been or may hereafter 

be made by the Committee of Neutrals at Washington and by neigh- 
boring states with a view to arriving at a peaceful solution of dispute. 
Bolivia will cooperate sincerely in any efforts undertaken with a 
view to restoration of peace on the basis of justice and respect for the 
sovereignty of the countries concerned in the dispute.” 

GILBERT 

724.8415 /2867 : Telegram 

The Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asuncion, February 9, 1988—noon. 

[Received 1:25 p. m.] 

99. Paraguay’s reply sent yesterday afternoon to the last note of the 

League read in part as follows: 

“Great as is our desire to reestablish peace we cannot lay down our 
arms before an aggressor country which has invaded our territory 
with the open design of conquest. This Government considers that 
to be efficacious the exhortation should be directed especially to the 
country which has provoked this cruel struggle and whose refusal to 
offer adequate securities causes the conflict to continue.” 

WHEELER
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724.8415 /2900$ 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 
(White) 

[Wasuineton,] February 14, 1933. 
The Chilean Chargé d’Affaires, Mr. Cohen, called and read me 

a cable from Cruchaga saying that he had telephoned to Rio today 
and that he had learned that Brazil will this afternoon deliver a 
favorable reply to the Chilean and Argentine Governments regarding 
their plan of action in the Chaco. They will endeavor to hasten the 
Peruvian answer and Mr. Cohen said that as the Peruvian Government 
has all the way through instructed the Peruvian Embassy here to 
work in close harmony with the Chilean Embassy he did not anticipate 
any difficulty on the part of Peru. He said of course there might be 
some reluctance now to act as whole-heartedly as before because Chile 
had sent a fairly strong note to Peru regarding the Leticia matter. 

Cruchaga’s telegram told Cohen to emphasize that there is nothing 
in the Mendoza agreement hostile to the Neutral Commission. He 
said that Saavedra Lamas at that conference had stated that he did 
not want to supplant the Neutral Commission and that his idea all the 
way through had been to work in close cooperation with the Neutrals. 
Cruchaga added that this is also the view of the Brazilian Government, 
The telegram also stated that the delay in Peru’s answer might be 
due to the representations which Bolivia is making at Lima, repre- 
sentations which are pretty well known about in Santiago, and that 
ex-President Montes of Bolivia had told the Chilean Minister in La 
Paz that Bolivia really wants peace and can not carry on the war much 
longer. 

Mr. Cohen has not yet received the text of the proposal regarding 
the Chaco, which is coming to him by airmail, but from the telegraphic 
summary he understands it to envisage an agreement for what he 
called global arbitration. It also provides for the immediate suspen- 
sion of hostilities, demobilization down to peace time strength, and 
retirement of forces to a line to be agreed upon, but Cohen does not 
know what that line is. | 

Mr. Cohen said that as soon as Peru answers, a preliminary sounding 
out would be made both in Asuncién and La Paz, and then the matter 
would be taken up with the Neutral Commission to see if the five Gov- 
ernments represented thereon and the four neighboring countries could 
join together in making a joint proposal and in asking all the other 
American nations to join with them in this matter. He said that as 
soon as he receives the text of the agreement he will let me have it. 

I thanked Mr. Cohen for the information he gave me and told him 
I would await his further communication with interest. 

‘Firancts] W[utrs]
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%24.8415/2897 : Telegram 

The Minister in Paraguay (Whecler) to the Secretary of State 

Asuncion, February 21, 1933—11 a. m. 
[Received February 22—8: 28 a. m.]| 

25. Chile’s volte-face in the matter of passing war materials through 

Arica has caused great surprise here and the President has several 

times remarked to me that some powerful influence must be behind it. 

I now learn that on February 18 the Paraguayan Minister in Santiago 

telegraphed him that the American Ambassador there had several 

times recently called on Cruchaga to ask for what reason the ship- 

ments for Bolivia were being held up. Ayala replied that he would 

not believe the implication that Chile’s reversal of her previous de- 

cision was due to diplomatic pressure from the United States. 

Ramfrez replied that such had been Cruchaga’s meaning. Ayala then 

requested the Chilean Minister here to ask the latter his reasons for 

the reversal. To the question Cruchaga replied with what Ayala calls 

“nuerile reasons” the last being that to refuse passing the consignment 

would result in “international complications”. Ayala again tele- 

eraphed Ramirez that he refused to believe that, even if such pressure 

had been applied, the United States Government had either instructed 

it or was aware of this. There is danger, however, that this insinua- 

tion may be credited in the Cabinet. 
Ayala has begun to doubt Chile’s bona fides and to believing that she 

wishes Bolivia to continue to be occupied with Paraguay for reasons 

connected with the present situation between Peru and Colombia and 

from the fact that the Chilean railway is Government-owned and its 

income a matter of consideration. 

In answer to Chile’s decision today a decree was issued calling the 

Congress in extraordinary session on February 24th to secure author- 

ization for the Executive to declare war against Bolivia. This will 

not make the declaration inevitable but there is no doubt that it will 

quickly follow unless an acceptable concrete proposal looking to peace 

is meanwhile received by this Government. 

Bordenave ™ leaves for Washington February 23d. 
WHEELER 

724.3415 /2904: Telegram 

The Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asuncrén, February 25, 1933—noon. 

| [Received 3:10 p. m.] 

96. Extraordinary session of Congress opened last night. The 

President’s message, after reciting events since Bolivian attack on 

’’ Hnrique Bordenave, Paraguayan Minister to the United States.
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Fortin Antonio Lépez on June 15th last, asked the constitutional au- 
thorization to declare war and to establish estado de sitio till its close. 
Congress will probably take action thereon on February 27th. 

This morning Argentine, Brazilian, Chilean and Peruvian repre- 
sentatives jointly handed the Minister for Foreign Affairs text of the 
proposal for peace. It is to be considered tentative and will not be 
presented formally until and unless Paraguay’s answer is favorable 
in which case it will then be laid before the neutrals. 

The promised new Bolivian offensive began yesterday with the 
bombing of Nanawa from the air, one enemy airplane being brought 

_ down by Paraguayan fire. The public here is deeply angered that 
Bolivia should have timed this action for the date on which she was 
aware the peace proposal would be submitted to both countries, 

WHEELER 

724.3415/2904 : Telegram 

Lhe Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asunci6n [February 25, 1988—6 p. m.] 
[Received 11:20 p. m.] 

27. My telegram No. 26, February 25, noon. The points of the 
ABCP proposal are as follows: 

1. Immediate cessation of hostilities on both sides. 
2. Demilitarization of that portion of the Chaco occupied by the 

belligerent armies by the retirement of the Bolivian forces to the line 
Robore—Ballivian, the troops being divided into eight separate sections 
which shall not move east thereof, and of the Paraguayan forces to the 
River Paraguay. 

3. Reduction of the effectives of both armies to peace strength. 
4, Submission to legal arbitration of the basic question with obli- 

gation of consulting The Hague Court in case agreement cannot be 
reached as to the zone to be arbitrated. 

Paraguay’s reply will be given February 27th. When replies have 
been received by both Governments they will be laid before the Neutral 
Commission. My Brazilian colleague tells me that it is the intention 
to request the other South American countries and possibly those of 

Central America also to join in the effort to bring about acceptance 
of the proposal. 

Ayala informs me that Paraguay’s reply will be an acceptance on 
principle but that he expects the general staff to balk at Ballivian and 
anticipates that the southern base of the line will have to be modified. 
I am convinced that he will use all his personal effort to overcome this 
objection. 

WHEELER
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%24.3415/2897 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) 

WASHINGTON, February 27, 19833—3 p. m. 

7. Your 25, February 21, 11 a.m. Department has not taken any 
steps whatsoever in matter of transit of Bolivian munitions through 
Chile. Upon receipt of your telegram inquiry was made of Embassy 
in Santiago whether Ambassador had without instructions from De- 
partment and without its knowledge taken any action in the premises. 
His reply has now been received stating that no action has been taken 
by him. Department has had reports from Embassy in Chile in the 
past that British Ambassador made representations to Chile to permit 
British munitions to pass through Chilean territory to Bolivia. Am- 
bassador at Santiago states that reports in your telegram under 
acknowledgment probably refer to inquiries made by British Am- 
bassador. 

On February 13th Bolivian Minister called at Department and re- 
quested on behalf of his Government that this Government take some 
action in the matter. He was told that our efforts in the past in the 
Chaco matter had been directed toward finding a peaceful settlement 
and that we would not now take any action with a view to having 
arms supplied to one of the contesting powers. He was also told that 
sentiment in this country is against wars and against supplying muni- 
tions for wars and that there is now a resolution pending before the 
House of Representatives regarding shipment of arms, permitting 
President to prohibit export of arms from United States to warring 
countries. The resolution has already passed the Senate. He was 
told that if we had the authority which this resolution would give 
us we would stop shipments of arms to both Bolivia and Paraguay 
and we were therefore not in a position to ask Chile to let supplies 
into Bolivia. 

Copy of memorandum of this conversation was sent to you in 
Department’s instruction 121 of February 17.°° 

STrmson 

724.8415 /2907 : Telegram 

The Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asuncion, February 28, 1933—1 p. m. 
[Received 1:05 p. m.] 

28. My telegram 27, February 25,6 p.m. This Government handed 
its reply to the ABCP representatives last night. It accepts the pro- 

* Not printed.
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posal on principle with reservations which Ayala considers minor 

ones. 
WHEELER 

724.3415 /2984 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[Wasuineron,] February 28, 1933. 

Mr. Espil, the Argentine Ambassador, called and read me a strictly 

confidential cable from the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Argentina 

asking him to ask us whether the United States would join in with the 

neighboring Governments in trying to force an armistice on Bolivia 

and Paraguay. He said that Argentina would deal with Paraguay 

if we would deal with Bolivia. He suggested that we invoke the 

Kellogg Pact on Bolivia and also point out to Bolivia the “in- 

contestable value” of the aid which American bankers might lend to 

Bolivia. 

I told Mr. Espil that as the United States had been acting in this 

matter with the other neutral countries we would want to act only 

in conjunction with our neutral colleagues. Secondly, I pointed 

out that Bolivia is not a party to the Kellogg Pact, and thirdly, that 

despite charges to the contrary, this Government does not practice 

economic imperialism such as is envisaged by the mention of aid from 

American bankers. Fourthly, I pointed out that to mention any aid 

the bankers might give, might be looked upon as holding out some 

hope to Bolivia of financial assistance from American bankers, whereas 

this Government has no control over private bankers and does not ask 

them to make loans to foreign Governments. Furthermore, as he well 

knew, there is no chance whatsoever of Bolivia, or any other South 

American Government, getting a loan in this market for many years 

to come. 
I also told Mr. Espil that this appeared to be a suggestion outside of 

the proposal which had been made to Bolivia and Paraguay by the four 

neighboring countries on the basis of the Mendoza conversation and 

that I thought it only fogged the issue to have too many proposals 

before the two contending countries. I told him quite frankly that 

I thought the best hope of success was to concentrate on their recent 

proposal, which I understood had been accepted in principle by 

Bolivia, and that the Paraguayan President at least seemed favorably 

disposed toward it although he thought he might have some difficulty 

with the General Staff regarding the concentration of Bolivian forces 

at Ballivian but he had promised to use his best endeavors to overcome 

® Treaty for the Renunciation of War, signed at Paris, August 27, 1928, Foreign 

Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 153.
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this opposition. I said I thought they had best concentrate along that 
line. I added that if his Government was contemplating bringing 
about an armistice through bringing pressure to bear I did not know 
of any pressure that could be brought on those countries by any other 
countries than the four which border thereon. 

Mr. Espil said that he agreed with me and that he would answer 
in that sense. He said he thought my suggestion of concentrating on 
the Mendoza formula was a very good one. 

Francis] W[urre] 

%24.8415/2909 : Telegram 

Lhe Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, February 28, 19383—5 p. m. 
[Received 5:15 p. m.] 

16. The Chilean Minister here has been informed by his Govern- 
ment that Paraguay has accepted the proposal of the neighboring 
countries with only slight modifications and has suspended considera- 
tion of the Executive’s proposal to declare war on Bolivia. In view 
of the Paraguayan acceptance the Chilean Minister has been in- 
structed to urge prompt acceptance of the proposal by Bolivia. 

I gather from extra-official conversations here that Bolivia will not 
accept withdrawal and demobilization of troops and will insist upon 
exact delimitation of arbitral zone. 

FEELY 

724.8415/2914 : Telegram 

The Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asuncion, March 1, 1983—noon. 
[Received 4:18 p. m.] 

29. My telegram No. 28, February 28,1 p.m. Paraguay’s repre- 
sentatives [reservations?] in answer to the proposal were: 

1. If Paraguay retires to the river she will be out of the Chaco while 
if Bolivia retains a concentration at Ballivian she will be well within 
the territory and at a point which will constitute a continual threat 
to the Mennonite Colony, et cetera. On a peace footing it would be 
possible for Bolivia to maintain there from 3000 to 4000 men which 
would necessitate Paraguay’s keeping a like force at Puerto Casado. 
This Government asks therefore that Villa Montes on the western edge 
of the Chaco be substituted for Ballivian. 

2. As regards peace footing Paraguay asks that the minimum num- 
ber of troops permitted to each country be decided upon by a neutral 
expert.
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3. Paraguay desires a committee of investigation which shall de- 
termine the responsibility for the present hostilities. 

Three would not be pressed if Bolivia declines to favor it. The 
President declared to me this morning that he will not permit further 
lengthy negotiations, which have the effect of slowing the fighting at 
the front, and that if nothing acceptable emerges within a short time 
this country will break off with the neighbor powers and plunge into 
a fight to a finish. 

WHEELER 

724.3415/2915 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, March 1, 1983—6 p. m. 
[ Received 6: 80 p. m.]| 

18. Bolivia accepts in principle the idea of ending the conflict and 
suggests the following conditions of settlement: 

1. All previous diplomatic acts and projects are null and shall not 
influence the award. 

2. The question shall be settled by arbitration in accordance with 
the principles of the August 3d declaration © and the award shall 
apply the principle of the uti possedetis juris of 1810. 

3. The territory shall be adjudicated to the party having the best 
titles, acts of force and of occupation being without value. The award 
cannot anticipate the establishment of compensations nor arrange- 
ments by equity. 

4, The Hayes Award Zone® to be included in the arbitral 
territory. 

5. Territory to be arbitrated shall be bounded by the two rivers, 
parallel 21, and meridian 59°55’. 

When these points are agreed upon the details of the armistice, of 
the arbitral tribunal, the exchange of prisoners, et cetera, shall be 
considered. 

The Bolivian attitude toward these latter points is as follows: rejects 
Ballivian-Robore line and suggests instead the positions held when 
hostilities cease. 

The questions to be submitted to arbitration shall be determined by 
the Presidents of the Supreme Courts of the American nations who 
shall be also legal arbitrators as to questions impossible of settlement 
by direct understanding. 

A special organism to be set up by the Governments of Bolivia and 
Paraguay sitting in Rio de Janeiro or Lima would keep the interested 

© Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, p. 159. 
“ Hayes Award, November 12, 1878; see Foreign Relations, 1878, p. 711.
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governments in touch with the Presidents of the Supreme Courts 

through the respective Ministries of Foreign Affairs and the computa- 

tion of the opinions and the proclamation of the results, would be 

confided to the Supreme Court of the United States. 

Three [Zhe?] prisoners to be delivered within 20 days after the 

armistice at neutral points. 
If the exploratory efforts indicate the possibility of an understand- 

ing, Bolivia will accept the good offices of the four countries in joint 
action with the neutrals. 

FREELY 

724.8415 /2952 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

No. 549 La Paz, March 1, 1938. 
[Received March 16. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to confirm my telegram No. 18 of March 1, 
1933, 6 p. m., and to transmit herewith a translation of the text of the 
Bolivian reply, dated February 28, to the project of a proposal for the 
settlement of the Chaco Dispute, agreed upon at the Mendoza Confer- 
ence, and submitted to the Bolivian Government on February 25 
jointly by the Argentine, Brazilian, Chilean and Peruvian Ministers 
in La Paz. Enclosure No. 1. 

The Bolivian Foreign Office on the same day issued a communiqué, 
stating that Bolivia accepted in principle the new suggestions intended 
to bring about a peaceful solution of the Chaco question, but without 
making public the details of the proposal nor of the Bolivian reply, 
the negotiations being considered of a confidential nature. Hnclosure 
No. 2. 

The Legation’s comments on the Bolivian reply will be contained in 

a later despatch. 
The Argentine, Brazilian and Chilean Ministers are optimistic as 

to the outcome and feel that the beginning of an understanding be- 
tween the two belligerents may now be reached, in spite of Bolivia’s 
major reservations, viz as to the withdrawal of troops and the delimita- 
tion of the arbitral zone. The Peruvian Minister is not so optimistic, 
and is of the opinion that these reservations will not be acceptable to 
Paraguay, and that the Bolivian policy is to delay the negotiations 
until a military success in the Chaco can be achieved. 

The Bolivian reply was given to me by the Minister of Foreign 

Affairs and is to be considered confidential until it is released by the 
four neighboring countries. It is the first instance since the beginning 

of the diplomatic negotiations following the outbreak of hostilities in 

“Not printed.
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July, 1932, in which the Bolivian Government has put forward a 
concrete proposal for the settlement of the dispute. 

Respectfully yours, Epwarp F. Ferry 

[ Enclosure—Translation ]. 

The Bolivian Minister for Foreign Affairs (Canelas) to the Ministers 
of Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and Peru in Bolwia 

La Paz, February 28, 1933. 

MEMoRANDUM | 

The Bolivian Government has had the honor to receive on Febru- 
ary 25, the confidential project of a proposal which has been pre- 
sented to it in the name of the Governments of Argentina, Brazil, 
Chile, and Pertii for the purpose of establishing the bases for a 
pacific settlement of the Chaco question. 

The Bolivian Government has stated on various occasions, and 
now has the pleasure of reiterating, its favorable inclination to ac- 
cept friendly initiatives directed towards establishing peace and 
of seeking a just and permanent settlement of the territorial con- 
troversy which exists between Bolivia and Paraguay, making of 
record in each instance the advantage of having these suggestions con- 
certed in conjunction with the Commission of Neutrals in Washing- 
ton, which has for some time past been following the course of the 
conflict, and whose efforts in favor of peace have reflected with con- 
tinuing good will, the state of mind of the continent with relation 
thereto. For these reasons, the Bolivian Government notes with 
pleasure that the Governments of Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Pert 
have also been pleased to invoke the auspices of that Commission 
for the new conditions of peace which they are engaged in 
formulating. 

The Bolivian Government honors the noble purposes of the Gov- 
ernments of Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Pert, and has studied with 
the attention that it deserves, the important document which has 
been submitted to its consideration in a confidential way. After 
accepting, in principle, as it has consistently done in previous in- 
stances, the generous idea of putting an end to the bloody struggle 
which has arisen because of the incessant advances that Paraguay 
has been carrying on in the Bolivian territory of the Chaco, and 
in its desire to cooperate, on its part, in the reestablishment of peace, 
the Bolivian Government takes the liberty of formulating the fol- 
lowing conditions for a settlement, which were already mentioned, 
although briefly, by the President of Bolivia in an extra official 
conversation with the Argentine Minister some weeks ago.
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1. All diplomatic projects and acts entered into prior to this 
agreement are considered to be non-existent, and shall not influence 
the arbitral decision. 

2. ‘The question shall be defined by the arbitration, in accordance 
with the principles proclaimed by the majority of the American 
nations in the declaration of August 3, 1932; that is to say, in the 
sense that neither force nor occupation constitute titles to terri- 
torial sovereignty. In a positive way, the arbitral award shall apply 
the principle of the uti possidetis juris of 1810. 

3. The territory in question shall be adjudicated in the arbitra- 
tion to the party who may have the better titles (thereto), denying, 
as has been said, any value to acts of force and of occupation. The 
award shall not anticipate the establishment of compensations or 
settlements in equity, without the consent of the parties. 

4. The territory awarded by President Hayes shall be comprised 
in the territory subject to arbitration. | 

5. The territory to be submitted to arbitration shall be bounded 
on the East by the Paraguay River; on the South by the Pilcomayo 
River; on the North by Parallel 21; and on the West by Meridian 
59 Degrees, 55 minutes West of Greenwich. 

As soon as an agreement has been reached as to the points above 
set forth, which, as may easily be seen, are strictly intended to seek a 
solution based on justice, which is the only guarantee of international 
peace, consideration would then be given to the questions emerging 
therefrom, such, for example, as those which have to do with the 
details of the armistice, the entity that will be charged with the arbitral 
proceedings and the manner of its realization, the exchange of pris- 
oners, etc. 

In order to facilitate their compliance with the lofty mission which 
the Governments of Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Pert have taken upon 
themselves, the Bolivian Government takes the liberty of expressing 
its opinion as to these questions, as follows: 

1. In reference to the cessation of hostilities and the withdrawal of 
the armed forces, the Ballivian-Robore line, indicated in the Mendoza 
agreement, is disadvantageous and unacceptable to Bolivia, for reasons 
which will be made known opportunely if the occasion arises. In 
this respect, Bolivia reiterates the opinion, already expressed on pre- 
vious occasions, that the armistice should be concerted in such a way 
that each of the parties shall hold the positions in which he finds him- 
self when firing ceases. 

2. The problem of the Chaco, in the course of time and because of 
facts which are of international knowledge, has reached a state of 
grave importance which profoundly affects the national sentiments 
of the two peoples. In order that the solution may carry with it the 
stamp of unassailable authority, it seems necessary to have recourse 
to some form of continental justice. Bolivia would therefore propose 
that the question or questions to be submitted to the arbitral decision 
should be decided by the vote of the Presidents of the Supreme Courts 
of Justice of all the American States, who would be consulted, as legal
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arbitrators, in order to hand down opinions as to the concrete questions 
that may arise in the course of the negotiations for peace, and which 
cannot be settled by direct understanding between the parties. 

A special organism, set up by the Governments of Bolivia and 
Paraguay, sitting in Rio de Janeiro or Lima, would be charged with 
keeping the interested governments in contact, through the medium 
of the respective werelga Offices (Bolivian and Paraguayan), with 
the Presidents of the Supreme Courts of Justice of the American 
States, the computation of the opinions expressed, and the proclama- 
tion of the results to be confided to the President of the Supreme 
Court of Justice of the United States. 

3. Within 20 days following the cessation of hostilities, the Govern- 
ments of Bolivia and Paraguay would deliver at neutral cities or 
points, to be designated opportunely, the prisoners held by each of 
them. 

If the confidential explorations now being carried out by the Gov- 
ernments of Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Pert indicate the possibility 
of a beginning of an understanding as to the points which with sin- 
cerity and loyal intentions have been set forth above, the Government 
of Bolivia will be honored to accept the friendly good offices which the 
said governments are pleased to announce, in joint action with the 
Washington Commission of Neutrals. 

724.8415 /2923 : Telegram 

The Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asuncion, March 3, 1933—8 p. m. 
[Received 10:30 p. m.] 

31. My telegram No. 25, February 21, 11 p. m. [a@. m.] The Senate 
this afternoon gave its authorization to the Executive to declare war 
on Bolivia. 

WHEELER 

724.3415 /2927 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Culbertson) to the Secretary of State 

Santraco, March 6, 1933—6 p. m. 
[Received 6:10 p. m.] 

41. My telegram No. 38, March 3, noon. This afternoon the 
Chilean and Argentine Foreign Ministers agreed that tomorrow they 
will transmit to the neutrals, with some expression of pessimism, the 
Paraguayan and Bolivian replies. Bolivia’s fifth point which limits 
the scope of the arbitration is considered the most serious obstacle. In 
view of the fact that both countries have accepted arbitration in prin- 

* Not printed.
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ciple the support of the neutrals will be requested in an effort to per- 
suade Bolivia and Paraguay to declare immediately an armistice 
and to retire their forces to the lines referred to in the original proposal. 

CULBERTSON 

724.3415 /2932 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, March 8, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received 5:35 p. m.] 

19. The Chilean Government is bringing pressure to bear on Bolivia 
to omit point 5 of Bolivia’s reply to the recent proposal. The Bolivian 
Government has thus far refused to consider any change in its attitude 
with respect to the delimitation of the arbitral zone, and is not en- 
tirely satisfied with the manner in which the negotiations are being 
conducted. 

FEELY 

724.3415/2933 : Telegram 

The Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asunct6n, March 8, 1933—7 p. m. 
[Received 8 p. m.] 

33. Today Ayala telegraphed the President of Peru that this Gov- 
ernment views with concern the possibility of Peru’s permitting the 
transit through Mollendo of war materials destined for Bolivia. 

WHEELER 

724.8415 /8024 | 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 
(White) 

[Wasuineton,] March 9, 1933. 

The Argentine Ambassador called and said that he expected to be 
instructed shortly to take up with the Neutral Commission the ques- 
tion of whether we would support a move for an armistice in the 
Chaco matter. I told Mr. Espil that I could not speak for my Neutral 
Colleagues but that I, personally, was willing to do everything we 
properly could to bring about a cessation of fighting in the Chaco. I 
pointed out that the Neutral Commission had made such a suggestion 
early last summer and, while the proposal had been accepted by 
Bolivia, it had been rejected by Paraguay. I inquired whether he had 
any information to indicate that Paraguay would be apt to be more 
ready to fall in with such a plan now and he said that he did not. 

F [rancis| W[urre]
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724,3415/2940: Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, March 9, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received 5:10 p. m.] 

20. Referring to my telegram No. 19 of March 8, 5 p. m., the Min- 
ister of Foreign Affairs informed me today that Bolivia had replied 
refusing to consider the deletion of point 5 and suggesting that in fu- 
ture the negotiations be conducted jointly by all four countries and 
not individually. 

He also informed me that the transit of arms via Arica was not 
being hindered by the Chilean Government. 

FEELy 

724.8415 /3025 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 
(White) 

[ Wasuineton,| March 10, 19383. 

Mr. Finot called and left with me a copy of the Bolivian reply of 
March 2 to the neighboring countries. He also left a confidential 
memorandum * regarding the modifications proposed by the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs of Chile to the Bolivian counter proposal. 

The Minister told me that Bolivia was not at all pleased with the 
attitude of Argentina and Chile in the matter. He said that Bolivia 
feels that Argentina is frankly hostile to Bolivia and that Chile is 
trying to get Bolivia under her tutelage. 

Bolivia insists that she should know the Paraguayan counter pro- 
posal before any new project is advanced and that any new project 
should be advanced by Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Peru in unison. 
Bolivia does not want to negotiate with each one of the neighboring 
countries separately over possibly four different sets of plans. 

The Minister added that Bolivia insists that the Neutrals be kept 
advised of the negotiations and has insisted that unless the neighbor- 
ing countries do so Bolivia will advise the Neutrals herself. He said 
it was for that reason that he was leaving me, under instructions of his 
Government, these two very confidential memoranda. 

I asked the Minister whether he was leaving these with me for my 
own personal information or for the information of the Neutral 
Commission. He said that as far as he was concerned he did not care 
one way or the other. He thought that if I gave the information to 
the Neutral Commission perhaps it would get out and be made pub- 
lic and that then Argentina and some of the other neighboring coun- 

“Not printed.
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tries might charge that this Government was trying to block their 
efforts by having the information published. He did not know just 
what the policy of this Government would be in that connection and 
therefore left the matter entirely to my discretion. I told the Min- 
ister that I would consider the memoranda as confidential for my own 
personal information only unless and until the Bolivian Government 
should present this information to me for the Neutral Commission, in 
which case of course I would have no alternative but to transmit it 
to my Neutral colleagues. 

F[rancis| W[urrs| 

{[Annex—Translation® ] 

Reply of the Government of Bolivia to the Proposal Made by the 
Governments of Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and Peru for Settling the 
Chaco Question 

La Paz, March 2, 19388. 

The Government of Bolivia is pleased because the proposal of the 
ABCP seeks the auspices of the Commission of Neutrals of Washing- 
ton and it sets forth the following bases. 

In accepting in principle the suggestion in favor of the peace 
which the proposal of the ABCP contains Bolivia states: 

First. All previous drafts and diplomatic acts shall be considered 
non-existent and shall not influence the arbitral decision. 

Second. The question shall be settled by arbitration in accordance 
with the principles proclaimed by the American nations on August 3 
of last year, that is to say, by establishing that neither force nor occu- 
pation constitute titles to territorial sovereignty. The arbitral award 
shall apply the principle of the uti possidetis juris of 1810. 

Third. The territory in dispute shall be awarded to the party 
which has the better titles. The award shall not, without the consent 
of the parties, establish compensations nor arrangements to title in 
equity. 
"F ourth. The zone awarded by President Hayes shall be included 

in the arbitrable territory. 
Fifth. The arbitrable territory shall be bounded as follows: on the 

east, by the Paraguay River; on the south, by the Pilcomayo River; 
on the north, by the 2ist parallel, and on west by meridian 59°55’ 
west of Greenwich. 

When the agreement in the foregoing points is reached, the con- 
tingent questions shall be considered, concerning which the Govern- 
ment of Bolivia advances: ist. The withdrawal of the forces to the 
Balliviin-Roboré line as indicated by the Act of Mendoza, is an im- 
pediment (¢nconveniente) and is unacceptable to Bolivia. Bolivia 

* Translation supplied by the editors.
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reiterates its view that each party should remain in the positions oc- 
cupied at the time of the suspension of hostilities. 2nd. In order 
that the solution may be endowed with high authority, Bolivia sug- 
gests the employment of continental justice. The question or ques- 
tions to be submitted to arbitration shall be determined by the vote of 
the Presidents of the Supreme Court of Justice of all the states of 
America, who would be consulted on the differences which may arise 
in the course of the peace negotiations. A special organism, con- 
stituted in Rio de Janeiro or Lima would be charged with placing the 
interested governments in contact with the Presidents of the Supreme 
Courts. The computation of the opinions and the proclamation of 
the results would be entrusted to the Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Court of the United States of America. 8rd. Within twenty days 
following the cessation of hostilities the prisoners retained by both 
parties would be returned. 

724.8415 /2941 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Chile (Culbertson) to the Secretary of State 

Santraco, March 10, 1938—noon. 
[Received 12:30 p. m.] 

44, My telegram No. 41.% Bolivian Minister told Cruchaga yester- 
day under instructions from La Paz that his Government is not dis- 
posed to modify in any way conditions laid down in its reply. Cru- 
chaga said that if this position was maintained in formal reply to the 
neutrals and to the neighboring states he would be ready to cooperate 
in some drastic measures to persuade Bolivia to accept arbitration 
presumably by embargoes. 

CULBERTSON 

724.3415/3026 

The Chief of the Division of Latin American Affairs (Wilson) to the 
Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals (White) 

[Wasutneron,| March 13, 1933. 

Mr. Wuire: After Mr. Finot’s conversation with Mr. Phillips this 
morning he mentioned to me the conversation he had had with you on 
March 10 when he had left with you for your own personal information 
two confidential memoranda, one being a copy of the Bolivian reply of 

March 2 to the neighboring countries, and the other regarding changes 
proposed by Cruchaga to Bolivia’s counter-proposal. 

* March 6, 6 p. m., p. 281. 

738036—50——24
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He showed me a cable just received from his Government requesting 
that the foregoing information be brought to the attention officially 
of the Neutral Commission. He asked if I would advise you, there- 
fore, as President of the Neutral Commission, that the Commission 
should be officially advised in the matter. 

| Epwin C. WILSON 

724.8415 /2974 

The Ambassador in Chile (Culbertson) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1405 Sant1aco, March 15, 1933. 
[Received March 23. ] 

Sir: Referring to my despatch No. 1887 of February 20, 1933, and 

to previous despatches on the controversy between Chile and Bolivia 

regarding an embargo on shipments of arms through Arica, I have the 
honor to report that Chile is now freely permitting the transshipment 
of armaments through Chilean territory to Bolivia. 

At the Foreign Office Sefior Nieto explained that this change was 

decided upon for reasons of policy and not because the Chilean Gov- 

ernment has in any way altered its position as to its rights to control 
shipments of arms to Bolivia under the 1904 Treaty.®® To quote Sefor 

Nieto “This reversal of position was due to Chile’s desire to avoid be- 

coming embroiled with Bolivia over the Chaco because of an arms 
embargo.” He went on to explain that the press and public opinion in 
Bolivia had become very embittered towards Chile and that they 
feared that the arms embargo if persisted in might provoke another 
Leticia incident. There was nothing, he said, to prevent a group of 
trouble-making Bolivians from coming down the railroad and taking 
one of the Chilean ports by surprise. I feel that this reason is a little 
far-fetched and that the true one is that Chile does not wish to bear 
alone the onus of an arms embargo. It may be also that trouble with 
Bolivia at this time would impair Chile’s effectiveness as a mediator 

in the Chaco dispute. 
I understand that the bulk of the arms arriving at Arica are from 

European sources although airplanes and airplane parts from the 

United States have been among recent consignments. 
Respectfully yours, W.S. CuLBertson 

| * Not printed. 
* Signed at Santiago, October 20, 1904, Foreign Relations, 1905, p. 104.
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724,3415/2956 : Telegram 

Lhe Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asunci6n, March 17, 1933—noon. 
[Received 4:40 p. m.] 

35. The President informs me that he has information that Peru has 
come to an agreement with Bolivia for the admission of Bolivian war 
materials at Mollendo in the event that Chile refuses them passage at 
Arica. This, together with a deepening doubt of the sincerity of 
Argentina and Chile, has destroyed Paraguay’s last hope of any favor- 
able outcome of the present negotiations. This Government has thus 
far refrained from making the declaration of a state of war at the 
urgence of the ABCP but she considers a state of war further pro- 
tracted and, while Bolivia increases her importation of supplies and 
equipment from Chile and Argentina, might be fatal to Paraguay and 
I anticipate that the declaration will be made early next week. 

WHEELER 

%24.3415/2957 : Telegram 

The Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asuncion, March 20, 1933—9 a. m. 
[Received 11:35 a. m.] 

36. Yesterday Uruguay inquired confidentially whether Paraguay 
would receive from that Government an independent proposal for an 

armistice the main features of which proposal were indicated. Ayala 
replied that Paraguay’s engagement with the ABCP would forbid its 
consideration at the present time. He tells me that the contemplated 
proposal was of such a character that he has no idea it could be made 
acceptable. Yesterday by instruction of their Governments the 

Chilean and Brazilian Ministers here appealed to him not to declare 
a state of war. He answered that in view of the continued passage of 
armament for Bolivia, Paraguay’s only recourse was to invoke the law 
of neutrality. 

WHEELER 

724.8415 /3051 

The Peruvian Ambassador (Freyre) to the Chairman of the 
Commission of Neutrals (White) 

[Translation] 

WasHiIneton, March 20, 1933. 

Mr. Prusippnt: With reference to the proposal of an armistice, be- 
tween Bolivia and Paraguay, which I have had the honor to sign



288 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV 

together with the representatives of Argentina, Brazil and Chile, I 
take the liberty of stating, pursuant to instructions from my Govern- 
ment, that the said armistice, in its opinion, should be effected, both 
parties maintaining their present respective positions, without their 
forces being obliged to withdraw. 

It is, therefore, with this reservation that I have signed the proposal 
referred to.” : 

I repeat [etc. | M. pe Freyre y 8. 

724.8415 /3051 

The Argentine, Brazilian, and Peruvian Ambassadors and the Chilean 
Chargé to the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals (White) 

[Translation ] 

Wasuineron, March 20, 1933. 

ExcreLLtency: Pursuant to instructions from our Governments, we 
have the pleasure of communicating, confidentially, to the Commission 
of Neutrals, the Act signed at Mendoza on the 2d of February of 
1933,—in which Act there is given the peace formula suggested by them 
to the Governments of Bolivia and Paraguay,—and the replies which 
the latter have made to the said proposal. 

We extend to Your Excellency [etc. ] 
M. pr Freyne ry S. 

Ambassador of Peru 
Frvive A. Esrrn 
Ambassador of Argentina 

R. pe Lima & Sibva 
Ambassador of Brazil 

B. Cowen 
Chargé d’ Affaires a. t. of Chile 

[Enclosure 1—Translation ] 

Act of Mendoza Signed February 2, 1933 

Act 

Having met at the City of Mendoza, on the first and second days of 
February of one thousand nine hundred thirty and three, Their Ex- 
cellencies the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the Argentine Republic 
and of the Republic of Chile, Dr. Carlos Saavedra Lamas and Mr. 
Miguel Cruchaga Tocornal, for the purpose of considering various 
matters of common interest which pertain to continental solidarity, 

© Infra.
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in accordance with the spirit of frank harmony and of cordial coopera- 
tion which unite the respective peoples and governments, and, among 
the said matters, the present situation of the deplorable armed con- 
flict dividing the sister peoples of Bolivia and Paraguay and the prob- 
lems thereby posed before the other countries, especially the countries 
which are limitrophe neighbors, 

AND CONSIDERING: 

First. That a last effort should be made to put an end to the lamen- 
table state of affairs which exists in the Chaco Boreal, which de facto 
constitutes a war although war has not been formally declared ; 

Second. That the other countries, especially the limitrophe neigh- 
bors, cannot contemplate that situation passively, which situation, 
besides signifying a lamentable retrogression, from the standpoint of 
the moral and material guarantees with which the American Conti- 
nent has heightened its civilizing work, is also a source likely to origi- 
nate, unfortunately, diplomatic difficulties of a delicate character, in 
view of the peculiar position in which the contending countries have 
placed themselves; 

Third. That in order to solve that conflict in a manner acceptable 
to both parties the friendly mediation authorized by the first Hague 
Convention of 1907,” for the pacific solution of international conflicts 
is advisable ; 

Fourth. That for such purpose there should be held particularly 
in mind the lessons which flow from the continuous efforts previously 
made, with the most laudable purpose, by the Commission of Neutrals, 
as well as by other countries and international entities, and among 
these, because of its recent date, the conclusions of the exploration 
carried out by the Government of the Argentine Republic before the 
Governments of Bolivia and of Paraguay as well as the draft formula 
suggested by the Government of the Republic of Chile; 

Fifth. That from the exploration of the Argentine Government, 
which is referred to, and from studies made by the Government of 
Chile, it appears that, in the present state of affairs which exist in the 
Chaco Boreal, a solution on the following essential bases would be 
viable for the purpose of reaching a solution of the conflict as soon as 
possible, without greater sacrifices of peace, which sacrifices are in- 
compatible with the sentiments of the continent: 

| a) 'To submit to an arbitration juris all and every one of the ques- 
tions which may be brought up for the definitive solution of the Chaco 
dispute. The arbitral tribunal would be constituted within the period 
of one month from the date of the formal proposal. The compromi3 
would be signed at an American capital; the tribunal would function 

” Foreign Relations, 1907, pt. 2, p. 1181. :
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in a second capital, and the arbitral award would be communicated to 
the parties in a third capital. If there should be difficulty regarding 
the determination of the litigated zone or the submittal of such point 
to arbitration, it would be suggested that an avis consultatif regarding 
it be requested from the Permanent Court of International Justice. 

6) The parties declare the hostilities terminated in this act. 
c) Both parties agree to withdraw their respective troops in such 

manner that Bolivia would concentrate them in two nuclei situated 
at Ballividn and Roboré and Paraguay, upon the Paraguay River. 

ad) The parties agree consequently to reduce their military effectives 
to the number which they had in time of peace and, therefore, agree to 
demobilization ; 

Sixth. That before formulating officially to the two contending 
countries the bases laid down in the fifth point, above, it is proper to 
submit them confidentially to the Governments of Bolivia and Para- 
guay, for the purpose of determining their viability without 
ambiguity ; 

Seventh. That the agreement signed at Buenos Aires on August 
sixth, one thousand nine hundred thirty and two,” between the Gov- 
ernments of Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Peru, is inspired in proposals 
which agree entirely with the foregoing points and its stipulations 
oblige the four countries referred to to act in common, in jointly offer- 
ing their friendly services to Bolivia and Paraguay. 

In VIEW OF ALL THE FOREGOING, the undersigned Ministers of For- 
eion Affairs agree upon the following :— 

First. To propose, confidentially, to the Governments of Brazil and 
of Peru, in view of their capacity as signatories of the Agreement of 
August sixth, one thousand nine hundred thirty and two, the formula 
laid down in point five of this Act, with the understanding that if the 
two Governments referred to should also consider them viable and 
appropriate to the purpose, as the Governments of Argentina and of 
Chile already considered them, the said formula shall be submitted 
in advance, as soon as possible and in the same confidential way, to 
the Governments of Bolivia and Paraguay, as the last effort which 
the four limitrophe countries are making as a measure of friendly 
mediation, for the purpose of advancing a peaceful and dignified 
solution, for both parties, of the armed conflict in which the said 
parties, unfortunately, find themselves involved. 

Second. If the Governments of Bolivia and Paraguay should give 
their agreement to the formula expressed, the four limitrophe coun- 
tries will then address themselves to the five countries constituting 
the Commission of Neutrals of Washington, to the end that the nine 
countries jointly present, in a formal manner, to the Governments of 

% Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, p. 168. |
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Bolivia and Paraguay, the formula of pacification expressed above, 
and at the same time invite the other countries of the continent to 
second them in such action. 

Third. In any case, it is understood that the Governments of the 
Argentine Republic, of Brazil, of Chile, and of Peru maintain and 
reafiirm the unity of views and action which found expression in the 
Agreement of August sixth, one thousand nine hundred thirty and 
two, whether as mediating countries or as neutral countries. 

Fourth. In consequence of the foregoing, the signatories resolve to 
communicate, immediately and simultaneously, copies of this Act to 
the Governments of Brazil and Peru, with the request that they ex- 
press to the senders their views on the subject. 

Fifth. They resolve, likewise, to communicate a copy of this Act to 
the Governments of Bolivia and of Paraguay when the moment arrives 
for the presentation to these two countries, by the four limitrophe 
countries, of the formula referred to in point one. In faith whereof, 
the undersigned subscribe this Act in two copies of the same tenor, 
drawn up at the City of Mendoza on the second of February, one 
thousand nine hundred thirty and three. 

Micuet Crucuaca 
Cartos SaavepRa Lamas 

[Enclosure 2—Translation ] 

Reply of Bolivia 

The reply to the A. B. C. and Peru, expresses pleasure that the pro- 
posal will seek the sponsorship of the Commission of Neutrals of 
Washington and indicates the following bases, accepting, in principle, 
the suggestion of peace. 

1) All previous drafts (proyectos)* and diplomatic acts are con- 
sidered non-existent, not influencing the arbitral decision. 

2) The question shall be settled (defintda) by arbitration, in ac- 
cordance with the principles proclaimed by the ‘American nations, on 
August 3, 1932; that is to say: that neither force nor occupation con- 
stitute titles to territorial sovereignty. ‘The arbitral decision shall 
apply the principle of uti possidetis juris of 1810. 

8) The territory shall be adjudicated to the party having the best 
titles. The award shall not, without the consent of the parties, estab- 
lish compensations nor arrangements as a matter of equity. 

4) The zone awarded by President Hayes” is included in the 
arbitrable territory. 

* Translator’s footnote: The translator assumes that this word refers especi- 
ally to the various unperfected agreements on the Chaco question, but it is possi- 
ble that the word is used in a broader sense, including all plans or projects rela- 
tive to the question. 

™ Hayes Award, November 12, 1878; Foreign Relations, 1878, p. 711.
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5) The arbitrable territory is delimited [as follows]: on the east 

by the River Paraguay, on the south by the River Pilcomayo, on 

the north by parallel 21°, and on the west by meridian 59°55’ West 

Greenwich. 

When the agreement on the foregoing points is reached, the contin- 

gent questions will be considered, concerning which questions we 

announce: 

a) The withdrawal of the forces to the line Ballivian-Roboré, which 

is indicated by the Act of Mendoza, is inappropriate and unacceptable 

for Bolivia. We add that Bolivia reaffirms the view that each party 

should remain in the positions occupied at the time of the cessation of 
fire. 

b) In order that the solution may carry high authority, we suggest 

continental justice. Question or questions to be submitted to arbitra- 

tion, to be settled by vote of the Presidents [i. e., Chief Justices] of 

the Supreme Courts of Justice of all the States of America, which 

would be consulted on the differences which may arise in the course of 

the negotiations of peace. A special organism, constituted at Rio de 

Janeiro or Lima, would undertake placing the interested Governments 

in communication with the Presidents of the Supreme Courts. The 

counting (compuitacion) + of the opinions expressed and the proclama- 
tion of the results would be entrusted to the President of the 
[sic] * Federal Court of the United States of America; 

c) Within twenty days following the moment of the cessation of 
hostilities, the prisoners would be returned. 

[Enclosure 3—Translation] 

Reply of Paraguay 

The bases proposed, of arbitration, demilitarization, and reduction 

of armies are accepted by Paraguay with the modifications and addi- 

tions stated below: | 

First: That the words “zone in litigation” (zona litigzosa) be re- 
placed by the expression “specific subject of the controversy” (materia 
especifica de la controversia) ; 
pecond : That the Bolivian troops withdraw to Villa Montes and 

oboré; 
Third: That the military effectives be reduced to the minimum re- 

quired by the internal security of each State, for the term of five years; 
Fourth: That an investigation, of an international character, be 

proceeded to for the purpose of determining the aggressor and his 
responsibility. 

™ Brackets appear in the file translation. 
+ The translator realizes that this is an unusual word to use in this connection, . 

but apparently it is the word intended. [Translator’s footnote. ] 
% 4. @,, the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of the United States.
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724.3415/3051 

The Argentine, Brazilian, and Peruvian Ambassadors and the Chilean 
Chargé to the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals (White) 

{Translation ] 

Wasuineton, March 20, 1938. 

E:xceLLency: We have had the pleasure, in a note of today’s date, 
to advise the Commission of Neutrals that Bolivia and Paraguay have 
agreed to accept, in principle, the formula of arrangement sponsored 
by our Governments, the text of which formula is laid down in the 
Act of Mendoza. 

In view of so favorable a reception, our Governments believe that the 
subsequent negotiations for peace might be better directed if the con- 
sent of Bolivia and Paraguay should be obtained for an immediate, 
absolute cessation of hostilities for sixty days, through an agreement 
the details of which would be decided upon in a rapid exchange of 
ideas between the Parties and the limitrophe countries. 

In accordance with the proposal of maintaining its attitude in soli- 
darity with the Commission of Neutrals, our Governments trust that 
on being informed of the present status of the efforts for conciliation, 
the Commission likewise may consider that the moment has come to 
undertake, with the four limitrophe countries, immediate negotiations 
with Bolivia and Paraguay for the purpose of obtaining the cessation, 
so greatly desired, of hostilities, and we have been requested to ask, 
to this end, the cooperation of the Commission of Neutrals. 
We express [etc. ] 

M. pr Freynre ry S. 
Ambassador of Peru 

 Feures A. Espr. 
Ambassador of Argentina 

R. pe Lima & SILva 
Ambassador of Brazil 

B, CoHEeNn 
| Chargé @Affaires a. 4. of Chile 

724.8415/2965 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) 7 

Wasuinetron, March 22, 19383—2 p. m. 

9. Neutral Commission has been requested by the representatives 
of the neighbors to join in immediate representations to Bolivia and 
Paraguay to bring about cessation of hostilities. They state that Bo- 

“ The same, March 22, 2 p. m., to the Minister in Bolivia as telegram No. 6.
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livia and Paraguay have accepted in principle the Mendoza formula 

and in view thereof they believe that further peace negotiations can 

be better carried out if they could obtain the consent of Bolivia and 

Paraguay for the immediate cessation of hostilities for 60 days. Peru- 

vian Ambassador makes the reservation that the armistice should be 

on the basis that both parties will maintain their actual respective 

positions without their forces being obliged to withdraw. 

Please cable as soon as possible views of Government to which you 

are accredited regarding this matter. 
Ho. 

724.3415/2966 : Telegram 

The Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asuncion, March 22, 1933—10 p. m. 
[Received March 23—12: 20 a. m.] 

37. Your telegram No. 9, March 22, 2 p.m. I have just seen the 

President. This Government’s determination to agree to no armistice 

based on present positions I believe to be unalterable. It is his con- 

viction that Peru’s reservation ™ is made in Bolivia’s interest, the 

latter’s troops being in a serious position on half rations and dependent 

on planes for further provisions. The proposed period of 60 days he 

understands would be used by Bolivia only to fill her present shortage 

of stores and ammunition and at its close she would resume her mili- 

tary campaign. Paraguay would gladly accept an immediate cessa- 

tion of hostilities for any period whatsoever but only with the guaran- 

tee of security provided by a proper mutual retirement. 

I am of the opinion that if the Mendoza formula of retirement were 

accepted by Bolivia, Ayala would press it with the General Staff and 

at this time it seems likely that he could force the latter’s agreement 

thereto. 
WHEELER 

724.3415 /2967 : Telegram | 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, March 23, 1933—11 a. m. 
[Received 11: 35 a. m.] 

93. There is every indication that the Bolivian Government will not 
accept a suspension of hostilities, even on the basis of positions actually 

held, unless and until a prior agreement has been made for the settle- 

ment of the fundamental question. 

7 See note of March 20 from the Peruvian Ambassador to the Chairman of the 
Commission of Neutrals, p. 287.
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Recent military successes and the acquiescence of Chile in the free 
transit of arms via Arica have greatly strengthened Bolivian con- 
fidence in a successful issue of the military campaign. 

F'ErLy 

724.8415 /8051 

Lhe Commission of Neutrals to the Argentine, Brazilian, and Peruvian 
Ambassadors and the Chilean Chargé 

{Translation ] 

Wasuineton, March 23, 1933. 
GrNnTLEMEN: The Commission of Neutrals accept receipt, with 

pleasure, of the note of Your Excellencies, dated the 20th instant, re- 
questing the cooperation of the Commission for the purpose of under- 
taking immediate negotiations with Bolivia and Paraguay to the end 
of obtaining the cessation, so much desired, of hostilities for sixty days. 
The Commission of Neutrals, unanimously, has decided that it be 
stated to Your Excellencies that it supports, cordially and decidedly, 
your interesting proposal and that Your Governments can so state to 
the Governments of Bolivia and Paraguay, in arranging the agree- 
ment of absolute cessation of hostilities, the details of which, as Your 
Excellencies state, will be decided in a rapid exchange of ideas between 
the parties and the limitrophe countries. 

We greet [etc.] 

Francis Wuire . 
President of the Commission 

of Neutrals 
O. B. Crnras 
Ambassador of Cuba 

J. VARELA 
Minister of Uruguay 

Frernanvo GonzAtxez Roa 
Ambassador of Meaico 

Fazio Lozano T. 
Minister of Colombia 

724.3415/2976 : Telegram 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) 

Wasuineton, March 27, 1933—1 p. m. 
10. Your 38, March 25, noon.”* The representatives of Argentina, 

Brazil, Chile and Peru, on March 20th in writing advised the Neutral 

™ Not printed. |



296 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV 

Commission of the Mendoza formula and of the replies of Bolivia 

and Paraguay accepting this formula “in principle.” Their note 

continues that in view of this favorable reception given the proposal 

those Governments felt that the future peaceful negotiations could 

be better carried out if Bolivia and Paraguay should consent to an 

: immediate absolute cessation of hostilities for 60 days, “by means of a 

convention whose details would be decided upon in a rapid exchange 

of ideas between the parties and the neighboring countries”. They 

requested the Neutrals to make immediate representation to Bolivia 

and Paraguay to bring about the cessation of hostilities. 

As the Neutral Commission obviously could not take the position 

of opposing an armistice or any other peaceful settlement, and not 

wanting to make direct representations to the two countries in view 

of your No. 37 of March 22, 10 a. m. [p. m.?], and similar reports from 

Bolivia, it merely acknowledged receipt on the 23d instant of the 

above mentioned note and stated that the Neutral Commission had 

determined unanimously to support in a cordial and decided manner 

the interesting proposition of the neighbors and that the four neigh- 

boring Governments could so state to the Governments of Bolivia and 

Paraguay “upon drawing up the convention for the absolute cessation 

of hostilities whose details as stated by Your Excellencies will be 

decided upon in a rapid exchange of ideas between the parties and 

the neighboring countries”. That is all that the Neutral Commission 

has done or proposes at this time to do. The text of the notes were 

given out here but no other public statement was made. When the 

representatives of Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Peru presented their 

note on March 20th, the Peruvian Ambassador presented a separate 

note stating that in signing the collective note he wanted to make it 

clear that his Government felt that the armistice should be carried out 

on the basis that both parties would maintain their actual respective 

positions without their forces being obliged to withdraw. This is 

undoubtedly the cause of the press reports you mention. You will 

note that the suggestion comes however from the Peruvian Govern- 

ment and not from the Neutral Commission. 

You are at liberty to make such use of the above as you consider 

most helpful. 
| HULL 

%724.3415/2983 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, March 30, 19883—noon. 
[Received 12:35 p. m.] 

25. In reply to a suggestion from the Chilean Government that 

Bolivia consent to leave the determination of the arbitral zone to an
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avis consultatif, the Bolivian Government on March 29 stated that such 
a method, because of the great delay it would involve, could only be 
accepted in case a direct agreement could not be arrived at as to the 
zone. 

For the Department’s confidential information. Finot cabled his 
Government on March 27 that in his opinion the Neutral Commission 
was not supporting activities of the neighboring countries with in- 
terest or enthusiasm and that the Commission would not be displeased 
if the present negotiations failed. 
| | FEELY 

724.3415/2983 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Bolivia (Feely) 

Wasuinerton, March 30, 1938—5 p. m. 

7. Your 25, March 30, noon, last paragraph. There is no justifica- 
tion for Finot’s statement. The Commission supported fully the 
suggestions of the neighboring countries for an armistice and would 
be very glad to see the efforts of the neighboring countries succeed 
in reestablishing peace and bringing about a settlement of the Chaco 

matter. 
Hou 

724.3415 /3027 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 
(White) 

[Wasuineron,] April 1, 1933. 

The Argentine Ambassador and the Chilean Chargé d’Affaires 
called and showed me telegrams from their Governments asking them 
to get the cooperation of the Neutrals in supporting the Mendoza 
formula. They wanted the support to be by joint action of the nine 
countries working together. The Argentine telegram indicated that 
there was not much hope of an armistice under present conditions. 

I told both gentlemen that I could not talk for the Neutral Commis- 
sion but only for myself. I had all along thought the Mendoza for- 
mula a good one and had thought it a mistake to complicate the situa- 
tion by making another suggestion while the Mendoza formula was 
pending, namely an armistice proposal. I said that the Mendoza 
formula is said to have been accepted in principle by both countries 
but that the reservations made indicate that there is little chance of 
its acceptance unless the two Governments change their points of view. 
1 said that I did not think that making the same proposal again by 
nine countries would in itself change the situation and we would
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waste a lot of influence which we would otherwise have in reserve to 
use On a more propitious occasion; that I was most anxious to see 
this matter settled and was thinking only of the practical way to do 
so. I told them I thought this could best be accomplished by sound- 
ing out in La Paz and Asuncion informally to see whether they would 
change their views. I said that I was perfectly willing to have the 
American Legations in La Paz and Asuncidn cooperate with the Min- 
isters of the neighboring powers in this work provided this met with 
the views of the Argentine and Chilean Governments. I said that 
we would have to send explicit instructions so that they would know 
what to work for. In Asuncién, the instructions should be to try to 
get Paraguay to withdraw her reservation demanding that Bolivia 
withdraw to Villa Montes and to accept Ballivian-Robore as sug- 
gested. Paraguay should be told that her other reservations would 
be considered when the arbitral compromis is drawn up. 

In La Paz the endeavors should be to have Bolivia withdraw its 
condition No. 5, delimiting the zone, and also Clause A rejecting the 
Ballivian-Robore withdrawal points. If this is done, then Bolivia 
should be told that her other reservations are matters to be consid- 
ered when the compromis is negotiated. 

I said that I considered it important to tell both parties exactly 
what we wanted them to accept and that their other conditions should 
be considered at the time the compromis is being negotiated or 
otherwise they might feel that we had tacitly accepted their other 
conditions which would make the negotiations more difficult. 

Both Mr. Espil and Mr. Cohen agreed with me and felt that my sug- 
gestion was the right way to deal with the matter. They said they 
would take the matter up with their Governments and would let me 
know the results. I told them that as soon as they do so I will be 
prepared to send instructions. 

F[rancis| W[ntre] 

724.8415 /3008 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[Wasuineton,] April 6, 1933. 

The Brazilian Ambassador called and said that his Government 
learned that the United States was willing to cooperate with the ABC 
Peru countries in the Chaco matter. I explained to him my conversa- 
tion with Mr. Espil and Mr. Cohen the other day and said that we 
were cooperating in preliminary explorations to see whether the res- 
ervations made by Bolivia and Paraguay could be modified, as it 
seemed futile for the nine Powers to make the same proposal over 
again unless the positions of Bolivia and Paraguay could be changed.
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I told the Ambassador that the United States was not breaking away 
from the Neutral Commission in any way whatsoever and that 1f we 
succeeded in changing the views of the two countries then the Neu- 
trals and the neighbors would act again. 

F[rancis| W[ arte] 

724.3415 /2996 : Telegram 

The Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asuncion, April 6, 19833—11 a. m. 
[Received 1:45 p. m.] 

41. I am privately informed that Espil has cabled his Foreign 
Office that “the Department of State with the neutrals will take a re- 
newed interest in the Chaco situation. The neutrals are disposed to 
adopt the Mendoza formula and it is expected that the Government 
will ask Paraguay and Bolivia to waive reservations and accept it”. 
Last night Ayala told me he believed he could swing the General 
Staff to agreement but in face of Kundt’s recent demand for a new 
army of 50,000 men he has no hope that Bolivia will accept. He has 
so far held back the declaration of a state of war at the instance of 
Cruchaga and Saavedra Lamas but in view of the great quantity of 
arms and ammunition now expected by Bolivia from Europe and the 
necessity of preventing its entry, if possible, he is averse to delaying the 

declaration beyond a few days longer irrespective of the progress of 

negotiations. 
WHEELER 

724.3415 /2996a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Bolivia (Feely) 

Wasuineron, April 6, 1933—1 p. m. 

8. Argentine and Chilean Governments have requested this Gov- 
ernment to cooperate with them in endeavoring to persuade Bolivia to 
withdraw its fifth reservation to the Mendoza formula delimiting the 
arbitrable territory and also to persuade Bolivia to accept retirement 
to Ballivian and Robore. You may join with your Argentine and 
Chilean colleagues in this endeavor. You should also endeavor to 
have Bolivia withhold pressing the other reservations and should 
make it clear that in limiting your request to acceptance of retirement 
to Ballivian and Robore and withdrawal of the condition regarding 
the limits of the arbitrable territory there is no acceptance even in prin- 
ciple of the other Bolivian reservations which should be reserved for 
discussion at the time negotiations for the arbitral compromis are 

undertaken. Cable results.
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If these negotiations are successful then the neighboring countries 
and the Neutrals will join in officially urging the Mendoza formula 
on both Bolivia and Paraguay. 

Hou 

724.8415/2996b : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) 

Wasurineton, April 6, 1933—1 p. m. 

11. Argentine and Chilean Governments have requested that this 
Government cooperate in endeavoring to have Paraguay accept the 
Mendoza formula. Please cooperate with your Argentine and Chilean 
colleagues in endeavoring to have the Paraguayan Government with- 
draw its second reservation to the Mendoza formula and agree that the 
Bolivian troops should retire to Ballivian and Robore. In other 
words, that Paraguay withdraw her requirement that Bolivian troops 
retire to Villa Montes. Also endeavor to have Paraguayan Govern- 
ment reserve its other three reservations for discussion when nego- 
tiations open for the arbitral compromis. It should of course be 
clearly understood that in asking the Paraguayan Government to 
withdraw its second reservation there is no acceptance even in prin- 
ciple of the other three Paraguayan reservations. These will be 
discussed in the negotiations for the compromis. Cable reply. 

If these negotiations are successful then the neighboring countries 
and the Neutrals will join in officially urging the Mendoza formula 
on both Bolivia and Paraguay. 

Hoi 

%724.3415/3001 : Telegram 

The Minster in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asunci6n, April 7, 19883—10 a. m. 
[Received 2:35 p. m.] 

42. Your telegram No. 11 of April 6,1 p.m. The President, after 
some consultation, authorizes me to assure you that while there will be 
opposition to overcome this Government will accede to the request in 
its entirety. Its reply to the formal proposal, however, will not be 
made without some delay from the conviction that apparent eagerness 
would be construed in La Paz as a sign of weakness and would stiffen 
Bolivian resistance to agreement. Neither my Argentine nor my 
Chilean colleague has as yet received any instruction from his Gov- 
ernment in the matter. 

WHEELER
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724.3415/2997 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolwia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, April 7, 1933—11 p. m. [a. m.?] 

| a [Received 11:15 a. m.] 

28. Referring to Department’s telegram 8, April 6,1 p. m. I 
feel it my duty before taking action to inform the Department that 
in my opinion Bolivia will not accept a withdrawal purely of her 
reservation as to the prior delimitation of the arbitral zone nor 
a retirement of troops to Ballivian and Robore although some con- 
crete suggestion for a modification of both reservations might have 
more favorable consideration. ) 

In the opinion of the Bolivian Government the negotiations under- 
' taken by the neighboring countries have been carried on in such 

an irregular way that any hope of a successful outcome has been 
seriously prejudiced if not eliminated and the absence of Brazil 
and Peru from the negotiations at this juncture serves to strengthen 
this conviction. 

Under these circumstances I feel that the result will be negative, 
but will follow the Department’s instructions unless contrary in- 
structions are received today. 

FEELY 

724.3415/2997 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Bolivia (Feely) 

Wasuineron, April 7, 1933—5 p. m. 

9. Your 28, April 7, 11a.m. As similar representations are being 
made to Paraguay to withdraw her reservations to the Mendoza 
formula, Department prefers to have you discuss this matter in 
accordance with its April 6, 1 p. m., in conjunction with the repre- 
sentatives of Argentina and Chile, and also Brazil and Peru if 
they are willing to join in. 

: Hon 

724.8415 /3003 : Telegram 

The Minster in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, April 9, 1938—7 p. m. 
| [Received 7:10 p. m.] 

29. Referring to Department’s telegram No. 8, April 6,1 p.m. I 
discussed a plan of action with the Brazilian and Chilean Ministers 
today. 

738086—50——25 OS
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The Chilean Minister has been instructed to delay action pending 

further instructions but stated that President of Bolivia had in- 

formed him on April 7th that Bolivia was open to suggestions as 

to the delimitation of the arbitral zone, such, for example, as to 
request a decision thereon from historical and geographical societies, 
provided military operations would not be affected in the interim. 

Brazilian Minister has been instructed to explore the possibility 
of having Bolivia withdraw point 5 of her reply, or to consider any 
position for the modification thereof, the Bolivian Government 
being of the opinion that each belligerent should be informed offi- _ 
cially of the other’s attitude as to the basic points of divergence. 

Argentine Minister’s instructions are to request the withdrawal of 
the two Bolivian reservations and to explore the possibility of modifi- 
cations thereon. 7 | 

It was decided to take no action until the Chilean Minister has re- 
ceived instructions and then to endeavor to take common action. 

I am of the opinion that the present negotiations will be fruitless 
unless all the mediating countries take identical action. i 

| FEELy 

724.3415/8005 : Telegram | 

The Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asunct6n, April 10, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received April 11—1: 10 a. m.] 

43. My telegram No. 42, April 7, 10 p.m. [a. m.] On April 8, my 
Brazilian colleague received instructions to make the representation 
“together with the Argentine and Chilean Ministers” and to take the 
initiative in the affair. The Argentine and Chilean Ministers also were 
on that date informed that I would join with them and with the 
Brazilian Minister in the prospective action. Last night the Argentine 
Minister sent me word that he had arranged a meeting within the hour 
with the Minister for Foreign Affairs at whose house we met and made 
the joint representation, my Brazilian colleague taking the lead. It 
appeared, however, at this meeting that the instructions received by 
my colleagues had either lacked clearness or had been in very general 
terms, the Argentine Minister appearing to be most hazy as to what 
his Government was pressing. The Chilean Minister later told me 
confidentially that he himself had not received any specific instruction 
but was so certain from previous correspondence of what Cruchaga 
desired that he had joined the representations without hesitation. As 
my personal understanding with the President was complete and satis- 
factory I stated merely that my instructions were to cooperate with
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my colleagues in behalf of the Mendoza formula. The Minister for 

Foreign Affairs replied that the matter would be considered by the 

Cabinet and a communication made to us as soon as practicable. After 

the meeting I went to the President’s house and gave him its details. 

He had already been informed that the conference had not shown com- 

plete unanimity and said that further consideration and postponement 

by the neighbor powers seems inevitable. I suggested that he ask that 

we four representatives confer with him today to see if the difficulty 

could not be ironed out without delay. The Argentine Minister, how- 

ever, sent word that he had suddenly been taken ill and could not take 

part. | 7 

This morning the President telegraphed me that he was not dis- 

posed to defer longer to the backing and filling of Brazil and Argen- 

tine and that a note was being sent me which was this Government’s 

separate reply to my own representation. I asked him to withhold it 

till I could speak with him and went to the Palace where I urged that 

it be made an identic note to all four representatives and that it be so 

couched as to cover the points of my representation without specifically 

referring to it. The result after a Cabinet meeting was an identic 

memorandum which has now been handed to me and to my three 

colleagues of which the following is a translation : 

“The Government of Paraguay, desirous of putting an end to the 

war, as soon as possible, in order to seek by appropriate means a legal 

solution of the conflict with Bolivia, declares that it agrees to the 

withdrawal of its second reservation to the formula of Mendoza, with 

the result that the Bolivian troops should retire to Ballivian and 

Robore. It likewise agrees that the other amendments and additions 

which it made in its answer of the 27th of February shall be the object 

of consideration later, upon the occasion of the negotiation of the 

arbitral compromis.” | 

... The Peruvian Minister has received no communication what- 

ever from his Government touching the matter. | 
WHEELER 

724.8415/3004 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

: La Paz, April 10, 19838—9 p. m. 

| [Received 11:13 p. m.] 

30. Referring to my telegram No. 29, April 9, 7p. m., and following 

a meeting with my three colleagues intended to coordinate the action 

of the four countries we carried out our instructions individually this 

afternoon on the basis of a friendly exploration as to possible modi- 

fications in the two principal Bolivian reservations with the following 

result : : | |
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The Minister of Foreign Affairs informed each of us individually 
that we might inform our Governments that the Bolivian Government 
while it would not withdraw its reservations on these points, officially 
announced that the delimitation of the arbitral zone as set forth in 
the Bolivian reply was not a condition sine gua non of further nego- 
tiations and that it was open to friendly suggestions as to modifica- 
tions thereof. | | | 

As to the withdrawal of troops the Minister of Foreign Affairs de- 
clared that this was a technical military matter of secondary con- 
sideration and that once an agreement had been reached as to the 
arbitral zone Bolivia would be willing to withdraw her troops even 
farther than the line proposed or even to consider partial demobiliza- 
tion. 

The Minister of Foreign Affairs in making these identical declara- 
tions to each of us, responded cordially to our representations and we 
were favorably impressed by his attitude. He stated that he was con- 
sidering the advisability of notifying each of the four Governments 
officially of these declarations. Peruvian Minister is without instruc- 
tions. 

FEELy 

724.8415 /3045 

Lhe Bolivian Minister (Finot) to the Secretary of State st 

(Translation ] 

| Mermorsannum 

In connection with certain steps which are being taken in order to 
obtain from Bolivia the withdrawal of the fifth clause of the memoran- 
dum in which she recently replied to the proposed arrangement which 
was submitted to her by the Governments of Argentina, Chile, Brazil, 
and Peru for a solution of the conflict which she is sustaining with 
Paraguay, the Minister of Bolivia at Washington wishes to inform the 
Department of State as to the reasons upon which his Government 
bases its maintenance of the points of view which, on this matter, I 
have invariably supported in the course of the negotiations to settle 
the Chaco dispute. The said fifth clause establishes the zone which 
Bolivia would be prepared to submit to arbitration and constitutes a 
specific basis upon which the negotiations looking to an arbitral agree- | 
ment may be developed. | | 
From the first moment of the present stage of the negotiations look- 

ing to peace, the Government of Bolivia has suggested the propriety of 

_™ Handed to the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals on April 11; trans- 
mitted to the Commission of Neutrals on April 23, at the request of Sr, Finot, (724.3415/3045a ) :



THE CHACO DISPUTE 305 

consulting Paraguay on the same point, in order to know her claims 
and to know whether it is possible to fix upon a reasonable basis for 
negotiations. Bolivia has gone ahead, for her part, and proposed 
this basis, in the desire that the friendly negotiations be guided in a 
practical and advantageous manner, facilitating action toward peace, 
which cannot be completed without a previous understanding on the 

manner of solving the territorial difference. 
Arbitration having been accepted by both sides as the only possible 

solution, the difficulty of determining the arbitrable zone is the stum- 
bling block in the way of reaching an understanding; and even though 
it is true that the viewpoints of Bolivia and Paraguay appear abso- 
lutely divergent and irreconcilable, it is the duty of those acting as 
mediators to ascertain which side is right—for one side must be, as in 
any human litigation—in order to induce the recalcitrant party to 
moderate its claims in order not to hinder a possible solution. 

Paraguay proceeds on the supposition that the Chaco is hers and 
admits of arbitration only for determining the limits of her right, 
or what is the same thing, considers the litigation as decided in her 
favor. Bolivia, on the other hand, although convinced that the ter- 
ritory in question belongs to her, is prepared to submit it to arbitra- 
tion with no other requisite than the indication of the extent thereof. 
This is the true situation of the parties, which the mediators are bound 
to examine carefully and to appreciate with an elevated and impartial 
judgment. 

The Paraguayan thesis consists in affirming that the Chaco dispute 
is not a “territorial” dispute, but a “boundary” dispute. It seems 
difficult at mere sight to discover the cause of such definition, as it 
should be understood that any boundary encloses or delimits terri- 
tories. Little by little as we go deeper into the purpose of this ten- 
dency which is as strange as it is obstinate, we can clearly note the 
motive on which it is based. If Paraguay admitted that the dispute 
is “territorial” as Bolivia submits it, alleging titles to the Chaco, there 
would be danger that a legal decision might deprive the former of 
the clandestine possession of the territories which she has held under 
the protection of a favorable geographic situation. If the dispute 
were one “of boundaries”, as Paraguay understands it, that is, limit- 

ing it to “determining the boundaries which in 1810 separated the 
Paraguayan Chaco, which was part of the colonial province of the 
same name, from the provinces which constituted the Republic of 
Bolivia”, Paraguay’s right would be recognized in the arbitration 
compromis, and there would remain to be determined only how much 
this right includes. 

But the Bolivian claims are not directed to seeking a boundary of 
the supposed rights of Paraguay over the Chaco; they are directed
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toward regaining the rights of Bolivia over the territory bounded on 
the east and south by the great rivers Paraguay and Pilcomayo, the 
former being the natural boundary between the colonial province of 
that name, which became the Republic of Paraguay, and the District 
of Charcas, later the Republic of Bolivia. The primary question 
consists in ascertaining whether Paraguay has a right to the territory 
of the Chaco, and not in establishing a limit of that right, recognizing 
it as existent by the decision of one of the parties, 

To admit territorial litigation over the Chaco means for Paraguay 
admitting the possibility of losing, in the courts of international jus- 

tice, all or part of the territory of which she has possessed herself by 
force. For that reason she insists in maintaining that the question is 
one “of boundaries”; for that reason she rejects arbitration with the 
demarkation of territory, a cardinal point in the Bolivia defense, since 
an arbitration on this basis will have to decide to whom the territory 
under litigation lawfully belongs, and Paraguay admits the arbitra- 
tion but on condition that she be guaranteed that she is to retain 
possession of the Chaco. | | 

Bolivia does not wish to designate boundaries in the Chaco, for she 
maintains that it belongs to her zn toto. If Bolivia, in diplomatic 
acts which Paraguay, blinded by ambition and with restricted vision, — 
refused to ratify, yielded a part of the Chaco, she did it by way of 
compromise, and out of love of peace and on the altar of fraternal 
policy which her adversary never could appreciate, as she was sure, 
up until a short time since, that Bolivia was incapable, on account of 
the distance and the natural obstacles which appeared to be insuper- 
able, of defending her patrimony against audacious invasion. The 
present conflict provoked by Paraguay, is showing that that country 
miscalculated and that it is now time to open her eyes to reality. 
Having explained the fundamental reason why Paraguay resists a 

determination of the arbitrable zone, there exists still another cir- 
cumstantial or tactical reason, which also holds the key to her atti- 
tude. On the basis of the antecedents of other arbitral decisions and 
having in view the tendencies of any arbitrator, who generally is 
inclined to divide the matter in litigation equitably between the 
parties, she has made her calculations embracing within her claims 
an enormous portion of unquestionable Bolivian territory, without 
delimiting them to the north or the west in order to make sure in this 
way, in case of a judgment of Solomon, that she would be assigned 
all or almost all of the Chaco which is in litigation. The stupidity 
of which the Government of Bolivia would be guilty is obvious if she 
should permit herself to be taken in by such a dangerous game. For 
this reason, therefore, it is for her a cardinal point in the controversy 
that there cannot be arbitration without the delimitation of the zone.
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The curious part of the case is that Paraguay, always contradictory 
in her defense, has subscribed with Bolivia and approved a formal 
compromis, now in full effect, which binds her to accept arbitration 
over a limited zone. The Gutiérrez-Diaz Leén Protocol, signed at 
Buenos Aires on April 22, 1927," through the good offices of the 
Argentine Government, says literally in Article 4: “Should it be im- 
possible to arrive at an agreement respecting the final determination 
of the international frontier, the plenipotentiaries shall state the rea- 
sons for the disagreement and shall fix the exact zone which will form 
the subject of the decision of an arbitral court to be appointed by 
mutual agreement.” And if Paraguay herself has agreed to respect 
this basis of arbitration how is it possible that there should be any 
mediators or friendly adjusters who would pretend to obligate Bolivia 
to accept an arbitration without reservations, without limitations, 
over all the territory which the adversary has the idea of bringing 
into litigation? Can there be a government in the world which would 
dare to submit the national patrimony to trial without reservations 
and without limitation? 

It is said and is repeated that the rectitude and respectability of 
the court will suffice to avoid any danger of that sort. And who is 
prepared to guarantee the result of an arbitration initiated under 
such strange conditions, without any precedent whatever in the history 
of international differences? 

These clear, logical, elementary reasons cannot fail to be acknowl- 
edged and appreciated by the friendly governments who are trying 
to reach a peaceful settlement of the Chaco conflict. In view of 
Paraguay’s obstinacy in a contrary sense, it is not reasonable to try 
to secure Bolivia’s deviation from her justifiable attitude. It is 
obvious that any mediation should be directed to bringing it about 
that the zone of the litigation be circumscribed, trying to guide Para- 
guay along the path of reality and logic. 

The Government of Bolivia cannot believe that the attitude of any 
one of the friendly Governments who are trying to induce her to 
change this fundamental point of her policy is inspired by the pur- 
pose of doing her an irreparable injury. It is inclined to assume, on 
the contrary, that an imperfect knowledge of the problem is involved, 
and for this reason attempts once more to explain the bases for her 
justifiable conduct. 

Those who are acquainted with the Chaco problem know perfectly 
well that only the determination of the arbitrable zone can lead to a 
real and final solution, and that it is toward this objective that the 
friendly efforts toward peace should be directed. Bolivia accepted 

” For text, see despatch No. 275, April 29, 1927, from the Chargé in Argentina, 
Foreign Relations, 1927, vol. 1, p. 316.
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the formula of the pact of non-aggression prepared by the Commission 

of Neutrals in Washington * which would have prevented the armed 
conflict, while Paraguay rejected it and executed the aggression which 

began the present struggle; Bolivia accepted with small changes of 
form the peace proposal formulated by the same Commission, while 

Paraguay withdrew from Washington in an angry attitude. All 
these are antecedents which permit impartial determination as to 

which of the parties is the one which should be induced, by persuasion 

and by the moral influence of the mediators, to reduce its claims and 
moderate its intransigency out of regard for justice and peace. 

It seems that the action of certain Governments of the neighboring 

countries is directed also to obtaining Bolivia’s consent to withdraw 
her troops from the Chaco, while the adversary concentrates his on 
the banks of the Paraguay River. On repeated occasions Bolivia has 
explained the reasons on which she bases her non-agreement to the 
evacuation of the Chaco, which would leave Paraguay in virtual pos- 
session of the disputed territory, inasmuch as she could recover it 
with extreme facility, while a new mobilization would be ruinous in 
the extreme to Bolivia. It is impossible to think about concentrating 

the Bolivian effectives at the points indicated by the proposal of the 
neighboring countries, because adequate means of installation and 
obtaining supplies would be lacking there. Under such circumstances 
the withdrawal of troops would mean, therefore, evacuation and de- 
mobilization. There is no reasonable motive for demanding such 
measures as long as there is no guarantee that the territorial dispute 
will be satisfactorily defined. Once this guarantee is obtained de- 
mobilization will take place as the result of the convenience of the 
parties, since the reason for the struggle will have disappeared. 

In conclusion, the Minister of Bolivia calls the attention of the 
_ Department of State to the fact that, after Bolivia’s having accepted 

the good offices of the neighboring nations and the Commission of 
Neutrals of Washington together, one or more of the Governments 

who have bound themselves to carry out coordinate action, are trying 

now to initiate a separate policy, disjointing the efforts toward peace 
and weakening their efficacy. 

The Government of Bolivia would be pleased if every proposed 
settlement were presented to it conjointly by the four governments of 
the neighboring nations and with the consent of the Commission of 
Neutrals, whose good offices it considers in force and cannot consider 
them as having been discarded. 

5 Draft Pact of Non-Aggression of May 6, 1932, Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, 
p. 8.
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724.8415 /3020 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 
| (White) 

[Wasurneron,| April 14, 1933. 

The Brazilian Ambassador called and inquired regarding the Boliv- 
ian memorandum expressing the point of view of that Government in 
the Chaco matter. I let him read Mr. Finot’s memorandum of April 
11 tome. The Ambassador inquired what I thought of the situation 
and I said that I was sorry that the two parties had not agreed to the 
Mendoza formula but, in view of the position which Bolivia has taken 
in this matter, the only suggestion that occurred to me was that the 
Mendoza formula and the proposal of the Neutrals of December 15 
might be combined into a new proposal, using the provisions of the 
Mendoza formula for the withdrawal of Bolivia to Ballivian and 
Robore, and incorporating the features of the December 15 proposal 
regarding limiting the zone and arbitration of the matter. The Am- 
bassador said that this interested him and that he would cable his 
Government to that effect and would let me know any reply he might 

have. 
Francis] W[s1TE] 

%24.8415/3004 : Telegram . 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Bolivia (Feely) 

Wasuineton, April 14, 1933—2 p. m. 

10. Your 30, April 10, 9 p.m. Would it be possible to find a way 
out by incorporating in a new proposal the features of the Neutrals’ 
proposal of December 15th last * for determination of the Chaco by 
a board of geographers, to be followed by an arbitral settlement of the 

matter and the provision in the Mendoza formula for the withdrawal 

of troops to Ballivian and Robore? 
| HULL 

%24.8415/3022 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Culbertson) to the Secretary of State 

Sanrraco, April 19, 1933—3 p. m. 
[Received 6:11 p. m. | 

57. The Minister for Foreign Affairs ®° asked me to transmit to you 
his earnest wish for active cooperation in the effort to settle the Chaco 

dispute. Explaining the present status he informed me that Paraguay 

_ * Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. v, p. 126. 
* Miguel Cruchaga Tocornal. a,
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has withdrawn its reservations but that the Bolivan attitude is still 
equivocal. If Bolivia delays he believes Paraguay will formally de- 
clare war and the other complications may follow including even the 
possibility of Argentina entering the conflict. Bolivia has made one 
concession by declaring that its reservation number 5 is not a sine qua 
non but she does not wish to retire her troops until the zone of arbitra- 
tion is settled. The Minister emphasized that the acceptance by 
Bolivia of the Act of Mendoza is the first essential step. Thereupon 
under the Act a complaint would be assembled immediately at which 
the Act, with such modifications as might be agreed upon including 
the determination of the zone arbitration, would be signed and the 
details of the armistice arranged. The Minister hopes that you will 
designate a representative to this conference. He urges that our co- 
operation, which he thinks will be decisive if taken with the ABC 
countries, take the form of joining Chile and the Argentine in present- 
ing on the same day communications to Bolivia urging it to withdraw 
its reservations to the Mendoza formula, these communications not to 
be identic but similar in substance. Argentina has agreed to send 
such a communication and Brazil has already acted in this sense. The 
Chilean note to Bolivia would read as follows: 

“The Government of Chile which has maintained a close cooperation 
with the Governments of Argentina, Brazil and Peru in the efforts for 
a pacific mediation to resolve the conflict in the Chaco believing that 
since Paraguay has withdrawn the reservations made by it to the 
Mendoza formula, it 1s appropriate to call the attention of Bolivia in 
a friendly manner to the direct responsibility which it would assume 
for the eventual] failure of that effort, and to request it to make mani- 
fest in a concrete and definite manner its reiterated aims for peace 
which will assure the arbitral procedure under the Mendoza formula 
as well as the immediate cessation of hostilities contemplated 
therein.” 

With only a Chargé d’Affaires in Washington the Minister earn- 
estly requests me to transmit this message to you. He has taken the 
initiative in making the Act of Mendoza effective and is in a position 
to reflect the common purpose of the ABC countries. These reasons 
have overcome my reluctance to act at all and I believe justify me in 
recommending to you to consider favorably Cruchaga’s suggestions. 
Two groups of nations, the neutrals and the neighboring countries, 
have been endeavoring to find a peaceful solution. From the begin- 
ning it has been obvious that cooperation between the United States 
and, with or without the other neutrals, the neighboring countries 
would greatly enhance the chances of success. An opportunity is 
now offered to show a generous spirit in advancing a peace move 
which has its origin in South America. 

Our world policies and the President’s liberal policy toward Latin 
America will gain prestige by this cooperation. If it brings peace
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we will have credit with the ABC countries for joining to make 
effective their efforts. If it fails we will at least have gained their 
good will in support of any effort we may later make in a special 
conference or otherwise to settle the de facto wars of South America. 

| CULBERTSON 

724,3415/8040 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolwia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, April 20, 19383—4 p. m. 
[Received 5:10 p. m.] 

33. Referring to Department’s telegram No. 10, April 14, 2 p. m., 
the Minister for Foreign Affairs today informed me that the plan 
therein suggested might offer a basis of discussion, at the same time 
expressing his mild objection to the proposed method of delimiting 
the arbitral zone, in spite of the fact that President Salamanca had 
already accepted this method in principle. 

FEELY 

724.3415/3039 : Telegram 

The Minister in Boliwia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

: La Paz, April 20, 1933—5 p. m. 
[ Received 5:25 p. m.] 

34. In an informal conversation with the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs today I inquired whether a concrete proposal based on the 
following general principles would be favorably received by Bolivia, 
explaining that I was acting without instructions and on my own 
Initiative; 

“Both parties to agree to a legal arbitration in accordance with 
neutral proposal of December 15, the arbitral zone to be determined 
within a limited time by geographical and historical societies it being 
understood that the Hayes zone would be excluded therefrom in 
exchange for the exclusion of an equivalent zone from Bahia Negra 
to the south in such a way as to permit of the establishment of prac- 
ticable port on the Paraguay River; immediately after the signing 
this agreement troops would be withdrawn in accordance with the 
Mendoza formula.” 

The Minister replied that he considered this a practical suggestion, 
which would be given earnest consideration by the Bolivian Govern- | 
ment, and suggested that I discuss it with the President, which I shall 
do tomorrow in the same informal manner. The Minister added that 
if the two zones were excluded there might not be any need for the 
services of the geographical commission to which he is personally 
opposed.
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He also informed me that a somewhat similar plan had been sug- 
gested by the Uruguayan Government to the Paraguayan Minister 
at Buenos Aires about a month ago, who was favorably impressed but 
expressed the opinion that the internal political situation was such as 
to preclude its acceptance by Paraguay at that time. 

I have not informed my colleagues of my conversation with the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs. 

| - F'EELY 

| 724.8415 /3044 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

7 La Paz, April 23, 1933—6 p. m. 
[Received 8: 58 p. m. | 

87. Chilean Minister yesterday delivered the following note to the 
Bolivian Government: 

“The Chilean Government which has maintained close contact with 
the Argentine, Brazil and Peru in the efforts made to settle the Chaco 
conflict believes that as Paraguay has withdrawn her reservations 
to the Mendoza formula, it is now time to remind Bolivia of the 
responsibility she would assume for the eventual failure of that for- 
mula and amicably requests that she put into effect her reiterated 
desire for peace in a concrete and firm way that will assure the execu- 
tion of an arbitral process within the Mendoza formula, and also the 
immediate cessation of hostilities.” 

A similar but milder note was received from Argentina. 
The Bolivian Government is greatly perturbed at what it considers 

undue pressure incompatible with the role of mediator and I fear 
that the success of the Mendoza formula has been seriously prejudiced. 

_ Freiy 

724.8415 /3049 : Telegram 

_ The Ambassador in Argentina (Bliss) to the Secretary of State 

Buenos Asrus, April 24, 19833—3 p. m. 
/ [Received 4:35 p. m.] 

35. Informed by Brazilian Chargé d’Affaires that he is about to 
submit to Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs a suggestion made 

_ by his Government and which he says has met with favorable response 
in both La Paz and Asuncidn to the effect that the drawing of the 

: lines to which the two armies contending in the Chaco shall retire be 
left to a neutral military commission and that a similar civilian body 
decide the point as to the territory to be submitted to arbitration. A 
prompt cessation of hostilities is of course included in foregoing sug- 
gestion, = = | oe 

Briss
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724.3415/3105 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 

(White) 

| | [Wasuineron,] April 27, 1933. 

The Argentine Ambassador called and showed me two telegrams 

from his Government, one of some days ago, asking that this Govern- 

ment join with Argentina and Chile in making representations to Bo- 

livia. I explained to the Ambassador that we had gotten a telegram 

in this sense on the twentieth instant from our Embassy in Santiago, 

Chile,®* but that I had been ill ever since and had not been able to act 

on it. I stated that in the meantime the Argentine and Chilean Gov- 

ernments had taken action independently and that Bolivia had re- 

plied rejecting their proposal and was very much upset at the implica- 

tion made that Bolivia be considered responsible for rejecting the 

Mendoza formula, the implication being that in doing so Bolivia would 

be taking responsibility for the continuation of hostilities. I said 

that as a matter of fact both countries had taken such responsibility 

at various times. Paraguay had certainly done so in rejecting the 

Neutral proposal of December 15. I said that I could see no good to 

come out of pursuing the matter further on the basis of the Mendoza 

formula at this time through formal action. I repeated what I had 

told him over the telephone when I was ill, namely, that this Govern- 

ment is willing to cooperate in sounding out informally the Bolivian 

and Paraguay Governments with a view to formulating a proposal 

which might be accepted by both parties, but that in making any for- 

mal representations we would not want to act independently of the 

Neutrals as the five Neutrals have acted in close cooperation during a 

period of over three years. | 

Mr. Espil showed me the second telegram just received from his 

Government saying that in answer to the Bolivian objections the 

Argentine Government had intimated to Bolivia that it was ready to 

withdraw from any action in connection with the Chaco. I told Mr. 

Espil that I thought there was no possibility of finding a solution as 

long as negotiations were carried on in the slipshod manner in which 

they have been carried on. In this present instance Brazil apparently 

acted on its own a week or more before Argentina and Chile had acted ; 

then those Governments had acted, and Peru has taken no action what- 

soever. I told him that I thought the way out might be found by hav- 

ing the Neutrals and the neighboring countries agree in advance on 

what they would do and then all do it at the same time as acting on 

different, even though analogous, lines would not bring about the solu- 

tion we all want. The Ambassador said that he fully agreed. 

| F[rancis|] W[utre] 

® Presumably telegram No. 57, April 19, 3 p. m., p. 309.
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724.8415 /3098 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals — 
(White) 

[Wasurneton,] April 27, 1933. 
The Chilean Chargé d’Affaires called and left with me the attached 

aide-mémoire * being a paraphrase of a cable he had just received from 
Mr. Cruchaga. I explained to Mr. Cohen the situation as I had ex- 
plained it this morning to the Argentine Ambassador. Mr. Cohen 
said that he agreed fully with everything I had said and felt that that 
was the only way in which to bring about a settlement; that he would 
cable at once to Mr. Cruchaga, who was somewhat worried about the 
situation, and suggest that he make some definite proposal. I said 
that we were ready and anxious to cooperate in any reasonable step 
looking to a solution. 

Francis] W[xrrs] 

724.3415/3098 | 
Lhe Chilean Embassy to the Department of State * 

[Translation] 

Awr-Mémore 

The Department of State has received, through the American Am- 
bassador at Santiago, the text of the note sent by Chile to Bolivia on 
the 22nd instant,®* urging it to set aside its objections in view of the 
favorable pronouncement of Paraguay in the soundings (sondeo) re- 
cently conducted at Asuncién and La Paz, with the cooperation of 
the United States. On the same date, at La Paz, the Argentine Gov- 
ernment in writing, and the Brazilian Government verbally, took the 
same action. 

On the 18th instant, through Ambassador Culbertson, the Chilean 
chancellery requested the cooperation of the Department of State, in 
the form of a friendly counsel, like that given to the Government of 
Bolivia. As it received no reply to its request, and in view of a des- 
patch from Ambassador Espil to his Government, dated the 21st, to 
the effect that the Department of State would not address a note to 
Bolivia, because of not having been informed officially of Paraguay’s 
note, and because it considered it necessary, in any case, to consult with 
the other neutrals, the A. B. C. countries decided to take the new step 
on the 22nd, as stated above. 

7 Infra, 
“ See memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals, April 27, 

supra. 

” See telegram No. 37, April 23, 6 p. m., from the Minister in Bolivia, p. 312.
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In the judgment of the Chilean chancellery, it would appear logical 
that if the individual cooperation of the United States in the second 
sounding by the A. B. C. countries resulted in obtaining the consent 
of Paraguay, the United States should lend its cooperation to a third 
effort directed to overcoming the last resistance of Bolivia, postponing 
the consultation with the neutrals for the contingency of achieving a 
favorable result. 

The Minister of Foreign Relations of Chile formally requests the 
cooperation of the United States, and agrees with the Chancellor of 
the Argentine Republic that it is of great importance, because if the 
present occasion is lost, the war in the Chaco would continue and the 
responsibility for having raised the final objection to conciliatory 
plans would rest on Bolivia. It fears that if the present measure 
looking toward peace fails, grave ulterior consequences will result, 
and it considers that the cooperation of the United States in the pres- 
ent efforts of the A. B. C. countries would have a profound political 
effect on public opinion and the way would be opened for a solution 
of the Leticia conflict. 

The Minister of Foreign Relations of Chile takes the liberty of 
recalling, on this occasion, that Chile has always given its support 
to the measures of the neutrals and that the Mendoza formula is 
conceived precisely for the purpose of supporting their action. 

724.8415/8072 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, May 5, 1933—6 p. m. 
| [Received May 5—5: 50 p. m.] 

. 41. In further conversation with the Minister of Foreign Affairs 
with respect to the suggestion contained in my telegram No. 34, April 
20, 5 p. m., I inquired whether Bolivia would consent to allow the 
arbitral zone to be determined by a compromise between a zone to 
be proposed by Paraguay and that already indicated by Bolivia in 
her memorandum of February 28,° the two zones referred to in my 
said telegram to be excluded. The compromise would be arrived at 
by friendly exploration on the part of the mediators in Asuncién and 
La Paz. 

The Minister of Foreign Affairs replied that if Paraguay would 
propose an arbitral zone, the solution suggested would, in his opinion, 
be feasible and acceptable to Bolivia. 

The Uruguayan Government has consented to act as intermediary 
in the creation a commission to investigate the treatment of prisoners. 

| FEELy 

| ” Ante, p. 279.
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724.3415/3098 : Telegram 

The Bolivian Minister for Foreign Affairs (Canelas) to the Bolivian 

Diplomatic Missions in Argentina, Colombia, Brazil, Chile, Cuba, 
Mexico, Peru, the United States, and Uruguay™ oe 

_ [Translation ] 

La Paz, May 5, 1933. 

183. Please advise [visit] Chancellor * and state that Government 
Bolivia desires continuance good offices ABCP consortium [and] Com- 
mission Neutrals Washington and considers that in present state nego- 
tiations determination of territorial claims on the part of Paraguay 
would be decisive step towards arbitral solution invoked by countries 

in conflict. Bolivia having pointed out on her part arbitrable terri- 
tory it would be proper to ask Paraguay to do the same in order that 

immediate application arbitration might be based on those concrete 

bases. 
As long as Paraguay continues avoiding determination of her 

arbitrable claims in the Chaco, Government Bolivia reiterates its 

favorable disposition towards considering proposals which the ABCP 
and Commission Neutrals Washington may desire to express directly 

to the two countries regarding arbitrable zone. 
CANELAS 

724.8415 /8125 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals (White) 

| | | [Wasuineton,| May 6, 1938. 

The Minister of Paraguay called and inquired what the chances 

| were for a peaceful settlement of the Chaco. I told him that I thought 
he or his Government could answer that better than any one else. The 
Minister said that he did not see any possibility of a solution and he 
thought the best thing would be for his Government to declare war 
on Bolivia and carry the matter to a finish by arms. | 

TI told the Minister that obviously I could not agree with any such 
proposition and that I thought he and his Government would be mak- 
ing a great mistake in taking any such action. The Minister asked 
what action the Neutral Commission would take. I asked him 
whether he was coming to the Neutral Commission formally on behalf 
of his Government with such an inquiry and reminded him that 
Paraguay had withdrawn from the Commission of Neutrals when 

% Copy left with the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals by the Bolivian 
Minister on May 6. The Chairman told the Minister that as a result of this he 
would call a meeting of the Commission for Monday, May 8, 

* The Secretary of State. [Translator’s note. ]
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the Neutrals made the proposal of December 15. We had some dis- 
cussion regarding the matter, the Minister taking the position that 
Bolivia was responsible for the continuation of the war by not accept- 
ing the Mendoza formula, and I told him that there were many times 
during the course of the negotiations in the last four years when 
immediate blame could be imputed to either one or the other; that 
he was now blaming Bolivia for not accepting the Mendoza formula 
and he should not forget that Bolivia last December could, with as 
much justification impute the continuation of the struggle to Para- 
guay for not having accepted the proposal of the Neutrals of December 
15. I said that unfortunately so far there had not been a proposal 
which had been accepted at the same time by both parties but I hoped 
that the time was coming when this defect would be remedied. 

Finally the Minister asked whether he should say to his Govern- 
ment that the Neutral Commission would take no action until formally 
requested to do so by Paraguay. I told him that he could do nothing 
of the sort; that I had not made any such statement. I told him that 
he could tell his Government that the Neutral Commission was always 
ready to be of any possible assistance to the combatants in finding a 
solution satisfactory to both and that we would make use of any oppor- 
tunity to do so and would welcome any suggestions which the Para- 
guayan Government might make as to how we could be most effective 
to thisend. The Minister said that he would do so. 

F[rancis| W[xutrre] 

724.8415/8104 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 
(White) 

| [WasHineton,| May 8, 1933. 

The Neutral Commission met and I gave the members copies of the 
circular telegram of the Bolivian Government to its Legations abroad 
which had been left with me by Mr. Finot on Saturday. I also told 
them of the conversation I had had on Saturday with the Paraguayan 
Minister. Asa result, it was decided to ask the neighboring countries 
to meet with us on the following day, Tuesday, May ninth. 

F[Rancis| W[Hrrr] 

724.3415/3074 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, May 8, 1933—7 p. m. 
[Received May 8—6: 45 p. m.] 

42. The Under Secretary of Foreign Affairs speaking for the Min- 
ister today requested that I inform my Government that the Bolivian 

_ ™ Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, p. 126. 

738086—50——26
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Government would look with favor on a conference to be held in a 
South American capital to continue the negotiations for a peaceful 
settlement and that it would prefer Rio de Janeiro as the seat of the 
conference. A similar request was made to the Brazilian Minister here. 

I am of the opinion that Bolivia would be glad to participate in such 

a conference if invited to do so. 
F'EELY 

724,8415/8114 | 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 

(White) 

WasutinerTon, May 9, 19383. 

The Neutral Commission met and the Ambassadors of Brazil and 
Peru were present. The Argentine Ambassador and the Chilean 
Chargé d’Affaires had telephoned me just before the meeting to say 
that their Governments had instructed them not to take part in the 
meeting as they were provoked by the last Bolivian note. I advised 
those present of this situation. The Brazilian and Peruvian Ambas- 
sadors stated that they were absolutely without information of any 
sort from their Government in the matter. They were given a copy 
of the Bolivian circular telegram of May 5 and were told that the Neu- 
tral Commission would welcome an exchange of views of the nine 
countries that had been endeavoring to find a solution of this matter 
and that the Neutrals were willing to have the sessions in any place 
satisfactory to the nine mediating Governments and the two con- 
tending parties. | 

The Brazilian and Peruvian Ambassadors then withdrew and the 
Neutral Commission continued in session alone, as the result of which 
identic notes were drafted to the Argentine Ambassador and the 
Chilean Chargé d’Affaires, copies of which are attached hereto.** 
Copies were sent to the Brazilian and Peruvian Ambassadors and also 
to all the Neutral members. , 

Francis] W[ rte] 

724.3415/8114 | | 

The Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals (White) to the 
Argentine Ambassador (Espil) 

[Translation | 

WasHineton, May 9, 1933. 

Mr. Ampassapvor: The Commission of Neutrals has the honor to 

send you herewith a copy of a cablegram which the Government of 

* Infra. | 
% The same, May 9, to the Chilean Chargé; copies to the Brazilian and Peruvian 

Ambassadors and to all the Neutral members.
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Bolivia, through its representative in Washington, has brought to the 
knowledge of the Commission. In it the Government of Bolivia states 
that it desires the continuation of the good offices of the Commission 
of Neutrals in conjunction with the neighboring nations. 

On his part, the Minister of Paraguay in Washington called on 
the undersigned, inquiring what new means can be hoped for, to find 
a peaceful settlement. 

In view of these manifestations, the Commission of Neutrals has 
unanimously considered that an exchange of ideas between the dele- 
gates of the nine countries that have striven with such disinterested- 
ness to bring about the reconciliation of the combatants would be 
useful and favorable to the interests of peace on the continent. 

The Commission is ready to collaborate in this new attempt, holding 
meetings whenever and wherever it may be considered most appro- 
priate by the mediating and the contending Governments. 

I should be pleased if you, Sir, would be good enough to transmit 

the above information to your Government. 
I present [etc. | Francis WHITE 

724.3415 /3108 

The Paraguayan Minister (Bordenave) to the Secretary of State* 

[Translation ] 

Wasuineron, May 10, 1933. 

Mr. Secretary: I have the honor to address myself to Your Ex- 
cellency, for the purpose of advising you that, by a Decree signed 

today, my Government declared the state of war with the Republic of 

Bolivia. 
I renew [etc.] | Enrique BorpDENAVE 

724.8415 /3124 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 

(White) 

[ Wasutneron,] May 10, 1983. 

The Paraguayan Minister called and left with me a note” advising 
the Department that Paraguay has declared war on Bolivia today. 
The Minister said that this would relieve me of any further care in 
this matter. I asked him if he meant by that that his Government 

* Acknowledged May 12. 
Supra. 7 - —
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did not desire any further peace efforts on our part. He hastily said 
that he did not. He went off into a long diatribe against Bolivia 
and said that no arbitral settlement was possible with Bolivia. He 
added that Argentina and Chile are very much provoked by Bolivia 
and her attitude. 

I asked the Minister whether he had anything to suggest; if there 
was anything that we could do to be useful at this juncture in bring- 
ing about peace. He said that there was nothing he could suggest. 

The Minister said that yesterday he had cabled his Government 
the invitation sent by the Neutrals to Argentina, Chile, Brazil and 
Peru, regarding the meeting of the nine countries to try to devise 
some way out. He said that he had cabled his Government asking 
them to urge Argentina and Chile to accept. He said that he did not 
see, however, what could be suggested to the combatant countries as 
we have already made every possible suggestion and there was no 
formula left to try out. I told the Minister that I was still hopeful 
that a peaceful solution would be found. 

F[rancis|] Warts] 

724,8415/3080 : Telegram 

Lhe Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Secretary of State 

Buenos Arres, May 10, 19833—4 p. m. 
[Received 4:02 p. m.] 

39. At diplomatic reception yesterday Minister for Foreign Affairs 
expressed himself as averse to the Argentine Government taking any 
further mediatory steps in Chaco dispute at the present time. 

WHITE 

724.3415 /3080 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Bolivia (Feely) 

Wasuineron, May 10, 1933—5 p. m. 

13. Yesterday Neutral Commission sent a letter to Argentine Am- 
bassador stating that the Commission of Neutrals has unanimously 
felt it would be useful and favorable to the interests of continental 
peace to have an exchange of ideas between the delegates of the nine 
countries that have endeavored in such a disinterested manner to bring 
about the conciliation of the combatants and that the Commission is 
ready to collaborate in this new attempt, holding sessions when and 
in the place which may be considered most opportune to the mediating 
Governments and the contending parties. A similar note was sent
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to the Chilean Chargé d’Affaires and similar statement made to Bra- 
zilian and Peruvian Ambassadors who attended the meeting of the 
Neutral Commission. 

Argentine Ambassador advises Department today that Minister of 
Foreign Affairs of Argentina telephoned him to say that he was much 
pleased by this statement but that Argentina is very much annoyed 
at Bolivia on account of recent communication exchanged between 
Argentine and Bolivian Governments and that whether Argentina 
attends such a meeting as proposed depends upon the Bolivian reply 
to the latest Argentine communication. Ambassador stated that Ar- 
gentine Minister of Foreign Affairs said that if this reply is unfav- 
orable Argentina will break diplomatic relations with Bolivia. On 
the other hand, if it is satisfactory, Argentina will be glad to cooper- 
ate with the other countries to seek a peaceful solution. Argentine 
Ambassador was instructed to ask this Government to use its influence 
to have Bolivia make a moderate reply. , 

The matter has already been discussed with Bolivian Minister here 
and Department will be glad to have you discuss the matter with 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Bolivia. 

Hon 

%724.38415/3090 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Meuico (Daniels) to the Secretary of State 

Mexico Crry, May 11, 198383—5 p. m. 
| [Received May 12—12: 43 a. m.] 

93. According to the Mexico City press this morning, Mexican For- 
eign Office sent supplementary instructions to its Embassy, Wash- 
ington, yesterday in the sense that Mexico, independently of its pre- 
vious and present action on the Neutral Commission now functioning 
in Washington in cooperation with the ABCP group (Argentine, 
Brazil, Chile, and Peru) over the Paraguayan-Bolivian dispute main- 
tains its position to give every facility and not to obstruct in the 
slightest way negotiations now going on for the amicable and pacific 
settlement of the South American conflicts it being Mexico’s only 
desire that the friendly discussions should be successful and it is dis- 
posed to lend its good offices in such manner and at such place as 
would be most helpful. Translations entire statement * by pouch. 

I called on the Minister of Foreign Affairs this morning (this 
being his regular diplomatic day) and asked him whether he had any 
further comments or suggestions. He replied that Mexico would be 
delighted to cooperate in the most effective possible way with the 

* Not printed. 
» José Manuel Puig Casauranc.
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United States, the other members of the Neutral Commission and 
the ABCP group. He said that the situation between Bolivia and 
Paraguay had not changed because of the declaration of war, except 
in a legal sense, and he assumed that the Commission would not 
cease its efforts to adjust the matter satisfactorily. 

_ Doctor Puig said that he is somewhat fearful of Chile’s attitude 
and added that both Chile and Argentine had direct interests in the 
Chaco. 

| | DanrE1s 

%24.3415/3089 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

. | La Paz, May 11, 19883—9 p. m. 
[Received 10: 40 p. m. | 

45, In reply to the Department’s telegram No. 13, May 10, 5 p. m., 
I discussed the matter at length with the Minister of Foreign Affairs 
today, and found that the Bolivian Government, having received a 
telegram from Finot reporting his conversation with White, had 
practically decided not to reply to the last Argentine note as it con- 
sidered the present Argentine attitude as threatening and another 
instance of undue pressure. 

The Minister heartily approved of the Neutral Commission’s idea 
of a conference of the nine countries. 

After informing him that I had no instructions from my Govern- 
ment, I expressed the opinion that the situation was extremely criti- 
cal and that Bolivia’s failure to reply to the last Argentine note in 
conciliatory terms might have disastrous consequences and would no 
doubt seriously prejudice, if not entirely prevent the success of any 
further negotiations for peace. | 

The Minister was not entirely convinced but said that the matter 
would be given serious consideration by his Government. I am of the 
opinion that a reply will be sent within a few days but I am not sure 
that its tenor will satisfy Argentina. 

Special guards were stationed at the Chilean and Argentine Lega- 
tions last night but were withdrawn at the suggestion of the two 
Ministers. 

The Minister of Foreign Affairs informed me that Bolivia would 
probably not take any official action in response to the declaration of 
war. The city is quiet and there have been no demonstrations. 

FERELY
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%24.3415/3094 : Telegram 

The Secretary General of the League of Nations (Drummond) to the 
Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals (White) 

Geneva, May 11, 1933. 
[Received May 12. | 

Council has received from Bolivian Government following tele- 
oram: 

“(Translation) + By declaring war on Bolivia at the very moment 
when new peace movements were being initiated as is shown by the 
recent activities of the Commission of Neutrals in Washington and of 
the neighboring countries whom Bolivia has requested to renew their 
good offices, Paraguay puts herself outside of the Pact? and incurs 
the sanctions established by article 16 thereof. Bolivia denounces 
Paraguay for having first of all let loose the conflict and for obstruct- 
ing now the means of peaceful solution. (End translation) .” 

Council Committee replied as follows: 

“President Council acknowledges receipt your telegram which be- 
ing communicated Council which meet within next days examine whole 
situation. In order that Council be fully informed Council Committee 
wishes know whether Bolivian Government ready accept arbitral 
decision both as to determination of questions to be arbitrated and 
as to substance of such questions the arbitral procedure to be deter- 
mined by Council League Nations. Committee would be grateful for 
definite rapid reply this question. Paraguay already declared readi- 
ness accept arbitration both points and Committee asking Paraguayan 
Government for confirmation its previous attitude this respect. On 
receipt replies two Governments Committee will be able make imme- 
diate proposals to Council on the dispute. Drummond.” 

Similar telegram mutatis mutandis has been addressed Paraguay. 
Committee is confident that Council can count on firm support Com- 
mittee of Neutrals in any proposals which Council may adopt with 
view restoration and maintenance peace. 

DrumMonpD 

(24.3415 /3089 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Bolivia (Feely) 

| | Wasuineton, May 12, 1933—noon. 
14. Your 45, May 11,9 p.m. Argentine Ambassador made it clear 

that any cooperation of Argentina in the Nine Power conference de- 
pends upon nature of Bolivian reply. He said if reply unsatisfactory 

*Text in Spanish; translation made in the Department. See also League of 
Nations, Official Journal, June 1933, pp. 752-753. 

“one Covenant of the League of Nations, Treaties, Conventions, etc., vol. III, 
p. 3336.
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Argentina will break off diplomatic relations with Bolivia. If reply is 

satisfactory Argentina will attend the conference. Bolivia suggested 

to the Neutrals conference of the nine countries and the matter now 
apparently rests with Bolivia whether such a conference is to be held 

or not. 
HULL 

%724.3415/3094 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals (White) tothe Secretary 

General of the League of Nations (Drummond) 

Wasuinerton, May 12, 1933. 

The Commission of Neutrals acknowledges with thanks the receipt 

of your radio 11th instant. The Commission, as always, is most de- 
sirous cooperate with Council of League with view restoration and 
maintenance peace. 

 Warre 

724.3415/8115 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 
) (White) | 

[WasHineton,] May 12, 1933. 

The Brazilian Ambassador called and inquired about the action the 
Neutral Commission would take on the League proposal. I told him 
of our reply. The Ambassador then said that his Government had 
advised him that Argentina having said that she would not take part 
in any peace negotiations in the Chaco Brazil would not do so either. 
I told him that Argentina had not told us that they would not take 
part in any peace negotiations in the Chaco but, on the contrary, the 
Argentine Ambassador had advised us that the action of Argentina 
depends upon the reply of Bolivia to the recent Argentine note. If 
this reply is satisfactory, Argentina said that she would join in, but 
if it is unsatisfactory, she would break off diplomatic relations with 
Bolivia. The Ambassador said that he did not know this and that he 
would advise his Government thereof. 

Francis] W[Hrre| 

724.3415/3100: Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, May 13, 1983—10 a. m. 
[ Received 11:25 a. m.] 

46. Referring to Department’s telegram May 12, noon, the Minister 
for Foreign Affairs yesterday informed me that the Bolivian [reply ?] 
to the last Argentine note would be brief but cordial in tone.
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Subsequently he sent for the Argentine Minister and authorized him 
to convey to his Government certain official declarations expressing 
Bolivia’s earnest desire that Argentina lend its support to an arbitral 
solution in cooperation with the other eight countries, and stating 
that Bolivia is desirous of ending in a friendly [way ?] the debate orig- 
inated by the Argentine note of April 22d and that the Bolivian reply 
will be cordial in tone. | 

I am hopeful that this will terminate the incident, but I have sug- 
gested the advisability of an early Bolivian reply both to Argentina 
and Chile in order to forestall further incidents. 

FREELY 

724.8415 /8123 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 
(White) 

[WasHineron,|] May 15, 1933. 
The Bolivian Minister called and asked if we had received answers 

from Argentina and Chile regarding the proposed nine Power 
conference. I told him that we had received nothing from Chile 
and from Argentina only the verbal statement which I had already 
communicated to him. He said that his Government had answered 
the League maintaining its regular position that it will submit to 
arbitration only when the limits of the territory in dispute are 
determined. 

The Minister hoped that the Neutrals would have a meeting and 
revive the proposal of the geographers to delimit the zone that was 
incorporated in our suggestion of December 15. I told the Minister 
that having requested the four neighboring countries to meet with 
us at any place convenient I thought the Neutral Commission would 
find it difficult to do anything before we have their replies and, 
as I had already told him, Argentina had said that her reply would 
depend upon the nature of the Bolivian answer. 

The Minister said that he would telegraph his Government again 
this afternoon urging them to send at once a conciliatory answer 
to Argentina. 

F[rancis] W[utre] 

724,3415/3122 : Telegram 

Lhe Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 18, 1983—9 p. m. 
[Received 9:55 p. m.] 

182. Reference Gilbert’s 128, May 17, 2 p. m.* I have received 
confidentially from Drummond the “report” which has been accepted 

* Not printed. 
|
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by the members of the Council in confidential sitting and will be 

presented to the Council for formal adoption probably on Saturday. 

After a summary of the history of the steps taken to settle the 

Chaco dispute the remainder of the report reads as follows: 

“The states represented on the Committee of the Council which 
has been sitting since September 23, 1932, have lately invoked article 
11 of the Covenant before the Council. 

In conformity with the Covenant the two countries are under obli- 
gation to.settle their dispute by pacific means. In order to carry out 
this obligation the Council recommends the following procedure: 

The two Governments would confide the final settlement of the 
dispute to an impartial authority, deriving its powers from a treaty 
binding on both States, namely, the Covenant of the League of 

Nations. Such an authority after a thorough study of the question 
would fix the frontier between the two countries. Such a procedure 
connotes: 

1. The cessation of hostilities and the withdrawal by Para- 
guay of the declaration of a state of war with Bolivia. 

9. The establishment of an agreement for a submission of the 
dispute to arbitration. 

In order effectively to establish the procedure for settlement indi- 

cated in the preceding paragraph the Council considers it essential to 

send to the spot a commission whose task would be: 

1. To negotiate, if desirable, any arrangement calculated to pro- 
mote the execution of the obligation to cease hostilities. 

2. To prepare in consultation with the two Governments con- 

cerned an agreement for arbitration. If the agreement for arbi- 

tration does not indicate the arbitrators or the procedure for their 

appointment the Council will provide for such appointment and 

will, if necessary, settle the arbitral procedure. 
3. The Commission will be at the Council’s disposal and will 

keep it informed of the course of its activities. 

The committee at the Council’s request will proceed to make an in- 

quiry on all the circumstances of the dispute including the part which 

the two parties have taken therein and report to the Council to enable 

this latter to fulfill the duties imposed upon it by the Covenant of the 

League of Nations. 
Such is the solution that the Council proposes to the parties. 

This conflict has been going on for decades. A great many concil- 

iatory bodies have unsuccessfully attempted to arrive at a settlement. 

The two countries have been fighting since 1932 and even earlier. The 

Covenant offers the two parties as members of the League of Nations 

an honorable means of settling their dispute. The Council, therefore, 

invites the two Governments to accept the procedure for settlement 

laid down above and in particular to undertake to give all necessary 

facilities to the commission which the Council proposes to send to 

the spot.
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Hostilities have, as has been already pointed out, been proceeding 
sometimes spasmodically but since June last year, continuously on both 
sides. During the last 4 years the dispute has been before a committee 
consisting of neutral representatives. It has also formed the subject of 
efforts at conciliation by the neighboring countries. Recently one of 
the parties has declared the existence of a state of war. The Council 
feels that in view of all these special circumstances its first duty is to 
endeavor to bring about the cessation of hostilities and a settlement of 
the dispute. It does not consider that it will adopt or need for the 
present enter into consideration of a different order. It trusts that it 
may never be compelled to do so, since it is convinced that if the parties 
really desire peace and good relations they will accept this procedure 
and pending its operation will discontinue hostilities which have al- 
ready been going on too long.” 

In handing me the report Drummond stated that he anticipated 
that neither of the parties would immediately accept the recommenda- 
tions and both would declare that it was necessary to submit the matter 
to their Governments for a decision. However, he anticipates a favor- 
able reply from Paraguay but fears that the Bolivians will take the 
line that inasmuch as the matter is before the Neutral Commission 
in Washington they find it difficult to accept the procedure suggested 
by the Council. Drummond explained that the members of the Coun- 
cil feel that they have no alternative but to act in this matter; the 
Jong duration of the conflict, the failure of all efforts to arrange a 
settlement, the declaration of war by Paraguay, and, finally and most 
important from their point of view, the appeal by both Governments 
at different times to the Council have created a situation where the 
Council must act under the obligations of the Covenant. Drummond 
sincerely hopes that this has been done in such a way as will be agree- 
able to our Government and if the procedure which is contemplated 
is agreeable to our Government then he hopes that it may be possible 
for the Neutral Commission to advise the Bolivian Government that 
it regards the proposal of the Council as a reasonable solution and 
hopes that the two parties will be able to accept it. 

Costa du Rels, Bolivian representative, has explained to me that 
they would find it difficult to accept a procedure which involves a long 
armistice before arbitration since the maintenance of some 4,000 men 
in such a remote region is an operation of such cost that they could not 
maintain it indefinitely. A long delayed decision would, therefore, 
according to Costa work in favor of Paraguay. I shall not elaborate 
his position further as I assume the Department is familiar with it. 

I should appreciate guidance as to how you desire me to reply to 
Drummond. 

WILson
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724.8415 /3126 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State | 

. La Paz, May 19, 1983—8 p. m. 

| [Received 9:45 p. m.] 

48, The Bolivian Government today replied to the Argentine note 

of May 8 in part as follows: | , | 

Bolivia in the note of April 27 defending her points of view and 

safeguarding her rights, did not intend to cast any doubt on the lofty 

purposes of the Neutral Commission and the ABCP. 

Reference is then made to the Bolivian telegram of May 4th re- 

questing the renewal of the good offices, showing that Bolivia is 

desirous of seeing a successful outcome of the peace negotiations. 

Bolivia considers the incident closed and expresses the hope that 

the traditional relations between the two countries will remain un- 

altered, and that Argentine will renew her cooperation in the noble 

work of peace. 
| | FEELY 

724,8415/8126 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 

(White) 

| [Wasuineton,] May 20, 193883. 

On receipt of telegram No. 48 from La Paz this morning, I tele- 

phoned the Argentine Ambassador and advised him of it, and said 

that I hoped his Government would now cooperate with the Neutral 

Commission in this matter. He said that he had nothing from his 

Government. I asked whether he would make a suggestion to his 

Government along that line and if he did not want to take the ini- 

tiative he might put it on me and say that I had asked him to make 

the inquiry. Mr. Espil asked if I had any suggestion as to what 

might be done if there should be a meeting. I said that one thing 

that might be done, which I thought would perhaps be effective, would 

be for the nine countries to agree to support the League’s proposal. 

This would put the League and the nine countries all in agreement 

and all working for the same object and might therefore have more 

chance for success. It would give the two contending parties one 

and only one proposal and would offer a united front by all the peace- 

makers. Mr. Espil said that he would take the matter up with his 

Government in that sense. 
I tried to get the Chilean Chargé to see if he had any information 

but could not get him until later.
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In the meantime I heard from Mr. Heath of the UP that he had a 
despatch from Santiago saying that Bolivia had replied to the Chilean 
note and that the Chilean Government considered the note most satis- 
factory and was now ready to cooperate with the Neutrals and the 
League. When I finally got Mr. Cohen on the phone I told him this 
and asked him to let me know anything he might hear from his 
Government. He promised to doso. | oo 

I called back Mr. Espil and advised him of the press despatch from 

Santiago. 
I then called up the Brazilian Ambassador and, with reference to 

our conversation some days ago in which he had told me that his Gov- 
ernment, in view of the withdrawal of Argentina and Chile from me- 
diation in the matter, had decided also not to join in with the Neutral 
Commission,—at which time I had told him that the Argentine posi- 
tion apparently was not definitely to withdraw but to wait for Bo- 
livia’s reply and if it was satisfactory to join in,—told him that I now 
had news that Bolivia had answered Argentina and Chile and that 
the Chilean Government at least found the reply satisfactory and 
was ready to cooperate. I told him that I was hoping that we would 
shortly hear from Argentina in the same sense and I also hoped he 
would advise his Government and see if it would not also join in. 
I told him I thought it would be very helpful if the nine countries 
would support the League proposal so that there would be but one pro- 
posal before the two combatant countries. He promised to cable 
his Government and to advise me of anything he might hear. 

F[ranois| W[arre] 

724.3415 /3126 : Telegram 

 - The Secretary of State to the Minister in Bolivia (Feely) 

WasuHincton, May 20, 1983—3 p. m. 

15. Your 48, May 19, 8 p.m. Has Bolivian Government also re- 
plied to Chilean note? Chilean Government will not cooperate either 
unless it gets a satisfactory answer. | 

724.3415 /8122 : Telegram . 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson), 
| at Geneva | 

| oo ~ Wasurneron, May 20, 1933—4 p. m. 

| 105. Your 182, May 18,9 p.m. Argentina and Chile were much 
annoyed at a note from Bolivia and stated that they would not take
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any further action in the Chaco matter for the present. At Bolivia’s 
request the Neutral Commission asked the four neighbors to join it 
to see if nine countries could cooperate on a single program. No 
answers have been received but the Argentine Government orally ad- 
vised us, through Ambassador here, that if Bolivia would send a con- 
ciliatory reply to the latest Argentine and Chilean notes Argentina 
would then be ready to cooperate. If not, Argentina contemplated 
breaking diplomatic relations with Bolivia. Argentina asked the 
good offices of the Department in trying to settle the matter. 

_ Department took the matter up with the Bolivian Minister here and 
through the Legation in La Paz and answers were sent yesterday to 
Argentina and Chile. The excerpts received from Legation in La 
Paz indicate that the note was conciliatory and should be satisfactory. 
A press report from Santiago, not yet published, indicates that the 
Chilean Government considers note most satisfactory and is willing to 
cooperate. Department has taken matter up again this morning with 
Argentine and Brazilian Ambassadors to get their cooperation and 
has stated that what we have in mind would be to have the nine coun- 
tries forming the Neutral Commission and neighboring group unite 
in supporting League proposal so that there will be a united front by 
all peace organizations. If this can be accomplished there would seem 
to be more chance for success. Department will keep you informed 
of further developments in the matter. 

| Hot 

724.8415/3130 : Telegram 

The Minster in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 20, 19383—8 p. m. 
[Received 8:40 p. m.] 

184. Supplementing my 182, May 18, 9 p. m., Gilbert is reporting 
session of the Council on Paraguay—Bolivia. 

An urgent and informal letter from Drummond dated today gives 
me an account of the meeting and then adds: 

“It, therefore, would be of extraordinary value and, I believe, 
help toward settling this wretched business if the Commission could 
tell him * that he must not shelter behind it and that it was willing 
this time to cooperate with the League as the League previously co- 
operated with it. I may add that the representatives of the great 
powers have promised to take diplomatic action at La Paz recom- 
mending strongly the acceptance of the report by Bolivia, and if it 
were at all possible that your Government could take somewhat similar 
action the chances of success would clearly be enormously enhanced. 

“Identity of person referred to not ascertained. or
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Your Government’s action was most helpful and invaluable in the 
Peru—Colombia business.. I enclose a copy of the telegram which 
we are sending to the Commission of Neutrals and to the Argentine 
and Chile.” | 

Herewith follows text of telegram referred to in last sentence of 
Drummond’s letter : 

“Reference my telegram May 11, Council today discussed Bolivia— 
Paraguay dispute and made proposals for settlement. Paraguay 
accepted proposals. Bolivian representative is consulting bis Govern- 
ment. Full report proceedings follows immediately. Drummond.” 

WILSON 

724.8415 /3182 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, May 21, 1933—6 p. m. 
| [Received May 22—9: 25 a. m.] 

49. Department’s telegram 15, May 20,3 p.m. The same reply was 
sent to Chile but instead of being handed to the Chilean Minister here 
it was delivered to the Chilean Foreign Office by the Bolivian Minister 
at Santiago. 

FEELY 

724.8415 /3147 | 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 
| (White) 

[| WasHineron,| May 22, 1933. 
The Bolivian Minister called and asked if the Neutral Commis- 

sion was going to have a meeting and call in the neighboring coun- 
tries. I told him that we were still waiting to hear from Argentina, 
Chile, and Brazil. The Minister was very insistent that now was the 
time for us to have a meeting and I made it clear to him that we are 
not in conflict with the League proposals and that I personally hoped 
Bolivia would accept the latest League proposal. 

| Francis] W[a1tTe] 

* See pp. 384 ff.
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724.8415/3187 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, May 22, 1933—4 p. m. 
[Received 4:45 p. m.] 

51. The Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs informed me this morn- 
ing that his Government will not accept the intervention of the League 
and that Bolivia desires a renewal of the negotiations under the 
auspices of the Neutral Commission and the ABCP. He was of the 
opinion that an immediate renewal of the negotiations by the nine 
countries might forestall any further action by the League. 

FEELY 

724.3415 /8150 | 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 
(White) 

[Wasuineton,] May 23, 1933. 

I telephoned the Argentine Ambassador to inquire whether he had 
any reply to make to the communication of the Neutral Commission 
of May 9. He said that he did not but that he was decoding a tele- 
gram then. He later called me back to say that his Government felt 
that the matter was now in the hands of the League and that there was 
nothing to do at this time. Mr. Espil said that he thought any meet- 
ing now might seem as though we were trying to interfere with what 
Geneva was doing. Itold Mr. Espil that, quite the contrary, if we had 
a meeting and supported what Geneva was doing it would end for good 
and all any possibility of either Bolivia or Paraguay trying to play 
off either the Neutral group or the neighboring group against the 
League. I said that it was evident that this was what Bolivia was 
trying to do at the present moment from telegrams we had received 
from Geneva, and I thought that Argentina, standing aside, merely 
served to continue the uncertainty which now exists regarding Argen- 
tina’s activity. I said I realized that Argentina had never wanted to 
cooperate with the Neutral Commission and that if there was any feel- 
ing on the part of Argentina that they did not want to take action in 
Washington we had invited them on May 9 to meet anywhere else, and 
that if even that did not fit in with Argentina’s plans I would ask him 
to find out whether his Government would advise Bolivia categorically 
and in writing that it was backing the League proposal and whether 
it would make public announcement thereof, publishing the text of 
its communication. I said it was not necessary for us all to have a 
meeting together either in Washington or anywhere else; if all would 
take common action that might bring about the peace that the Neutral 
Commission has been striving for, and would, from our point of view,
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be just as satisfactory. As long as Argentina continues the policy of 

not supporting effectively other peace moves, it continues the uncer- 

tainty as to what her action and desires are, and makes it possible 

for one of the contesting parties to try to play off one group against 

the other. I said I very much hoped that on behalf of peace in this 

hemisphere his Government would now take some positive affirmative 

action by sending a note to Bolivia suporting the League action and 

making public its position. Mr. Espil said that nobody could doubt 

that Argentina was supporting the League and that he did not think 

this was necessary. I told him that the statement made by the Bolivian 

delegate in Geneva, as well as what the Bolivian Minister here told me, 

certainly gave the impression that Bolivia was trying to play off the 

Neutral Commission and the neighboring group against the League 

Committee, while I personally knew nothing which would justify my 

feeling that Argentina was backing the League, and that I thought 

it worth while for him to try to get his Government to take some 

positive action at this time. He said he agreed and would do so. 
F[rancis] W[arTs] 

724,3415/3140 : Telegram : 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, May 23, 1938—4 p. m. 
[Received 5:12 p. m.] 

155. Bolivian Minister today was informed by La Paz that State 

Department had invited four neighbors to cooperate with Chaco neu- 

trals in Washington. He was urgently instructed to request accept- 

ance by Peru and to request this Embassy to support invitation to 

Foreign Office here. 
Embassy awaits instructions. 

DEARING 

724.3415/3141 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, May 23, 1938—6 p. m. 
[Received 8:05 p. m.] 

58. The Bolivian Government today instructed its Ministers in the 

four neighboring countries to urge prompt acceptance of the invitation 

to join with the Neutral Commission in the renewal of negotiations 

for a peaceful settlement. 
The British and French Ministers here today received instructions 

to urge Bolivia to accept the League formula. 
FREELY 

738036—50——27
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724,.3415/3144a : Telegram . 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Argentina (White) 

| WasHINGTON, May 24, 19383—4 p. m. 

26. On May 9th Neutral Commission informed Argentine, Brazilian, 
Chilean and Peruvian Ambassadors of communications from and con- 
versations with Bolivian and Paraguayan Ministers’ and said that 
the Commission unanimously considered it would be useful and favor- 
able to the interests of peace in this continent to have an exchange of 
ideas between the representatives of the nine countries and added that 
the Commission was ready to collaborate in this new step, holding 
sessions when and in the place which should be judged most opportune 
by the nine mediating Governments and the contending parties. This 
suggestion was sent by letter to Argentine Ambassador ® and there has 
been no formal reply. 

The Ambassador did state orally, under instructions from his Gov- 
ernment, that Argentina would determine her action upon receiving 
a reply from Bolivia to Argentina’s latest communication. If this 
communication should be satisfactory, Argentina would be ready to 
cooperate; otherwise Argentina would break off diplomatic relations 
with Bolivia. The Department was asked to use its good offices to 
have Bolivia make a favorable reply. After taking the matter up 
repeatedly with Bolivian Minister here and through our Legation in 
La Paz, a conciliatory answer was sent. Argentine Ambassador now 
states that although the answer was not perhaps everything that 
Argentina desired the Argentine Government considers the matter 
closed but does not desire to cooperate. This is of course at variance 
with statement he made under instructions when he was urging the 
Department to use its good offices to have a conciliatory reply sent. 

Please discuss the matter informally with Minister of Foreign 
Affairs in attempt to have a definite statement sent to the Commission 
regarding Argentina’s proposed action. 

Bolivia at this time is most anxious to have the nine countries meet 
to consider the situation and it seems likely that it is trying to play 
off this group against the League of Nations. It would seem to be 
most helpful if the nine countries could meet and discuss the matter 
and as a result decide to support the recent proposal of the League. 
Report by cable. 

Hou 

ae memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals, May 9, 

Ps Dated May 9.
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724.38415/3141 : Telegram 

| The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) 

WASHINGTON, May 24, 19833—4 p. m. 

64. Your 155, May 23, 4 p.m. Neutral Commission on May 9th 
invited representatives of ABCP countries in Washington to meet 
with them. Brazilian and Peruvian Ambassadors came and their 
Governments were invited to meet with the Neutral Commission at 
any place that might be convenient to all. Argentine and Chilean 
representatives did not attend but were given written invitations in 
that sense. Department feels it would be helpful for the nine coun- 
tries to agree on a common program and thinks they would be most 
effective by backing up latest League proposal to Bolivia and Para- 
guay. Department hopes that Peru will join. 

| Ho 

724.8415/3155 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 
(White) 

| [Wasuineron,| May 25, 19383. 

Mr. Cohen ® called and showed me copies of communications ex- 
changed between Bolivia and Chile. He also told me that he had 
a telegram from Sefior Cruchaga saying that while the Bolivian 
answer was considered perfectly satisfactory the Chilean Govern- 
ment did not contemplate taking any action in the matter at this 
time. His Government thought it best to let the League have a free 
hand and see what they could do. 

I told Mr. Cohen that I was disappointed to hear this; that I had 
thought it would be better for the nine countries to meet together 
and support the League proposal because otherwise there would be 
an attempt to play off one group against the other; Bolivia would 
undoubtedly tell the League that the matter was still pending before 
the Neutral and neighboring countries, and the League effort would 
fail. Mr. Cohen said that he expected the League efforts to fail and 
added that he understood Argentina was taking the same position 
and was not doing anything at this time. I told Mr. Cohen that 
such was unfortunately the case and that I hoped it was not from 
any desire to see the League efforts fail; that I still hoped it would be 
possible for all the countries to get together and support the League 

proposal. He said that he would advise Mr. Cruchaga in this sense. 
F[rancis] W[nrrs] 

®Chilean Chargé.
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724.3415/3158 | 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 
(White) 

[Wasuineton,| May 25, 1933. 

Mr. Finot called and said that his Government was very much upset 
at the failure of Argentina and Chile to come into the meeting with 
the Neutrals. He said that he had information that Argentina and 
Chile, especially the latter, were active in Geneva, trying to have the 
League support the Mendoza formula. He said that there was no 
more reason why the League should take the Mendoza formula as the 
point of departure in their negotiations than that they should take the 
Neutral proposal of December 15.1° He hoped that the Neutral Com- 
mission would not fall in for any such thing as this and would tell the 
League that we want to be consulted before they make another pro- 
posal. We have told the League that we will cooperate and the League 
counts heavily on our support. However, cooperation, he thought, 
meant consultation in advance so that we would have some word in 
drawing up the plan and not just be asked to come in and support the 
plan after it has been formulated and presented to the two Govern- 
ments. I told Mr. Finot that he could be sure that we would not sup- 

- port any proposal we did not agree to. Whether we were consulted 
in advance or not was a matter for the League to decide but of course 
they would run the risk of not getting our support if they brought out 

a proposal without consulting us. 

F[rancis] W[arre] 

724.3415/3152: Telegram 

The Chargé m Argentina (White) to the Secretary of State 

| Buenos Armes, May 26, 1933—6 p. m. 
| | [Received 11 p. m.] 

45. Your 26, May 24,4p.m. Yesterday being national festival have 
only just had interview with the Minister of Foreign Affairs. I found 
that he is quite definitely committed to the attitude of not soiling his 
fingers further with the Chaco business. (See also my telegram 39, 
May 10,4p.m.) His formal statement to this effect is contained in a 
telegram to Espil of May 22 which he states that he has also communi- 
cated to the League of Nations, As illustrating his frame of mind I 
may mention that most of my interview was occupied by an indignant 

70 Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, p. 126. | . |
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recital of his painstaking efforts to mediate and their rebuff by Bolivia. 

While favoring action by the League of Nations, he denies that there 

is danger of Bolivia trying to play neutrals against the League and 

read me message sent to Espil to this effect. 
WHITE 

724,8415/3158 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, May 29, 1933—11 p. m. 

[Received 11:44 p. m.] 

54, The Minister of Foreign Affairs today sent for the ABCP Min- 

isters and requested that they inform their Governments that Bolivia 

was desirous that the negotiations for an immediate peace on the basis 

of arbitration be renewed by the neighboring countries and the 

neutrals and that while Bolivia had not modified her attitude as to 

the prior delimitation of the arbitral zone, nevertheless, if Paraguay 

will not declare her territorial pretention Bolivia would be glad to 

receive suggestions from the two American entities upon that point. 

The Minister suggested that if inquiries were received by the four 

Governments from the League, the former be asked by their Ministers 

here to express their willingness to. renew the negotiations, and said 

that, as a last resort Bolivia would accept a renewal of the neutral 

and ABCP activities under the auspices of the League. 

All four Ministers were impressed by the attitude of the Minister 

of Foreign Affairs and his evident sincerity and were agreed that 

Bolivia now desires an early peace. The Minister also intimated to 

them that he was informed that the United States would be prepared 

to suggest to the League the advisability of a return of the negotiations 

to an American capital. 

The fear that the League may hold Bolivia responsible for the 

failure of the League’s intervention, the closing of the Argentine 

frontier announced here today, and the failure thus far to achieve a 

decisive military victory, are no doubt the principal reasons for the 

present more amenable attitude of Bolivia. 
I believe that if the negotiations could now be renewed without 

delay, preferably without the cooperation of the League, the possi- 

bility of a successful issue is greater than at any previous time. 
FEELY
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724.3415/8161 : Telegram 

Lhe Chargé in Brazil (Thurston) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pe JANEIRO, May 31, 1933—2 p. m. 
[Received 4:15 p. m.] 

58. The Undersecretary called me to the Foreign Office last evening 
on behalf of the Minister for Foreign Affairs to request that I convey 
to you the following viewpoint of Brazil with respect to Mr. White’s 
suggestion that the ABCP states and the neutrals jointly support the 
efforts of the League of Nations to effect a settlement of the Chaco 
conflict. 

After recalling Brazil’s consistent support of the Neutral Commis- 
sion, even in the face of resultant complications, Dr. Cavalcanti stated 
that, while Brazil had been glad to accept the invitation to resume 
with the other neighbor states meetings with the Neutral Commis- 
sion, it does not approve of Mr. White’s suggestion. He stated that 
Brazil feels that for reasons of continental policy and tradition the 
problem should, if possible, be settled by American means, but if these 
means fail then the American peace agencies should relinquish the 
task for the League to take on if it so wishes. In this connection he 
remarked that Brazil is not a member of the League and pointed out 
that the League had in the first instance entered into the Chaco ques- 
tion without prior consultation with the neutrals. If the neutrals feel 
that they have failed Brazil prefers to withdraw from the negotia- 
tions. If there is still hope it will continue to give full support. It 
does not, however, desire to associate in a mixed American and League 
undertaking. 

I asked if Brazil has any constructive suggestion to advance. The 
Undersecretary replied that it has none, but has strong reason to be- 
lieve that both belligerents, but especially Bolivia, now anxiously de- 
sire to find a solution. He emphasized this. 

Dr. Cavalcanti expressed the wish that Brazil might be informed 
of the views of the Government of the United States regarding the 
situation. 

Today Dr. Cavalcanti requested me to add to the foregoing that — 
Brazil has been informed that Bolivia has again asked the ABCP and 
neutral states to resume their good offices, which Bolivia prefers to 
those of the League, and that Bolivia is prepared to have the zone to 
be submitted to arbitration defined by the American mediators, Brazil 
considers this to justify continuance of American efforts. 

THURSTON
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724.3415/3173 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 

(White) 

[Wasuineton,] June 1, 1933. 

The Bolivian Minister called and discussed the Chaco matter and 

wanted the Neutral Commission to meet and take some action. I asked 

him what action he could suggest and he said that he had nothing to 

suggest. We went over the history of the matter, including Bolivia’s 

attitude in 1929 and 1930 and also last summer, and especially the 

rather caustic remarks which were made by the Bolivian Govern- 

ment in its notes regarding the action of the Neutrals. I said that 

the matter was now in the hands of the League and that Argentina 

and Chile did not want to cooperate with the Neutral Commission 

and that I understood Brazil did not want to support action by the 

League. I said that I really could see nothing for us to do in the mat- 

ter. The Minister then said that he would like me to call a meeting 

of the Neutrals at which he could be present and could present his 

point of view that the Neutrals ought to do something. 

After some discussion it appeared that his Government would ac- 

cept a solution along the lines suggested in the Neutral proposal of 

December 15 as regards arbitration and delimiting the territory. I 

said that that proposal had not been accepted by Paraguay nor had 

it been categorically accepted by Bolivia. He indicated that Bolivia 

would be willing to withdraw completely and demobilize once it knew 

that the matter would be definitely settled. I asked him whether this 

meant that Bolivia would withdraw to Villa Montes once an agree- 

ment had been signed with Paraguay to settle the matter in accord- 

ance with the suggestion of the Neutrals of December 15. He said 

it was his understanding that they would. 

I told the Minister that if he would get me a written categoric 

statement from his Government to that effect I would submit it to 

the Neutral Commission to see whether we should take it up with 

Paraguay and try to get their concurrence to proceed on that basis 

and, if they would not, to inform the League what Bolivia had been 

prepared to do so that that could be taken into account in negotiations 

there. The Minister said that he would try to get a definite state- 

ment from his Government that there should be an immediate armistice 

on present positions for a period of thirty days while negotiations 

are under way to sign an agreement between Bolivia and Paraguay 

for a definite settlement of the matter in the manner suggested by the 

Neutrals on December 15, with the further agreement that once that
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instrument is signed Paraguay will withdraw to the River and Bolivia 
to Villa Montes. I told the Minister that I would withhold calling 
any meeting of the Neutrals until I received his further definite 
statement. 

F[ranors] W[nrre] 

724.3415 /3168 : Telegram 

Lhe Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, June 2, 1933—noon. 
[Received 12:50 p. m.] 

55. The Chilean Minister was yesterday instructed by his Govern- 
ment to request the personal opinion of his ABC colleagues here as to 
whether the declarations contained in the first paragraph of my tele- 
gram No. 54 of May 29, 11 p. m. could be interpreted to mean that 
Bolivia would consent to allow the four neighboring countries to 
determine the arbitral zone. 

The three Ministers were of the opinion that Bolivia would not ac- 
cept such a solution and the Chilean Government was so informed. 

The Bolivian Government is informed that the League of Nations 
will press Paraguay to declare her territorial pretentions and that the 
League is desirous of continuing the negotiations without American 
intervention. 

FREELY 

724,3415/8251a 

The Acting Secretary of State to President Roosevelt 

WASHINGTON, June 9, 1933. 
My Dear Mr. Presiwent: Mr. Francis White recommends, and I 

concur, that he call a meeting of the Chaco Neutral Commission and 
endeavor to have this Commission send telegrams to the Bolivian and 
Paraguayan Governments to the effect that, as the dispute is now 
being taken up in Geneva, and in order not to cross wires, the Neutral 
Commission withdraw from its activities, leaving them entirely in the 
hands of the League of Nations. | 
We should suggest that the Neutral Commission send a similar tele- 

gram to the President of the League of Nations saying that, as there 
are many non-combatant South American countries that have real 
political interests involved in this dispute any commission which the 
League might send to the Chaco could appropriately be composed 
entirely of Latin Americans. 

After four and a half years of patient endeavors in this matter the 
United States can in this way get out of the matter gracefully and leave
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it to the League and South Americans. In our opinion, we should 
not be a member of the League commission dealing with the Chaco 
matter because, if we do so, we will surely run into conflict with 
Argentina, which is not a neutral and has openly supported Paraguay. 
It seems evident that Argentina will not work for the success of the 
League commission and failnre, therefore, of such efforts is almost 
assured. We do not want to get into trouble with Argentina on 
account of American interests in that country. We have no interest 
in the Chaco. 

This seems to be the precise moment for us to withdraw from the 
Neutral Commission because the new Minister from Paraguay has 
stated that he has no instructions to discuss with us the Chaco matter, 
and the Bolivian Minister has been ordered to Geneva for a couple of 
months in connection with the affair. There is no one, therefore, left 

in Washington who is authorized to deal with the matter. We believe 

that it is time to liquidate the Neutral Commission and for the United 

States to withdraw entirely from the matter. May I have your 
approval to this course? ™ 

Faithfully yours, Witiam PHrtiies 

724.8415 /8198 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 
(White) 

[Wasuineron,] June 21, 1933. 

On Friday, June 16, the Neutral Commission met at my request and 
I told the Commission that since Soler had left Washington at the 
end of December Paraguay had not been represented before the Com- 
mission as Sefior Bordenave, when he arrived as Minister, stated he 
had no instructions to deal with the Chaco matter. I pointed out 
that Mr. Finot had sailed on the tenth for Geneva to take up the 
matter there and said I thought, in view of the fact that neither 
Government was dealing with the Neutral Commission and as they 
were both members of the League and had elected to take the matter 
up in Geneva, that the most dignified thing for the Commission to do 
was to go out of existence. I explained that this suggestion was not 
a personal one of mine but that the matter had been considered by 
this Government and that was our feeling and I submitted it to them 
for their consideration. 
There was some discussion of the matter, the Uruguayan Minister | 

being very much opposed to the Commission being broken up, and the 
Colombian Minister expressed a personal view somewhat along the 

* Reply not found in Department files.
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same line, Finally I was asked whether, as a way out, I could draw 

up a draft of a telegram for the consideration of the Commission 

which would merely suspend the Commission’s action while the 

League was considering the matter. I pointed out that while this 

latter course was preferable to continuing actively to function and thus 

perhaps crossing wires with the Committee in Geneva I still thought 

that it had the disadvantage that it did give a chance for either Bolivia 

or Paraguay to refuse any League proposal on the ground that the 

Neutral Commission had the matter in hand and hence try to put the 

blame on the Neutral Commission for any breakdown in the work in 

Geneva. However, I promised to try to draft a telegram along the 

lines they desired. There is attached hereto, marked A, the telegram 

I proposed to be sent by the Neutrals to Bolivia and Paraguay and, 

marked B, the telegram I proposed that the Commission send to the 

League of Nations.” 

On the morning of Saturday, June 17, the Mexican Chargé, Sefior 

Padilla Nervo, called on me and said that after the meeting of the 

sixteenth, he had telegraphed his Government regarding my sugges- 

tion and the points of view of the Uruguayan and Colombian Minis- 

ters, and that he had just received a telegram telling him to support 

decidedly the dissolution of the Commission, pointing out that the 

splendid good-will shown by the five Neutrals during the negotiations 

should be topped off by the spontaneous dissolution of the Commis- 

sion as an unequivocal manifestation of its desire not to disturb the 

action taking place in Geneva. The instruction added that the Mexi- 

can attitude was in agreement with a prior statement made by the 

Mexican Government ?* that it would be pleased to see the friendly 

mediation of the ABCP countries in the Chaco conflict and even the 

transfer of the seat of the conferences as the only desire of Mexico 

is that the conflict should be settled and the state of war terminated 

between these two brotherly countries. 

The Chargé said that he wanted me to know of his instructions before 

the meeting scheduled for that day. I thanked him very much for 

advising me and it was decided that as soon as the meeting opened he 

would advise the Commission of his instructions and suggest therefore 

that we give further consideration to the dissolution of the Commission. 

I showed him the telegrams which I had drafted at the request of the 

Commission the day before and it was agreed that in view of the recent 

developments I would not present them to the Commission at this time. 

There is attached hereto, marked C,'* the proposed draft telegram to 

be sent by the Neutrals to Bolivia and Paraguay and, as D,'* the 

* Neither printed. 
8 Gee telegram No. 93, May 11, 5 p. m., from the Ambassador in Mexico, p. 321. 

“Not printed.
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proposed telegram to the President of the League. I also attach, 

marked E,"* a press despatch given to me by the representative of the 

United Press of a message from Mexico dated June 17 giving the text 

of the instructions to the Mexican Chargé d’A ffaires. 

When the Commission met on the seventeenth, the Mexican Chargé, 

as agreed, made his statement. This immediately precipitated a long 

argument by the Uruguayan Minister who said that he thought that 

we should not disband because he anticipated that the League would 

fail and then Bolivia and Paraguay would come to us for a settlement. 

He said that he thought the result would be that Bolivia would with- 

draw from the League of Nations as Japan had done.” I said that 

that, to me, seemed more of an argument why we should disband than 

that we should continue. If Bolivia does withdraw from the League 

or the League negotiations fail, we do not want to be in a position where 

they can say that it was the action of the Commission of Neutrals in 

keeping in the picture which had caused Bolivia to withdraw from 

the League or had caused the League action to fail. It was agreed that 

as the Mexican Government had definitely spoken in the matter we 

should adjourn while the other representatives on the Commission 

could communicate with their Governments. An adjournment was 

taken to Thursday, June 22, as the Uruguayan Minister would be out 

of town the early part of the week. 
F[rancis| W[H1rE] 

%24.3415/3207c: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland 

(Wilson) , at Geneva 

[Wasuineron,] June 27, 19383—3 p. m. 

118. Neutral Commission met today * and gave following statement 

to the press: 

“The Neutral Commission met and decided that in view of the 

present negotiations in other places between Bolivia and Paraguay 

tor a settlement of the Chaco question there was nothing further for 

the Neutral Commission to do in the matter and that it could best 

contribute to the establishment of peace, the only object it has had in 

view during the long tedious negotiations it has patiently carried on, 

by withdrawing from the situation. | 

Experience has shown that if there is more than one center of 

negotiation confusion and lack of agreement are the inevitable results. 

The Commission therefore feels that it can best contribute to peace 

on this continent by withdrawing from the negotiations. Thus nego- 
tiations can be centered in Geneva, if other peace agencies will take 

“8 Not reprinted. 
% Ag of March 27, 1983; see vol. m1, pp. 205-258. 
16 Soe memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals, infra.



344. FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV 

a similar attitude, allowing the League Committee to work with uni- 
versal support for peace. 

The Neutral Commission also feels that its action promotes the best 
interests of Pan Americanism as it gives full support to the contending 
countries in seeking a solution in the place which they select, and it 
also clearly demonstrates to the American nations the necessity for 
them to deal effectively at the next Pan American Conference 2” with 
the fundamental problem of the preservation of peace and order in 
this hemisphere. 

In withdrawing from the negotiations the Neutral Commission 
and the Governments represented thereon do not wish to indicate that 
if both contending countries should feel that they could in the future 
be of assistance to them in bringing about peace and should request 
their help such an appeal would not be considered. Should both coun- . 
tries agree at a later date to appeal to the countries that have formed 
the Neutral Commission for further good offices in seeking to estab- 
lish peace between them, their petition will of course be considered 
with careand sympathy. The action, if any, which those nations may 
take, will of course depend upon all the circumstances existing at 
that time.” 

Paraguayan and Bolivian representatives in Washington have 
been advised regarding it. | 

Please say informally to Drummond and/or the League Committee 
dealing with the Chaco matter that should it be decided by the League 
to send a Commission to the Chaco this Government does not desire to 
be represented thereon nor does it desire that an American citizen be 
appointed on the Commission. | 

PHirres 

724.3415 /3218 

Memorandum by the Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals 
(White) 

[WasHineton,] June 28, 1933. 

The Neutrals met on the twenty-seventh and all were in favor of 
disbanding the Neutral Commission with the exception of the Uru- 
guayan Minister, Doctor Varela. Doctor Varela asked me to try 
to draw up a formula which would be acceptable to all and I drew 
up a draft of a press release. After this was read, certain modifi- 
cations were made, and then it was typed out and copies given to 
each member of the Commission who studied it, made suggestions, 
and finally the corrected text was accepted unanimously. The Uru- 
guayan Minister said that he was really not in favor of the statement 
because it supported a thesis which is opposed to his; he realized 
there was no possibility of reconciling two points of view so diametri- 
cally opposed as his and the other members of the Commission and 

* See pp. 1 ff. | 7
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he would therefore make the vote unanimous. In this connection, 
it may be said that certain proposals made by the Mexican Chargé 
were rejected categorically by Sefior Varela who said that if they 
were adopted by the Commission then it would be a majority report 
and not a unanimous one. He was perfectly willing to make the 
text that was finally agreed on unanimous. A copy is attached 
hereto.7® 

F[rancis| W[ urs] 

724.8415 /3219 

The Paraguayan Minister (Bordenave) to the Chairman of the 
Commission of Neutrals (White) 

[Translation] 

| WASHINGTON, June 28, 1983. 

Honorastz Francis Wurte: I have to acknowledge receipt of the 
communication dated yesterday * by which you were kind enough 
to send me, for the information of my Government, a copy of the 
statement given to the press today by the Commission of Neutrals. 

On this occasion I have the honor to be the interpreter of the 
gratitude of Paraguay toward the distinguished members of the 
Commission of Neutrals, for their efforts in behalf of a peaceful 
settlement of the Chaco dispute, asking them to have the kindness to 
transmit to their respective Governments the expression of these 
sentiments. 

I greet you with the highest consideration. 
Ewriqut BorDENAVE 

724.8415 /3219 

The Chairman of the Commission of Neutrals (White) to the 
Paraguayan Minster (Bordenave) | 

WASHINGTON, June 29, 19338. 

Dear Mr. Minister: Thank you very much for your letter of the 
twenty-eighth instant. I desire to express to you the thanks of the 
Government of the United States for the expressions you make 
therein regarding the action of the Neutral Commission. I have 
sent copies of your letter to the representatives of the other Gov- 
ernments that formed part of the Commission. 

Yours, very sincerely, Francis WHITE 

*® See telegram No. 118, supra. 
* Not printed. 
” Mr. White resigned as Assistant Secretary of State July 2, 1933.
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%24.3415/3224 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

: La Paz, July 6, 1933—10 p. m. 
[Received 10:10 p. m.] 

59. I am informed that the Brazilian Government has confiden- 
tially suggested to the Argentine, Chilean and Peruvian Govern- 
ments that the four neighboring countries intimate to the League 
that they would be disposed to organize a commission of investiga- 
tion and take steps looking toward a direct agreement between 
the parties as to arbitration. I am informed that the Bolivian 

Government approved of the idea. 
FEELY 

724.3415 /3234 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, July 15, 1933—11 p. m. 
| [Received 12:41 p.m. (a. m.?) ] 

61. Referring to my telegram of July 6, 10 p. m., Bolivia and 
Paraguay have since accepted on principle a suggestion made to 
them by the four neighboring countries that the two belligerents 
intimate to the League that they would look with favor upon a 
further participation under League auspices of the ABCP countries 
in the way of organizing the commission of investigation and ar- 
ranging a direct agreement as to arbitration. Bolivia has already 
instructed her delegation to make such an intimation to the League ™ 

but Paraguay has not yet done so. 
FEELY 

724.3415 /3243 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, July 25, 1933—11 a. m. 
[Received July 25—11 a. m.] 

62. Referring to my telegram No. 61, July 15, 11 a. m. [p. m.?], the 
Bolivian Government yesterday instructed its delegation to request 
that the League give a mandate to the ABCP countries to organize 
a commission of investigation and to make proposals for an arbitral 
compromis to the belligerents. The Bolivian Government is in- 
formed that the Paraguayan delegation has received identic instruc- 
tions, and is hopeful that in view of the impasse in Geneva the 

*t See League of Nations, Oficial Journal, September 1933, p. 1083.
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League will accede to the request. The preliminary negotiations 
resulting in this action took place in Rio de Janeiro under the aus- 
pices of the Brazilian Government. 

F'EELY 

724.8415/3244 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Brazil (Thurston) to the Secretary of State 

Rio ve JAneRti0, July 25, 1988—5 p. m. 
[Received July 25—4:15 p. m.] 

69. Embassy’s 58, May 31, 2 p.m. I have just been informed at 
the Foreign Office that a public statement will be issued tonight 
announcing that arrangements with the League of Nations and 
Bolivia and Paraguay have been made whereunder the ABCP states 
will undertake to effect a settlement of the Chaco conflict. 

THURSTON 

724.3415/3245 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Paraguay (Horn) to the Secretary of State 

Asuncion, July 26, 1933—11 a. m. 
[ Received 2:55 p. m.] 

(8. Paraguay has given her acceptance to a suggestion which re- 
cently originated in Brazil and was later approved by the other 
members of the ABCP group and the League in accordance with 
which the neighbor powers under League authority will assume active 
charge of negotiations. Under the new arrangement a League com- 
mission would not be sent to Chaco. 

Benitez? is frankly pleased with the change and believes it 
presages a prompter and more effective solution. 

Horn 

724.8415 /3266 

Lhe Chargé in Brazil (Thurston) to the Secretary of State 

No. 4171 Rio pz Janeiro, July 26, 1933. 
| [Received August 7.] 

Sir: Supplementing the Embassy’s telegram number 69, dated J uly 
25, 5 P. M., I have the honor to report that the following statement 
was printed in the Rio de Janeiro newspapers this morning, pre- 
sumably having been issued by the Foreign Office: 

“Paraguayan Minister for Foreign Affairs. |
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“The belligerent Governments of Bolivia and Paraguay agreed, 

after having heard the Governments of the Argentine Republic, 

Brazil, Chile, and Peru, to request the League of Nations to nominate 

the four ABCP States, in substitution of the commission of five 

inembers whose appointment has been under consideration by the 

Committee of Three, with full powers to study a formula designed 
to restore peace between them.” 

I was informed at the Foreign Office yesterday afternoon that this 

development has been brought about by the Brazilian Minister for 

Foreign Affairs, Dr. Mello Franco, and I received the impression 

that his principal purpose was to return to America and withdraw 

from the League of Nations jurisdiction over the Chaco peace efforts. 

During a recent conversation the Minister for Foreign Affairs ex- 

pressed to me his great regret at the relinquishment by the Neutral 

Commission in Washington of its jurisdiction over the Chaco peace 

efforts, indicating that he had hoped that the message conveyed in the 

Embassy’s telegram number 58, dated May 31, 2 P. M., would encour- 

age it to continue with its labors. 

Respectfully yours, Waurrr C. THurston 

%724.3415/3249 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Paraguay (Horn) to the Secretary of State 

Asunci6n, July 27, 1938—noon. 

[Received 1:50 p. m.] 

79. My 78, July 26, 11 a. m. was in error in stating that the League 

had approved the suggestion. 
Horn 

724.3415/3254: Telegram (part air) 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Guneva, July 27, 1983—4 p. m. 
[Received July 29—6: 15 a. m.] 

177. Consulate’s despatch 682, political, July 14,* last paragraph. 

This rumor which was at first discredited, seems now to be confirmed. 

The Secretariat has issued the following communiqué: 

“The Committee set up by the Council to examine the difference 

between Bolivia and Paraguay has received from the Delegations 

of Bolivia and Paraguay letters requesting it on behalf of the two 

Governments to confide to the Governments of Argentine, Brazil, 

Chile and Peru, the mandate of the Commission of Five which has 
been appointed in execution of the Council’s decision of July 3. 

The Committee has requested further explanations on the subject 
from the two Delegations.[””] 

* Not printed. .
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I learn that this proposal (transmitted by the two Governments 

in separate letters expressing agreement between them) has con- 

fronted the Committee of Three with a difficult problem. At the 

present moment the Committee is completely at a loss to understand 

the meaning of this proposal, as briefly submitted by the parties, 

even in its purely technical and juridical aspects. It is not clear 

whether the plan contemplates 

(1) that the Governments of the limitrophe countries undertake 
the settlement of the dispute (a) independently or (0) under the di- 
rection of and responsible to the Council, or | 

(2) that the Council appoint a commission composed of nationals 
of the limitrophe countries which would replace the commission al- 

ready constituted and assume its task under the same terms of refer- 
ence. 

The first alternative, with the Governments acting either independ- 

ently or under the direction of the Council, is seen as involving com- 

plicated questions of a juridical if not of a political nature especially 

as Brazil is not a League member and Argentina is at most an inactive 

member. The second alternative involves a change of procedure of 

which the purpose and utility are not clear. In addition the Com- 

mittee does not know to what extent the limitrophe Governments are 

in agreement on the proposal and what they understand by it. 

The Committee furthermore is uncertain as to whether the proposal 

may imply a possible change in the situation with respect to the sub- 

stance of the dispute or merely a desire for a change of procedure due 

to dissatisfaction with present methods or whether it may not be sim- 

ply a maneuver. 
As a practical objection to any change the present commission has 

already booked passage for South America and the Spanish and Mexi- 

can members are actually en route. 
In view of this situation the Committee has requested the parties to 

submit a complete explanation of the meaning and scope of their pro- 

posal. In any case the Committee does not feel competent to take a 

final decision on the matter and contemplates after reaching its own 

conclusions, the submission of the question to the Council together with 

its recommendations. | 
GILBERT 

724.3415 /3253 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, July 28, 1933—noon. 
[Received 1:15 p. m.] 

63. Bolivia will not reply until next week to the League’s request 
for an explanation of her motives in asking for a mandate for the 

ABCP countries. 
738036—50-——28
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In the meantime I judge from conversations with officials of the 
Foreign Office that Bolivia is considering the advisability of suggest- 
ing to the ABCP countries that the neutral countries be invited to 
participate in the negotiations in the event that the League consents 
to give a mandate to the neighboring countries. 

FEELY 

724.8415 /8274 

The Chargé in Brazil (Thurston) to the Secretary of State 

No. 4182 Rio pz JAnetro, July 29, 1938. 

[Received August 14.] 
Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Embassy’s despatch number 

4171, dated July 26, 1933, and to report that at the weekly diplomatic 
reception last evening I inquired of Dr. Mello Franco, the Brazilian 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, concerning the negotiations now in 
progress to bring about the appointment by the League of Nations of 
the A~B-C-P States to study a formula designed to restore peace 
between Bolivia and Paraguay. | 

Dr. Mello Franco reiterated his profound disappointment at the 
action of the Neutral Commission in relinquishing the Chaco media- 
tion. He said that it had been his hope that the message conveyed to 
the Department in the Embassy’s telegram number 58, dated May 31, 
2 P. M., would indicate the feasibility of an American solution, and 
encourage the Neutral Commission to continue with its task. He 
remarked that he could not yet understand the action of Washington 
in abandoning the problem to the League, and he characterized that 
action as a blow to the Monroe Doctrine.24 In elaboration of this 
point, Dr. Mello Franco stated that the League of Nations is not 
prepared to deal with such problems as that between Bolivia and 
Paraguay, and pointed out that the contemplated dispatch of a com- 
mission to the Chaco for the purpose of ascertaining the origins of 
the conflict was a futile move which would entail great waste of time 
and continued bloodshed. Such a commission, he continued, would 
take no positive action, but would merely submit a lengthy report (as 
did the Lytton Committee*), which presumably would designate 
one of the belligerent States as the aggressor and cause the League of 
Nations eventually to apply sanctions. He stated that he could not. 
believe that the United States would view with equanimity such action 
by the League of Nations with respect to an American State. 

“See Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. 1, pp. 698 ff. 
* For text of the Lytton Report, see League of Nations, Appeal by the Chinese 

Government, Report of the Commission of Inquiry (Geneva, October 1, 1982).



THE CHACO DISPUTE 351 

Entertaining these views, he said, he had sought a means to restore 

to America the paramount place in the peace negotiations to which he 

feels it is entitled. This he found in the recommendations of the 

League itself, which provided that a Commission should be appointed. 

He thereupon took up the matter with the Governments of Argentina, 

Chile, and Peru, and with the two belligerents, with the result that 

the latter agreed to request the League to nominate the A~B-C-P 

States for appointment as the Commission. The definitive reply of 

the League is being awaited. 

Respectfully yours, Water C. THURSTON 

724.38415/3264: Telegram (part air) 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

| Geneva, August 4, 1933—10 a. m. 
[Received August 5—6: 52 a. m.] 

178. Consulate’s 177, July 27,4 p.m. The following is a Summary 

of the report adopted by the Council yesterday.” 

1. Recalls that the Covenant is the only international instrument 

by which the two parties are legally bound for the settlement of the 

present conflict and in view of the “formal relinquishment of the 

matter by third parties it now devolves upon the League of Nations 

alone to seek a rapid settlement and to select the most appropriate 
means to that end”. 

9. The Council cannot consider the proposal concerning action of 
limitrophe powers unless the procedure would have the effect not 
merely of not delaying but also of expediting the settlement. 

3. Notes that the procedure suggested presents certain advantages 
since it was proposed by the two parties by joint agreement and “it 

associates with our efforts as our mandatories the neighboring powers 
who after the two parties, have the most direct interest in the reestab- 
lishment of peace”. 

4, Trusts that the powers will now find the conditions favorable 
“for seeking a solution on the basis of the Covenant.” 

5. Decides to ask the Governments of Argentina, Brazil, Chile, and 
Peru whether they accept this mission “on the basis of the present 
report”; directs to fix the date to communicate the report to them for 
early reply and to request in case they accept that they keep the Coun- 
cil informed of their action. To this end the Committee of Three is 
instructed to keep in touch with the four Governments. 

6. The Council’s report of July 3 retains in full its executive force 
and that League remains seized of the question. 

After the adoption of this report the Council empowered the Com- 

mittee of Three, in case the four Governments were unwilling to 

accept this mission, to despatch the League Commission already con- 

stituted at the earliest possible moment. 

* See League of Nations, Official Journal, pp. 1577-1593.
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League officials seem to have no definite information as to the prob- 
able attitude of the Governments of the limitrophe powers towards 
this proposal. ‘There is a feeling current here, however, that Brazil 
in particular and perhaps Argentina would be inclined not to accept 
any proposal which places their action under mandate of the League. 

GILBERT 

724.3415 /3269 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, August 10, 198383—7 p. m. 
[Received 7:08 p. m.] 

64. The Minister of Foreign Affairs informed me today that Ar- 
gentina, Chile and Peru are insisting upon a cessation of hostilities 
as a condition precedent to further negotiations and that he had in- 
structed the Bolivian Minister at Rio de Janeiro to inform the Brazil- 
ian Government that if those countries persist in that attitude Bolivia 
cannot accept that condition and would prefer to have the negotiations 
returned to Geneva. He again expressed regret that the United 

_ States was not to be a participant in future negotiations for peace. 

FEELY 

724.3415/3293 : Telegram (part air) 

Lhe Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Guneva, August 23, 1933—3 p. m. 
[Received August 25—6 a. m.] 

184. Consulate’s 178, August 4, 10 a. m., paragraph 5. 
1. ‘The League has as yet received no reply from these powers. The 

Secretary General has, however, received a note from the Bolivian 
delegation here transmitting the text of a telegram from La Paz to the 
Bolivian Legation at Rio de Janeiro. In summary the telegram states 
that throughout all stages of the negotiations on this dispute Bolivia 
has declined to accept the idea of a preliminary armistice for the 
reasons stated on previous occasions. These reasons were recognized 
by the League Council which admitted the simultaneous negotiations 
of an armistice and of an arbitral agreement in its report of July 
3rd which serves as the declaration of the mandate to the four powers. 
In accepting the transfer of the negotiations to the American powers, 
Bolivia had made known her disinclination to reconsider the rejected 

: clauses of the Mendoza Agreement whereupon Rio de Janeiro, San- 
tiago and Lima had given her assurances on that head. The accept- 
ance of a preliminary armistice would therefore be contrary to the
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antecedents which constitute the basis of the parties’ request to con- 
fide the matter to the ABCP. Bolivia would be pleased to receive 
suggestions for the establishment of an arbitral agreement or “a direct 
agreement” which would lead to a cessation of hostilities and a de- 
finitive solution. This Bolivian note, which has been made available 
to me in strict confidence, is being communicated to the members of 
the Council but is not being published. 

2. Failing any reply to its communication to the four powers the 
League’s knowledge of the action on its invitation is only by inference 
from indirect sources of information. Its understanding of these 
developments is substantially as follows: 

Brazil drafted a reply accepting the League mandate and embodying 
only a few theoretical safeguards. This draft was not acceptable 
to Argentine and Chile who took the position that a cessation of hos- 
tilities should precede all other negotiations. Brazil and Peru finally 
acceded to this stipulation and a proposal in that sense was made 
to Bolivia and Paraguay. Paraguay accepted and Bolivia responded 
in the manner outlined in its communication to the League cited above. 

The League is now expecting a reply from the four Governments 
stating that they are unable to secure conditions necessary for the 
execution of the Council mandate. Ifthe reply isa clear-cut refusal in 
these terms, that is, if it does not contain suggestions to the Council 
to modify its mandate, it is believed that the Committee of Three will 
proceed at once with the despatch of the League Commission, 

GILBERT 

724.8415/3306 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

No. 15 Rro ve J anerro, August 23, 1933. 
[Received September 5.] 

_ Sm: I have the honor to refer to the Embassy’s despatch No. 4182 
of July 29, 1933, on the subject noted above, and to enclose herewith 
a copy of a memorandum of a conversation I had on August 21 with 
the Minister for Foreign Affairs with respect to the Chaco negotiations. 

Respectfully yours, For the Ambassador 
Watter C. THurstTon 

[Enclosure] oe 

Memorandum by the Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) 

In the course of my conversation with the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs this afternoon, I asked him as to the progress made in con- 
nection with the Chaco negotiations. He said that the negotiations
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were in suspense pending the receipt of replies from the other three 
mediating Powers to his latest proposal. He had said that if they were 
in agreement he would propose to both Paraguay and Bolivia a prelim- 
inary settlement by the acceptance of a line delimiting the territory un- 
conditionally recognized as belonging to Paraguay, and that the re- 
maining territory should be evacuated by both sides who should at the 
same time accept an armistice of forty-five days to be prolonged as 
conditions required. He had suggested this relatively brief armistice 
period because he felt that it was a common state in such cases to fix 
a period so long that all the interested parties lost interest in 1mme- 
diate action. He said that he had not heard from Argentina, Chile or 
Peru, and was unable to conjecture what their attitude would be on 
this proposal, but that after all the varied schemes which had been 
brought forward and rejected, he felt that this was about the last hope 
of favorable action. 
He said that he would keep me informed of developments. 

Huexu Gisson 

Rio pe J aAnetro, August 21, 1933. 

724.38415/3291 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Chile (Norweb) to the Secretary of State 

Santraco, August 24, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received 8:37 p. m.] 

90. The Foreign Office has just given us the formula which has been 
agreed upon by the neighboring countries for settling the Chaco mat- 
ter and which Brazil will soon present to the belligerent countries. The 
formula provides that the belligerents will first sign an agreement to | 
submit the entire Chaco question to arbitration. Immediately after- 
wards they agree to appoint an arbitrator to determine the arbitral 
zone and simultaneously with this second step they agree to cease hos- | 
tilities. Bolivia and Paraguay accept the moral guarantee of the 
neighboring powers that the plan will be faithfully carried through. 
Bolivia has accepted the proposal in the same manner but Paraguay 
has not yet indicated its attitude. | 

In view of previous experiences we do not feel too optimistic but it 
is clear that the Chilean Government has more confidence in the present 
attempt than in previous ones. 

NoRWEB
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%24.3415/3295 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Paraguay (Horn) to the Secretary of State 

Asuncion, August 27, 19833—7 p. m. 
[Received August 28—3:06 a, m.] 

86. I am réliably informed that the Cabinet will meet tonight to 
discuss a new proposal received at noon yesterday directly from the 
Brazilian Foreign Office acting for the ABCP powers.” It provides: 

Ist, that an instrument be signed by the belligerents in which they 
agree to submit the entire Chaco dispute to legal arbitration, 

2nd, they agree to cease military operations from the time of signing 
the foregoing, 

3rd, the belligerents accept the moral guarantee of the ABCP 
powers that the Pact will be carried out and will select a South Amer- 
ican capital as the center of negotiations. 

The Minister for Foreign Affairs expects to telegraph Paraguay’s 
reply tomorrow. There is a feeling among my colleagues that the 
proposal will be accepted as presented. A recent conversation with 
Benitez leads me to the same view. 

The War Department announces today that fighting is continuing 
along the front from Nanawa to Rodriquez de Francia. Yesterday 
all enemy assaults attempted upon Nanawa, Pirizil and Gondra were 
immediately repulsed. At Campo Aceval Paraguayan troops won 
some ground and captured war materials. No estimate of casualties 
was given out. 

| Horn 

724.3415/3296 : Telegram (part air) 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, August 28, 1988—9 a. m. 
[Received August 830—6 : 24 a. m.] 

185. Following exchanges have taken place in the Bolivia-Paraguay 
dispute: 

1. From Minister of Foreign Affairs Rio de Janeiro August 25 to 
President of Council accepting in the name of ABCP League’s invita- 
tion (Consulate’s 178, August 4, 10 a. m.) stating that the four powers 
are proceeding in complete solidarity in negotiations with “bellig- 
erents” in endeavoring to secure from them a “preliminary con- 
ciliation formula” and that a definitive reply will shortly be made. 

2. From President of Council to Minister of Foreign Affairs, Rio 
de Janeiro, August 26, conveying hope that an early success may 
result from these efforts.”* 

GILBERT 

*7 See League of Nations, Oficial Journal, November 1933, p. 1582. 
* See ibid., pp. 1582-1583. o
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724.3415 /3297 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Caffery) 

[WasHineron,| August 29, 1933. 

The Second Secretary of the Chilean Embassy (in the absence of | 
the Chargé d’Affaires ad interim) showed me a telegram from his 
Foreign Office this morning which stated that the formula for the 
solution of the Chaco matter, which Norweb forwarded to Washing- 
ton, had, in fact, been agreed upon by the four ABCP powers; that 
thereafter, however, Mello Franco had made “substantial” changes in 
the formula, thereby creating “a delicate situation” for the four 

powers involved. 

724.38415/3313 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Paraguay (Horn) to the Secretary of State 

| Asunci6n, September 8, 1933—6 p. m. 
[Received 10 p. m.] 

90. My telegrams 86, August 27, 7 p. m., and 88, August 31, 1 p.m.” 
The Minister for Foreign Affairs has lately telegraphed the following 

note to Rio de Janeiro: | 

“The Government of Paraguay, accepting the mediatory efforts of 
Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Peru as a testimony of the interest of 
those friendly nations in the peace and the destiny of the warring na- 
tions, expresses its cordial gratitude and declares: 

1st. Its consent to submit the questions related to the conflict of the 
Chaco Boreal to a legal arbitration, as well [as] its willingness to 
sign an instrument in which such a desire is expressed. 

9d. That it is disposed by the same instrument to bind itself to 
consider military operations as ended ¢pso facto. 

3d. That it accepts the moral guarantee which the mediatory na- 
tions offer in the carrying out of the proposed plan, without prejudice 
to other effective means for preventing the renewal of the conflict 
and for assuring the calm progress of subsequent negotiations.” 

Horn 

724.3415/3316 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pE JANEIRO, September 12, 1983—noon. 
: | [Received September 12—11 : 25 a. m.] 

80. In the course of conversation last evening Minister of Foreign 
Affairs expressed himself as more hopeful for Chaco settlement. 
Somewhat to his surprise Bolivia has accepted with very minor 
changes his recent proposal. (See my despatch 15, August 28rd) 

* Latter not printed.
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Paraguay has not yet replied but Minister here has expressed himself 
in a way that encourages hope of acceptance. 

As plan is now drafted acceptance calls for immediate signature 
here by Bolivian and Paraguayan Ministers of a preliminary con- 
vention covering the following points: 

(1) Cessation of hostilities. 
‘3 Affirmation of will to settle conflict by peaceful means. 
(3) Delimitation of territory in dispute. 
(4) Fixing of date for meeting in Rio de Janeiro of plenipoten- 

tiaries to negotiate settlement. 
(5) If these negotiations are not successful in 30 days the dispute 

to go to arbitration as provided in the convention. 
(6) Armistice to continue during arbitration. 

Does Department desire fuller telegraphic reports on this general 
subject, with or without texts of governmental interchanges, or is sub- 
ject being covered by other missions? GIBSON 

724.8415 /3328 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, September 22, 1933—9 p. m. 
[Received 9:30 p. m.] 

“1, The Bolivian Government today™ accepted in principle the 
ABCP proposal of August 25 on the assumption, however, that the 
Brazilian suggestion of September 2 and the Bolivian reply thereto 
of September 6 having to do with a limited zone of arbitration would 
be incorporated in the proposal. The Brazilian suggestion of Septem- 
ber 2d proposed a maximum zone bounded by parallel 20 meridian 62 
and the two rivers. The Bolivian reply of September 6th proposed 
meridian 61 and a line 50 kilometers south of parallel 20 as the max- 
imum. 

There is little hope in official circles here of a successful result. 
FEELY 

724.3415 /3329 : Telegram 

Phe Chargé in Paraguay (Horn) to the Secretary of State 

Asuncién, September 26, 1933—noon. 
[Received 4:55 p. m.] 

92. I have just seen the President who is not very hopeful that the 
last formal proposal of the limitrophe nations will succeed. He tells 
me the ABCP powers have recently informally sought Paraguay’s con- 

In telegram No. 70, September 14, 7 p. m., the Embassy was informed that 
the Department desired to continue to receive brief telegraphic reports and full 
despatches regarding important Chaco developments. . _ 

* See League of Nations, Official Journal, November 19838, p. 1589. |
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sent to a modification desired by Bolivia which would exclude an 

extensive zone of the Chaco from the arbitration. The Paraguayan 

Government firmly declined to consider such a change. 

The President also told me that the Uruguayan Minister, who re- 

turned on the 23d from Montevideo, asked him if, in the event pres- 

ent negotiations should fail, the Paraguayan Government would be 

willing to have Uruguay introduce the Chaco War as a subject for 

consideration by the Seventh International Conference of American 

States. Ayala replied that although Paraguay is always willing to 

discuss the Chaco war if invited to do so, he believes its consideration 

at Montevideo would bring about the failure of the Conference. 
Horn 

%724.3415/3331 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Rio DE JANEIRO, September 26, 1983—4 p. m. 
[Received 5:40 p. m.] 

83. Embassy’s telegram No. 80, September 26 [12], noon. Min- 

ister of Foreign Affairs tells me Chaco negotiations are now in a state 

where there are “greater possibilities of success” than at any previous 

time. In strictest confidence, however, he expressed his concern over 

the failure of the other mediating powers to exert their full and ef- 

fective influence for peace. Last night he talked with considerable 

vigor to the representatives of the other mediating powers in an ef- 

fort to get them to concert their efforts. | 

Because of the difficulty of keeping these powers in line for pro- 

tracted negotiations Mello Franco was obliged to agree some days ago 

that if his efforts were not successful by September 30th the whole 

dispute should be referred back to the League of Nations but this time 

limit which he accepted with reluctance renders the matter urgent. 

The situation is now as follows: 
Bolivia has accepted the Brazilian proposals “principle” with three 

modifications: 

(a) Northern limit to be moved 25 kilometers to the south of 
Bahia Negra; 

(6) Western limit to be 61 degrees instead of 62 degrees ; 
(c) Unless plenipotentiaries are able to agree on a zone any terri- 

tory claimed by either party to be submitted to arbitration. 

Paraguay admits principle of arbitration for “entire Chaco ques- 
tion”; contends that Chaco has “natural limits” which are still to be 
determined and therefore sees no advantage in preliminary agreement 

as to zones; maintains that all causes of conflict between Bolivia and 

Paraguay existing or still to arise should be included under the expres- 
sion “entire Chaco question”.
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The Minister is now engaged in a determined effort to persuade 
Bolivia and Paraguay to withdraw reservations which he says are not 
in themselves vital but which if maintained render illusory hopes of 
any agreement within the time limit. He is pressing for simple accept- 
ance without reservation of the proposal reported in my telegram 80. 

The Minister feels strongly that he should not without a struggle 
admit the inability of the American countries to settle their own prob- 
lems by referring a confessed failure to the League. As of more 
immediate concern he is anxious to get the conflict at least “into the 
state of agreement to settle by peaceful means” before meeting of the 
Montevideo Conference, success of which he fears will be seriously 
prejudiced if it opens with the Chaco conflict unliquidated. 

He feels on the other hand that there is a genuine chance of reaching 
a successiul solution of this question in America if a clear and friendly 
interest is shown by the mediating powers and by our Government. 
He would not expect us to commit ourselves in any way as to the 
Brazilian proposal or its details or as to the various reservations which 
have been made, but he would greatly value any support from Wash- 
ington in the form of messages to La Paz and Asuncién, however 
informal, expressing the hope that the two contending Governments 
will make a maximum effort to facilitate agreement and find a mutually 
advantageous solution. 

I gather that if there are any favorable developments the Minister 
feels fairly confident he could persuade the mediating powers to extend 
the period of negotiations beyond September 30th. 

In view of the urgency of the matter I would appreciate a tele- 
graphic indication as to any action the Department may feel warranted 
in taking. 

I am impressed by the fact that Mello Franco is both practical and 
sincere in his effort to end this conflict and promote better relations 
among the American countries. His is the only plan now under 
consideration. Further, it is to be borne in mind that the Minister is 
now in a tight corner and needs help. Any friendly support we may 
give him will be a good investment for our future relations. 

GIBSON 

724,3415/3381 : Telegram 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Minister in Bolivia (Feely) * 

WasHINGTON, September 27, 1933—6 p. m. 

23. Please express orally and most informally the following views 
to the Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

“ The same, mutatis mutandis, September 27, 6 p. m., to the Chargé in Paraguay 
as No. 27; text repeated for information to the Ambassador in Brazil as No. 72.
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This Government is very happy to learn from that of Brazil that 
the present Chaco negotiations undertaken by the Limitrophe countries 
under the mandate of the League of Nations are progressing favorably. 
While not conversant with the details of these negotiations, this Gov- 
ernment, inspired by its sincere friendship for both Bolivia and Para- 
guay, ventures to express its hope that the two countries may be able 

to arrive at a mutually satisfactory solution of their difficulties. 
HULi 

724.3415 /3334 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Feely) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, September 28, 1933—3 p. m. 
[Received 4:11 p. m.] 

75. The Brazilian Minister of Foreign Affairs today informed the 
Bolivian Government that if the ABCP is to accept the League man- 

date Bolivia must either accept without reservation the proposal of 

August 25th or the Chilean suggestion for a double arbitration.** It is 

not likely that Bolivia will accept either plan. | 
| FEELY 

724.3415/3335 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Paraguay (Horn) to the Secretary of State 

Asunci6n, September 29, 1983—10 a. m. 
[Received 12 noon. | 

93. Department’s telegram No. 27, September 27,6 p.m.” At noon 

today I conveyed the message as desired to the Minister of Foreign 

Affairs. He expressed his Government’s appreciation of the friendly 

interest manifested by the United States and promised a more respon- 

sive answer after the message had been duly considered. 
Horn 

%24.3415/3340: Telegram (part air) . 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, September 29, 1933—11 a. m. 
| [Received October 1—7 : 33 a. m.] 

204. At the meeting of the Council held late yesterday afternoon * 
the Chairman of the Council’s Committee reviewed the status of the 

%* See League of Nations, Official Journal, November 1933, p. 1590. 
5 See footnote 33, p. 359. 
%® See League of Nations, Official Journal, November 1933, p. 1552.
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Bolivia-Paraguay dispute as outlined in the latest communication 
from ABCP powers (Consulate’s telegram 196, September 25, 10 
a. m.*7) He expressed regret that “hostilities are continuing”. He 
declared that should the negotiations succeed within the next few days | 
“real progress will have been achieved” but reminded the Council that 
“1f, however, the efforts of the neighboring powers unhappily fail to 
produce the desired results it is clearly necessary that the action of the 
Council which has been suspended since August 3 should be resumed 
immediately; for the purposes of such action the cooperation of the 
adjacent states would be an element of the highest importance.” 

The Paraguayan representative reaffirmed his country’s acceptance 
September 8 * of ABCP proposal of August 25 and asserted Para- 
guay’s willingness to stop hostilities on the signature of an instrument 
of arbitration. 

The Bolivian delegate stated that he would refrain from entering 
into a discussion inasmuch as the matter was being handled by the 
ABCP powers. _ 

| GILBERT 

724.3415 /3336 : Telegram 

Lhe Chargé in Paraguay (Horn) to the Secretary of State 

Asuncién, September 29, 19833—6 p. m. 
[Received September 830—3 : 02 a. m.] 

94, My 93, September 29,10 a.m. Ihave just had presented to me 
the following reply from the Minister of Foreign Affairs: 

“The Paraguayan Government cordially thanks the American Gov- 
ernment for its friendly interest in the satisfactory solution of the 
Chaco conflict and has the satisfaction of informing it that it has ac- | 
cepted without reservations the proposal of the mediators acting under 
mandate of the League.” 

Horn 

724.3415/3342 : Telegram 

Lhe Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, October 2, 19383—2 p. m. 
[Received October 2—11: 35 a. m.] 

208. The following is unofficial translation of a Joint telegram 
| dated Rio de Janeiro October 1 received by the President of the Coun- 

cil from the representatives of the ABCP powers: 

“The Governments of The Argentine, Brazil, Chile and Peru, after 
having proceeded in perfect unity of views and with most persevering 
effort to the examination of the situation existing between the sister 

* Not printed. 
* See telegram No. 90, September 8, 6 p. m., from the Chargé in Paraguay, p. 356.
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republics of Bolivia and Paraguay and in consequence of the consulta- 

tions carried on and the exchanges between the respective Govern- 

ments, recognize with sincere regret that it is not possible for them to 

accept the invitation extended to them by the Council of the League 

of Nations in its telegram of August 8 last “ with a view to their 

proposing a formula susceptible of establishing peace definitively be- 

tween the said republics for the complete solution of the Chaco ques- 

tion. Under these conditions the said Governments decline the above 

mentioned invitation and have the honor to state that they will trans- 

mit in due course to the Council of the League of Nations copies of 

the documents exchanged between their representatives and the chan- 

ceries of Bolivia and Paraguay.” 

With reference to Consulate’s 178, August 4, 10 a. m., penultimate 

paragraph and 204, September 29, 11 a. m., the method of carrying 

out the action now incumbent upon the League is being formulated. 
GILBERT 

%24.8415/38348 : Telegram 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, October 3, 1933—1 p. m. 
[Received October 8—9: 55 a. m.] 

211. Consulate’s 208, October 2, 2 p. m., final paragraph. Council 

Committee of Three are notifying League Chaco Commission to hold 

themselves in readiness to proceed at an early date. 
GILBERT 

724.8415 /3360 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Caffery) 

[Wasuineton,] October 4, 1933. 

IT had a visit this afternoon from the Bolivian Minister, Sefior Dr. 

Don Enrique Finot, who narrated to me the course events had taken 

recently in connection with the efforts of the ABCP powers to settle 

the Chaco controversy (telegrams and despatches received in the 

Department confirm the account which Dr. Finot gave me of this). 

The Minister then said that a notice had been published in Buenos 

Aires yesterday that the President of the United States personally 

would offer his mediation in the controversy. He asked me if the 

report were true. I told him that I did not think so. 

He asked me if I did not consider the present activities of the League 

in the Chaco matter to be somewhat in opposition to the Monroe 

Doctrine. I told him, no, that we did not consider the present activi- 

ties of the League in connection with the Chaco controversy to be in 

opposition to the Monroe Doctrine; and explained the reasons why. 

“ See telegram No. 178, August 4, 10 a. m., from the Consul at Geneva, p. 351.
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Dr. Finot closed his remarks by observing that his Government 
would welcome at any time an effort on the part of the United States 
alone, or in association with other powers, to mediate in the con- 
troversy. : 

| J[zrrerson| C[arrery] 

724.38415/3347 : Telegram (part air) 

Lhe Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, October 5, 19883—3 p. m. 
[Received October 7—6: 45 a. m.] 

216. Chairman of Committee of Three despatched yesterday a tele- 
gram to Brazil answering ABCP powers’ telegram of October 1 (Con- 
sulate’s 208, October 2, 2 p. m.) soliciting the co-operation of the 
limitrophe states in the work of the League Commission. 

It will, I understand, be the policy of the League, on the theory 
of salvaging the work done in Rio de Janeiro, to retain to the fullest 
extent possible this co-operation. 

GILBERT 

724.3415 /3355 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Brazil (Gibson) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pe Janzrro, October 13, 1933—4 p. m. 
[Received October 13—3: 47 p. m.] 

92. Minister of Foreign Affairs tells me he has conferred at length 
on the Chaco question with President Justo “t who has thus far been 
considered an obstacle to solution. Justo expressed himself much 
gratified and authorized his Foreign Minister to sign with Mello 
Franco yesterday a hastily drafted “secret agreement” as to the terms 
of a fresh proposal to be made to Paraguay and Bolivia. He said 
this would not conflict with the effort of the League of Nations but 
would be “parallel to it”. 

The press has published the text of the joint telegram sent by the 
Presidents of Argentina and Brazil to the Presidents of Bolivia and 
Paraguay exhorting them to submit the Chaco conflict to arbitration— 
also replies which express desire of both countries to find a peaceful 
solution but which in no way commit them.“ 

Gipson 

* President of Argentina. 
“For correspondence, see Republica de Bolivia, Ministerio de Relaciones Hx- 

teriores y Culto, Memoria presentada al Congreso de 19384. Conflicto del Chaco 
(La Paz, Editorial “Renacimiento”, 1934), pp. 443-446; Republica del Paraguay, 
Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores, Libro Blanco, III Parte, Documentos Rela- 
tivos al Mandato de la Liga de Las Naciones a los Gobiernos del ABCP (Propo- 
sicion del 25 de Agosto de 1933), y al Acta del 11 de Octubre de 1938 (Asuncién, 
Imprenta Nacional, 1934), pp. 71-85.
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724.3415 /3363 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Bolivia (Fernald) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, October 24, 1988—11 a. m. 
[Received 3:10 p. m.] 

82. Dr. Carlos Calvo is appointed special envoy plenipotentiary 

leaving 27th for Buenos Aires. Negotiations are very secret, but ap- 

parently Argentina and Brazil have made peace proposal following 

Salamanca telegram of 12th.** Local newspapers hopeful for armistice 

by November 11th. 
FERNALD 

724.3415 /3364 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Bolivia (Fernald) to the Secretary of State 

La Paz, October 26, 19383—noon. 

[Received October 26—11: 20 a. m.] 

83. The Calvo confidential mission to Buenos Aires is indefinitely 

postponed in view of Paraguayan rejection of Argentine-Brazil propo- 

sition. Comment is that this is the fifth mediation failure caused by 

Paraguay. 
FERNALD 

724.3415/3377: Telegram (part air) 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, October 31, 1983—4 p. m. 
[Received November 2—6: 52 a. m.] 

978. 1. Secretariat has today circulated a note from the Bolivian 

representative here under date of October 19 of which the following 

is a résumé: 

(a) The Bolivian Government attributes the failure of all previous 

negotiations to conclude an arbitral agreement to the circumstance that 

the parties have not agreed on a delimitation of the zone to be arbi- 
trated and feels that the League Chaco Commission may encounter the 
same obstacle which would render its efforts entirely barren. 
(6) Refers to its note of October 12 on this head and expresses 

dissatisfaction with the Council Committee’s action in merely trans- 
mitting this communication to the Chaco Commission “without other 

*® In reply to the telegram of the Presidents of Argentina and Brazil of October 
11. The telegram in part states that the “Government of Bolivia shares your 

desires, and is, as always, disposed to consider and accept every project which 

assures peace on the foundation of justice, conciliating the fundamental interests 

of two belligerent countries”. (724.3415/3365) The telegrams are printed in 

Republica de Bolivia, Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores y Culto, Memoria 

presentada al Oongreso de 1934, Oonflicto del Chaco, p. 434. |
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form of. procedure”. (Seé documents enclosed with Consulate’s 
despatch No. 702, Political). 

(c) The Bolivian Government, “so long [as?] the powers of the 
Commission have not been properly defined will be compelled to ignore 
its labors”. ae . 

2. The Council Committee replied under date of October 27 in 
substance as follows: | | 

(a) The Commission is competent to deal with this as well as all 
other matters raised by the Bolivian Government inasmuch as the 
Council’s report of July 3 provides that the Committee should dis- 
charge its functions “taken as a whole as best it could, having regard 
to the situation it found on its arrival with the view to bringing about 
a speedy and permanent settlement of the dispute”. | 

7 ( ) The terms of reference of the Commission were established on 
July 3 and reaffirmed on August 3 and September 28 by a unanimous 
vote of the Council, including Bolivia and no change has since occurred 
in these terms (Consulate’s telegrams 178, August 4, 10 a. m.; and 204, 
September 29,lla.m.). a 

(c) The Committee expresses surprise that Bolivia should now pro- 
pose “to act in a manner completely at variance with the procedure 
which it has formally and repeatedly accepted”. 

3. League reaction to the Bolivian communication touches on two 

points: | 

(a) Although the Bolivian representative here is acting under 
instructions it is questioned to what extent the form in which the com- 
munication is couched represents the precise attitude of La Paz; 
iS) It is questioned to what extent the communication represents 

a definitive position of the Bolivian Government or to what degree 
it is an effort to influence the Commission to follow a particular line. 
In any event the Secretariat feels that the final revelation of the Boliv- 
ian position will not be made in Geneva but in South America. 

4, The Council Committee has been informed by the Government 

of Paraguay that it has appointed Dr. Venancio Galeano as assessor 

to the Chaco Commission. - 
, | | GILBERT 

724.8415/3383 : Telegram (part air) oe 

| The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 4, 1933—10 a. m. 
| [Received November 6—6: 40 a. m.] 

282. Consulate’s 278, October 31, 4 p. m. 

~ 1. On October 29 the Chairman of the Council Committee on the 

Chaco dispute cabled the Bolivian Minister of Foreign Affairs re- 

questing the name and rank of the Bolivian representative appointed 

“Not printed. | | - | 
738036—50——29 | |
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as assessor to Chaco Commission. The following reply was received 
under date of October 31: | 

“With reference to your cablegram of yesterday the Bolivian Gov- 
ernment will accredit its representative to the Commission as soon as 
the Council has given a decision in accordance with the points of 
view set forth in our delegation’s note of October 18th, meanwhile 
Bolivia will maintain at Montevideo an observer who will have no 
official relations with the Commission.” 

2. Furthermore, I learn from the Secretariat that the Council Com- 
mittee has just received a reply from Costa du Rels to its note of 
October 27 summarized in the Consulate’s telegram under reference. 
The text of this reply is in process of translation and is not yet avail- 
able, but a competent League official informs me that it in no way ~ 
changes the situation. Also I understand from him that though it will 
be incumbent upon the Council eventually to take official cognizance of 
the matter, probably nothing will be done at Geneva for the present, 
the policy being barring unforeseen developments to wait until the 
Commission has established contact with the situation and has reported 
its impressions. | 

| GILBERT 

724.3415/3387 : Telegram (part air) 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, November 8, 1933-4 p. m. 
[Received November 10—12: 385 p. m.] 

287. 1. The Chairman of the Council’s Committee has received a 
cablegram from the Bolivian Minister for Foreign Affairs quoting 
declarations made November 3 by the Bolivian Minister at Monte- 
video before the League’s Chaco Commission. I assume that the 
Department has been informed of these declarations from Montevideo 
in which Bolivia lays down certain conditions for its collaboration 
with the Commission and in order that it may decide on its attitude 
requests the Commission for information concerning its instructions 
and its immediate program of work. | a 

| 2. Learn from the Secretariat that the Commission has sent a con- 
ciliatory reply mentioning its general terms of reference, reassuring 
Bolivia regarding its sovereignty and stating its intention of visiting 
both countries parties to the dispute. | 

8. The League appears to be adopting an attitude of leaving to the 
Commission for the present at least the question of relations between 
itself and the parties to the dispute. The Secretariat nevertheless 
expects to be informed from time to time of the trend of negotiations. 
I am given to understand that in general this information will not be 
made public. | |
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4, I would appreciate being advised as to whether the Department 

will keep in touch with the situation through our Latin American 

missions or whether it is desired that I continue to transmit such infor- 

mation as I may obtain here. 
GILBERT 

724.3415/3387 : Telegram 
| 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) 

Wasutnetron, November 11, 1933—2 p. m. 

124. Your telegram 287, November 8, 4 p. m., paragraph 4. Please 

keep the Department informed of important developments. 
PHILLIPS 

724.3415/3400 : Telegram (part air) 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Acting Secretary of State 

| Geneva, November 17, 1933—4 p. m. 
[Received November 19—7: 42 a. m.] 

299. Consulate’s 287, November 18 [8],4 p.m. Walters, Undersecre- 

tary General in charge of political affairs, has shown me a communica- 

tion from the Chaco Commission to the League quoting a note from 

the Bolivian Foreign Office, dated November 10, which extends a 

welcome to the Commission to come to La Paz and expresses the inten- 

tion of appointing a representative (assessor) on the Commission. 

Walters informs me that the League will continue the policy of 

leaving the disposition as far as possible in the hands of the Com- 

mission and in order to avoid confusion and misunderstanding will 

discourage any attempt by the two parties to have recourse to Geneva 

for the conduct of negotiations. 
, GILBERT 

724.3415 /3401 : Telegram | 

The Minister in Paraguay (Nicholson) to the Acting Secretary 
of State 

Asunci6n, November 19, 1983—11 a. m. 
[Received 2:45 p. m.] 

107. League Commission arrived at Asuncién yesterday and leaves 

for Chaco tomorrow. Local press friendly, taking for granted that 

Commission will find Bolivia the aggressor but non-committal as to 

probable effect on hostilities or territorial issue of Commission’s 

Visit. | |
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Recent successes in the field have strengthened Paraguayan confi- 
dence. Reported resignation of Canelas Ministry has encouraged 
those who believe that Bolivian reverses will cause overtures of Sala- 
manca Government and modification of Bolivia’s intransigent atti- 
tude. Commission’s visit considered to afford Bolivia an opportunity 
to adopt more reasonable attitude with minimum loss of face. 

NICHOLSON 

724.8415/3408 : Telegram Se oO 

The Minister in Paraguay (Nicholson) to the Acting Secretary 
of State | 

_ Asuncion, November 20, 1988—5 p. m. 
[Received 9:28 p. m.| 

108. League Commission had two long interviews yesterday with 
the President who had with him Foreign Minister, former Foreign 
Minister Zubizaretta, and Minister of War. Foreign Minister traced 
course of negotiations for settlement of dispute through their terms 
of office and the President stated that Paraguay wants cessation of 
hostilities, security, and unrestricted arbitration. The President said 
that Paraguay is willing to discuss economic questions direct with 
Bolivia but that she will not consider any proposal to give Bolivia 
sovereign rights on the Paraguay River. He said that he will con- 
sider earnestly any suggestions from the Commission. _ 

The President is said to have been less suave and more emphatic 
in his statement of Paraguay’s attitude at the second interview and 
to have given to the Commission, as he doubtless intended, the impres- 
sion that they were hearing Paraguay’s minimum terms. | 

This morning the Commission left for the Chaco, their exact itin- 
erary still uncertain. Generals Robertson and Freydenberg expect 
to visit the front and the Paraguayan Government wishes the Com- 

- mission to see something of the economic development of the Chaco 
but the Commission is expected to return here within a week. Mean- 
while it is believed that Paraguay will press the advantage that she 
has gained recently in the field in order to improve both her military 
and her bargaining position, = = -_— : Oo 

oo NICHOLSON 

724.3415/3406 : Telegram (part air) - 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Acting Secretary of State 

| | | Geneva, November 24, 1933—11 a. m. 
| ; | _ [Received November 26—7: 09 a. m.] 

— 802. Consulate’s 208, October 2,2 p.m. League has now published 
the correspondence between the ABCP powers relating to their medi-
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atory action in the Bolivia-Paraguay dispute on the basis of the 

Council’s report of August 3. - | 

| GILBERT 

724.3415/3415: Telegram 

The Minister in Paraguay (Nicholson) to the Acting Secretary 

of State* 

| — Asuno1én, December 2, 1933—2 p. m. 

| [Received 9:25 p. m.] 

109. The League Commission left last night for Formosa whence 

they will proceed by railway to La Paz. The Commission returned 

to Asuncién from the Chaco November 98th having visited Bahia 

Negra, Puerto Casado, Pinasco, and Paraguayan general headquar- 

ters; the military members made a tour of the front; the civilian 

members visited the Mennonite colonies; and a member visited Co- 

rumba and the Bolivian port of Puerto Juarez on the upper Paraguay. 

On the 29th the Commission had another long meeting with the 

President and his principal advisers at which the President, who is 

as expressed “more resilient” than at the last meeting, reiterated 

Paraguay’s earnest desire for peace, her willingness to accept unre- 

stricted arbitration, and her insistence on adequate security. 

From sources close to the Commission I learn that they were much 

impressed by what they saw of the economic development of the 

Chaco; they found that the morale and condition of the Paraguayan 

troops was very good, that Paraguay has achieved substantial suc- 

cesses in the recent fighting, and that she is at the moment definitely 

Bolivia’s superior in the field. The Commission look with disfavor 

on Bolivia’s pretensions to Bahia Negra, soundings at Puerto Juarez 

apparently disprove the Bolivian contention that the channel is rocky 

and cannot be deepened, and the Commission are disposed to consider 

Puerto Juarez a sufficient outlet for Bolivia on the Paraguay River. 

Paraguay’s case has been skillfully presented to the Commission, 

who depart, I believe, feeling that Paraguay has been frank, reason- 

able, cordial, and consistent. | | 

The Commission will probably return to Montevideo from La Paz. 
NicHOLSON 

“In telegram No. 30, December 4, 5 p. m., the Minister was instructed to 

repeat this telegram to the American Delegation at the Seventh International 

OR ice of American States at Montevideo (see pp. 1 ff.) and to the Legation
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724.3415/3419: Telegram | | , 

Lhe Minister in Paraguay (Nicholson) to the Acting Secretary 
of State 

Asunctrén, December 5, 19833—noon. 
[Received 2:35 p. m.] 

110. I sent the following telegram yesterday to the American Dele- 
gation at Montevideo: 

“December 4, 3 p.m. For the Secretary. I had a conversation this 
morning with President Ayala during the course of which I referred 
to press despatches from Montevideo which suggested the possibility 
of the Conference considering the Chaco question. Ayala said that 
he would welcome any support which the Conference ment give to 
the League of Nations Commission but that he earnestly oped that 
the Conference would do nothing to make the Commission’s task more 
difficult. 

The personnel and the prompt and businesslike methods of the 
Commission made an excellent impression on the Paraguayan Gov- 
ernment. I think that it would be most unfortunate if anything 
were done by the Conference to divert attention from the Commis- 
sion’s efforts or to weaken its authority. However, some gesture by 
the Conference indicative of confidence in a settlement through the 
League might serve a good purpose. Although Ayala is clearly sat- 
isfied with his military position there is no doubt of his desire for 
peace or the sincerity of his willingness to submit question to arbitra- 
tion.” 

| NiIcHOLSON 

724.8415 /3418 : Telegram oo | 
Lhe Minister in Paraguay (Nicholson) to the Acting Secretary 

of State 

| | Asunci6n, December 5, 1933—1 p. m. 
| | | [Received 1:40 p. m.] 

111. Department’s telegram December 4, 5 p. m.* complied with. 
I propose in future to repeat to the American Delegation at Montevi- 
deo and the Legation at La Paz for its confidential information tele- 
grams to the Department concerning Paraguayan-Bolivian relations, 
send them copies of pertinent despatches, the latter to be forwarded 
through the Embassy at Buenos Aires. Please telegraph approval 
and instruct Legation at La Paz to reciprocate. 

| NIcHOLSoNn 

“ See footnote 45, p. 369. 
6 “Telegram No. 111 was approved in telegraphic instruction No. 31, December 7, p. m.
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—-724,8415/3422 : Telegram : 

The Minister in Bolivia (Des Portes) to the Acting Secretary 

of State 

- Da Paz, December 6, 1933—4 p. m. 
[Received 4:28 p. m.] 

94. The League Commission arrived in La Paz last night and was 

warmly welcomed. : 
Des Porrss 

%24.3415/3424 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Des Portes) to the Acting Secretary 
of State 

La Paz, December 9, 1983—11 a. m. 
[Received 1:50 p. m.] 

95. The League Commission held sessions on 7th and 8th consider- 

ing historical questions; keynote of welcome was Foreign Minister 

Calvo’s statement “Bolivia has never sought foreign territory, never 

initiated war of conquest”. Military members expect to leave for 

Chaco probably 12th; others may remain here 10 days more. It is 

reliably reported that a severe Bolivian reverse was suffered on 8th 

at Fort Arce and with the previous loss of one entire battery of artil- 

lery, still kept secret, conditions said to be critical. Reserves of sol- 

diers and artillery are going forward to the front. 

Expectations in official quarters are that Seventh Conference will 

undoubtedly give full cooperation to League Commission. 

Above also sent to Montevideo and Asuncion. 
Des Portes 

724.3415 /3426 : Telegram OO | 

The Minister in Paraguay (Nicholson) to the Acting Secretary 

of State 

Asunci6n, December 11, 1933—11 p. m. 
[Received December 12—12: 38 a. m.] 

112. After a period of comparative calm, lasting from November 

17th to December 4th (which corresponds with the League Commis- 

sion’s stay in Paraguay) the Paraguayan Government on December 

5th launched an offensive in the Alihuata Tuya-Gondra sectors which 

culminated today, according to the official communiqués, in the uncon- 

ditional surrender of the Fourth and Ninth Bolivian Divisions with 

their commanders, officers, men and material. The Paraguayans 

have taken Alihuata and Zenteno and are now apparently astride the
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Alihuata-Gondra road west of Gondra; the Bolivians opposite Na- 
nawa are retiring towards Saavedra. The Bolivians are said to be 
badly demoralized. The Paraguayan War Office reports the capture 
of 18,000 prisoners, and a great deal of material. Asuncién celebrat- 
ing a great victory. The President left for the front yesterday to 
be with the Army during the last stage of the operations which cir- 
cles close to the War Office believe have disposed of a third of the 
Bolivian forces on the active front. Repeated to American delega- 
tion and La Paz. , 

NiIcHOLSON 

724,8415/3427 : Telegram oe oo 

The Minister in Bolivia (Des Portes) to the Acting Secretary 
of State 

| La Paz, December 12, 1933—8 p. m. 
- [Received 5:15 p. m.] 

97. Rumors of revolution are without foundation. 

_ At Fort Gondra the Fourth and Ninth Divisions are reported to 
have lost over 5,000 men, 250 officers and equipment, a cause being the 
lack of ammunition. Kundt’s resignation is said to have been re- 

| quested to be succeeded at the front by Colonel Penaranda. At La 
Paz General Lanza has succeeded Gonzales, Acting Chief of Staff. 

Travel to the front on [of?] the League Commission military mem- 
bers has been delayed. Above sent to Asuncién and Montevideo. | 

| | Des Portes 

724.3415/3429 : Telegram | | 

The Chairman of the American Delegation to the Seventh Interna- 
tional Conference of American States (Hull) to the Acting Secre- 
tary of State — 

| Montrvinzo, December 12, 1938—5 p. m. 
[Received December 12—3: 42 p. m.] 

50. Confidential for the President from Hull. The President of 
Uruguay and a few heads of delegations of other Governments have 
a program to promote peace in Chaco which includes telegrams from 
a few heads of Governments including yourself addressed direct 
to the President of the Seventh International Conference of American 
States expressing the fervent and devout hope that efforts being 
made by the Conference, both individually and collectively, and 
efforts being made by League of Nations, by the President of Uru- 
guay and those cooperating with him and by all other agencies to 
bring about a cessation of the war between Bolivia and Paraguay 
may speedily result in overwhelming success.
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The plan is to read these telegrams at a plenary session of Com- 
mittee No. 1 tomorrow Wednesday afternoon. I hope, therefore, that 
you can send suitable telegram or authorize me to deliver such to the 
President of the Conference. 

Hui 

724.3415 /3429 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American Dele- 
gation to the Seventh International Conference of American States 

(Hult) 

WASHINGTON, December 12, 1933—6 p. m. 

69. Your 50, December 12, 5 p.m. The President has authorized 
you to deliver the following message from him to the President of the 
Conference: | 

“T wish to express to Your Excellency my fervent and devout hope 
that the efforts which I understand are being made by the Confer- 
ence, both individually and collectively, the efforts being made by the 
League of Nations, by His Excellency the President of Uruguay, and 
those cooperating with him, and by all other agencies to bring about a 
cessation of the tragic warfare between Bolivia and Paraguay may 
speedily result in overwhelming success.” 

. PHILLIPS 

724.3415/3438: Telegram (part air) 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Acting Secretary of State” 

Geneva, December 14, 19383—5 p. m. 
| [Received December 15—9 a. m.] 

314. I transmit below the substance of telegrams relative to the 
Chaco conflict which have been handed me in the French text in 
strict confidence by a League official. Due to the briefness of these 
communications and certain ambiguities in their language as well as 
the difference in the sources of the information, League officials are 
unable to determine the exact status of affairs and are hoping for 
clarifying reports. The general attitude of the Secretariat is that 
there is danger of the situation becoming complicated through the — 
injection of too many political elements. 

1. The telegram from Buero “ dated La Paz, December 12th, states 
that the Commission has a carefully studied formula of settlement 

*The opening paragraph of this telegram and sections marked “3.” and “4.” 
repeated in substance by the Department in telegram No. 97, December 18, 
6 p. m., to the Chairman of the American Delegation. 
“Juan Antonio Buero, Secretary General of the Investigating Committee of 

the League of Nations. See “The Chaco War: Telegrams Exchanged during the 
Sessions of the Conference—Plenary Sessions”, Seventh International Conference 
of American States, Minutes and Antecedents, with General Index (Montevideo, 
1933), pp. 219-225.
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which it is going to present to the two parties and requests that 
an appeal be made to League members represented at Montevideo 
to support this formula, uniformity of action being essential for its 
success. The telegram adds that the President of Bolivia in a 
confidential conversation with the Commission has laid stress upon 
the difficulties in which he finds himself, in being in the presence 
of proposals submitted on the one hand by Montevideo, and on the 
other hand by Commission. | 

2. Officials of the Secretariat do not know the terms of the 
formula of settlement referred to above. It is, moreover, not clear 

to them whether the Commission desires concerted support from 
League members for (a) a definite formula stated in precise terms, 
or for (0) the Commission’s plan of action in general without refer- 
ence to specific terms. In order to leave the Commission entirely 
free in its judgment as to the propriety of announcing the terms 
of the formula which might possibly upset the situation and render 
further negotiations difficult, League officials prefer for the present to 
adopt the interpretation mentioned under alternative (6). With this 
object in view the Secretariat has communicated by telegraph with 
the Governments having nationals on the Commission and also with 
the Argentine representative at Paris in view of Argentine being a 
member of the Council and a limitrophe state in order to ascertain 
whether they would be ready to make a diplomatic démarche to sup- 
port the action of the Commission. The Secretariat has replied to 
Buero’s telegram informing him of this action. | 

The Secretariat is now awaiting the reactions of these Govern- _ 
ments. I am definitely informed, however, that the British and 
French representatives at Montevideo are working together and that 
they have standing instructions to support the Commission when- 
ever deemed opportune and expedient. : 

8. A telegram from Nogueira, dated Montevideo, December 12, 
states that the British and French Ministers called on the Uruguayan 
Minister of Foreign Affairs and expressed concern that Uruguay or 
the Conference might interfere in the Chaco matter. The telegram 
in translation continues as follows: 

“I wish to confirm fully my preceding communications to the effect 
that Uruguay as well as the Conference have no idea of interfering 
but desire to offer to the League of Nations the eventual result of the 
present accessory negotiations. I feel that whatever the result the 
negotiation will end in the League of Nations favor”. 

4. Telegram from Nogueira dated Montevideo December 13 reads 
as follows in translation: a 

“The Chaco Committee of the Conference met today with the Presi- 
dent of the Republic and decided unanimously to recommend support
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to the Commission, The tendency is growing towards supporting 
sanctions if that is necessary, I have received a favorable telegram 
from Vigier*® which I have transmitted to the Minister of Foreign 
Affairs”. 

: GILBERT 

724.8415/3434 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Acting Secretary of State 

| Lima, December 14, 1933—7 p. m. 
[Received 10:20 p. m.] 

210. Chaco. Foreign Minister informs me this morning his last 
information from La Paz indicates likelihood of revolution, over- 
throw of Government and flight of Kundt* and Salamanca®™ to 
escape personal violence. Minister states situation is one of utmost 
importance and significance for Peru, that he anticipates no successful 
activity on the part of League Commission, and. feels Bolivia’s recent 
military losses are so disastrous that the way will very soon be open 
for a further effort to bring about peace. He only awaits the moment 
to take the initiative and invite Brazil, Argentina and Chile to join 
with Peru in a further effort to arrange an armistice as desired by 
Bolivia and an arbitration as desired by Paraguay and eventual 
peace. In reply to my surmise that Bolivia in defeat might be stiffer 
than before the Minister stated his information was to the contrary 
and that in addition to the sobering effect of the recent military 
losses Bolivia’s funds are practically exhausted, that Bolivia has 
been using her gold reserve to meet the drain [of?] war expenses, that 
this reserve is now below 9 percent and promises shortly to disappear 
entirely and that in view of impending revolution Patino and other 
capitalists are withholding aid until the situation clarifies. The Min- 
ister felt Seventh Conference would be unlikely to take a vigorous 
initiative in the matter but would limit itself to resolutions leaving to 
the four neighboring powers the task of stopping hostilities and 
arranging peace. 

Copy sent to American Delegation Montevideo. 
DrEARING 

724.3415/3439 ; Telegram (part air) 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Acting Secretary of State 

GENeEva, December 15, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received December 18—9: 45 a. m.] 

317. Consulate’s No. 314, December 14, 5 p. m., paragraph [num- 
bered?] 2. The Secretariat has now been informed that in addition 

° Asesor juridico, Investigating Committee of the League of Nations. | 
* Hans Kundt, German General in the employ of the Bolivian Government. 
” Daniel Salamanca, President of Bolivia.
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to the Governments of France and Great Britain which have given 
standing orders to their representatives, the Governments of Italy, 
Spain and Mexico will instruct their representatives at Montevideo 
to consult with the other interested Governments and with the Com- 
mission in order to determine the best method of lending support to 
the latter’s action. 

GILBERT 

%724.3415/3450 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) 

WasHINneTon, December 16, 1933—noon. 
85. Your 59, December 15, midnight, third paragraph. As re- 

gards Cruchaga’s resolution we agree with your proposed method of 
handling the matter. While we have of course been supporting the 
present efforts of the League to settle this controversy, yet the specific 
wording of the resolution “in the application of the Covenant” with 
its possible implication of sanctions makes it highly advisable to 
handle the matter as you suggest. 

Brazil of course is not a member of the League and may have her 
own ideas as to applying the resolution to “the four nations con- 
tiguous” but you of course have this in mind. 

| PHILLIPS 

724,3415/8437 : Telegram 

Lhe Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Monrevipro, December 16, 19833—noon. 
[Received December 16—11:25 a. m.] 

60. Confidential for the President and Phillips. I find that resolu- 
tion to end Chaco war proposes that we agree to sanctions. I have 
taken steps designed to keep the United States Government out of 
this obligation. 

Hou 

724.3415 /3442 : Telegram | 

The Minister in Bolivia (Des Portes) to the Acting Secretary of State 

La Paz, December 18, 1938—11 a. m. 
[Received 1:50 p. m.] 

100. I am reliably informed that three of the League Commission 
members leave today returning to Asuncién after having received 

* Ante, p. 189, |
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agreement from Bolivia to integral arbitration. They expect accept- 
ance from President of Paraguay but difficulties with other leaders. 
Above sent to Montevideo, Asuncién. 

Des Porrss 

724.3415/3440 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Monteviveo, December 18, 19833—noon. 
[Received December 18—noon. ] 

64. In private meeting of heads of delegations this morning a form 
of declaration on Chaco was submitted which at my suggestion was 
finally worded as follows: 

“The states represented in the Seventh International American Con- 
ference declare that they will support according to the circumstances 
and special policy of each Government the forms for settlement that 
may be applied for the solution of the Chaco conflict”. 

I feel that the reference to the circumstances and special policy of 
each Government will leave to our Government all freedom of judg- 
ment as to scope and method of its support. 

Strong efforts are still being made to accomplish a solution of the 
Chaco situation but if no solution is found the Conference will prob- 
ably feel that a declaration along the lines of the above should be made. 
I should therefore like to have your views on the subject. 

Hout 

%724.3415/3441 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

| MontevipEeo, December 18, 1933—2 p. m. 
[Received December 18—1 p. m.] 

66. Entire Committee approves of and wishes to take final action to- 
morrow morning on proposed declaration in my 64, December 18, 
noon. 

Can we hear from you immediately ? 
HULL 

724.3415/3440 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hult) 

Wasuineton, December 18, 1938—3 p. m. 

94. Your 64, December 18, noon. Declaration satisfactory. 
| PHILLIPS
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%724.3415/3444: Telegram 

The Minister in Paraguay (Nicholson) to the Acting Secretary 
of State 

_ Asunor6n, December 19, 19383—11 a. m. 
[Received 2:30 p. m.]| 

113. For the Secretary. President Ayala sent last night a com- 
munication to the President of the League Commission at La Paz pro- 
posing a general armistice to be effective as from midnight December 
19th and to continue until midnight December 30th; the Commission 
to meet in a capital on the River Platte as soon as possible and imme- 
diately to summon the belligerents to appear before it to negotiate 
conditions of security and peace. The Paraguayan Government earn- 
estly requests a direct answer with the urgency which the matter de- 
mands that orders to cease hostilities may be issued. 

The President points out that “conditions of security and peace 
must be drawn up so as to assure a ratification of both Congresses”. 

If desired full text of President’s communication will be telegraphed. 
Repeated to Montevideo. | | 

NICHOLSON 

724.3415 /3445 : Telegram 

The Minister in Paraguay (Nicholson) to the Acting Secretary 
: of State , 

Asunci6n, December 19, 1933—1 p. m. 
| [Received 2:25 p. m.] 

114. For the Secretary. My December 19, 11 a.m. President of 
League Commission has informed President Ayala that the Bolivian 
Government accepts the armistice proposed by Ayala. The Commis- 
sion leaves La Paz today for Montevideo where it hopes to arrive the 
24th. From that time it will be in Montevideo at the disposal of the 
plenipotentiaries of Paraguay and Bolivia. 

Repeated to Montevideo. © | 

NICHOLSON 

724.3415 /3446 : Telegram 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 
Secretary of State 

Montrvipeo, December 19, 1933—2 p. m. 
| [Received December 19—2 p. m.] 

71. The Department has no doubt read in the press of the develop- 
ments in the Chaco situation including the peace which was entered
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into beginning today to run until December 30 thus allowing time for 
the two countries to reach a definitive agreement as to demobilization 

and arbitration. 
President of Conference has announced that he hopes to have the 

two countries sign this definitive agreement at the Conference before 
it closes. | 

Each day from its arrival the American delegation has exerted 
every possible effort for peace in the Chaco. The following telegram 
just received from our Minister at La Paz. 

“T am reliably informed Paraguayan Government has asked truce of 
10 days and Bolivia has accepted. League Commission leaves tomor- 
row for Paraguay. A member of the Commission states that present 
arrangement is the result of pressure by the American delegation in 
Montevideo.” | 

Hou 

%724.38415/3446 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hult) 

WasHineton, December 19, 1933—8 p. m. 

102. Your 71, December 19,2 p.m. Warm congratulations. This 

is a great achievement. 

- PHILLIPS 

724.8415 /8456 : Telegram | | 
The Minister in Paraguay (Nicholson) to the Acting Secretary 

| | of State 

a | Asunci6n, December 22, 19383—2 p. m. 
: | [Received 8:59 p. m.| 

115. Forthe Secretary. There is unquestionably increasingly strong 
sentiment here demanding peace commensurate with sweeping military 
successes. The designation of Zubizaretta as Paraguayan representa- 

tive at Peace Conference indicates yielding by the President to strong 
feeling against an easy peace. It is possible that submission to arbi- 
tration by any agency of the territorial question will now be resisted. 
There are no evidences here of political disturbances. I am satisfied 
that the President today enjoys the full loyalty of General Estigar- 
ribia and the army. The protest by Bolivia over alleged violation 
of armistice arouses ridicule and resentment here and if recognized 
is likely to precipitate further military demonstrations by Paraguay. 

For my guidance please reply by telegraph probable time the Secre- 
tary will leave Montevideo. | 

Repeated to Montevideo and La Paz. 
NIcHOLSON
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724,.8415/34554 : Telegram ) 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chairman of the American 
Delegation (Hull) 

WASHINGTON, December 22, 1938—3 p. m. 

115. The Bolivian Minister, in a note dated December 21,°* under 
instructions from his Government, has informed the Department “that 
the Paraguayan Government has violated the truce”. He states that 
the Paraguayan Army having been checked in attacks against Muhoz 

before the truce, which started at 12 p. m. on the 19th, renewed its 
attack between a quarter before 1 and 4 a. m. on the morning of De- 
cember 20, compelling the unprepared Bolivian forces to abandon the 
fort; and on December 20 at 8 a. m. Paraguayan troops advanced in 
the Plantanillos sector. 

| PHILLIPS 

724.3415/8458 : Telegram | 

The Chairman of the American Delegation (Hull) to the Acting 

Secretary of State 

Monreviveo, December 22, 19833—11 p. m. 
[Received December 23—2: 11 a. m.] 

80. For the President and Phillips. For more than 2 days the 
Bolivians prevented plenary session by threatening to create a scene 
because their charges of a violation of the armistice were not taken 
up and satisfactorily dealt with by Conference which had no jurisdic- 
tion. 

| At a small conference last evening I insisted that each warring Gov- 
ernment should be asked to agree to a commission to deal with the 
controversy. This step was adopted and both Governments agreed 
today. Plenary session of Conference promptly followed. 

All major subjects have been disposed of by Conference except 
transportation and highways. Work should conclude by Sunday leav- 
ing only Chaco peace negotiations to which we are giving every atten- 
tion. We may remain here until Thursday on account of the peace 
negotiations. Conference will probably leave select committee to 
represent it in peace matters with authority to adjourn Conference 
after negotiations. This will be decided tomorrow. 

Every member of the delegation and the entire organization have 
given me 100 percent support. 

Hui 

“ Not printed. |
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724.3415 /3457 : Telegram 

The Minister in Bolivia (Des Portes) to the Acting Secretary of State 

| La Paz, December 23, 1983—noon. 
| [Received 12:55 p. m.] 

102. The Bolivian Government has accepted the suggestion that the 

truce violation question be given to a subcommittee designated by the 

League Commission. 
The Bolivian assessors, Minister Gutiérrez and General Blanco 

Galindo, former provisional President of Bolivia, left yesterday for 

Uruguay to be joined by Colonel David Toro. 

Repeated to Montevideo, Asuncién, the Department of State. 
Des Pores 

724.3415 /3460 : Telegram oo 

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

Buenos Ares, December 28, 1983—11 p. m. 
[Received December 29—12: 07 a. m.] 

For the President and Phillips.= Had conference yesterday with 

President of Argentina urging on him special efforts to induce Para- 

guay to agree to arbitrate. Saavedra Lamas returned from Monte- 

video this morning and tells me the outlook is encouraging. He and 
the President at the luncheon given me today requested a conference 
tomorrow on Chaco controversy. I shall earnestly urge that Argen- 
tine Government is in a better position than all other influences to 
secure acquiescence by Paraguay. Bolivia already agreeable. 

WEDDELL 

724.3415 /3465 : Telegram 

The Minister in Paraguay (Nicholson) to the Acting Secretary 
of State 

Asuncion, December 29, 19383—2 p. m. 
[Received 5:30 p. m.] 

Following telegram has been sent to the Legation at Montevideo and 
repeated to the Secretary of State at Buenos Aires: 

“December 29, noon. Confidential for the Minister. In conversa- 
tion with Ayala last night he said Army was hostile to extension of 
armistice but he might agree to extension of 8 days if satisfactory 
protection could be given Paraguay for this period. 

* From Secretary of State Hull. 
738036—50——30
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He said ‘The war must stop’. He spoke candidly of the expense of 
maintaining Army and providing for 14,000 prisoners. One thousand 
of the prisoners require medical care. Regarding question of security 
and Protection in the event of demilitarization I asked whether 
ABCP would be acceptable as guarantors and he said yes, but did 
not discuss the matter. He said the Commission does not appreciate 
difficulty of his position with a victorious Army to control now, and 
a Congress to satisfy later, as to any peace he may negotiate. 

It is evident that economic pressure now adds greatly to Ayala’s 
anxiety. He most earnestly desires immediate demobilization pro- 
vided Paraguay can be adequately protected. | | 

_ Please advise me whether this telegram accords with Zubizaretta’s 
attitude and proposals.” : - 

| NIcHOLSON 

724.3415 /3463 : Telegram 

Lhe Minister in Paraguay (Nicholson) to the Acting Secretary 
of State 

Asunci6n, December 29, 19883—3 p. m. 
[Received 5:05 p. m.] 

Paraguay has agreed to extension of the armistice for 8 days. Re- 
peated to La Paz, Montevideo, and Buenos Aires. a 

| | NICHOLSON 

724.3415/3467: Telegram (partair) _ 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Geneva, December 29, 19383—4 p. m. 
[Received January 1, 1934—2: 30 p. m.] 

323. Secretariat has received a series of cablegrams from Buero 
concerning Chaco dispute giving a summary of the following: 

1. Resolution presented by United States delegation to Pan Ameri- 
can Conference enjoining the parties to accept the juridical procedure 
recommended by the League Commission in execution of its mandate. 

2. Argentine resolution concerning eventual convocation by Pan 
American Union of a conference of limitrophe states should the Lea- 
gue Commission deem such action opportune and useful. 

3. Telegram sent by Commission to two parties urging prolonga- 
tion of armistice to January 14 and the despatch of neutral officers to 
general headquarters of the two armies. 

The Secretariat has given the substance of these communications to 
the press. 

| GILBERT
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124.3415/3466 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell) to the Acting Secretary 

of State 

Buenos Ares, December 29, 1933—6 p. m. 
[Received 8:47 p. m.] 

124. For the President and Phillips from the Secretary of State. 

Had long conference today with President Justo and Foreign Min- 

ister Saavedra Lamas mainly on Chaco problems. They now exhibit 

genuine interest in the restoration of peace. I presented every pos- 

sible idea and fact and argument calculated to encourage and induce 

them to stop the war. They and I are earnestly urging Paraguay to 

agree to armistice extension of 15 days. They promise to keep in 

behind Paraguay and urge agreement to arbitrate. I repeatedly 

stated to them that both the pivots and prestige for an early peace 

and the responsibility for peace rested with them. I feel that the 

chances are at least even that gradually the question of security may 

be worked out and an agreement to arbitrate may be reached. Nothing 

within the policy of our Government has been neglected here that we 

know of. | 

An entirely different matter is the earnest desire of the Argentine 

Government that we should agree on a reciprocity commercial treaty 

with them even though it may only embrace a few minor commodi- 

ties.° They feel that the moral effect would not only be fine but that 

it would much strengthen our new program of policies toward Latin 

America. [Haull.] 
WEDDELL 

°° See pp. 642 ff.



LETICIA DISPUTE BETWEEN COLOMBIA AND PERU}! 

721.23/838 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

| [Wasuineton,] January 4, 1933. 
After Mr. Lozano? left the Secretary’s office this morning I had a 

brief talk with him in the corridor of the Department as I had other 
visitors in my office. I told him that I had just learned that Colombia 
had replied to the Permanent Commission in Washington and that 
it had rejected any good offices on the part of the Permanent Commis- 

sion and had omitted the matter which I considered of some importance 
and had discussed with him last Friday, namely that Colombia ask the 
Permanent Commission to ask Peru to get out of Leticia and open the 
way for ittodoso. Isaid I understood that on the contrary Colombia 
has now closed the door to any action by the Commission. I told 
the Minister that while I had not seen the note and did not know its 
exact terms I regretted this action which would seem to upset com- 
pletely what we had in mind and make difficult any action on the part 
of this Government along the lines that we had envisaged. The Min- 
ister seemed perturbed by this and said he had sent the note under 
direct orders from Bogota. 

FE [Rancis| W[Hrre] 

721.23/818 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[Wasuineton,] January 5, 1933. 

Doctor Maiurtua ® called on me this morning and stated that yester- 
day afternoon, when he called me up and asked for an appointment to- 
day, it was to bring in a statement of the Peruvian position and his 
proposal in its final modified form. He prepared a memorandum giv- 
ing his proposal and a covering letter, which he was going to deliver to 
me today, when he was advised this morning by Ambassador F reyre * 
that the Peruvian Government had told him that it has accepted the 

* Continued from Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, pp. 270-815. 
* Fabio Lozano T., Colombian Minister in the United States. 
* Victor M. Mafirtua, Peruvian representative before the Permanent Commis- 

sion at Washington. 
“Peruvian Ambassador in the United States. 

384
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Brazilian proposal." Mr. Mairtua said that he was much chagrined 
at this action because he thought more could be accomplished here in 
Washington, and the acceptance by the Peruvian Government of the 
Brazilian proposal had been made without consulting him. 

I told Mr. Mairtua that for some time I had been hoping that one 
or more of the South American countries would assume the responsi- 
bility which its position imposes upon it to deal with this matter. I 
had, some months ago, suggested to Brazil the suitability of Brazil 
handling the matter. Nothing had come of these conversations and 
when last week I heard of the Brazilian proposal I was very pleased 
and was very gratified to hear that Colombia had accepted. My dis- 
appointment was a little more great when I heard that Peru had re- 
jected the proposal. Now that they have changed their mind I was 
delighted. I thought that this was an excellent way to deal with the 
matter and hoped that the negotiations would be successful. 

Mr. Matrtua said that he thought his proposal offered the best way 
out and that he personally was very much disappointed as he thought 
we could work out something here. Now, in view of the information 
he had just got, we would have to suspend negotiations. I told him 
that I concurred fully in that as this Government would not want 
to cross wires with the Brazilian Government but would want to 
encourage and support it in its endeavors to bring about peace. Mr. 
Maitrtua said that he would also advise the Permanent Commission 
here so that it would know that its connection with the matter was 
also at an end, certainly for the time being. Mr. Matrtua did leave 
with me a memorandum setting forth what his proposal is which he 
left merely for my information. I told him I was glad to accept it 
on that basis and with the understanding that no action of course 
was now to be taken on it. The memorandum is attached hereto.” 

| F[rancis] W[urre] 

721,23/668 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

| [Wasuineton,] January 5, 1933. 
Dr. Varela ® came in to say that he was Chairman of the Commis- 

sion under the Gondra Treaty ® and was much concerned about the 
situation between Peru and Colombia and the fact that Colombia 

"See telegram No. 130, December 30, 1982, 11 a. m., from the Ambassador in 
» Brazil, Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, p. 318. 

* See memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State, October 27, 1932, ibid., 

P PN, ot printed. 
_ *J. Varela, Uruguayan Minister in the United States. 

°Treaty to Avoid or Prevent Conflicts Between the American States, signed 
at Santiago, May 3, 1923, Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, p. 308. This treaty was 
supplemented by the General Convention of Inter-American Conciliation, signed 
at Washington, January 5, 1929, ibid., 1929, vol. I, p. 653. .
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refused to have any conference at all under that Treaty. He said he 

was aware of the efforts which Mr. White had been making, with 

which he fully sympathized, and that he thought Mr. White had 

shown great intelligence and poise, but as time was pressing and 

there was likely to be a fight, he wondered whether I would not 

personally take the matter up with Mr. White and see what could be 

done. I told him I had been keeping in touch pretty carefully with 

Mr. White but that I was growing very anxious over the imminence 

of hostilities and would take the matter up again. 
H[enry] L. S[rrmson | 

721.23/633 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) 

Wasuineton, January 5, 1933—7 p. m. 

2. Your 130, December 30, 11 a. m.° Colombian Minister yester- 

day left memorandum at Department stating that Colombian Gov- 

ernment had accepted Brazilian suggestion. Peruvian Ambassador 

today advised Department confidentially that his Government has 

decided to locate the negotiations with Colombia in Rio. As a con- 

sequence, all conversations here with Matrtua have been suspended. 

Please advise Brazilian Government of the satisfaction with which 

this Government learns that negotiations will take place in Rio and 

state that it earnestly hopes that the Brazilian Government will be 

able quickly to remove all danger of hostilities and that conversa- 

tions to take place in Rio will bring about a definite and lasting 

settlement satisfactory to all countries concerned. This Government 

will be glad to keep Brazilian Government advised of developments 

which might be useful in its negotiations and to be helpful in any 

way it properly can. 
STIMSON 

721.23/666: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pE JANEIRO, January 6, 1983—1 p. m. 

[Received January 6—10: 15 a. m.] 

1. Department’s telegram No. 2, January 5, 7 p. m. Have in- 

formed Foreign Office of contents of telegram and have recelved 

thanks therefor. 

Embassy’s telegram No. 130, December 30, noon [JZ a. m.|,1° Peru, 

having objected to Brazil’s proposition to return Leticia to Colombia 

subsequent to Brazilian occupation thereof and before conversa- 

0 Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, p. 313. |
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tions have occurred at the Brazilian Foreign Office as to permanent 
settlement of the territorial dispute, Brazil has proposed that con- 
versations shall take place before and not after Leticia has been 
returned to Colombia. 

Since acceptance by Peru of this proposal is not yet assured, 
Brazilian Government would appreciate our Lima Embassy’s views 
regarding Peruvian ultimate decision thereon and whatever assist- 
ance Department may be able to afford toward Peru’s acceptance. 

Morgan 

721.23 /844 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[ WasHINGTON,] January 6, 1933. 
The President of Colombia, Sefior Olaya Herrera, called me by 

telephone this morning. He said first of all he wanted to express 
his sympathy to this Government in the death of ex-President 
Coolidge and asked me to convey his feelings in the matter to Secre- 
tary Stimson. I told him I would do so. 

President Olaya then, after New Years greetings and an exchange 
of civilities, said that he wanted to discuss the question of Leticia. He 
said that the Brazilian Minister in Bogota had made a verbal proposal 
to the Government of Colombia which Colombia had accepted. This 
proposal was, first, that the occupiers of Leticia should turn over the 
territory to a delegate of Brazil. Second, Brazil, a short time there- 
after, would turn the territory over to Colombia. Third, there would 
then be conversations in Rio to adjust outstanding difficulties between 
Colombia and Peru. The President said that this was the proposal 
which had been made to Colombia and which had been accepted by 
Colombia. I told President Olaya that I was very glad to hear that 
this proposal had been accepted and that I had learned yesterday after- 
noon that the Peruvian Government desired to have the negotiations 
located in Rio; that as a consequence we had stopped all conversations 
here with Sefior Matrtua and had told the Brazilian Government we 
had learned with satisfaction that negotiations would take place in 
Rio and we earnestly hoped the Brazilian Government would be able 
to quickly remove all danger of hostilities and that the conversations 
to take place would bring about a definite and lasting settlement satis- 
factory to all the countries concerned. 

The President said he understood that the Peruvian Minister in 
Brazil had made a counter suggestion to the Brazilian Government 
in the sense that Brazil should establish authority in Leticia which
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would be placed under two flags, Brazilian and Peruvian. If the 

negotiations in Rio do not succeed, then the Brazilian authorities will 

withdraw and the territory will be turned back again completely to 

the Peruvian rebels who are now there. President Olaya said that 

obviously this proposal is unsatisfactory to Colombia and will not be 

accepted. 
President Olaya said there was one thing which must be clearly 

understood in this matter and that is that Peru wants Colombia to 

promise to revise the Treaty of 1922. President Olaya said that he 

does not want to do so. He is not going to make any promise that he 

can not fulfill and any promise he does make he will fulfill to the 

letter. If the invaders of Leticia will turn over the territory to Brazil 

and Brazil in a reasonable time will then turn it back to Colombia, 

reestablishing Colombia’s authority there, he is ready to open nego- 

tiations in Brazil and to do so in a spirit of the greatest friendliness 
for Peru. He is willing to have a most ample discussion in order to 
conciliate completely their different points of view and to harmonize 

any divergences of opinion and interest which may exist. He will go 

into these negotiations in the most ample spirit of conciliation but he 

will not do so on the basis of promising in advance to revise the Treaty. 

He is willing to consider everything that Peru brings up, commercial, 

economic, and even territorial questions, I understood him to say, but 
he can not promise in advance a revision of the Treaty. (I can not be 
sure that he said he was willing to discuss a territorial change because 
at that time the connection was bad and when I asked for a repetition 

I again could not hear distinctly what he said). _ | 

President Olaya said that he was having a talk at one o’clock with 
Mr. Caffery when he would tell him very fully his views and would 
ask him to communicate them to us at once, but he wanted to have a 
talk with me and tell me that in view of our long standing friendship 
and my knowledge of him he felt I would have no difficulty in believing 
that he was honestly looking for a satisfactory solution and that he 
would strictly comply with and live up to anything he promised but 
that he would not make promises which he could not fulfill. I told 
President Olaya that he need have no concern on that score; that I 
knew him well enough so that he could be sure I knew that anything 
he agreed to do he would liveupto. I expressed the hope that a peace- 
ful solution would be found to this difficult problem. 

I asked President Olaya whether it was his idea that in the con- 
versations to be held in Rio Ecuador should be included.* TI said 
that I had heard it mentioned that Ecuador would be included and I 

12 Signed March 24, 1922, League of Nations Treaty Series, vol. LxxIv, p. 9; see 
also Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, pp. 351 ff., and ibid., 1925, vol. 1, pp. 461 ff. 
set See section entitled, “Boundary Dispute Between Ecuador and Peru,” pp.
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wanted to ask his views thereon. President Olaya said that he had 

no objection whatsoever to the inclusion of Ecuador in the conversa- 

tions and that he would welcome it. | 
| F[rancis] W[ entre] 

721.28/723 . 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[Wasuineron,] January 7, 1933. 

I got Mr. Thurston ** in Rio by phone at 11:00 a. m. and told 
him, with reference to the Embassy’s telegram No. 1 of January 6, 1 
p. m., it was not clear to us exactly what Brazil has now proposed to 
Peru and Colombia. In the Embassy’s telegram of December 30 * it 
was stated that the Brazilian proposal was, first of all, that Peru turn 
Leticia over to a Brazilian representative who should then immediately 
thereafter turn the territory over to Colombia on the understanding 
that both countries would then agree to open conversations in Rio 
regarding their outstanding difficulties. This was accepted by 
Colombia and rejected by Peru. Now, in the telegram of January 6, 
it was stated that Peru having objected to the Brazilian proposal to 
return Leticia to Colombia subsequent to Brazilian occupation thereof 
and before conversations have occurred at the Brazilian Foreign Office 
looking to a permanent settlement, Brazil has now proposed that con- 
versations shall take place before and not after Leticia has been re- 
turned to Colombia. I said I was not clear whether this means that 
conversations are to take place after Peru gets out of Leticia and before 
Leticia is turned back to Colombia, that is, while it is in the hands of 
the Brazilians, and that this was what we wanted to know. We wanted 
to know definitely whether Colombia has accepted that proposal be- 
cause our information was to the effect that Colombia accepted the 
original proposal which was that conversations would take place after 
Leticia was returned to Colombia, which is the position the Colombian 
Government has taken all the way through. 

I said that we were willing to take action in Lima, as requested by 
the Brazilian Foreign Office, on two conditions: one, that we know 
definitely what this second proposal is, and two, that Colombia has 
accepted it. On that basis, we will support the second Brazilian pro- 
posal, or, if Colombia has not accepted it and Brazil will revive, if 
she can, her original proposal, then we will support that original 
proposal in Lima. I said it was very important that we know defi- 
nitely within the next hour, if possible, as Colombian forces were ad- 

“Walter C. Thurston, Counselor of Embassy in Brazil. . 
* Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, p. 313.
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vancing and we had information that Colombia was contemplating 
taking other action; that we could not advise her to hold off taking 
other measures unless there was some proposal up that she had defi- 
nitely accepted and we did not know that she had accepted the modi- 
fied Brazilian proposal. | 

I repeated that what we want to know is what is the new Brazilian 
proposal? Does it mean that negotiations are to take place with 
Brazil holding Leticia; secondly, what happens to Leticia if the coun- 
tries do not agree, and third, has Colombia accepted that as a basis of 
discussion? If Colombia has accepted the new proposal, then we will 
support it in Lima; if not, then we would like to know if Brazil will 
revive her first proposal and we will support that. 

Mr. Thurston stated that he had just returned yesterday from leave 
and was not familiar with the matter but that he would get in touch 
with the Ambassador at once and he thought the Ambassador could 
give us an answer within the hour. He repeated the information I had 
requested and I told him that was correct: if Colombia has not agreed 
to the second proposal we would like to know then whether Brazil 
is going to revive her original proposal—we are perfectly willing to 
support the original proposal which Colombia has accepted—that is, 
support it in Lima. However, if Colombia has accepted the modified 
proposal, which is more favorable to Peru, and there would seem 
therefore to be more chance of its being accepted in Lima, we will sup- 
port that, provided Colombia has accepted it. I said it was very im- 
portant for us to know exactly what the proposal is and whether 
Colombia has accepted it. 

| F[ranois| W[utre] 

721.23/T24 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

| [WasHincton,] January 7, 1933. 

Mr. Morgan called me back at 11:45 a. m. from Rio and said that 
the original Brazilian proposal having been rejected by Peru Brazil 
had suggested that the conversations take place while Leticia is in the 
hands of Brazil; that is, after it has been turned over to Brazil by 
Peru and before Brazil has turned it back to Colombia. Brazil wanted 
to limit the duration of the conversations to a maximum period of 
three months as she did not want to hold the Leticia territory longer __ 
than that. I asked the Ambassador what Brazil would do with the 
territory if the negotiations failed. He said that the Peruvians were 
insisting that in that event the territory be turned back to the Peru- 
vians who had captured the town. He said that Brazil does not want
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to do this because it feels that Leticia is Colombian. Brazil was not 
making any mention of what would happen to the territory if the 
negotiations failed but Peru would not agree unless there was some 
stipulation regarding this point and it was on this that the Brazilian 
Government wanted our support. 

I stated again to Mr. Morgan that I understood that the first Bra- 
zilian proposal was that the territory be turned over by Peru to Brazil 
and by Brazil to Colombia and that negotiations be held in Rio there- 
after for a settlement of outstanding difficulties. Mr. Morgan said 
that that is still the proposal, but Peru having objected to it Brazil 
was inquiring whether it would be satisfactory to have the negotia- 
tions held while Brazil still holds the territory. I said that there 
seemed to be an important difference now from the original proposal 

| in that, according to his telegram of yesterday, as we interpret it, the 
proposal now is not that conversations take place after Leticia is 
restored to Colombia but while Leticia is being held temporarily by 
the Brazilian authorities. Mr. Morgan said that this was correct. 
I asked whether this last proposal had been accepted by Colombia. 
He said that it had; that he had been told by the Foreign Minister 
just now that Colombia had agreed. I asked whether this proposal 
had yet been accepted by Peru. Mr. Morgan said that Peru had not 
declined; that the question Peru is now bargaining for is that if 
the negotiations fail Peru wants the territory returned to Peru. I 
asked whether Colombia made it a point that the territory be restored 
to Colombia in case the negotiations fail. Mr. Morgan said that he 
was not informed on this point but that the Brazilians felt strongly 
that Leticia is Colombian and should go back to Colombia. I said 
that we took the same position. I then said that as I understood it 
the Brazilian Government wants our support in Lima on the pro- 
posal that the conversations take place while the territory is in Brazil’s 
hands but without mentioning what will happen to the territory if 
the negotiations fail. Mr. Morgan said that that was correct. I then 
inquired whether this was acceptable to Colombia and Mr. Morgan 
said he was informed that it was. I told him that then we would sup- 
port the proposal in Lima. I said that we want to do everything we can 
because Colombian troops are approaching, getting nearer the Peruv- 
vian forces, and the Colombian Government is contemplating other 
action and that we have advised them to delay that action to see 
if the Brazilian proposal can not be accepted. If Colombia has ac- 
cepted this last proposal then we will go ahead and back it. I said 
that we would get off a cable at once to Lima. 

F[rancis] W[u1re]
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721.23/725 | 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) — 

| [WasHineron,] January 7, 1933. 

I got Mr. Caffery ** on the phone about half past two and told him 

that I had just been advised by Ambassador Morgan in Rio? that 

Peru having rejected the first Brazilian proposal—namely that Peru 

turn over Leticia to Brazil, Brazil then to return it to Colombia, and 

negotiations then to take place in Rio to try to settle outstanding differ- 

ences—a second proposal had therefore been made by Brazil, namely 

that the conversations take place while Leticia is in the hands of 

Brazil, and that this had been accepted by Colombia. Brazil was 

specifying a time limit of three months for the negotiations because 

it did not want to hold the territory longer. I said that Mr. Morgan 

advised me that the Peruvian Government. was endeavoring to have 

the Brazilian Government promise that if the negotiations failed 

Brazil would return Leticia to the Peruvian rebels but that the Bra- 

zilian Government did not wish to do so as Leticia is unquestionably 

Colombian. The Brazilian proposal is to have negotiations carried 

on as soon as Leticia is handed over to the Brazilians without any 

stipulation as to what should be done with it should the negotiations 

fail. ‘This Government has been asked to support this proposal in 

Lima and I wanted to check up first to know whether this proposal 

has been accepted, as reported, by Colombia. | 

Mr. Caffery said he was pretty sure that it had not; that nothing 

of this sort had been accepted when he saw President Olaya last night, 

but that he would get in touch with him at once and send me a brief 

cable. I told Mr. Caffery that we would hold up sending the note 

which we had drafted to the Peruvian Government pending word 

from him. He said that he would get after the matter at once and 

let me know. 
F[rancis] W[nrre] 

721.23/669 : Telegram 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

Bogor, January 7, 1933—5 p. m. 

| [Received 6:07 p. m.] 

7. For White. Olaya says he has not agreed to formula reported 

by Morgan. Details follow. 
CAFFERY 

18 Jefferson Caffery, Minister in Colombia. 
7 See memorandum, supra.
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721.23/670 : Telegram 

Lhe Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

Bogord, January 7, 1933—6 p. m. 
| : [Received 9: 50 p. m.] 

8. My January 7,5 p.m. To avoid misunderstanding Olaya tele- 
graphed Colombian Legation at Rio de Janeiro last night (forward- 
ing copy air mail) summary formula agreed to: 

1. Leticia territory to be turned over to Brazilian delegate who will 
within 20 days turn it over to Colombian authorities; | 

2. Following this a conference to meet at Rio de Janeiro with Bra- 
zilian Minister for Foreign Affairs ** as Honorary President “to study 
the possibility of reaching an agreement establishing the tranquillity 
of the Amazon regions on solid bases”. Representation of Ecuador at 
conference acceptable to Colombia if Peru agrees. 

Olaya adds: 

“We offer to attend this conference with a sincerely open and con- 
ciliatory spirit and with the belief that there is sufficient basis for 
reaching an agreement taking into consideration not only the terri- 
torial but also the economic and commercial aspects of the question. 
The foregoing does not mean that we refuse to examine the possi- 
bility and advisability of changes by freely discussed compensations, 
but we must make it clear and definite that we consider the boundary 
treaty to be the legal bond between Colombia and Peru and that the 
revision of the treaty is not a necessary element of and even less the 
basis for the formula.” 

Reports from Colombian Legation, Santiago, state that Cruchaga ® 
is resuming efforts at conciliation. Olaya has informed Colombian 

Legations at Santiago and Rio de Janeiro that he is not interested in 
‘Cruchaga’s intervention. 

CAFFERY 

721.23/669 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) 

| WasHINGToN, January 7, 1933—7 p. m. 
_ 4, For the Ambassador from White. Caffery reports Olaya states 
he has not accepted the second Brazilian proposal, namely, to hold 
negotiations in Rio before Leticia is returned to Colombia. Depart- 
ment is not taking matter up in Lima until you can get this matter 
straightened out. 

7 CasTLe 

* Afranio de Mello Franco. 
* Miguel Cruchaga Tocornal, Chilean Minister for Foreign Affairs,



394 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV a 

721.23/669 Supp. : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) 

- Wasuineron, January 8, 1933—noon. 

5. Following message has been received from Bogotd. (Quote No. 

8, January 7, 6p. m., from Bogota.) | | 

, | CasTLE 

721.23/684a : Telegram | | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Colombia (Caffery) 

WASHINGTON, January 9, 1933—noon. 

6. What is the objection of Colombian Government to accepting 

Brazil’s modified formula, namely that Peru turn over Leticia to 

Brazil and that conversations take place immediately in Rio for a 

maximum period of 3 months duration during which Brazil will hold 

Leticia? Rush reply. 
CASTLE 

721.23/669 Supp.: Telegram | | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (M organ) 

WasHINGTON, January 9, 1933—noon. 

3. Department’s 4, January 7, 7 p. m. and 5, January 8, noon. It is 

important that the Department know without delay plans of the Bra- 

zilian Government if this Government is to take any action in support 

of Brazilian proposal. It seems absolutely clear that Colombia has | 

not accepted Brazil’s second formula. On the other hand, having 

made a second proposal, perhaps it would be more difficult to get Peru 

to reconsider accepting first formula. Is it the intention of the Bra- 

zilian Government to endeavor to revive its first proposal which has 

been accepted by Colombia? In that event this Government would 

be glad to join with Brazilian Government in an endeavor to persuade 

Peruvian Government to accept also. If the Brazilian Government 

is not contemplating this, has it any other proposal in mind? In any 

event this Government would desire to know the exact text of the 

proposal which it is asked to support. It has been the experience of 

the Department in recent negotiations that it is necessary to have 

everything clearly understood and in writing in order to avoid 

misunderstanding. 

What armed forces has Brazil in the Leticia area and what steps, 

if any, does the Brazilian Government propose to take to prevent 

hostilities?’ The press states that Brazil is sending forces to preserve 

its neutrality. Just what measures does it contemplate under this 

heading ?
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The Department understands that Colombian troops are continuing 
to move up the Amazon and it is most urgent that the misunderstand- 

_ Ing regarding the Brazilian proposal be cleared up at once and that 
this Government be informed thereof. , | 

CASTLE 

721.23/726 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[WasHinerTon,] January 9, 1933. 

I telephoned Ambassador Morgan at Rio at 12:30 this afternoon. 
Mr. Morgan said that he had just sent two cables to the Department 
and the first one was with regard to the Chaco matter.” He said that 
the Argentine Government had informed the Brazilian Government 
that it would shortly make a proposal regarding a solution of the Chaco 
controversy and that the Brazilian Government would reply stating 
that it would be glad to receive any suggestion looking toward the 
termination of this conflict. | 

I told Mr. Morgan that what the Neutral Commission hoped was 
that the four countries which border on Bolivia and Paraguay would 
come to an agreement among themselves concerning a means of stop- 
ping the fighting in the Chaco and bringing about a definite peaceful 
settlement thereof, and that they would then communicate with the 
Neutral Commission so that all could join in making the same proposal 
and bringing pressure to bear on the two countries to stop the fighting 
and settle the controversy. 

Mr. Morgan said that he was glad to have this information and that 
he would take the matter up at once with the Brazilian Government, 
advising them of the way we look at it. He said that this coincided 
exactly with what the Bolivian Minister had just said to him and he 
thought that the Bolivian Minister was perhaps making similar obser- 
vations to the Brazilian Government. 

I then told the Ambassador that the matter I had principally in 
mind in calling him up was the question of Leticia. I said that we are 
very much concerned over the fact that Colombian troops are proceed- 
ing steadily up the Amazon and a conflict is getting nearer and nearer, 
and there seems to be complete disagreement between Colombia and 
Peru and no definite understanding regarding the Brazilian proposal. 
I said that the first Brazilian proposal, namely, that Peru turn Leticia 
over to a Brazilian representative, that the latter, within a reasonable 

” For correspondence concerning the Chaco dispute, see pp. 241 ff.
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period, turn it over to Colombia, and that negotiations be opened in 

Rio for a settlement of outstanding differences, had been accepted by 

Colombia but definitely rejected by Peru. Brazil had then made a 

second proposal, namely that Leticia be turned over by Peru to Brazil, 

and that, while the territory was in Brazil’s hands and up to a maxi- 

mum period of three months, negotiations be carried on in Rio to come 

to some agreement. I said that on Saturday Mr. Morgan had been 

informed by Brazil that this was acceptable to Colombia and we were 

asked to support the proposal in Lima, where acceptance was being 

delayed while the Peruvians were trying to stipulate that should the 

negotiations not result successfully Brazil would then turn Leticia 

back to the Peruvian rebels. I said that this latter stipulation would 

of course be absolutely unacceptable to Colombia as Leticia is Colom- 

bian. If Colombia had accepted the second formula proposed by 

Brazil, however, we had been prepared to support the proposal in 

Lima, but we had found out upon inquiry from Mr. Caffery that this 

proposal had not been accepted by Colombia. We had repeated to Mr. 

Morgan Caffery’s cable stating just what the position of Colombia is. 

Mr. Morgan said that the Colombian Minister had received on 

Saturday, after our conversation, a telegram from his Government 

setting forth its views, which he is putting in a memorandum and is 

to deliver to the Foreign Office, but it had not been delivered by two 

o’clock Rio time today. The Ambassador understood that this sets 

forth the position in the same terms as Mr. Caffery’s telegram. Mr. 

Morgan said that the difficulty now is regarding the negotiations 

while Leticia is in Brazil’s hands and what will happen to Leticia if 

the negotiations fail. He said that the Peruvian Minister in Rio 

had suggested that there be preliminary negotiations between him- 

self and the Colombian Minister to see if they could settle this mat- 

ter between them. ‘These would be negotiations preliminary, of 

course, to the negotiations that would take place after Leticia is 

turned over to the Brazilians. The Colombian Minister has re- 

ported this to his Government and has asked for instructions and he 

is still waiting for them. I told Mr. Morgan that in view of the ex- 

periences we have had it would be well if he could suggest discreetly 

that any proposals be in writing; that we have had considerable dif- 

ficulty with the Peruvian representatives here and we therefore 

deemed it essential to have everything in writing in order that there 

might be no mistake. I said that it seemed necessary, first of all, for 

the Brazilian Government to straighten out the misunderstanding 

and to tell us definitely in writing the terms of its proposal. I said 

that we are willing and anxious to support Brazil to the utmost in 

settling this matter but we do not want to have any misunderstand- 

ing or crossing of wires. I said that if the first Brazilian proposal 

should be revived we would support it. If that is impossible and
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some other proposal is now made and we are advised regarding it 
definitely in writing, we will do what we properly can. I empha- 
sized to Mr. Morgan that the Brazilian Government should under- 
stand that in the meantime we are doing nothing and that it is up to 
the Brazilian Government to straighten the matter out and tell us 
just what it wants us to do. I also emphasized that Colombian troops 
are steadily advancing and that therefore time is of the essence if a 
conflict is to be avoided. Mr. Morgan said he thought that our posi- 
tion was correct; that as the Brazilians have taken hold of the mat- 
ter we should leave it to them until they tell us just what they want 
us to do. He said that he would see the Foreign Minister without 
delay. 

I asked Mr. Morgan just what steps Brazil was prepared to take 
to stop a conflict; whether the troops being sent to the upper Ama- 
zon were, as reported in the press, to preserve Brazil’s neutrality, or 
whether Brazil was contemplating taking effective measures to stop 
a conflict between Colombia and Peru. The Ambassador said that 
the troops were going to preserve Brazil’s neutrality and to make sure 
that no fighting takes place in Brazilian territory. Outside of that, 
if the Peruvians and Colombians want to fight, the Brazilians will 
let them do so. | | 

Mr. Morgan said that his two telegrams were already en route and 
that he would also promptly advise me of any further information 
he may get. I again emphasized that time is essential and also said 
that I understood that the Colombian Government was contemplating 
taking other proceedings; that we had advised that nothing be done 
while the Brazilian attempt is being tried out to see whether it does 
not offer the basis for a solution, but that we could not take the respon- 
sibility of telling Colombia to hold off much longer. Mr. Morgan 
asked Just what action they were contemplating. I told him that I 
was not prepared to say just yet but that for his own personal infor- 
mation I would say that they were contemplating other steps and that 
we had asked them to hold off for the time being but that we could 
not continue to do so as it might involve some responsibility on our 
‘part if we did. Mr. Morgan said that he understood. 

Francis] W[urre] 

721.23/685 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

| Rio pe Janeiro, January 9, 1938—3 p. m. 
| - _ [Received January 9—2:35 p. m.] 

38. Department’s 5, January 8, noon. Colombian Minister confirms 
the receipt of telegram from Olaya to which you refer, but will not 

738036—50-——31
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hand it to Brazilian Foreign Office before today or tomorrow. Peru- 

vian Minister states that although without instructions, he is ready 

to confer informally with Colombian Minister regarding Letician 

problem. Colombian Minister awaits his Government’s instructions 

before meeting Peruvian colleague for such discussion. Above infor- 

mation given me by Brazilian Foreign Office an hour ago. Will tele- 

graph tomorrow. 
| Morgan 

721.23/688 : Telegram | 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State — 

| Bogord, January 9, 1933—6 p. m. 
[Received 10: 43 p. m.] 

9. Department’s 6, January 9, noon. Without going into question 

of whether “modified formula” has been actually proposed by Brazil, 

I must respectfully point out that the public here would turn out of 
office any government agreeing to a further delay of possibly 3 months 

| in the recovery of Leticia. The Colombian people feel that they have 

shown patience and restraint but breaking point has been about reached 
and the Government is now being attacked by some of its staunchest 
supporters. The feeling in many quarters is this: It is a shame that 
indisputably Colombian territory was seized 414 months ago by alien 
invaders and the Government has not yet recovered it. | 

CAFFERY 

721.23/690 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

‘Rio pr Janzrro, January 10, 1983—4 p. m. 
[Received January 10—2: 40 p. m.] 

5. Department’s telegram No. 6 [3?], January 9, noon. Colom- 
bian Minister visited me this morning and reported conversation with 
Brazilian Minister for Foreign Affairs last evening. Colombia’s ulti- 
mate proposition as stated by him to Brazilian Minister for Foreign 
Affairs is the occupation of Leticia by Brazilian forces for a short 
period, probably 20 days, subsequent to which the territory shall be 
returned to Colombia. Conversations between Peruvian and Colom- 
bian representatives meeting in Rio de Janeiro shall be held subse- 
quent to return of territory to Colombia and not before. The proposi- 
tion which Brazil is now making is that of Colombia, as stated above, 
and Brazilian Ambassador in Washington will be instructed today to 
so state to the Department, asking that our Ambassador in Lima may 
be instructed to persuade Peru to accept this proposition. |
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Brazil has 2,800 men and two large and three small vessels between 
Manaos and Leticia. First naval disposition now on its way to Para. 

These forces will be used only to defend Brazil’s neutrality and to 
maintain the inviolability of her territory. Brazilian Legation, Lima, 
telegraphed today that Peruvian Foreign Minister had requested 
Peruvian Minister of War now at Iquitos to take every measure to 

avoid hostilities. 
Morgan | 

721.28/731 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[WasHineron,| January 10, 1933. 

The Brazilian Ambassador ” called at 4:10 p. m. today and told me 
that he had been instructed by his Government to ask us to support in 
Lima the proposal of the Brazilian Government to Colombia and Peru. 
I asked him what the proposal is. He said the proposal is that Colom- 
bia [Peru] should turn over Leticia to Brazil and that Brazil, after a 
short time, should turn the territory over to Colombia, and that there 
would be conversations between the Peruvian and Colombian repre- 
sentatives in Rio to discuss their differences. He said that he was not : 
quite clear whether the conversations were to take place before or after 
Leticia is turned back to Colombia but he did not think that that was 
an important point. I told him that on the contrary I considered it a 
most important point and that I would want to have that cleared up 
before we took any action. I asked him when he got histelegram. He 
said about three o’clock yesterday afternoon. I then read him the first 
paragraph of telegram No. 5, January 10, 4 p. m., from the Embassy 
in Rio, and the Ambassador said that his instructions agreed with that 
and that the conversations should take place after Leticia is returned 
to Colombia. I asked him if he was sure of this and he said he was. 
{ then told him that on that basis we would send a telegram to our 
Embassy in Lima instructing it to present a note to the Peruvian 
Government. and telling the Ambassador to keep in touch with his 
Brazilian colleague and endeavor to have the Brazilian proposal ac- 
cepted. The Ambassador expressed his gratification at this. 

: F[rancis | W[urre] 

71 'R. de Lima e Silva.
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721.23/691a: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) 

WasuinerTon, January 10, 1933—5 p. m. 
5. Please present at once following note to Peruvian Minister of 

Foreign Affairs: | 

“The United States Government has been advised by the Govern- 
ment of Brazil that the latter has now proposed to the Governments 
of Peru and Colombia, as a solution of the present misunderstanding 
between them, that Peru turn over to Brazil the Leticia territory 
which, after a short period will be restored by Brazil to Colombia 
on the understanding that both countries will then endeavor to settle 
their differences through conversations at the Brazilian Foreign Office, 
in which Ecuador might also be invited to participate, the Govern- 
ment of Brazil acting as mediator. 

The United States Government has been advised by the Brazilian 
Government that the Colombian Government has signified its accept- 
ance of this proposal but that the Peruvian Government has not yet 
signified that it is prepared to try to find a peaceful solution of the 
ditioulty on this basis. oo 

The Brazilian Government has requested this Government to make 
known its views in this matter to the Government of Peru. 

The United States Government has noted that the Peruvian Gov- 
ernment recognizes that the Treaty of 1922 is valid and in effect. 
In view of this the United States Government is confident that the 
Peruvian Government will welcome the honorable and decorous way 
suggested and offered by the Brazilian Government by which this 
matter may be settled. The United States Government feels that 
it expresses the sentiment of public opinion in this hemisphere when 
it states that it would learn with the greatest satisfaction that the 
Peruvian Government has accepted the proposal of the Brazilian 
Government above referred to.” 

Advise your Brazilian colleague when note is delivered and coop- 
erate with him in supporting Brazilian proposal and in endeavoring 
to have Peru accept it. In your oral conversation with Peruvian 
officials you may stress that the support of the invaders of Leticia 
by armed Peruvian forces is contrary to the obligations of the Peru- 
vian Government under the Kellogg Pact # and that Peru should wel- 
come means now offered for extricating herself from her untenable 
position. | | | | 

Oo CasTLE 

* Treaty for the Renunciation of War, signed at Paris, August 27, 1928, Foreign 
Relatiens, 1928, vol. 1, p. 1538. : |
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721,28/782 | 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

| [WasHincron, | January 11, 19383. 
The Brazilian Ambassador telephoned to say that he was instructed 

by his Government to express the thanks of the Brazilian Government 
for our support in Lima of the Brazilian proposal. 

Francis] W[utrre] 

721.23/715 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

| Lima, January 12, 19883—11 a. m. 
[Received 6:10 p. m.] 

13. Leticia. | 
1. Brazilian Minister has presented Brazilian plan to Foreign Min- 

ister and President and has so informed Rio de Janeiro. He states 
our note * has made both Foreign Minister and President furious. 

2. President and Foreign Minister refuse to accept second point in 
Brazilian plan which is delivery of Leticia to Colombia stating Con- 
stituent Assembly will not accept such a condition. 

3. Manzanilla** informed Brazilian Minister Peru desires Brazil 
to occupy Leticia holding it as a pledge until the negotiations in 
Rio de Janeiro result in a final decision as to a new treaty and the 
disposition of Leticia. oO — 

4. Brazilian Minister has telegraphed his Government expressing 
opinion Peru merely wishes to neutralize Leticia by putting it in the 
hands of Brazil and that Peru is unable to control the Peruvians in 
occupation there. | | 

DEARING 

721,28/778 oo | 

_ Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[| Wasuineton,] January 13, 1933. 

The Peruvian Ambassador today, after discussing the Chaco 
matter, took up a discussion of the Leticia matter. He said that it 
is of course now water over the dam and too late to be rectified but 
it was too bad that the Colombian Government had not bought Vigil’s 
land in the Leticia area. He said that Vigil ® had invested all his 
money in sugar grinding machinery and had taken it up to Leticia 

8 See telegram No. 5, January 10, 5 p. m., to the Ambassador in Peru, p. 400. - 
“J. M. Manzanilla, Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs. a 
* Mnrique Vigil, large property owner (La Victoria), Leticia area.
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to establish the sugar industry there. He said that the only place 
Vigil could sell the sugar he manufactured was in Iquitos. When 
Leticia was given to Colombia the export duties from Colombia and 
the import duties into Peru ruined his business. He then offered to 
sell out—the only way of saving himself—but the Colombian Govern- 
ment refused to consider the matter. He undoubtedly asked an ex- 
orbitant sum but if some arrangement had been arrived at with him 
it would have been very much better. Vigil then moved to Iquitos, 
started a newspaper there and inflamed the Loretanos, and that was 
the cause of the trouble. I told the Ambassador that I was particu- 
larly interested to hear him say that as my information from per- 
fectly neutral sources had indicated the same thing and that when in 
a conversation with Maiartua I had mentioned this, Mafrtua, with 
great passion and vehemence, had accused me of being pro-Colombian 
and of advancing Colombian arguments. 

The Ambassador went on to say that he had just recently been 
told by Bello Codesido, who had gotten the information direct from 
President Alessandri of Chile, that when Vasquez Cobo, who is head 
of the Colombian expedition to Leticia, was Minister in Paris, he 
was having a conversation one day with Sanchez Cerro, then in exile, 
and Alessandri, and that Sanchez Cerro had said that Leguia used 
the Tacna-Arica matter for purely internal political purposes and 
finally settled it when he thought he had gotten all the personal bene- 
fit he could out of it but that Leguia had not hesitated, while defend- 
ing the Tacna-Arica settlement, to give away thousands and thou- 
sands of square kilometers to Colombia on the upper Amazon. Vasquez 
Cobo had immediately challenged this statement and a long argument 
ensued. Finally Vasquez Cobo inquired who Sanchez Cerro was any-_ 
how. Sanchez Cerro made a movement to his hip pocket to pull out 
his card case for a card to show Vasquez Cobo his name. Vasquez 
Cobo took this to mean that he was going to pull out a pistol and 
threw back his arms, saying “if you want to shoot me, shoot me”. 
Finally Sanchez Cerro persuaded him that he did not have a pistol 
and was merely getting a card out so that the gentleman would know 
his name in the future. 

The Ambassador said that little personal animosities like these 
have so complicated the situation—first, there was Vigil’s resentment 
which stirred up the trouble in Loreto, and then the appointment 
by Colombia of Vasquez Cobo to head the Colombian expedition which 
angered Sanchez Cerro, who had not been very friendly with Vasquez 
Cobo since the incident cited above, and also the appointment by Peru 
of Maitrtua as Peru’s representative on the Conciliation Commission 
he said had stirred up Olaya and made him absolutely firm in his 
intention not to go to a Conciliation Commission because Matrtua
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would represent Peru. He said that Olaya and Mautrtua have not 
been on speaking terms since the Conference on Arbitration and Con- 
ciliation in Washington. When in a committee meeting one day they 
were discussing some point, Matrtua had replied in a very brusque 
and sharp manner to Olaya and this had so offended Olaya that the 
next time he saw Matirtua he looked the other way and did not speak 
to him and they have not spoken since. | 

| F[rancis] W[urre | 

721.28/784: Telegram | 
The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

| Lima, January 15, 1983—11 a. m. 
| [Received 2: 30 p. m.] 

21. Leticia. | 
1. In accordance with instructions from Rio de Janeiro Brazilian 

Minister delivered formal note 7 p. m. 13th setting up Brazilian plan 
and requesting Peru to indicate acceptance soonest possible. Man- 
zanilla indicated he could not reply much before 17th. 

2. Brazilian Minister received further instructions afternoon 14th 
urging Peru’s reply and acceptance be given soonest possible since the 
departure of Colombian flotilla from Manaos could only be held up 
for a matter of hours and early Peruvian reply imperative. 

8. Brazilian Minister last night conferred with Manzanilla for 
over an hour but with no very definite results. Further report later. 

4, Foreign Office has just telephoned asking for duplicate copy of our 
note of 10th * since original has been left with the President and 
Foreign Minister wishes to make an immediate reply which is being 

drawn by Polo.” | | 
5. Have requested Santiago to give me such information as dis- 

creetly obtainable regarding report Chile states war on Pacific coast 

will not be permitted. 
6. Lozano * has just informed me Manzanilla’s reply to Urdaneta 

note of 11th was sent last night and is completely unsatisfactory. 

Comment later. 
| | DEARING 

® See telegram No. 5, January 10, 5 p. m., to the Ambassador in Peru, p. 400. 
~ ™ Sol6n Polo, Chief Permanent Secretary, Peruvian Foreign Office. 

** Fabio Lozano y Lozano, Colombian Minister in Peru. 
29 R, Urdaneta Arbeléez, Colombian Minister for Foreign Affairs.
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721.23/757 : Telegram , | 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, January 16, 1933—11 p. m. 
[Received January 17—12: 48 a. m.] 

25. Leticia. Referring to Department’s telegram No. 12 of Janu- 
ary 16, 5 p. m.,® translated text of answer follows: | 

Lima. January 14, 1933, No. 5. 
Mr. Ambassador: I had the honor to receive Your Excellency’s 

courteous communication No. 364 dated January 10, in which, accord- 
ing to information sent the Government of the United States by the 
Brazilian Government regarding the proposal of the latter, accepted 
by that of Colombia to settle the present misunderstanding with Peru 
through the delivery of the Leticia territory to Brazil to be, after a 
short period, returned by Brazil to Colombia, it being understood 
that both countries should then endeavor to settle their differences 
by conversations in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Brazil, to which 
Ecuador would also be invited, the Brazilian Government acting as 
mediator; Your Excellency adds that through the same channel the 
Government of the United States has been informed that the Peru- 
vian Government has not yet been able on this base to arrive at a 
pacific solution of the difficulty, for which reason the Brazilian Gov- 
ernment has requested that of the United States to make known to 
the Peruvian Government its opinion in the matter. - 

For this purpose Your Excellency informs me that your Government 
being advised that the Peruvian Government recognizes that the 
treaty of 1922 is currently valid, trusts that the Peruvian Government 
will regard favorably the honorable and decorous means suggested 
and offered by the Brazilian Government, for the settlement of this 
affair; and that the Government of the United States desires to 
express the opinion generally held in stating that it would learn with 
the greatest satisfaction that the Peruvian Government. has accepted 
the proposal of the Brazilian Government. 

I wish, before anything else, to beg Your Excellency to transmit 
to your Government the deepest gratitude of my own for the kind 
interest it takes in a pacific settlement of the differences which have 
arisen between Peru and Colombia because of the occupation of 

eticia. 
The mediation of the Brazilian Government to which Your Excel- 

lency refers, was presented (formalizado) yesterday by the Brazilian 
Minister in Lima and received the most deferent attention from my 
Government. In the preferential examination which was necessary 
to give to it, the desires and opinion of the Government of the United 
States which Your Excellency faithfully set forth in the note under 
reply, will be given consideration in all their high significance. In the 
meantime I am happy to be able to inform Your Excellency that, fol- 
lowing the traditions of our international policy, my Government will 
make every possible effort to arrive at a peaceful and friendly settle- 
ment of the present difficulties which have arisen with Colombia, a 

“Not printed; it instructed the Ambassador to cable translation of text of 
answer to his note of January 10.
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country with which it is anxious to continue cultivating the most cor- 
dial relations. 

TL avail myself, et cetera. Signed J. M. Manzanilla. 

| DEARING 

721.23/766 : Telegram (part air) 

Lhe Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, January 16, 19833—2 p. m. 
[Received January 18—7 a. m.] 

6. 1. President of the Council on January 14 addressed the follow- 
ing telegram to the Government of Colombia which also indicates ac- 
tion taken vis-a-vis Peru: 

“I have despatched to the Peruvian Government the following tele- 
gram: 

‘I have received from the Colombian Government and have circulated to the 
members of the League a statement setting forth the views of that Government in 
regard to the situation at Leticia. The members on the League would no doubt 
be glad to be informed of the views of the Peruvian Government. In the mean- 
time I consider it my duty, in view of the reports which are appearing in the press, 
to express my conviction that Peru, as a member of the League of Nations and up 
to 8 months ago a member of the Council, will refrain from any action which is 
not in strict conformity with the Covenant of the League.’ 

I trust that the Colombian Government, which is an honored member 
of the League, will also refrain from any such action.” 

2. This is only action taken by the League in this matter since that 
described in Consulate’s 333, November 23, 9 p. m.,°! except communi- 
cation referred to above, addressed to Secretary General by Colombian 
Government, dated January 4 * giving a detailed exposition of Colom- 
bia’s position which I am transmitting by mail. 

3. There is a possibility that this matter may be placed on the agenda 
of the Council. Decision will presumably rest on character of replies 
from the two Governments. 

. | GILBERT 

121.23/758 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

oe Rio pz Janerro, January 17, 1983—4 p. m. 
[Received January 17—2:05 p. m.] 

¢. Brazilian Foreign Office states Colombian ships have left Manios 
today but will stop at Teffe if Peru’s attitude is modified. Peru’s 
‘reply to Brazil’s note which was handed in at Lima has not arrived. 

| Morcan 

| * Not printed. 
* See League of Nations, Official Journal, April 1983, p. 543.
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%721.23/764: Telegram 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

BoeorA, January 17, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received 6:40 p. m.] 

19. My 17, January 15, 11 p. m.** Colombian Government informed 
by its delegate to League of Nations that he understands that latter 

would be pleased to intervene in Leticia question. Olaya indicates, 
however, that he will not follow this intimation, relying on appeal to 

the Kellogg Pact signatories. 
CAFFERY 

721.23/802: Telegram (part air) 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, January 18, 1933—11 a. m. 
[Received January 20—7: 23 a. m.] 

7. 1. The following are texts of telegrams dated January 16th 
addressed to the President of the Council by Colombia and Peru, 
respectively, in answer to telegrams cited in Consulate’s number 6, 

January 16, 2 p.m. 

(a)—“T have the honor to acknowledge receipt of Your Excellency’s 
cable transmitting telegram sent to the Peruvian Government inform- 
ing it of the communication regarding the position at Leticia sent by 
the Colombian delegate to the weague Secretariat for its information. 
In the cable in question Your Excellency expresses the conviction that 
Colombia will refrain from any act contrary to League Covenant. 
While thanking Your Excellency for this communication and for the 
interest shown by you in the maintenance of peace in America I have 
the honor to inform you that in the action which my Government 
proposes to take with a view to the restoration of order in Leticia there 
is nothing contrary to the letter or spirit of the Covenant. 

A group of seditious persons of Peruvian nationality disavowed 
and deposed the legitimate authorities in the township of Leticia; 
no country has disputed or doubted that this port belongs to Colom- 
bia and our sovereignty over it has been expressly accepted by it 
since it has affirmed as it has done many times before, that it does 
not repudiate the frontier treaty between Colombia and Peru. The 
sole object of the Colombian Government in sending forces to Leticia 
is to restore public order which has been transgressed in an un- 
disputed part of Colombian territory and the forces which are to 
carry out a primary duty of this Government will only be allowed 
to use roads which they are fully entitled to use under public 
treaties and over which it has jurisdiction. Apart from this object 
the Colombian forces have no aggressive designs against. any coun- 
try or any government; they are going to exercise their right within 
their own territory and will do so without in any way disturbing 

* Not printed. - 7 |
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international peace unless the Peruvian Government attempts to 
prevent by force the legitimate use of that right. In this latter 
case, and if our forces are obliged to repel an unjust aggression, 
it would be the aggressor who would violate the League Covenant 
and not Colombia which always regards this Covenant as one of 
its most sacred international obligations and one which is most 
worthy of respect.” 

(6)—“In reply to your telegram I have the honor to inform you 
that the Peruvian delegate will explain the views of my Govern- 
ment regarding the Leticia incident for the information of the mem- 
bers of the League and in the meantime I can assure Your Ex- 
cellency that Peru faithful to her traditions will not take any ac- 
tion contrary to the League Covenant. I must, however, draw the 
attention of the League to the fact that although the mediation 
offered by the Brazilian Government is pending, considerable Colom- 
bian naval forces are at the moment advancing against Leticia on 
the pretext that the question is a purely internal one although foreign 
mediation in this matter has been accepted and although other gov- 

-ernments are making friendly representations with a view to secur- 
ing a peaceful settlement. Our attitude which is exclusively defensive 
is also in contrast with that of Colombia which has expended con- 
siderable sums in order to improvise a numerous fleet which it is an- 
nounced that she will proceed from Manaos with the troops she has 
disembarked, in order to attack Leticia, which constitutes the com- 
mencement of an aggression against Peru, whose responsibility is 
thus covered. My Government is not unmindful of the treaty in 
force with Colombia. It merely desires the modification of that 
portion of the treaty which has proved to be inapplicable and is 
prepared to accord appropriate territorial compensations with a 
view to facilitating reparation for serious injustice and thus con- 
solidating its century old friendship for Colombia.” 

9. I am reliably informed that this matter is being placed on the 
agenda of the Council with the tentative date for its consideration 
January 24. 

GILBERT 

721.23/734 : Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) 

: : WASHINGTON, January 18, 1933—1 p. m. 

14. Your telegram No. 21, January 15,11 a.m. Please endeavor 
to obtain from the Brazilian Minister a copy of his note to Peru 
of January 13, and cable the Department the text thereof. Also 
text of Peruvian reply. | | 

| STIMSON
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%21.23/781 : Telegram | 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, January 18, 1933—10 p. m. 
[Received January 19—4: 20 a. m.]| 

31. Reference Department’s telegram No. 14, January 18, 1 p. m., 
translation. 

| [“] Brazilian Legation, Lima, 
January 13, 1983, No. 1. 

Mr. Minister: By order of my Government I have the honor to 
transmit the following to Your Excellency: 

The aggravation of the situation resulting from the insurrection 
of the first of September last and consequent to the deposition of 
Colombian authority at Leticia by Peruvian insurrectionists has caused 
the Brazilian Government, out of its love for American peace as 
well as on account of its interests growing out of its position as a 
neighbor to the instigators of the conflict, to attempt a friendly media- 
tion near the respective Governments to find a solution which re- 
specting the principle of inviolability of treaties will offer an honor- 
able formula of settlement guaranteeing permanent peace in that 
region. 
Notwithstanding the Colombian Government having declined in 

friendly fashion our first offer stating that what had occurred at 
Leticia was a purely internal affair and that accordingly it could not 
be the subject of discussion with other governments, we returned to 
the matter later after a previous understanding with the Peruvian 
Minister in Rio de Janeiro and offered our mediation to the two Gov- 
ernments on the ground of danger of a disturbance of the peace be- 
tween them and especially having in mind our duties growing out of 
our brotherly friendship for both countries to which we find our- 
selves bound by treaties which reaffirm it and consecrate it. With 
this thought in mind the Brazilian Government proposed to the 
Government of Colombia through its Minister in Rio de Janeiro the 
following: 

_ 1. The Peruvian Government, although it had nothing to do 
with the origin of the uprising of the first of September in Leticia, 
will give its entire moral support and will use its persuasive in- 
fluence with its neutrals residing in that region so that the terri- 
tory in question may be confided to the keeping of the Brazilian 
Government, which will administer it provisionally through a 
delegate or delegates in whom it has confidence. 

- 2, As soon as possible the Brazilian authorities will replace 
in their positions the Colombian officials deposed by the insur- 
rectionists. 

3. In compensation the Colombian Government agrees that 
immediately afterwards delegates from the two countries shall 
meet in Rio de Janeiro with the technician they deem necessary 
for the purpose of considering the Salomon Lozano Treaty *4 

“For correspondence concerning the treaty signed March 24, 1922, between 
Colombia and Peru, see Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, pp. 351 ff.; for text, see 
League of Nations Treaty Series, vol. rxx1v, p. 9; see also Foreign Relations, 
1925, vol. 1, pp. 461 ff.
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in a broad spirit of conciliation for the purpose of finding a for- 
mula susceptible to reciprocal acceptation and which shall in- 
clude economic, commercial and cultural measures which may 
constitute a closer moral bond in the form of a territorial statute 
adequate for such purpose and peculiar to that region. 

This formula appears to the Brazilian Government to be an hon- 
orable one for the two noble countries in conflict because it will permit 
an ample and friendly understanding between them with the assur- 
ance that a perfect and durable peace will be reestablished in that 
region. 

The Colombian Government giving an example of elevated Ameri- 
can and pacific feeling accepted our suggestion. This being the case, 
my Government has instructed me to urge upon Your Excellency the 
hope it feels that our mediation under the terms formulated in this 
note will be accepted by the Peruvian Government also which has 
always contributed to the harmony among the nations of the 
continent. 

I have the honor to renew to Your Excellency, Mr. Minister, the 
assurance of my highest consideration. 

(Signed) A. de Ipanema Moreira 
Attested a true copy 

Sr. Angel de Castro.” 

Manzanilla’s reply (note No. 1, dated January 16th) began by 
quoting back in full the Brazilian note and then continued: 

“I feel most profoundly flattered by this just recognition of the 
political traditions of Peru and for this recognition I beg you to 
accept my gratitude and to transmit to your Government in the most 
expressive form possible my thanks for the noble and generous interest 
which has been aroused in it by the present difficulties that have arisen, 
much to our regret, with Colombia. 

Already in its first proposal of mediation which Your Excellency’s 
Government made to our Minister in Rio de Janeiro the thirtieth of 
December last, it was decided (se consigné) in addition to the en- 
gagement to obtain from Colombia in spite of the Fluvial Convention 
of 1928 ** that its flotilla would not advance beyond Belém de Para, 
to call together immediately in Rio de Janeiro a conference between 
the interested countries to discuss not only the Treaty of the 24th 
of March 1922 but in general all the existing conventions, and to find 
the way to bring about definite modifications with the opinion and 
support of the jurists who should thoroughly examine the old dis- 

_ putes and establish the basis for a solid treaty carefully thought out 
and of frank and loyal friendship between the brother countries; and 
the delivery of Leticia to an illustrious delegate of Brazil or to a 
mission specially sent so that within a period which was to be fixed 
by common accord Leticia would be delivered temporarily to Colom- 
bia while in Rio de Janeiro the Salomon-Lozano Treaty would be 
reconsidered to [as?] the basis of a new treaty would [to?] be laid 
down under the constant and friendly mediation of Brazil. To this 

* Treaty of Limits and Navigation between Brazil and Colombia signed at 
Re de Janeiro, November 15, 1928, League of Nations Treaty Series, vol. c, p.
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benevolent suggestion we replied accepting it but with the modifica- 

tion required by national dignity and the internal situation in Peru, 

and especially in Loreto, that Leticia would not be returned to 

Colombia; and replying to suggestions from the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs of Brazil which merited on our part the most especial defer- 
ence, we accepted also the third of the present month the proposal 
that the Colombian authorities expelled from Leticia the first of 
September might go back there as simple private individuals. 

n the meantime 2 days had gone by since the Colombian flotilla 
had departed from its anchorage at Belém de Para and had begun to 
move up the Amazon on the way to Leticia and the Putumayo and 
there appeared for the first time upon the initiative of the Minister 
of Colombia in Rio de Janeiro the idea of fixing a definite period 
for the duration of the negotiations which, it was hinted, should be 
90 days, so that it might be decided to whom Leticia should be de- 
livered at the end of this period. Our reply was favorable to the 
length of time suggested which in case of inconclusiveness of the ne- 
gotiations we were disposed to extend or prolong for 30 days more, 
but upon clear condition that if these periods should go by with- 
out an agreement having been reached the situation of Leticia would 
have to go back to what it is at present, since having been delivered 
to Brazil as a sacred pledge, the depositor had the right to the restitu- 
tion of the thing deposited. | 

For the purpose of eliminating the resistances that might be pro- 

voked by the situation of Leticia if the negotiations should prove 

inconclusive, we put forward the idea of a formula of a period of no 

definite length which would make it unnecessary to fix the condition 

of Leticia at the end of the negotiations and which would also facili- 

tate the arrangement and permit a measure of calm to settle upon 

every one so the negotiation would be more cordial and effective. 
Subsequent to the foregoing I received Friday last the important 

proposal contained in Your Excellency’s note No. 1 which represents 

a retrocession in the conditions which had previously been discussed 

for the mediation, such as the restitution of Leticia in the shortest 

possible time to the Colombian functionaries who had been deposed 
by the insurrectionists, and the commitment, in compensation, of a 

simple meeting of the negotiators of the two countries in Rio de 

Janeiro to consider the Salomon. Lozano Treaty in generic form 
without fixing in any manner the main object of the deliberations. 
This was all the more worthy of attention when it is recalled that 

since the thirtieth of November last this Ministry had received 

through an official representative of Colombia, among other points 

of view, (1) to the effect that this country would declare that as soon 

as a legal regime had been reestablished in Leticia and the adj olning 

territory, Colombia would be disposed to receive in Bogoté a Peruvian 

embassy to examine the possibility and convenience of introducing 
into the Salomon-Lozano Treaty such geographical modifications as 
the parties shall agree upon according to the compensations system 
and on the unquestioned basis of the juridical status of the treaty 
in force. Notwithstanding this, and moved by its unalloyed desire 
to preserve the peace of the continent, and out of its great apprecia- 
tion for the friendly intervention of the Brazilian Government, my 
Government has no objection to promising its moral support to the
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end that the territory in dispute shall be confided to the provisional 
administration of a Brazilian delegation, and asks only that this 
administration shall continue until a definitive arrangement is reached 
between Peru and Colombia and that it make clear the main objec- 
tive of the negotiations in Rio de Janeiro, which is, that all modi- 
fications shall be agreed to in the boundary line of the Salomon- 
Lozano Treaty so as to avoid the conflicts which may be produced 
by the uncertain concept of a territorial statute within this order 
of ideas. The modification which we ask of the second of the clauses 
proposed could be accomplished by the setting up of a mixed com- 
mission composed of Peruvians and Brazilians who will proceed to 
Loreto to place themselves in contact with the inhabitants in gen- 
eral, and with the occupiers of Leticia in particular, for the purpose 
of discovering during a period which shall not exceed 60 days, their 
opinions as to the possibility of the return of the deposed Colombian 
officials as a means for facilitating precisely the realization of the 
nationalist aspirations of the Loretanos. The initiative for the set- 
ting up of this mixed commission proves the earnest desire to cooper- 
ate with Brazil in her efforts although my Government believed that 
in Loreto the desire exists that the Colombian authorities shall not 
return to Leticia. 

The Government of Peru in accordance with its honorable tradi- 
tions accepts resolutely the mediation of the Brazilian Government in 
order to contribute once more to the harmony of the nations of the 
continent and trusts that the modifications suggested in the second 
clause proposed and the clarification of the third, inspired as they 
are by the same noble proposals animating Your Excellency’s Gov- 
ernment, will be appreciated by it as the sincere and efficacious col- 
laboration they really are in the cause of the peace of America and 
the consolidation of the brotherly friendship between Peru and 
Colombia which we have so much interest in maintaining. 

I beg to renew to you, therefore, Mr. Minister, the assurances of 
my high and distinguished consideration. 

| (Signed) J. M. Manzanilla.” 

DEARING 

721.23/802a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan)* 

WASHINGTON, January 19, 19383—6 p. m. 

14. Peruvian Ambassador this morning advised Department that 
Peru has accepted Brazilian “offer of mediation”. This “mediation” 
to be on following basis: 1, Peru to turn over Leticia to Brazil, and 2, 
Brazil to return Leticia to Colombia on the understanding that nego- 
tiations will at once be opened in Rio for the modification of the 
frontier between the two countries as established in the Salomon- 
Lozano Treaty. Conference will also discuss questions of economic 
and commercial nature in that region. 

* The same telegram (omitting last paragraph) was sent on the same date to 
the Ambassador in Peru as No. 17.
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Ambassador stated that Peru had suggested only one modification, 
| namely that Leticia should be held by Brazil while the negotiations 

are going on. Peru had also made a further proposal as evidence of 
its goodwill in the matter, namely that a mixed commission of Brazil- 
ians and Peruvians go to Loreto to try to find out whether the Lore- 
tanos would be willing to have Leticia returned at once to Colombia. 
He also expressed under instructions of his Government the appre- 
ciation of Peru for interest of United States in the matter and for its 
support of Brazilian proposal. | 
Ambassador was told that the Brazilian proposal as he outlined it 

was different from the one communicated to this Government by 
Brazilian Government. Proposal, as he stated it, makes the primary 
concern of conference the modification of the boundaries established 
by the Treaty of 1922. This was not in Brazilian proposal communi- 
cated to us and this Government understood that while Colombia did 
not object to having this matter brought up in the conference and 
discussing it most fully it had not agreed in advance that there must 
be a boundary modification. The Ambassador stated that this bound- 
ary modification is desirable and expressed hope that this Government 
would support the proposal in Bogota. He was told that this Govern- 
ment will not cross wires with the Brazilian Government and will 
only support Brazilian proposals communicated to it by Brazilian 
Government. 

Department feels that you should advise Brazilian Government of 
above. 

, STIMSON 

721.23/860 

The Secretary of State to the Secretary of the Navy (Adams) 

WASHINGTON, January 20, 1983. 

Sir: This Department has been advised that the Peruvian cruiser 
Bolognesi left Callao on January 18 proceeding to Balboa for the pur- 
pose of using the facilities of the Canal Zone drydock there. It ap- 
pears that arrangements to this end were made by Captain Spears of 
the Naval Mission in Peru direct through the Commandant of the 
Fifteenth Naval District at Balboa. 

The Peruvian Government was advised on January 19 that in the 
case of possible armed conflict between two American states it is the 
policy of this Government to refrain from facilitating in any way the 
preparations of either party. The Peruvian Government was in- 
formed, therefore, that in view of the present situation between Peru 
and Colombia the use of the drydock at Balboa will not be available 
to the Peruvian cruiser. I should be glad if the Commandant of the
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Fifteenth Naval District could be appropriately informed of the fore- 

going. , 

It follows from the policy stated above that no facilities of any 

nature of this Government should be placed at the disposal of either 

the Government of Colombia or the Government of Peru which would 

assist them in their preparations for possible hostilities. A similar 

position is required on the part of our Government.as regards the Gov- 

ernments of Bolivia and Paraguay, which are actually engaged in 

armed conflict. I bespeak the cooperation of your Department in car- 

rying out this policy. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 

| Francis WHITE 

721.23/805 : Telegram 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

| Bocord, January 21, 1988—10 a. m. 

| , [Received 3:25 p. m.] 

21, My 19, January 17, 5 p. m. Colombian Government has delayed 

sending note to Kellogg Pact signatories in order to give every oppor- 

tunity for Brazilian negotiations and avoid injuring sensibilities of 

Brazilian Minister for Foreign Affairs. Although Mello Franco ad- 

mits completely unsatisfactory nature of Peruvian reply he still re- 

quests that Colombia take no steps to interrupt his mediation. Not- 

withstanding this Colombia intends to transmit Kellogg note today. 

| CAFFERY 

721.23/922 | 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[Wasuineron,] January 23, 1933. 

The Peruvian Ambassador called and said that he had a telegram 

from his Government dated the twenty-first of January * which he 

would like to communicate to me. It stated that if Brazil insists that 

Leticia should be delivered to Colombia she will fail in her endeavor 

to prevent war because the Loretanos are decided to oppose forcibly 

any use of force by Colombia and that Peru can not stand by and 

do nothing when the interests of Loreto are endangered. The tele- 

gram stated that it should be borne in mind that we are dealing no 

longer with Leticia alone but with the whole of Loreto. Peru, the 

cable said, would greatly appreciate it if the Powers who favor a 

peaceful solution should signify their approval to Brazil of the 

7 Not printed. 

738086—50——-32 |
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modifications offered by Peru to Brazil’s bases of mediation. These 
modifications were namely the retention of Leticia by Brazil while 
negotiations between Peru and Colombia proceed at Rio “for the pur- 
pose of rectifying by mutual concession the boundary line established 
by the Treaty Salomon-Lozano and the appointment of a mixed Peru- 
Brazilian Commission to investigate at Loreto whether the Loretanos 
would accept the return to Leticia of Colombian authorities”. The 
telegram states it would seem also prudent to have the Colombian 
ships detain their advance while mediation is pending and expresses 
the fear, if a clash occurs, that all Peru’s efforts to maintain peace 
will have been in vain. Manzanilla’s telegram ends “I am, as you 
know, fundamentally a man of peace and have been working inde- 
fatigably to that end, but I need the assistance of all those who are 
equally devoted to the same cause”. 

The Ambassador stated that he hoped we would support this 
change suggested by Peru. I told the Ambassador, very frankly, that 
T was not prepared to support it. I said that, first of all, if there is 
to be a change in the Brazilian proposal, we would want Brazil to 
advise us thereof, and, in the second place, I could not support a pro- 
posal which had as its basis the obligation on the part of Colombia 
to negotiate the return of Leticia to Peru. 

The Ambassador said that this proposal did not say that Leticia 
should be returned to Peru and I told him that while it did not say 
so in so many words that was certainly the object sought by the 
Peruvian Government and I said that this came out clearly in the 
telegram Manzanilla had sent to the Colombian Minister of Foreign 
Affairs in reply to the latter’s cable some days ago. The Ambassador 
said that he had just received the texts of these messages by airmail 
from Lima and had not yet had time to study them. I told the 
Ambassador that we had received them by cable some days ago and 
that it was very evident therefrom that that is what they really want. 
I said that we supported the sanctity of treaties and any agreement 
on the basis Peru suggested would mean support of the use of force 
as an instrument of national policy and for the acquisition of terri- 
tory. We had a brisk discussion on this matter and the Ambassador 
again came back to the point that the Peruvian proposal did not 
definitely say that Leticia had to be given over to Peru. I told him 
that it was absolutely transparent in the proposal and that we would 
not support it. I told the Ambassador that as he had been the Peru- 
vian Commissioner at Arica when an attempt was made to hold a 
plebiscite in the Provinces of Tacna and Arica ® he could appreciate 
that the Peruvian position now is entirely analogous to that adopted 
by Augustine Edwards, the Chilean Commissioner, when he wel- 

* See Foreign Relations, 1925, vol. 1, pp. 369 ff.
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comed General Pershing on his arrival in Arica by saying that he was 

very glad General Pershing had come to hold elections which would 

confirm Tacna and Arica under Chilean sovereignty. General Persh- 

ing was aghast and, thinking he had misunderstood, asked Edwards 

what he meant. The latter explained that the President of the United 

States knew that whoever controlled elections in South America al- 

ways won and when he held in his Award that there should be elections | 

and the territory should be controlled by Chile he naturally meant 

that the elections would only be a formality for confirming Chilean 

sovereignty over the Provinces. In that dark day for Peru, we had 

stood out against any such subterfuge and had said that the Award 

meant exactly what it said—that there was to be a free and fair 

plebiscite. The Peruvians should recall this incident and understand 

that we are not taking any new position disadvantageous to Peru but 

are merely maintaining the same straightforward position which we 

held for Peru’s benefit in the case cited at Arica several years ago. 

The Ambassador admitted that this was correct. | 

The Ambassador then said that he had turned down so many pro- 

posals of his Government he wondered if there was not something that 

could be said regarding the Peruvian proposal. I told the Ambassa- 

dor that of course if Colombia would accept the Peruvian proposal 

we would be delighted—that we had no proposal that we would insist 

upon as such. Our only desire is to bring about peace and any for- 

mula that will do that and be accepted by the two countries will have 

our warm support. I said that I thought the Brazilian proposal was 

the one that was fair and most apt to bring this about and that I hoped 

his Government would accept it. He said they had not accepted so 

far; that they wanted this change, and he did not think that they would 

accept the proposal as put up by Brazil, but that if some change could 

be made in it it might be easier for them to accept. I told the Ambas- 

sador that I thought Colombia was absolutely in the right in the 

Leticia matter; that they are the aggrieved party, and that if Peru 

is looking for a way out we will naturally. be glad to help her but the 

proposal will have to be one that can reasonably be accepted in Colom- 

bia. Itold the Ambassador that if Brazil modified its proposal in the 

sense that Leticia would be held by Brazil while the negotiations were 

carried on in Rio on the basis already proposed by Brazil, that is, with- 

out any prior agreement to modify the boundary or to turn Leticia 

back to Peru, I thought we would be prepared to support that pro- 

posal on the understanding, of course, that in that case the negotia- 

tions would have to be limited in time, and it would have to be agreed 

that if, at the end of the stipulated period, no agreement had been 

arrived at between the two countries, then Brazil would be authorized | 

to return Leticia to Colombia. I said that I would want to know, first
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of all, from Brazil that Brazil made this proposal, and secondly, we 
would want to know in writing that the Peruvian Government spe- 
cifically accepted it before we would take it up with Colombia. I said 
that I did not know whether it would be necessary for us to take it up 
with Colombia—if Peru accepted it, I thought Colombia might pos- 

| sibly accept it also. In any event, if Brazil made this proposal and 
, Peru had definitely accepted it and Colombia was hesitating about 

accepting it, I would not mind advising Colombia to accept. 
The Ambassador did not think that this would meet the Peruvian 

wishes but said it was at least something and he hoped it might suc- 
ceed. I told him that it was useless for him to try to get us to support 
the changes which his Government wanted. The Ambassador left 
with me a copy of the telegram he had just received and also, in order to 
clear up any possible misunderstanding regarding his conversation 
with me on the nineteenth, left with me a copy of the telegram he had 
received from his Government dated January 18, referred to in that 
conversation. These two telegrams are attached hereto.” 

In the course of the conversation, when I mentioned to the Ambas- 
sador that the territory on the Sucumbios River had been asked for 
by Peru not in order to join it with Peru but in order to have some- 
thing to give to Ecuador when negotiations were entered into between 
Ecuador and Peru to settle their boundary dispute, in compensation 
for something which Peru might desire elsewhere, the Ambassador 
said he never had attached any importance to the argument advanced 
by Peru regarding that territory and had advised both his Government 
and Maurtua to leave out reference thereto in presenting their cases. — 

F[rancis] W[urre] 

721.23/829 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

a Lima, January 23, 1933—midnight. 
| [Received January 24—2: 42 a. m.] 

37. Referring to my telegram No. 36, paragraph 2, confidential. 
Following epitomizes five paragraphs of the Brazilian note:“ __ 

1. Brazil states that contrary to Manzanilla’s statement subject of 
Rio conferences not all outstanding conventions but Salomon-Lozano 
Treaty—the cause of the present conflict. For that reason Ecuador 

*° Not printed. 
” Telegram No. 36, J anuary 23, 11 p. m., not printed ; paragraph 2 reported that 

Brazilian Minister in Peru had delivered note from Brazilian Minister for Foreign 
Affairs that afternoon (721.23/781). 

“In reply to Peruvian note No. 1, January 16, part of which in translation 
Pern a doa. in telegram No. 31, January 18, 10 p. m., from the Ambassador in
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not invited by Brazil, only Peru and Colombia can deal with that. 
Brazil requested detention of Colombia flotilla merely as a concili- 
atory gesture pending Peruvian reply which being delayed Colombia 
felt unable to detain vessels longer but stated that vessels would return 
as soon as object of the expedition was realized. Brazil inquires by 
what right it could possibly fail to observe its obligations under the 
fluvial convention with Colombia since no state of war exists and 
Colombia is merely sending vessels to restore order in her own territory. 

2. Brazil states her course has been consistently same; that its plan 
was concretely set forth in the formula presented in the note of 13th 
to Peru and represents all Brazil felt it would be possible to obtain 
from Colombia. The course of negotiations with the Peruvian and 
Colombian Ministers at Rio de Janeiro was reviewed, statement made 
that military preparations were going forward and the situation was 
becoming aggravated and accordingly Brazil offered friendly media- 
tion on the basis stated. 

8. Having received Colombian acceptance of the Brazilian plan 
Peruvian Minister was informed accordingly and thereupon personally 
presented various modifications. Brazil attempted to bring the 
Colombian and Peruvian Ministers together to avoid misunderstand- 
ings that might arise from acting as intermediary and finally the 
Brazilian plan was definitely set out and communicated to Peru and 

Colombia on the 13th. © 
4. Peruvian modifications were refused by Colombia. Brazil feels 

it is neither convenient or possible for official Brazilian delegates to 
undertake to treat with the captors of Leticia or to endeavor to per- 
suade them to accept the Brazilian formula; that this responsibility 

| rests squarely upon Peru. Brazil adds that if the appeal to the cap- 
tors should fail in its object Peru does not indicate what would then 
happen and Colombia would always insist upon necessity of reestab- 

lishing order in its own territory. 
5. Brazil states Peru’s question regarding the object of the Rio de 

Janeiro conferences may be answered by stating Brazilian proposal 
is perfectly clear in itself and that with good will on both sides good 
results could be achieved. Brazil indicates that Colombia has made 
a material concession in agreeing to discuss the treaty and that the dis- 
cussion holds therefore promise of a happy solution. Note ends by 
requesting a reply with all possible urgency. © 

6. To a settlement Colombia contributes a commitment beforehand 
to discuss Salomon-Lozano Treaty once Colombian authority 1s re- 
established at Leticia. Brazil contributes a willingness to receive and 
hold Leticia temporarily for delivery to Colombia despite the risk of 
attack by Loretanos. Peru seems to have contributed nothing but con- 

tinues her desperate attempts to overreach. 
a DEARING
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721,28/878 | | | 

The Colombian Minister (Lozano) to the Secretary of State” 

| [Translation] | | 

No. 41 | WASHINGTON, January 23, 19383. 

Mr. Secretary: I have the honor to communicate to your Excellency 
the following: 

In the early morning of September 1, 1932, a group of armed indi- 
viduals, among whom were soldiers and officers of the Peruvian army, 
attacked the Colombian town of Leticia and took possession of it after 
imprisoning and deporting the Colombian authorities. | 

Since that time Peruvian military forces have supported the invasion 
of Leticia and of the surrounding Colombian region by repeated mili- 

_ tary acts carried out there for the purpose of resisting any attempt 
by the Colombian Government to restore the legitimate authorities and 
to terminate an unlawful occupation of its territory. | 

‘Under the Boundary Treaty of March 24, 1922, between Colombia 
and Peru, Leticia is indisputably a part of Colombia. In a note to 
the Colombian Government dated September 30, 1932, the Peruvian 
Government admitted the validity of the Boundary Treaty of 1922 and 
consequently the fact that Leticia belongs to Colombia. | 

Colombian forces are now on their way up the Amazon River for 
the purpose of reestablishing public order in Colombian territory, and 
of preserving Colombian sovereignty within that territory which has 
been recognized as ours by Peru. : | 

- Qn January 6, 1933, Victor Ramos, the Commanding General of 
the Fifth Division in Eastern Peru, telegraphed to General Vasquez — 
Cobo, in command of the Colombian forces proceeding to Leticia, at 
Manaos, and to the Consul General of Colombia at Belém del Para, 
that he would take military measures to prevent the Colombian forces 
from entering Leticia. oo | | | 

The foregoing facts show that Peru, in violation of the Briand- 
Kellogg Pact, is employing force in support of unlawful and inex- 
cusable acts of aggression in the territory of a friendly nation. 
On January 11, 1933, the Foreign Minister of Colombia addressed 

a note to the Foreign Minister of Peru “ in which the matters recited 
above were set forth. This note requested the Government of Peru 
to withdraw the military forces of Peru from the territory of Co- 
lombia in order that the legitimate authorities might be reestablished 
there without any clash. It stated that the Colombian forces were 
proceeding to Leticia for the sole purpose of re-occupying Colombian 
territory and that they would avoid conflict with Peruvian military 

“ Francis White, Assistant Secretary of State, acknowledged this.note in a note 
of January 25 and enclosed a copy of the telegram of that date from the Secretary 
of State'to the Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs, printed on p. 423. 

“For text, see League of Nations, Official Journal, April 1938, p. 609.
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forces, unless the latter should oppose the Colombian forces in their 
task of restoring the rightful authority of Colombia. It declared 
that, when Colombian sovereignty over Leticia was restored, the Gov- 
ernment of Colombia would be willing to discuss, in the most ample 
spirit of conciliation, any other matters which the Government of 
Peru might wish to discuss. | — 

The Foreign Minister of Peru answered the above mentioned Colom- 
bian note by a note dated January 14, 1933,“ which denied none of 
the facts set forth in the Colombian note and admitted the adoption 
of military measures by the Peruvian military authorities in Loreto 
for the defense of the invaders of Leticia against re-occupation by 
Colombia. It re-affirmed the Peruvian Government’s recognition of 
the validity of the Boundary Treaty of 1922, but insisted on the modi- 
fication of the frontier established by that treaty so as to correct what 
it asserted was the grave injustice committed in separating Leticia 
from Peru. This note evinces the purpose of Peru to compel the re- 
vision of the Treaty by the use of military force and thus to use such 
force as an instrument of national policy. 

Copies of the above-mentioned notes exchanged between the two 
Governments accompany this communication. 

The Government of Colombia begs to call to the enlightened atten- 
tion of your Excellency’s Government (1) that Peru supports by 
military force Peruvian citizens who have seized by force of arms un- 
disputed Colombian territory and have overthrown the sovereignty 

-of Colombia in territory which Peru does not dispute to be Colombian ; 
(2) Peru has refused to withdraw Peruvian troops now in this terri- 
tory and to discontinue its support of the Peruvian invaders; (3) the 
Peruvian Government has shown that it proposes to resist by force | 
the efforts of Colombia to restore her authority over territory which 
is admitted to be hers. 

In supporting by force the unlawful seizure of Colombian terri- 
tory, the Peruvian Government is violating the Pact of Paris and, 
consequently, as therein provided, should be denied the benefits fur- 
nished by that treaty. 

The Colombian Government, in view of the above, requests your 
Excellency’s Government to call the Peruvian Government’s attention 
to its obligations under the General Pact for the Renunciation of War, 

signed at Paris, August 27, 1928,** to renounce war as an instrument 
of national policy, and to urge that Government that it do not violate 
that Treaty. | 

Having thus complied with the instructions that I have received 
from my Government, I avail myself [etc.] 7 

. | _ Fasro Lozano 

“For text, see League of Nations, Official Journal, April 1933, p. 611. | 
* Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 153.
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%21.23/828 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

| Rio pe JANEIRO, January 24, 1933—10 a. m. 
[Received January 24—8: 40 a. m.] 

9. Although Colombian flotilla is only 4 days distance from 
Leticia, Peru’s attitude remains unaltered. As Brazil desires to 
leave no means unemployed for maintaining continental peace, she 
proposes to circularize tomorrow all the American powers request- 
ing them to make representations in Lima individually for main- 

tenance thereof. oe : | 
Please telegraph today whether you approve Brazil’s intention. 
Repeated to Lima. | 

MorGan 

721.23/828 : Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) 

WASHINGTON, January 24, 1933—2 p. m. 

17. Your 9, January 24,10 a.m. Department fully in accord with 
Brazil’s intention to exert all proper efforts for maintaining con- 
tinental peace and her determination to circularize all American 
powers requesting them to make representations in Lima individ- 
ually for maintenance thereof. 

For your information Colombia has addressed a note to this Gov- 
ernment,** as one of the signatories of the Kellogg Pact, asking 
it to remind Peru of her obligations thereunder. Department is 
now preparing a message in this sense to Government of Peru, and 
is again urging acceptance of Brazilian proposal. 7 

| _ §1rmson 

%21.23/834: Telegram. 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

: GrEnEvA, January 24, 1938—5 p. m. 
a , [Received January 24—2: 30 p. m.] 

17. 1. The following is the text of a telegram from Peru to the 
Secretary General, dated January 23: 

“In view of the action which the League, in accordance with the 
functions assigned to it in the Covenant, is taking in the conflict 
which has arisen between Peru and Colombia by reason of the occu- 
pation of Leticia we request the League, in order to safeguard its 
jurisdictional powers and pending the adoption of a decision, to 

“ See note No. 41, January 23, from the Colombian Minister, p. 418. .
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order the suspension of all measures of force. The Peruvian Gov- 
ernment is prepared to respect this order but declines any respon- 
sibility should Colombia fail to comply therewith, since this latter 
country has launched a flotilla on the Amazon for the purpose of at- 
tacking Peruvians of Leticia and is also threatening Peruvian terri- 
tory. For this reason we ask that she should be ordered to cease 
such aggressive measures, to which Peru is far from having had 
any recourse whatever. If the League takes this action it will be 
working for peace which is the aim of Peru as well as of America 
as a whole.” 

9. This places the dispute formally before the League, previous 
action having been taken on the basis of extra Covenant authority 
which precedent has granted to the President of the Council. 

8. The question was taken up in the Council this morning. Lester 
informed the Council of steps he had taken as President of the Council 
with particular reference to his telegram of January 14 *’ to the two 
Governments concerned and read the replies that have been received 
to date including the text from Peru quoted above. The other tele- 
grams have been previously transmitted to the Department.*® The 
Council approved of the steps taken by Lester. The President then 
proposed that in answer to the Peruvian request as set forth above 
that the Council Committee, which is following the Bolivia-Paraguay 
dispute, should undertake the study of this question and report to the 
Council. This proposal was approved. 

GILBERT 

721.23/1052 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) and 
| Comment Thereon by the Secretary of State 

[WasHineton,]| January 25, 1933. 

The Secretary invited the British, French, Italian, German and 
Japanese Ambassadors “ to meet with him at Woodley ® at six o’clock 
on the evening of January 24 to discuss the Leticia matter. Mr. White 

was also present. The Secretary asked Mr. White to explain the back- 
ground of the Leticia matter to the Ambassadors, which he did, and 
the Secretary then explained how this Government looks at the mat- 
ter; namely, that there is no question regarding the title of Colombia 
over Leticia and that Peru has recognized Leticia as Colombian but 
now wants Leticia to be transferred to Peru and states that she will 

*" See telegram No. 6, January 16, 2 p. m., from the Consul at Geneva, p. 405. 
* See telegram No. 7, January 18, 11 a. m., from the Consul at Geneva, p. 406. 
* Sir Ronald Lindsay, M. Paul Claudel, Signor Augusto Rosso, Herr Friedrich 

W. von Prittwitz und Gaffron, and Mr. Katsuji Debuchi. | 
° Private residence of Secretary of State Stimson, 3000 Cathedral Avenue, 

Washington, D. C.
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forcibly oppose the legitimate efforts of Colombia to reestablish her 
authority in her own territory and will only go to a conference to 
discuss the matter provided that Colombia agrees, in advance, to turn 
over Leticia to Peru. The Secretary said that this is a clear cut viola- 
tion of the Kellogg Pact. 

The French Ambassador inquired what could be done or what it 
was proposed to do and the Secretary said that he was preparing a 
note to send to the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Peru. The French 
Ambassador inquired whether a note would also be sent to Colombia 
and the Secretary replied in the negative. He said that Colombia has 
not violated the Pact and Peru has not asked us to send anything to 
Colombia. It is Peru which is acting contrary to the Kellogg Pact 
and Colombia has asked the signatories thereof to remind Peru of her 
obligations under that Treaty. The Secretary said he thought it 
would be very unfortunate if the first time one of the Pact signatories 
invokes the support of the other signatories to prevent a violation 
thereof the call should go unheeded. The French and British Am- 
bassadors said that they agreed and the German and Italian Ambas- 
sadors assented. The Japanese Ambassador made no comment 
throughout the meeting. . | | 

The Secretary said that of course we would also support again the 
Brazilian proposal for a settlement. Brazil asked us to do so some 
time ago and we did it through our Ambassador in Lima. Now Co- 
lombia has asked us to remind Peru of her obligations under the Kel- 
logg Pact and we will do that and again support the Brazilian pro- 
posal and urge its acceptance. 

_ The Italian Ambassador inquired whether Brazil had advised any 
of the European Governments of her proposal and he was advised 
that the information of this Government indicates that the British 
and Italian Ministers in Lima had already supported the Brazilian 
proposal so that it was presumed their Governments had been advised __ 
regarding it. He was also told that possibly France also had taken 
the same action. a 

The French Ambassador inquired regarding the scope of the Sec- 
retary’s note to Peru—whether it would be limited merely to a ref- 
erence to the Kellogg Pact and to the Brazilian proposal—and the 
Secretary said that the note would also review the events in Leticia 
since September 1, as set forth in the exchange of telegrams between 
the Ministers of Foreign Affairs of Colombia and Peru on the eleventh 
and fourteenth instant.®* | 

| | Warts 

“ For texts of the telegrams exchanged on the 11th and 14th, see League of 
Nations, Oficial Journal, April 1933, pp. 609 and 611.
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[A notation at the bottom of the page reads:] _ 

“While the foregoing accords with my recollection as to the ulti- 
mate facts stated and agreed upon, the matter was presented much 
less abruptly and forcibly than would appear from this. First of 
all the facts as presented in the Colombian-Peruvian correspondence 
was brought out gradually and discussed by question and answer in 
reference to the obligations of the Kellogg Pact, and then the con- 
clusions were gradually summed up with the apparent concurrence 
of every one present, even the Japanese Ambassador made no dissent 
and several times nodded his head. The British Ambassador seemed 
to have considerable antecedent acquaintance with the situation. 

| H[znry]| L. S[trmson]” 

721.23/852a Supp. : Telegram 

Ihe Secretary of State to the Peruvian Minister for Foreign A ffaers 
| (Manzanilla) | 

Wasuincton, January 25, 1933. 
The Government of Colombia has communicated to the Govern- 

ment of the United States of America, as a signatory of the Treaty 
for the Renunciation of War as an Instrument of National Policy, 
signed at Paris August 27, 1928, the text of the telegram which the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs of Colombia addressed to Your Excel- 
lency on January 11” regarding the situation arising out of the 
expulsion of the Colombian authorities from Leticia by Peruvian 
nationals on September 1, 1932. A copy of Your Excellency’s reply 
of January 14 ** was at the same time communicated to me. 

From an examination of this correspondence it appears that the 
Government of Peru recognizes the validity of the boundary treaty 
of 1922 between Peru and Colombia and that there is therefore no 
dispute between the two countries regarding sovereignty over the 
Leticia area which is recognized by both as belonging to Colombia. 

The Colombian Government charges that on the night of August 
31—-September 1, 1932, Colombian authorities of the town of Leticia 
were attacked, imprisoned, and deported by a group of armed Peruvian 
individuals and that since then Peruvian military forces of the De- 
partment of Loreto have committed repeated acts of aggression 
against the Leticia territory, and have dug trenches not only in the 
town of Leticia and its environs but also at Tarapacé in Colombian 
territory on the Putumayo River; that they have taken field and ma- 
chine guns to both places and have made preparations for armed 
resistance ; that they have taken their military airplanes to Colombian 
territory and that the military authorities at Iquitos have communi- 

™ League of Nations, Oficial Journal, April 1983, p. 609. 
* Tbid., p. 611.
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cated with Peruvian garrisons in the region to inform them that the 

Peruvian Government will hold the town of Leticia by force. 

The Peruvian Government states that the occurrences at Leticia on 

September 1 were a surprise to the Peruvian Government as well as 

to the Colombian Government. Your Government adds that the 
precautions which the military authorities of Loreto found themselves 

obliged to adopt subsequently were the consequence of the large scale 

preparations which were being made by Colombia to recover Leticia. 
- While no specific denial is made of the charges advanced by the 

Colombian Government that since the original taking of Leticia, 

Peruvian forces have entrenched themselves in that territory which 

they have fortified, I have nevertheless noted the statement in Your 

Excellency’s telegram of January 14th in which you state that for- 

cible retention of Leticia by your Government can not be spoken of 

as it is not the Peruvian Government which has occupied that town 

and is holding it up to the present. This statement, and the en- 

couraging fact that you definitely affirm the intention of the Peruvian 

Government to abide by the Treaty of 1922 and the Briand-Kellogg 

Anti-War Pact, lead me to hope that a solution of this difficulty will 

be found by your Government urging the Peruvian individuals who 

| are now usurping authority in the Leticia area, which the Peruvian 

Government recognizes as Colombian, not to oppose the peaceful 

reestablishment of Colombian authority there. | 

You state in your telegram of the 14th instant to the Minister of 

Foreign Affairs of Colombia, above referred to, that your Govern- 

ment only seeks a modification of the frontier line established in the 

Treaty of 1922 and not the abrogation of that Treaty. When one of 

the parties to a treaty is dissatisfied therewith, it is of course per- 

fectly proper and usual for it to open negotiations for a modification 

thereof, and to seek a settlement of the difference through pacific 

means. In fact, to deal with the matter otherwise would run counter 

to the stipulations of Article IT of the Briand-Kellogg Pact by which 

the High Contracting Parties agreed that the settlement or solution 

of all disputes or conflicts of whatever nature or origin they may be, 

which may arise among them, shall never be sought except by pacific 

means. 
As pointed out above, there is no dispute between the two parties 

regarding the present ownership of Leticia. This was recognized 

by Peru in the Treaty of 1922 as belonging to Colombia and your 

Government now affirms again its view that this treaty is valid. 

The essential difference which the above referred to correspondence 

between the two Governments brings out is that your Government 

now desires a future modification of the frontier line which would 

transfer Leticia to Peru in return for “adequate territorial compen-
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sations”. As pointed out, that, under Article II of the Briand- 
Kellogg Pact can be sought only by pacific means. 

The telegram of the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Colombia to 
Your Excellency of January 11 declares, on behalf of the Govern- 
ment of Colombia, that in such action as it may be necessary for 
Colombia to take in the Leticia region its forces are advancing merely 
in order to reoccupy Colombian territory and to prevent the con- 
tinuance in that region of the conditions of violence which have 
caused the suspension there of all law and right in violation of 
public treaties. The communication continues to affirm that the Co- 
lombian forces which will be employed for that purpose will avoid 
conflict with the military forces of Peru unless the latter oppose the 
Colombian forces in their task of restoring the legitimate authori- 
ties of Colombia. The Government of Colombia requested the Gov- 
ernment of Peru, on the basis of the friendly relations that have so 
Jong existed between them, to take all measures necessary to assure 
that officials, forces, or any other agents of Peru should not resist 
these legitimate operations of the forces of Colombia which are nec- 
essary for the rightful maintenance of its Government. The Co- 
lombian Government added that it reiterated “the assurances already 
given, that once Colombian sovereignty over Leticia and the sur- 
rounding territory is reestablished, if there is then any other mat- 
ter which the Peruvian Government desires to discuss, the Colombian 
Government will be ready to discuss it in the most ample spirit of con- 
ciliation and that such settlement can then be arrived at either through 
direct diplomatic negotiations, through the good offices of some third 
power, or by the means provided in existing treaties between the two 
countries”. | 

I should not be frank if I did not candidly state to Your Excellency 
that I have been much disturbed by the statement in your telegram 
of January 14th, above referred to, that the military measures taken 
by the Peruvian authorities at Loreto were undertaken because of 
the measures which the Colombian Government is obliged to take to 
reestablish the Colombian authorities deposed in the Leticia terri- 
tory. Your telegram stated that because of the status of these in- 
vaders as Peruvians and “in view of the motive of reintegration of 
the national territory that impelled them” to seize this territory they 
“could not be abandoned to the menacing uncertainty established with 
respect to them by the sending of Colombian military authorities 
having the mission of subduing them”. My apprehensions on this 
score were heightened by the statement made by the Peruvian Am- 
bassador in Washington on the 28rd instant,®* pursuant to an instruc- 

“ See memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State, J anuary 23, p. 413.
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tion from you of January 21st, that your Government feels that if 

the Brazilian Government, in endeavoring to find a satisfactory so- 

lution of this situation, insists that Leticia should be delivered to 

Colombia, she will fail in her endeavor to prevent war because the 

Loretanos are decided to oppose forcibly any use of force by Colombia 

and that Peru can not stand by passively when the interests of Loreto 

are at stake. | | 

Let us examine the situation in the light of these statements: 

It is admitted that Peruvian individuals seized Leticia and the sur- 

rounding territory and deposed the Colombian authorities. It is also 

admitted that Leticia and the adjacent territory is Colombian. It is 

stated in Your Excellency’s telegram of the 14th instant under con- 

sideration that one can not speak of the forcible retention of Leticia 
by the Peruvian Government as it is not the Peruvian Government 

which has occupied that town and is holding it up to the present. In 

other words, the Peruvian Government quite properly disavows the 

taking and holding of Leticia. On the other hand, however, it would 

appear that other statements of your Government just referred 

to are unfortunately susceptible of the interpretation that your 

Government will use force to support these invaders of Leticia 

and to prevent the Colombian authorities from reestablishing their au- 

thority in this Colombian territory. Furthermore, your telegrams 

of January 18 and 21 to the Peruvian Ambassador in Washington * 

indicate not only that your Government has not yet accepted the very 

equitable solution of this difficulty proposed by the Government of 

Brazil but that it has insisted that the Leticia territory shall not be 

returned to Colombia until the boundary line established by the Salo- 

mon-Lozano Treaty of 1922 is modified. I venture to hope that these 
latter statements do not correctly express the intention of your Ex- 

cellency’s Government. For if it were conceivable that Peru was seek- 

ing to obtain her desire to modify the Treaty of. 1922, not by pacific 

means, but by a forcible and armed support of the illegal occupation 

of Leticia, would such a position not be entirely contrary to the pro- 

visions of Articlé 2 of the Kelloge-Briand Pact, which provides that 

no solution of a controversy shall be sought except by pacific means? 

At least this Government sees no alternative to such conclusion. And 

if so, as set forth in the preamble of that Pact, such a violation of it 

would entail a denial of the benefits furnished by that Pact to the 

signatory power which violated it. , | 
Furthermore, if the statement by the Peruvian Ambassador, to which 

I have referred, to the effect that the Loretanos are decided to oppose 

% Copies of communications of January 18 and 21 (not printed) were handed 
to Mr. White by the Peruvian Ambassador on January 23.;-for substance thereof, 

gee memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State, January 23, p. 413.
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forcibly the efforts by Colombia to restore her authority in Leticia 
and that Peru can not stand by passively when the interests of Loreto 
are at stake, correctly represents the intentions of your Government, 
would not such action by Peru constitute a recourse to war for the 
settlement of an international controversy and the employment of war 
as an instrument of national policy in its relations with another signa- 
tory power and be contrary to Article I of the Kellogg-Briand Pact? 

I am encouraged, however, to believe that your categoric statement 
reaffirming the validity of the boundary treaty between Peru and Co- 
lombia of 1922 and the intention of your Government to abide by that 
treaty “as well as all the other treaties in force, among which is the 
Briand-Kellogg Anti-War Pact” may be taken to indicate that your 

_ Government does not intend to take such a step as to oppose the rees- 
tablishment of lawful Colombian authority in Leticia. 

The Government of Brazil, interpreting most clearly the feelings 
of the American nations that there should not be recourse to hostilities 
in this hemisphere, has drawn up and submitted to the Peruvian and 
Colombian Governments a proposal which in the opinion of my Gov- 
ernment offers a peaceful and honorable means of terminating this 
situation. The essence of this proposal is as follows: 

“1, The Peruvian Government, although it had nothing to do with 
the origin of the uprising of the first of September in Leticia, will give 
its entire moral support and will use its persuasive influence with its 
nationals residing in that region so that the territory in question may 
be confined to the keeping of the Brazilian Government, which will 
administer it provisionally through a delegate or delegates in whom 
it has confidence. | 

2. As soon as possible the Brazilian authorities will replace in their 
positions the Colombian officials deposed by the insurrectionists. 

3. In compensation the Colombian Government agrees that imme- 
diately afterwards delegates from the two countries shall meet in Rio 
de Janeiro with the technicians they deem necessary for the purpose 
of considering the Salomon-Lozano Treaty in a broad spirit of con- 
ciliation for the purpose of finding a formula susceptible to reciprocal 
acceptation and which shall include economic, commercial and cul- 
tural measures which may constitute a closer moral bond in the form 
of a territorial statute adequate for such purpose and peculiar to that 
region.” 

My Government has been advised that the Government of Colombia 
has accepted this proposal of the Brazilian Government. 

_ The Brazilian Government, feeling that this formula offered an 
equitable solution of this difficult situation, asked my Government to 
support it before your Government. My Government was very glad 
to do so, as Your Excellency is aware, through the American Am- 
bassador in Lima. Once again, my Government most earnestly urges 
your Government to abide by the commitments undertaken by it in
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the Pact of Paris and that it accept the solution proposed by the 
Brazilian Government for settling peacefully and in accordance with 
the international commitments of Peru this unfortunate situation. 

In the same connection permit me also to remind Your Excellency 
of the Resolution voted at the Sixth International Conference of 
American States on February 20, 1928, in opposition to aggression,” 
and also of the declaration which Peru signed with 18 other American 
nations on August 3, 1932," stating that it was opposed to force and 
renounced it both for the solution of its controversies and as an instru- 
ment of national policy in the reciprocal relations of the American 
countries. In the same document the American nations further de- 
clared that they would not recognize the validity of territorial acquisi- 
tions which might be obtained through occupation or conquest by force 

of arms. | 
Henry L. Strmuson 

721,.23/852a Supp. : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) 

WASHINGTON, January 25, 1938—1 p. m. 

9. Colombian Government in a note to the United States as one of 
the signatories of the Kellogg Pact has asked this Government to call 
the Peruvian Government’s attention to its obligations under that 
Pact to renounce war as an instrument of nationa) policy and to urge 

that Government not to violate that Treaty. Please give informally 
to Drummond, for his information, the text of the following telegram 
sent by the Secretary of State to the Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
Peru today: (Here quote telegram to Minister of Foreign Affairs of 
Peru ®). | | 

| _ Srrmson 

721.28/852a Supp.: Circular telegram | | 

The Secretary of State to All Diplomatic Missions in Latin America 

WASHINGTON, January 25, 19383—4 p. m. 

Colombian Government addressed note to this Government,” as a 
signatory of Kellogg Pact, asking it to call Peru’s attention to her 
obligations under that Pact. Secretary of State in a long telegram 
today to the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Peru set forth the views 

°° Sixth International Conference of American States, Final Act, Motions, Agree- 
ments, Resolutions and Conventions (Habana, 1928), p. 179. | 

" Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. v, p. 159. Cs , 
® Supra. Oo . oO | 
° Dated January 23, p. 418. | | se
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of this Government regarding the situation in the light of the corre- 

spondence exchanged between Colombia and Peru and urged Peruvian 

Government to abide by the commitments undertaken by it in Pact of 

Paris and the declaration of August 3d last and that it accept the 

solution proposed by the Brazilian Government for a peaceful 

settlement. 
STIMSON 

721,.23/854: Telegram 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, January 26, 1933—11 a. m. 
[Received 11:35 a. m.] 

91. 1. The Council met this morning at 10 a.m. The first item on 

the agenda was the Colombian-Peruvian dispute. I had been confi- 

dentially apprised late last evening that the Committee of Three had 

prepared a “stiff” telegram to Peru and a telegram to Colombia, to 

submit to the Council. 
2. Department’s telegram No. 9, January 25, 1 p. m., was in process 

of being decoded at 10 a. m. Learning that Drummond was already 

at the Council although it was first meeting in private session and the 

first item on the public agenda had not been reached, I had conveyed 

to him knowledge of the receipt of the Department’s telegram referred 

to and what I could gather of the general tenor of its contents. 

3, The Council approved the dispatch of telegrams to the Govern- 

ments of Colombia and Peru. The text of the telegram to Colombia 

which incorporates the telegram to Peru is as follows: 

“T have today addressed the following telegram to the Foreign Min- 

ister of Peru: 

‘The Council thanks you for your telegrams and expresses its appreciation of 

the assurances to the effect that Peru will not take any action contrary to the 

Covenant of the League. The Council having studied the documents submitted 

to it on the subject, and in part, the telegram addressed to you by Mr. Urdaneta 

on January 11th and your reply dated January 14th, feels bound to draw the at- 

tention of the Peruvian Government to the fact that it is the duty of Peru, as a 

member of the League, to refrain from any intervention by force on Colombian 

territory and to ensure that all necessary instructions are given to the Peruvian 

commanders concerned to the effect that the military forces of Peru should take 

no action beyond the defense of Peruvian territory and should not hinder 

Colombian authorities from the exercise of full sovereignty and jurisdiction in 

territory recognized by treaty to belong to Colombia. I have today communi- 

eated to the Colombian Government a copy of this telegram with the following 

message from the Council.’ 

The Council trusts that in the exercise of their legitimate rights the 

Colombian Government will take strictest precautions not only to 

avoid the violation of Peruvian territory but to make clear to the Peru- 

vian Government that it is not the intention of the Colombian Govern- 

ment to commit any such violation. The Council further trusts that 

788036—50-——88



430 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV | 

in the act of restoring order the Colombian authorities will exercise all 
possible clemency and limit their action strictly to the preservation of 
order in their own territory.” 

4, The discussion in the Council comprised : (a)—long and detailed 
statements of their positions by the representatives of Colombia and 
Peru; (6)—advocacy of the maintenance of treaties, by inference 
strongly in support of Colombia, on the part of other Council members. 

5. Have arranged for meeting with Drummond this afternoon in 
which case I shall follow instructions in your number 9 and report by 
telegraph. 

GILBERT 

721.238/855 : Telegram 

Lhe Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, January 26, 1933—4 p. m. 
[Received January 26—12:45 p. m.] 

25. I have carried out instructions in Department’s telegram No. 9, 
January 25, 1 p.m. 

2. Drummond stated that he felt that Peru having in taking up 
the question appealed to the League of Nations (Consulate’s No. 17, 
January 24, 5 p. m.) almost simultaneously with Colombia’s appeal 
to Washington * under the Pact of Paris, it is extremely fortunate 
that the actions taken in Washington and Geneva (Consulate’s No. 
21, January 26, 11 a. m.) were so alike in spirit as to exert a coor- 
dinated influence. As a further element of coordination he stated 
that by my apprising him of the chief points Department’s telegram 
in the manner described in my telegram last referred to Lester, chair- 
man of the Committee of Three, was enabled in his presentation of 
the case to the Council to make reference to the nature of the part 
played by Brazil which up to that time had been unknown in Geneva. 
Drummond felt that with a view to mobilization of world opinion 
and to bring pressure from the largest possible number of states to 
bear on the disputants it would be exceedingly useful could the De- 
partment’s telegram to Peru be formally communicated to him with 
permission to circulate it. He requested me to solicit an answer from 
you on this point. Please instruct. Should the Department approve 
I venture to suggest the explanatory inclusion in a communication 
to the League of the first sentence of the Department’s telegram 
referred to. 

GILBERT 

** See note No. 41, January 23, from the Colombian Minister, p. 418.
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%21.23/855 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) 

WasHINGToN, January 26, 1933—6 p. m. 

10. Your 25, January 26, 4 p.m. Please communicate formally 
to the Secretary General of the League copy of this Government’s 
telegram of January 25 to the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Peru. 
As suggested by you, you should include in your communication to 
the Secretary General the explanatory portion of the Department’s 
No. 9, January 25, 1 p. m., contained in the first sentence thereof. 

STIMSON 

721.28/925 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American Affairs 
(Wilson) 

[Wasuineton,]| January 27, 1933. 

Dr. Rowe * telephoned yesterday and said he had been trying to 
get in touch with Mr. White and that he understood Mr. White was 
ill. He said that various of the Latin American diplomatic repre- 

sentatives seemed to be inquiring of each other as to the attitude they 

should advise their Governments to take regarding the Brazilian 
appeal to the American states to support its proposal to Peru on the 
Leticia matter. He said that he wanted to propose that the State 
Department should call a meeting of heads of the Latin American 
missions in Washington to consider the attitude that should be taken 

by the respective Governments in the Brazilian proposal. He felt 

this would line up action on the part of the American states. 

I said that I was inclined to doubt the wisdom of this Department 

calling such a meeting. I said that the moment we were advised that 

the discussions between Colombia and Peru were centered in Brazil, 

we had been careful to do nothing which might cross wires with the 

Brazilian Government’s efforts to settle this matter. Brazil had in- 

formed us of the offer it had made, which had been accepted by Co- 
lombia, and at Brazil’s request we had supported this offer in Lima. 
Colombia had addressed an appeal to this Government as a Kellogg 
Pact signatory, the Secretary had called a meeting of the diplomatic 
representatives of certain European powers signatory to the Kellogg 
Pact, to discuss the situation. This Government had then addressed 
an appeal direct to the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Peru recalling 
to Peru its obligations under the Kellogg Pact. I said that certain 
of the Latin American diplomatic representatives had come to see Mr. 
White personally since the despatch of our note to Peru, and Mr. White 

“Leo S. Rowe, Director General, Pan American Union.
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| had telephoned to practically all of the other Latin American diplo- 
mats. He had explained our position in the matter, and copies of our 
note had been transmitted to the Latin American diplomats. Our 
note, furthermore, had been published, and the action taken by the 
League had also been published. In other words, the Latin American 
Governments, through their representatives here, had full knowledge 
of what our position was. | | 

I suggested that if it were thought advisable to have a meeting of 
| the representatives of the Latin American states to consider the action 

to be taken on the Brazilian appeal, I thought the Government of 
Brazil was the one to call such a meeting. This could be done in Rio, 
where most of the South American states had diplomatic representa- 
tives, and the Central American states had consular representatives. 
Or, the Brazilian Ambassador in Washington could arrange such a 
meeting if he wanted to. 

Dr. Rowe said that in the interest of gaining time he felt it would 
be better if the meeting could be called by the State Department and 
he hoped I would give consideration to his proposal. I said I would 
be glad to do so but that I felt, as stated to him, that this was a 
Brazilian proposal which had been addressed to the United States 
as to all the other American states; we had acted on it and it was up 
to the other American states to decide on their action; they were 
possessed of full information in the matter and if it was thought desir- 
able to call the meeting on the Brazilian proposal I felt we should not 
do anything which would cross wires with Brazil and that such action 
had better come from Brazil itself. . 

Dr. Rowe telephoned again this morning, and referring to our con- 
versation yesterday, said that he still wanted to urge that a meeting 
be called by the State Department. I asked whether the Brazilian 
Ambassador was doing anything to sound out his colleagues as to their 
attitude on the Brazilian proposal. Dr. Rowe said he did not know, 
but would try to find out. I said that it was quite likely that many of 
the Latin American diplomats in Washington, in view of our note to 
Peru and the conversations which Mr. White had had with them, had 
cabled their Governments urging them to support the Brazilian offer. 
T asked Dr. Rowe if he knew what action, if any, had been taken by the 
Latin American diplomats. He said that he did not know but he 
thought it would be a good idea to try to find out and that he would | 

doso. He said that in case the Brazilian Ambassador should think it 
advisable to call an informal meeting to line up action on the Brazilian 
proposal he would probably want to discuss the matter first with the 

State Department to see if we had any objection. I said that we of
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course would have no objection and that I would be glad to discuss 
the matter with the Brazilian Ambassador at any time he cared to 
come in, 

A further reason, which I did not explain to Dr. Rowe, for not 
complying with his request is contained in Mr. Caffery’s telegram 
No. 22 of January 25, 8 p. m.,® which points out that Olaya had not, 
in fact, accepted the Brazilian proposal which the Brazilian Govern- 
ment informed us had been accepted by Colombia, and furthermore, 
that Brazil in its circular telegram to the American states had added 
an additional clause to its proposal, to which Olaya objected. 

Epwin C. Wiison 

721.23/894: Telegram 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

GENEVA, January 27, 19833—1 p. m. 
[Received 2:15 p. m.] 

26. Drummond informs me that the Colombian and Peruvian rep- 
resentatives at their own request called on him together last evening 
to discuss possible methods reaching a settlement of the dispute. Sir 
Eric asserts that he gained the clear impression that the Peruvian 
delegate was trying to find some method of solution which would 
allow his Government to “climb down” from a position which he did 
not think was tenable. 
Drummond told them that he happened to know that the American 

Government had among other suggestions to the Peruvian Govern- 
ment urged it to accept the “Brazilian proposals”. The Peruvian 
delegate declared that it was the item in the proposal of the Brazilian 
Government that the temporary occupation of Leticia by the Brazil- 
ian authorities should terminate, he understood, in approximately 
10 days, that was the most difficult point for the Peruvian Govern- 
ment to accept. The ensuing discussion developed the idea that it 
might be possible to suggest that the occupation be prolonged to a 
maximum of a month or 6 weeks in order to allow the present excite- 
ment in the district to die down. The Peruvian delegate seemed to 
think that if such a prolongation were possible and a definite date 
were determined in advance by the two Governments for a meeting 
of the proposed conference the Peruvians might accept the Brazilian 
suggestion. Both delegates agreed to telegraph the substance of this 
conversation to their respective Governments. 
‘Drummond informs me that he made it clear to them that this was 

a purely personal suggestion on his part and that in doing so he in 

® Not printed. |
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no wise committed the League nor any member thereof. The dele- 

gates themselves were also acting entirely without instructions. Sir 

Eric told me, however, that he understood that both Santos of Co- 
lombia and Calderén of Peru, the representatives in question, were 
men who had considerable influence with their Governments. 

GILBERT 

721.23/907 : Telegram 

The Perwian Minister for Foreign Affairs (Manzanilla) to the 

Secretary of State 

[Translation] 

Lima, January 27, 1933. 
[Received 10: 28 p. m. | 

I had the honor of receiving day before yesterday the important 
telegram from Your Excellency in which, after surveying the telegram 
addressed to me by the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Colombia on 
the 9th [11th?] of this month and the reply which I made thereto on 

the 14th and referring to the telegram from the same Minister of the 
11th, transmitted to this Ministry by the Secretariat of the League 
of Nations, Your Excellency was pleased to express frankly your dis- 
appointment at my statement that the military measures taken by the 
Peruvian authorities of Loreto were undertaken in consequence of the 
ones which the Colombian Government finds itself compelled to em- 
ploy in order to reinstall in the territory of Leticia its deposed au- 
thorities. It would be regrettable to have been the involuntary cause 
of that disappointment, which I could never have supposed would be 
produced in Your Excellency’s mind. What has been done by the 
authorities of Loreto constitutes simply an act of elementary foresight, 
in view of the size of the forces that Colombia was sending to dominate 
Leticia; a much-talked-of expedition of seven vessels armed for war, 
carrying troops to be landed, to the number of more than a thousand 
soldiers, according to authoritative reports. Under these circum- 
stances it was an act of unavoidable prudence for the authorities of 
Loreto to take measures which have been only of a purely defensive 
character in prevision of unexpected emergencies. Such is the signifi- 
cance which the slight preparations of a military nature made at 
Loreto had and now have. Now as to the juridical position which 
Peru assumes in this conflict with Colombia, I can only repeat what I 
have been glad to declare on various occasions: my Government, having 
had absolutely nothing to do with the events of September 1, 19382 at 
Leticia, prevented legally and politically from controlling such events, 
recognizing the force and validity of the Boundary Treaty of 1922
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with Colombia ® and disposed as it is to discuss amicably the rectifica- 

tion of the frontier line established in that Treaty, cannot be indiffer- 

ent to the lot of the Peruvians who are occupying Leticia. They mani- 

fested by their attitude the national feeling of repulsion against the 

Treaty that has been produced in the country. It is just for the pur- 

pose of satisfying that national aspiration represented by the events 

of Leticia that we wish to negotiate with Colombia directly or through 

the mediation of another Government, but we believe that in the mean- 

time and since we are going to negotiate the rectification of the line of 

the Treaty there is neither reason nor right in using such violent means 

as are represented by the Colombian military expedition to subdue the 

occupants of Leticia, who are defending the rights of mankind. These 

Peruvians have not committed any crime. As a minority, they are 

exercising the universally recognized right to have their political 

significance taken into account and as Peruvians they claim the right 

to free choice with regard to the change of nationality which was 

forced upon them without their consent by the cession of the territory 

in which they live. We do not deny Colombia’s right to Leticia, which 

is based solely on the validity of the Treaty, although that Treaty 

dates back only two [ten?] years and has taken the place of the right 

representing colonial possession for three centuries and that of a 

hundred years more in the republican era. But the Colombian flotilla 

and its landing forces are not going to subjugate the neoColombian 

territory of Leticia, but its present inhabitants, all Peruvians, whose 

aspiration is received by my Government, in order to attempt to realize 

it by means of friendly negotiations with Colombia. 

In the Treaty of 1922 Colombia undertook to surrender certain 

territories to Peru. That pledge has not been complied with. 

Nevertheless, Peru, respecting her international pacts, has not dis- 

regarded the Treaty as she could have done, for one of its stipula- 

tions was left unexecuted, which is a resolutory condition for the 

others. And she has not even attempted to recover by force the 

territories which have not been turned over to her. The true sig- 

nificance of my Government’s declarations is that it cannot view 

with indifference the aggression against the Peruvians at Leticia, 

gathered there to demand that their rights be respected. We have 

already agreed that it be turned over to Brazil as a sacred trust 

to be administered provisionally while Peru and Colombia decide 

its final destiny in direct negotiations or by means of arbitration 

and we object to Colombia again having under her authority the 

Peruvians who revolted against her, and that after forcing it upon 

them by the violent means represented by the cannon of seven ves- 

® Signed March 24, 1922, League of Nations Treaty Series, vol. LxxIv, p. 9; 

see also Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, pp. 351 ff., and ibid., 1925, vol. I, pp. 461 ff.
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sels armed for war and the action of more than a thousand soldiers 
who are going to be sent forth as conquerors. We are not violating 
the Briand-Kellogg Pact, because Peru is the very country that is 
seeking a peaceful settlement of the conflict that has arisen. It is 
Colombia that prefers to impose her will by violence and that has 
mobilized considerable forces for that purpose, while on our part 
not a soldier nor a vessel has left our territory and we have not 
acquired a single vessel more. 

In contrast to this moderate and peaceful attitude of Peru, it is 
well known that Colombia has been putting out numerous loans 
since September 10, among them the one called the victory loan, a 
revealing name which would be inexplicable if it had been intended 
to devote it solely to restoring order in such a small place as Leticia. 
She has improvised a large fleet, arming merchant vessels for war, 
which vessels are ascending the Amazon in a guise which in itself 
alone constitutes the start of an aggression. She has acquired con- 
siderable quantities of arms of every kind in various countries and 
in order to supply the deficiencies of her naval and military per- 
sonnel has enlisted legions of adventurers in European and Ameri- 
can ports in order to make use of the perverse inclinations of those 
people in the execution of its purpose of drowning in blood the 
patriotic aspirations of the Peruvians in Leticia, and as if all this 
were not enough, the Colombian authorities of the Putumayo have 
for more than 2 months past been taking possession, by force, of 
various Peruvian merchant steamers which were there under the 
guaranty of the Treaty in force and have kidnapped their crews, 
interning them in highland towns of their country and a campaign 
of cruel persecution has been begun against the Peruvians who 
were residing tranquilly in Colombia, devoted to their work. All 
this in order to reduce a town, like Leticia, if one can believe the 

- Colombian accounts. | 
In view of these incontestable and revealing facts, these accounts 

which my Government has denied are worthless. 
Your Excellency knows, without doubt, that my Government 

sought for the friendly solution of this conflict, the cooperation of 
the Conciliation Commission at Washington, refused by the Colom- 
bian Government, and it accepted immediately, with pleasure, and 
from the first moment, the mediation of Brazil; then, in the dis- 
cussion of the three bases presented, it accepted without condition 
the first, proposed a modification in the second, to the effect of 
appointing a mixed Peruvian-Brazilian commission of persuasion ; 
that, this not having been accepted, has been replaced by the initia- 
tive of general arbitration, and it has requested clarification of the 
third.
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The opinion of the Brazilian Government, which deserves from 
us, as was to be expected, the highest consideration, has not yet 
been communicated to us. 

In this situation, as in every other, Peru will comply strictly with 
the international pacts which it has signed, and particularly, those 
guaranteeing peace between the nations of the American continent. 

She has not forgotten the Pact of Paris and will comply with it, as 
she will likewise comply with the Resolution approved at the Habana 
Conference ** to which Your Excellency refers, and she will be con- 
sistent with the declaration, of which she has been reminded, of August 
3, 1932.°° There exists, for this, not only the motive of the public 
faith which has been pledged, but also the circumstance that all those 
international undertakings were perfected with the enthusiastic and 
decided cooperation of the Government of Peru: it is therefore logical 
that I should declare in its name that at no time, and for no reason have 
we contemplated, even as a remote possibility, the acquisition, whether 
on a large or small scale, of any territory whatever, by means of occupa- 
tion or conquest by force of arms. 

What my Government does desire, with serenity but with firmness, 
is the rectification of the Colombian-Peruvian boundary, consisting of 
the revision of the Salomon-Lozano Treaty, both because the Treaty 
is impracticable and because the Treaty has not been carried out on 
the part of Colombia. | 

J.M. Manzaniiia 

%721.23/915 : Telegram . 

The Minister in Ecuador (Dawson) to the Secretary of State 

Quito, January 30, 1933—11 a. m. 
| [Received 5:10 p. m.] 

4, Ecuadorean Minister in Lima delivered Saturday a note in which 
Ecuador expresses the hope that Peru will observe obligations Kellogg 
Pact will not reject Brazilian mediation or other eventual friendly 
offices. Note also urges a just and definitive solution of all Amazon 
territorial problems including those of Ecuador. A generally similar 
note omitting reference to Kellogg Pact will be delivered today to 
Colombian Minister at Quito. I am informed that texts of both notes 
will be telegraphed to Ecuadorean Minister at Washington.* In ap- 
prising me of the foregoing the Minister for Foreign Affairs renewed 
his plea for any assistance practicable in assuring Ecuadorean partic- 

* See Resolution on Aggression (February 18, 1933), Sixth International Con- 
ference of American States, Final Act, Motions, Agreements, Resolutions and 
Conventions (Habana, 1928), p. 179. | 

* Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, p. 159. 
* Not printed.
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ipation in negotiations. He informs me that the Peruvian Minister 
for Foreign Affairs has again assured the Ecuadorean Minister in Lima 
that Peru is agreeable to Ecuador’s participation if Ecuador is invited 

by Brazil. 
Dawson 

721.23/912 : Telegram 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State — 

GrEneva, January 30, 1933—2 p. m. 
[Received January 30—1: 45 p. m.|] 

30. Drummond has imparted to me informally the gist of a conver- 
sation with Santos * and Calderén ® on January 28. It appears that 
Calderén had submitted to Drummond on his own responsibility and 
without consulting his Government certain “proposals” on which, in 
his opinion, a settlement of the controversy might be based (I can tele- 
graph them if desired). 
Drummond suggested, and the Colombian and Peruvian representa- 

tives fully concurred, that in view of the definite proposals now before 
the Peruvian Government, among them that of the United States of 
January 25, it would be advisable at present to abstain from further 
action here having the aspect of “negotiations”, thus allowing the 
governments which are intervening in the dispute sufficient time to 
develop their action particularly as it was felt that any new suggestions 
emanating from Geneva now might create confusion and result in a 
misunderstanding. | 

For the Department’s information, however, I submit the following 
two points brought out in the course of the conversation : 

(1) Santos said that he had “definite information that the Colom- 
bian Government could not accept to begin negotiations with Peru 
until the territory in dispute has been restored to the Colombian 
authorities”. 

(2) Apropos of a statement by Calderén expressing fear that the 
continued advance towards Leticia of the ships sent by Colombia 
would be considered by Peru as a method of pressure and therefore 
render the negotiations more difficult, Santos said that he had already 
telegraphed personally urging that the ships remain as far as possible 
where they were. He had made it clear, however, that this was 
his own suggestion and did not come from the League. 

GILBERT 

7 Wduardo Santos, Acting Head of the Permanent Delegation of Colombia to 
the League of Nations, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of 

Colombia, on special mission in Europe. 
®Wrancisco Garcia Calder6én, Peruvian Minister in France, Delegate to the 

League of Nations. ,
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721.23/907 Supp. : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs 

(Manzanilla) 

Wasuineron, January 30, 1938. 

Your Excellency’s telegram of January 27% has been received and 

I have been very pleased to note your statement that the Govern- 

ment of Peru has not forgotten and will abide by the Pact of Paris 

and will fulfill also the Resolution approved at the Sixth Pan Ameri- 

can Conference and the declaration of the American nations of Au- 

gust 8, 1932. I hope that Your Excellency’s Government will now 

see its way clear promptly to accept the Brazilian proposal without 

modification so that bloodshed may be avoided and this situation may 

be definitely and peacefully settled. 

| Henry L. Strmson 

721.23/907 Supp.: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) 

Wasuineton, January 80, 1933—9 p. m. 

18. With reference to Department’s circular telegram of January 

95, Secretary of State today sent following reply to Minister of For- 

eign Affairs of Peru to his telegram of the 27th: 

(Here follows text of telegram of January 30 to the Peruvian 

Minister for Foreign Affairs, printed supra. ] 

I desire you to suggest to the Minister of Foreign Affairs that if 

he finds that Peru does not accept the Brazilian proposal within a 

reasonable time and that consequently it is impossible longer to have 

the Colombian Government detain its ships from going to Leticia, 

the Brazilian Government consider whether it would not then be well 

as a last effort for the Brazilian Government to remind the Peruvian 

Government of its statements that it will abide by the Pact of Paris 

and other treaties and also that the Colombian Government definitely 

stated in its telegram of January 11th to the Minister of Foreign 

Affairs of Peru ® that Colombian forces are going to Leticia on a 

peaceful mission of reestablishing Colombian authority in Leticia 

and will not attack Peruvian forces unless first attacked by them, and 

that, in view of these statements of both Governments and the failure 

of Peru to accept the Brazilian proposal, Brazil suggest, as the then 

most satisfactory remaining way of preserving peace, that the Peru- 

vian Government instruct the Peruvian forces not to interfere with 

the Colombian forces advancing on Leticia and publicly advise the 

® Teague of Nations, Oficial Journal, April 1933, p. 609.
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occupiers of Leticia to offer no resistance to the peaceful reestablish- 
ment by Colombia of her sovereign authority in that area. This 
would permit the reoccupation of Leticia by Colombia without blood- 
shed after which the conference in Rio, under the good offices of the 
Brazilian Government, could then adjust any other outstanding mat- 
ters between the two countries. 

STIMSON 

721.23/934 : Telegram | 
The Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs (Manzanilla) to the 

Secretary of State 

[Translation] . , 

Lima, January 31, 1933. 
[Received 1:35 p. m.] 

With reference to my telegram of the 27th and to Your Excellency’s 
of today [yesterday], I have the honor to inform you that I have 
just notified the Brazilian Government of the unconditional accept- 
ance of the first and third bases proposed and acceptance of the second 
one in such form that Leticia may appear transferred to the adminis- 
tration of Brazil during negotiations, not only by request of Peru but 
also by that of Colombia, which would mean theoretically the exer- 
cise by Colombia of an act of sovereignty over Leticia, thus leaving 
untouched what she considers a question of national honor in asking 

_ for the transfer of that town. With this and the proposal for gen- 
eral arbitration, my Government believes it has given new proof of 
its love for peace and its friendship toward Colombia and the medi- 
ating Government. | 

MANZANILLA 

721.23/929 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

| Rio vz Janzio, January 31, 1983—3 p. m. 
[Received J anuary 81—1:25 p. m.] 

10. Department’s telegram No. 18, January 30,5 p.m. Have con- 
versed with Minister for Foreign Affairs over your telegram. He 
will adopt your suggestions should circumstances develop to the point 
you outline. Up to noon today no report from Lima to Brazil’s re- 
quest for acceptance without modification of her proposal. 

Morcan
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721.23/852a Supp. : Circular telegram | 

The Secretary of State to Certain Diplomatic Missions in Latin 

| America” 

Wasuineton, February 1, 1933—7 p. m. 

Department’s circular telegram January 25, 4 p.m. Please tele- 
graph whether the Government to which you are accredited has sent 

any note to Peru urging the Peruvian Government to abide by the 
commitments undertaken by it in the Pact of Paris and the declara- 
tion of August 8, last, and to accept the Brazilian proposal. If no 
action has been taken you should discreetly point out to the Foreign 
Minister the urgency of the matter in view of the imminent danger 
of a clash and the importance of doing everything possible to pre- 
vent a possible violation of the Kellogg Pact and the August 8 declara- 
tion. You may say that this Government continues to extend its 
fullest support to the Brazilian proposal and to urge Peru’s uncon- 

ditional acceptance thereof. 
StTrMson 

%721.23/932 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) 

WasuHincron, February 1, 1933—7 p. m. 

25. British Chargé yesterday left atde-mémoire™ at Department re- 
garding Leticia matter which seems to me to be such a wrong approach 
to this question that I want you to take the matter up with the Secre- 
tary of State for Foreign Affairs in an endeavor to have the British 
Government support in Lima the Brazilian proposal for a settlement 
and recall to Peru her obligations under the Kellogg Pact as re- 
quested by the Colombian Government. 

Aide-mémoire first states that British Government has been sup- 
porting at Bogoté and Lima the offer of Brazilian Government to take 
over disputed territory for 2 or 3 months while direct negotiations pro- 
ceed between the Peruvian and Colombian Governments. That is not 
the Brazilian proposal. Brazilian proposal is that Peru turn over 
Leticia to Brazil, that Brazil within a few days will turn territory over 
to Colombia, and that after it has been restored to Colombia then 
negotiations will be opened in Rio between Colombia and Peru to settle 
any outstanding differences. 

British Ambassador on January 26 left with me an aide-mémoire ™ 
which showed this same misconception of Brazilian proposal and at- 

” Chile, Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominican Republic, Guatemala, Haiti, Honduras, 
Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, and Venezuela. 

"Not printed.
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tention of British Ambassador was called to this error by a personal 
letter. Aide-mémoire of 31st however persisted in same error. 

Yesterday’s aide-mémoire advanced following proposal of British 

Government: 

1. Peru to agree that Leticia be forthwith taken over by Brazil for 
period not to exceed 4 months. 

2. Peru and Colombia to institute immediate direct negotiations with 
a view to arriving at an amicable settlement of dispute. 

3. If after a period of 2 months no direct settlement has been reached 
between the parties, dispute should be submitted unreservedly to a 
commission composed of representatives of the Brazilian, the United 
States and United Kingdom Governments; Peruvian and Colombian 
Governments agreeing in advance to accept decision of the commission. 

4. Unless any other terms of reference to a neutral commission can 
be previously agreed upon between Peruvian and Colombian Gov- 
ernments, the mandate of the commission shall be limited to deciding 
whether Leticia shall be handed over to Colombia or to Peru. 

Department immediately sent an aide-mémovre to British Embassy 
yesterday * setting forth fully reasons which compel it to conclusion 
that British proposal does not, in its opinion, meet requirements of 
the case. First of all, error regarding Brazilian proposal was pointed 
out. Secondly, as regards British proposal, it was pointed out that it 
in effect submits to the decision of a foreign commission question of 
whether Leticia shall be turned over to Colombia or Peru. This ter- 
ritory was recognized by Peru in the Salomon-Lozano Treaty of 1922 
as belonging to Colombia and in the course of the last 5 months Peru 
has repeatedly confirmed her view that this Treaty is in effect and 
that Leticia belongs to Colombia. There is no question on that point. 
Therefore, to submit such a question to arbitration would, in the view 
of this Government, put a premium on the forceful seizure of terri- 
tory and would be a derogation of the all important principle of the 
sanctity of treaties. This Government feels that in present chaotic 
condition of world affairs in general respect for treaties should be 
maintained unimpaired, and it is not pleasant to envisage the chaos 
that would ensue should there be a general breakdown of respect for 
treaties and international obligations. Department’s memorandum 
stated that any action which encourages use of force to seize territory, 
as Peru has done, or to hold it as a gage to force the revision of a treaty, 
should be resisted to the utmost. To carry out British proposal would 
force Colombia to put in jeopardy territory which Peru definitely rec- 
ognizes as belonging to Colombia. It is the information of this Gov- 
ernment, based on statements of Peruvian Government itself, that real 
interest of Peruvian Government is to obtain Leticia and that any 
moves toward a general modification of frontiers are merely with this 
end in view. 

™ Not printed.
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There are therefore two major reasons why United States does not 

feel it can support British proposal. First and primarily because it 

would tend to a breakdown in respect for sanctity of treaties and 

would lead, in the opinion of this Government, to grave international 

ills. Secondly the proposal seems to overlook the very vital and legit- 

imate interests of one of the parties to the dispute. On account of 

internal political conditions furthermore the Colombian Government 

could not remain in office if it should make subject to the hazard of an 

arbitration territory which everyone, even Peru, recognizes as Co- 

lombian. British aide-mémoire specifically recognizes the territory 

as unquestionably Colombian. This Government did so in its tele- 

gram of January 25 to Minister of Foreign Affairs of Peru and the 

League of Nations did so when it rejected the Peruvian request that 

the League call on Colombia to desist from sending forces to retake 

Leticia. The League declined to take the action because it said that 

Leticia was recognized as Colombian in the Treaty between Peru and 

Colombia of 1922 registered with the League. 

Furthermore this Government could not support the British proposal 

without knowing that it would not conflict with measures being taken 

by Brazilian Government to bring about a solution of the matter. The 

experience of this Government indicates that when two or more pro- 

posals are made in a dispute of this sort each party accepts the pro- 

posal which appears most favorable to its interests with the result 

that each party accepts a different proposal and there is no accord 

between them. For that reason this Government has refrained from 

making any direct suggestions to either Peru or Colombia in view of 
the action which the Brazilian Government is taking in trying to find 

a formula acceptable to both. Any suggestions this Government has 

had in the matter it has communicated to Brazilian Government as 
it feels that only in that way is it possible to avoid confusion and 

complication of the issue. 
I should like you to discuss the matter at once with Sir John Simon ™ 

and point out the reasons why I feel this proposal is thoroughly un- 
sound and urge him to make representations in Lima to the Peruvian 
Government to abide by its commitments under the Kellogg Pact and 
to support the real Brazilian proposal. Otherwise there will be great 

confusion. 
STIMSON 

“ British Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs.
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721.23/949 : Telegram 

Lhe Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asunot6n, February 2, 19838—11 a. m. 
[Received 11: 50 a. m.] 

18. Your circular telegram of February 1,7 p.m. See the last para- 
graph of my telegram No. 16 of January 28, 2 p. m.”° 

WHEELER 

721.23/952 : Telegram 

he Minister in Costa Rica (Eberhardt) to the Secretary of State 

San José, February 2, 19833—11 a. m. 
[Received 2:04 p. m.] 

3. Referring to Department’s circular telegram of February 1, 7 
p. m., see my despatch 1297, January 31st,”* which left yesterday by air 
mail, for text of Costa Rican cable to Peru where hope expressed 
Brazilian proposal be accepted. 

EBERHARDT 

721.23/950 : Telegram 

The Minister in Guatemala (Whitehouse) to the Secretary of State 

GUATEMALA, February 2, 1933—11 a. m. 
[Received 2:02 p. m.] 

5. Your circular February 1, 7 p. m. Guatemalan Government tele- 
graphed Peruvian Government about 10 days ago.7” 

WHITEHOUSE 

721.23/951 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Cuba (Guggenheim) to the Secretary of State 

Hapzana, February 2, 1933—noon. 
[Received 2 p. m.] 

8. Department’s circular telegram February 1, 7 p. m. Cuban 
Government on January 27th instructed its Chargé d’Affaires at Lima 
as follows: 

*It read: “At Brazil’s request Paraguay today telegraphed Peru urging her 
to accept Brazil’s proposal, already accepted by Colombia, to the effect that Peru 
retire all Peruvians from Leticia after which Brazil will return the territory to 
Colombia as a preliminary to a reconsideration of the treaty.” (724.8415/2887) 

* Not printed. 
™In reply to an inquiry from the Department whether the telegram was based 

on the Kellogg Pact, the Minister in Guatemala replied in telegram No. 6, Feb- 
ruary 2,11 a.m.: “Yes.” (721.23/950, 992)
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“This Chancellery is pleased to accede to the Brazilian proposal not 
only in the interests of American peace but also because while saving 
Colombia’s honor it opens the way to Peruvian aspirations. You are 
requested to act accordingly.” 

The Cuban Secretary of State ® informs me that démarche has been 
made pursuant to this instruction. He will today send further tele- 
graphic instructions to the Chargé d’Affaires at Lima directing him 
to emphasize Cuba’s interest in preventing a clash and to urge Perw’s 
unconditional acceptance of Brazilian proposal as offering best means 
to this end. Ferrara says he has refrained from basing representa- 
tions to Peru on Kellogg Pact as he feels that from a purely juridical 
standpoint Colombia’s military preparations might be construed as 
indicating an intention on the part of that Government to employ other 
than pacific means for settlement of the dispute. 

Ferrara offers to cooperate to fullest extent in efforts to preserve 
peace, 

. | - GuccENHEIM 

721.23/958 : Telegram 

The Minister in the Dominican Republic (Schoenfeld) to the Secretary 
of State 

Santo Domineo, February 2, 19383—noon. 
[Received 5:05 p.m.] _ 

2. Department’s circular telegram February 1,7 p.m. Minister of 
Foreign Affairs informs me that at the instance of the Brazilian 
Government the Dominican Government on January 30 telegraphed 
the Peruvian Government supporting Brazilian proposal for the 
settlement of Leticia controversy as fair and reasonable and urging 
its acceptance by Peru. 

SCHOENFELD 

%21.23/954 : Telegram . 

Phe Minister in Nicaragua (Hanna) to the Secretary of State 

Manaava, February 2, 1933—noon. 
| [Received 3:15 p. m.] 

25. Department’s circular February 1,7 p.m. On January 27 Nic- 
araguan Minister for Foreign Affairs, in response to an appeal of the 
Chargé d’A ffaires of Brazil in Habana, sent a telegram to the Peruvian 
Minister for Foreign Affairs requesting the Government of Peru to 
accept the Brazilian proposal referred to. 

Hanna 

“ Orestes Ferrara. 
738036—50——34
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721.23/953 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Mexico (Clark) to the Secretary of State 

Mexico Crry, February 2, 1933—1 p. m. 
[Received 3: 25 p. m.] 

94. Referring to Department’s circular telegram February 1, 7 p. m., 
1933. Notwithstanding Mexico has no diplomatic relations with Peru 
(see my telegram 90, May 25, 7 p. m., and Department’s instruction 
671, May 28, 1932 7) I discreetly interviewed the Minister of Foreign 

Affairs this morning, who confirmed the impression I previously had, 

that owing to the fact that Mexico has no diplomatic relations with 
Peru it is not possible for Mexico to make any representations to 

Peru on this matter. : 
CLARK 

721.23/956: Telegram 

The Minister in Panama (Davis) to the Secretary of State 

Panama, February 2, 1933—5 p. m. 
| [Received 5:15 p. m.] 

92. Department’s circular telegram February 1,7 p.m. The fol- 
lowing telegram was sent to the Peruvian Government January 27 
by the Panaman Government: 

“The Government of Panama being profoundly alarmed by the 
possibility of an armed conflict between your country and the Republic 
of Colombia permits itself as a signatory of the Pact of Paris of 
August 27, 1922 [1928], which was likewise signed by Peru, to appeal 
in behalf of the peace of the continent to the sentiments of elevated 
Americanism by which Your Excellency’s illustrious Government has 
always been inspired.” 

Davis 

%721.23/951 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Cuba (Guggenhem) 

WasHincTon, February 2, 1933—6 p. m. 

5. Your 8, February 2, noon. Please explain to Mr. Ferrara the 

background of the Leticia matter as set forth in the telegram which 

the Secretary of State sent to the Minister of Foreign Affairs of Peru 

on January 25, a copy of which was sent to you in Department’s cir- 

cular instruction of same date. Colombia is merely defending her 

own territory; territory which has been recognized by all, including 

* Neither printed. 
* Not printed.
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Peruvian Government, as being Colombian. Department thinks it 
important that Cuba should support action on basis of Kellogg Pact. 

STIMSON 

721.23/957 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Culbertson) to the Secretary of State 

Santiago, February 2, 1933—6 p. m. 
[Received 6:05 p. m.] 

21. Department’s circular February 1, 7 p. m., and my despatch 
— No. 1869, January 25th. Chilean President has strongly urged ac- 

ceptance Brazilian proposal. I had already talked with the Foreign 
Minister in the sense of the Department’s telegram and understand 
that while he contemplates sending a communication to Peru on the 
basis of the Pact of Paris he is reserving action until his conference 
with the Argentine Foreign Minister. 

In my opinion while recognizing the justice of Colombia’s position 
Chile hesitates to bring the full pressure of its diplomacy to bear on 
Peru because it is concerned with the delicate internal situation in 
Peru which in its opinion prevents Peruvian President from making 
any substantial concessions. Also Chile has consistently underesti- 
mated the determination of Colombia. Further cable follows after 
the return of the Foreign Minister. 

| CULBERTSON 

721.23/985 : Telegram 

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

San Josk&, February 3, 1933—9 a. m. 
[Received 12:45 p. m.] 

4, Your telegram No. 3, February 2, 6 p. m.® Costa Rican telegram 
made no mention of Kellogg Pact but invoked American brotherhood 
in expressing fervent hope that proposal of Brazilian Government 
seconded by Costa Rica would be accepted. I cited Kellogg Pact to the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs and told him that the Government of the 
United States continues to extend its fullest support to the Brazilian 
proposal and to urge Peru’s unconditional acceptance thereof. 

: EBERHARDT 

* Latter not printed. 
"It read: “Your 3, February 2, 11 a.m. Was Costa Rican telegram to Peru 

based on Kellogg Pact?’ (721.23/952)
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721.23/984 : Telegram | 

The Ambassador in Cuba (Guggenheim) to the Secretary of State 

Hasana, February 3, 1988—noon. 
[ Received 12: 50 p. m.] 

9. Department’s telegram No. 5, February 2,6 p.m. In my presence 
this morning Secretary Ferrara dictated a telegram to Cuban Chargé 
d’A ffaires at Lima instructing him to present a note supporting action 
on the basis of the Kellogg Pact. 

GUGGENHEIM 

721.23/991 : Telegram 

The Minister in Haiti (Armour) to the Secretary of State 

Port-au-Prince, February 3, 1933—2 p. m. 
[Received 2:40 p. m. ] 

5. Reference to Department’s circular telegrams of January 25, 
4p. m., and February 1, 7 p. m., Foreign Office informs me that in 
accordance with a request received from the Brazilian Government, 
Haitian Government sent to Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
on January 28 last, a telegram along the lines indicated in Depart- 
ment’s circular under reference. 

| ARMOUR 

721.23/990 : Telegram 

The Minister in Nicaragua (Hanna) to the Secretary of State 

Manaaua, February 8, 1933—3 p. m. 
[Received February 3—2: 10 p. m.] 

26. Department’s 6, February 2, 6 p. m.% Minister of Foreign 
Affairs says Colombia has made no request but he will telegraph Peru 
today reminding it of its commitments under Kellogg Pact and 
declaration of August 3. 

Hanna 

721.23/989 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, February 3, 1933—3 p. m. 
[Received February 8—12: 50 p. m.] 

21. I discussed Department’s 25, February 1, 7 p. m., with Simon 
last evening who informed me that the British Government was in 

It read: “Your 25, February [2], noon. Was action also taken on basis of 
Kellogg Pact as requested by Colombia?’ (721.23/954)
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entire accord with the juridical argument of the American position 
as set forth in your note and stated that the British Chargé d’Affaires 
in Washington had been instructed on February Ist to advise Depart- 
ment that “In view of the attitude of the United States Government 
I shall proceed no further in the matter and can only hope that serious 
conflict will not ensue.” | 

Simon informed me he would let me know his decision at an early 
date in regard to representations at Lima under the Kellogg Pact. 
However, Craigie * stated confidentially this morning he expected 
British Minister to Peru would probably be consulted previously. 

MELLON 

721.23/994 : Telegram 

The Minister in Venezuela (Summerlin) to the Secretary of State 

Caracas, February 3, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received 7:12 p. m.] 

2. Department’s circular telegram February 1,7 p.m. The Foreign 
Office states that it is now sending a telegram to Peru supporting the 
position taken by the Department. 

SUMMERLIN 

721.23/957 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Chile (Culbertson) 

WASHINGTON, February 3, 19883—5 p. m. 

13. Your 21, February 2, 6 p. m. I trust the Chilean Govern- 
ment will take action on the basis of the Kellogg Pact. Of course 
Argentina is not a signatory of the Pact and naturally will not take 
action thereunder. I consider it important that Chile should do so 
and hope you will be able discreetly to have Cruchaga see the im- 
portance of not ignoring the first appeal that any signatory of Kellogg 
Pact has.made to its fellow signatories to have them call another 
signatory’s attention to its obligations under the Pact. 

STIMSON 

721.28/989 : Telegram | | — 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Great Britain (Mellon) 

| WasuinecTon, February 3, 1933—6 p. m. 

27. Department’s 25, February 1, 7 p. m. and your 21, February 3, 
3 p.m. I hope Foreign Office will make representations to Peruvian 
Government to abide by its commitments under Kellogg Pact. 

* Robert Leslie Craigie, Counselor, British Foreign Office.
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For your information the German and Italian Governments have 
authorized their representatives in Lima to make such representations 
when the British and French do so. 

British aide-mémoire of today ® persists in its misunderstanding of 
Brazilian Government’s proposal, stating “the Brazilian Government 
have already agreed to take over Leticia for 2 or 3 months and it 
would hardly be reasonable to stipulate that during that period no 
negotiations should take place.” Brazilian Government has not 
agreed to take over Leticia for 2 or 8 months. That Government has 
consistently taken the attitude that it did not want to assume re- 
sponsibility and expense for long occupation of Leticia and the 
longest period mentioned for Brazilian occupation has been 20 days. 

STIMSON 

721.23/1000a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Colombia (Cajffery) 

Wasuineron, February 3, 1933—6 p. m. 

16. Personal for Caffery from Rublee.** Paragraph 6 of the note 
dated January 30 from the Peruvian Foreign Minister to the Brazilian 
Minister in Lima suggests a definite period of 60 days for term of 
negotiations between Colombia and Peru and in case of a failure to 
reach accord that arbitration might be resorted to. Brazil is to 
occupy Leticia during this period. Would Olaya consent to this pro- 
cedure if it were definitely provided that Brazil would return Leticia 
to Colombia at expiration of 60 day period? If this is acceptable to 
Olaya Brazil might be advised by Colombia that if Peru were to 
modify its reply to the Brazilian proposal accordingly this would be 
acceptable to Colombia. 

Srrmson 

721.23/995 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Chile (Culbertson) to the Secretary of State 

Santraco, February 3, 19338—7 p. m. 
[Received February 8—6: 33 p. m.] 

24, Supplementing my telegram No, 21, February 2, 6 p. m., Min- 
ister for Foreign Affairs showed no inclination now to take further 
direct action in the Leticia matter. He implied that Brazil was not 
sympathetic to too active a participation of Chile in the matter. The 

chief reason, however, in my opinion, is that he is absorbed in the 
Chaco question.*” | 

| CULBERTSON 

** Not printed. 
* George Rublee, Financial Adviser to the Colombian Government. 
"See pp. 241 ff. .



THE LETICIA DISPUTE 451 

%21.23/1004: Telegram 

The Minister in Paraguay (Wheeler) to the Secretary of State 

Asunci0n, February 4, 19383—11 a. m. 
[Received 11:27 a. m.] 

21. Your telegram No. 6, February 2, 4 p. m.** Paraguay received 
no request from Colombia as did other South American countries to 
take any action under the Kellogg Pact and for this reason in her 
communication to Peru (referred to in my telegram 16, January 28, 
2 p. m.**) she merely urged the latter’s acceptance of the Brazilian 
proposal, This morning she has sent a further communication with 
special reference to the Pact of Paris and declaration of August 3rd. 

WHEELER 

721.23/1006: Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Chile (Culbertson) to the Secretary of State 

Santraco, February 4, 19883—noon. 
[Received 12:55 p. m.] 

25. I spoke to the Minister for Foreign Affairs this morning in the 
sense of your telegram 13, February 3, 5 p. m. His attitude still 
reflects a lack of definite decision to act under the Kellogg Pact. I 
will bring the matter to his attention again next week. 

| CULBERTSON 

721.23/1005% : Telegram 

Lhe Minister in the Dominican Republic (Schoenfeld) to the 
| Secretary of State 

Santo Domrneo, February 4, 1933—noon. 
[Received 6: 12 p. m.]| 

3. Department’s telegram No. 2, February 3, 5 p. m.*° Minister for 
Foreign Affairs informs me that the Dominican Government did 
not expressly allude to Kellogg Pact in its telegram to the Peruvian 
Government but that in supporting the Brazilian proposal it urged 
settlement of Leticia controversy only by pacific means. Minister 
for Foreign Affairs states he has received reply from Peruvian Min- 
ister for Foreign Affairs indicating acceptance of Brazilian proposal 
but apparently with modifications. Dominican Minister for Foreign 

“It read: “Your 18, February 2, 11 a. m. Has Paraguay taken any action 
under the Kellogg Pact as requested by Colombia?” (721.23 /949) 

*** See footnote 75, p, 444. 
“It read: “Your 2, February 2, noon. Has Government made representations 

to Peru on basis of Kellogg Pact as requested by Colombia? I consider this 
important.”  (721.23/958) .
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Affairs states that express reference to Kellogg Pact will be made in 

eventual further communication to Peruvian Government but such 

reference seems to have been overlooked in the telegram of January 

30 sent to the Peruvian Government at the instance of Brazilian 

Government. 
SCHOENFELD 

%721.23/1005a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) 

WasuHineton, February 4, 1933—2 p. m. 

27. Department just advised by British Embassy that British Gov- 

ernment has instructed British Minister in Lima to make representa- 

tions to Peruvian Government on basis of Kellogg Pact. British 

Government gave as reason for its change in attitude that it has now 

learned that Peruvian troops, as distinguished from Peruvian indi- 

viduals, are now at Leticia. 
German and Italian Ambassadors state their Ministers have been 

instructed to act when British and French do so. French Embassy 
confident its Government will take similar action and that delay is 
caused by change in French Government. 

oo | STIMSON 

721.23/1008 : Telegram 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

Bogor, February 4, 1933—3 p. m. 
[Received 8 p. m.| 

25. Department’s telegram No. 16, February 3, 6 p.m. Personal 
for Rublee. Do I understand your telegram correctly * as follows: 
Peru would turn over Leticia at once to Brazil; conference would start 
at once Rio de Janeiro and no matter what result conference Brazil 
would deliver Leticia to Colombia at expiration of 60 days? Olaya 
would accept that formula but would not propose it to Brazil as 
Brazilian Minister for Foreign Affairs has declared efforts at media- 
tion ended and he wants to be free to have Vasocobo [Vasquez Cobo? ] 
move early next week (public patience with the Government may be 
exhausted any moment). | 

CAFFERY 

In telegram No. 17, February 6, noon, the Secretary of State replied for Mr. 
Rublee: “Your understanding my telegram is correct.”
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721.23/1012 : Telegram 

The Minister in Haiti (Armour) to the Secretary of State 

Port-au-Prince, February 5, 1933—11 a. m. 
[ Received 2:50 p. m.] 

@. Department’s telegram No. 2, February 4,2 p.m." The Minister 
for Foreign Affairs * informs me that his telegram of J anuary 28 last _ 
made no direct reference to the Kellogg Pact although in supporting 
the solution proposed by Brazil the inference might well have been 
drawn from the language he used that his action was based on the 
Kellogg Pact. 

Yesterday the Minister received a reply from the Minister for For- 
eign Affairs of Peru in which the latter stated that his Government 
accepted the Brazilian proposal and that negotiations were proceeding 
on that basis. 

Monsieur Blanchet assures me that he will now send a further tele- 
gram to the Peruvian Foreign Minister expressing the Haitian Gov- 
ernment’s satisfaction at the decision to accept a peaceful solution 
which shows that the principles set forth in the Kellogg Pact are a liv- 
ing and moving force in governing the relations of the signatories with 
one another. : 

ARMOUR 

721.23/1010 : Telegram 

Lhe Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

BogorA, February 5, 1933—8 p. m. 
| [Received 11:28 p. m.] 

26. Olaya asked me to add following to my 25, February 4, 3 p. m.: 
He would insist on provision allowing free movement of Vasquez 
Cobo’s ships during 60 days period (Vasquez would, I believe, bring 

_ his boats up the Putumayo). | 
CAFFERY 

721.23/1195 | 
Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[Wasuineton,] February 6, 1933. 
I telephoned our Embassy in Rio today at 12: 25 °* and as Ambassa- 

dor Morgan was out of the city spoke with Mr. Thurston. I told Mr. 

“It read: “Your 5, February 3, 2 p. m. Was Haitian Government’s telegram to 
Peruvian Minister of Foreign Affairs based on Kellogg Pact as requested by Co- 
lombia? This is important.” (721.23/991) 

” Albert Blanchet. 
* Presumably 12:25 a.m. See telegram No. 20, February 6, 8 p. m., to the 

Ambassador in Brazil, p. 458,
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Thurston that last Friday we had received from Lima the text of the 

answer made by Peru to the Brazilian proposal and asked him if they 

had received a copy of the text from the Brazilian Government. He 

said that they had not and I told him to try to get a copy right away. 

I quoted for his information paragraph 6 of telegram No. 54 of Febru- 

ary 2,3 p. m., from Lima,” reading as follows: | 

“For the greater workableness of this proposal and as the best guar- 

anty of all the rights in question it would contribute greatly to fix a 

definite period, which may be sixty days, for the term of the negotia- 

tions which are to be initiated immediately either in Rio or in Lima.” 

I said that on that basis we had made informal inquiry in Bogota 

as to whether the Colombian Government would accept this pro- 

posal—that is, that a definite period of sixty days be fixed for the 

negotiations between Colombia and Peru; that in case of failure to 

reach an accord arbitration might be resorted to, and that Brazil 

should occupy Leticia during this period. We had inquired whether 

Colombia would consent to this proposal if it were definitely provided 

that Brazil would return Leticia to Colombia at the expiration of the 

sixty day period. I said that we felt that if Colombia would accept 

this proposal as a way out of the present impasse she should make it 

known perhaps to Brazil so that Brazil could try to get Peru to modify 

her acceptance of the proposal along those lines. We now have reason 

to believe that Colombia will accept this but will not suggest it to 

Brazil as the Brazilian Minister of Foreign Affairs, according to word 

| we have received from Bogota, has declared Brazil’s efforts at media- 

tion ended. I said that we had not received any word to this effect 

and asked Mr. Thurston to inquire right away of the Brazilian 

Foreign Minister whether Brazil’s efforts at mediation have ended 

and, if not, to ask whether Brazil had thought of suggesting the above 

as a way out. I said that Brazil first made the proposal; Colombia 

accepted it; Peru made conditions to her acceptance, and there it 

stands and no progress has been made. Now, if Brazil can get Peru 

to modify her conditions in that way, we have reason to believe that 

Colombia will accept and that would offer a way out. The proposal 

then will be—Peru will turn over Leticia at once to Brazil in accord- 

ance with Article one of the Brazilian proposal; Brazil will take over 

Leticia; a conference will start at once in Rio, and no matter what 

the result of the conference may be Brazil will deliver Leticia to 

Colombia at the expiration of sixty days. I said that if Brazil wants 

to make a proposal along those lines to the Peruvian Government and 

feels that support by us in Lima would be helpful to her we are ready 

to back up her efforts in Lima. I emphasized to Mr. Thurston that. 

% Not printed.
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the matter was very urgent and should be taken up with the Foreign 
Office right away as we had received confidential word from Bogota 

that public patience with the Colombian Government might be ex- 
hausted at any moment and might force them to send their troops 
right on to Leticia. 

I then referred to our telegram No. 18 of January 30, 5 p. m., and 
said that when the time came to take action along that line he might 
also suggest to the Brazilian Government that they consider the 
following: that as a guarantee against aggression against Peru Colom- 
bia might invite Brazil to send the Brazilian flotilla to accompany 
the Colombian flotilla to the Colombian port of Leticia and, if Brazil 
accepts the invitation as within the broad scope of its plan, it would 
remove the main Peruvian contention that the Colombian flotilla has 

hostile intentions, and might possibly prevent an impending clash. 
I told Mr. Thurston that it was the other matter, however, that 

was urgent for the moment and asked him to take it up at once with 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs and to send me a brief wire this after- 
noon regarding it. Mr. Thurston doubted whether he would be able 
to send me a reply this afternoon as the Minister of Foreign Affairs 
was in conference and might not be able to see him. I again stressed 
the urgency of the matter; said that the Colombians may proceed at 
any time to Leticia; that the Colombian Government has been show- 
ing a great deal of restraint and moderation but public patience is 
at an end and the Colombian troops may be forced to move at any 
time, and told him to call the Foreign Minister out of the meeting 
if necessary. 

F[Rancis] W[H1Te | 

721.23/1194 | 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[Wasuineton,| February 6, 1933. 

I called the German and Italian Ambassadors by telephone and 
told them that some days ago they had been good enough to advise 
me that their Governments had instructed their representatives in 
Lima to make representations to the Peruvian Government in the 
Leticia matter on the basis of the Kellogg Pact provided the other 
European nations had done so. I told the German Ambassador that 
the Italian Government had taken similar action and vice versa. I 
told them both that on Saturday I was advised that the British Gov- 
ernment had instructed their Minister in Lima to make representa- 
tions on the basis of the Kellogg Pact; that the only country we are 
waiting to hear from now is France, and that the delay there is un- 
doubtedly due to the change in government. I said that in view of 
the extreme gravity of the situation at Leticia the Secretary had asked
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me to inquire of them whether they would mind suggesting to their 
Governments, in view of the fact that three of the four European na- 
tions are apparently ready now to go ahead, that they do so without 
waiting for France. They both said that they would immediately 
send cables to their Governments in that sense. 

| F[Rancis|] W[urre | 

721.23/1013 : Telegram 

The Minister m Haiti (Armour) to the Secretary of State 

Port-au-Prince, February 6, 1933—9 a. m. 
| Received 10:10 a. m.| 

8. My telegram No. 7, February 5, 11 a.m. If language Haitian 
Minister for Foreign Affairs proposes to use in his reply to Peruvian 
Government is not satisfactory could Department let me know at once 
together with suggestions as to changes in order that I may communi- 
cate with Foreign Minister before his message is sent. 

ARMOUR | 

721.28/1081 : Telegram | 
The Minister in Costa Rica (Eberhardt) to the Secretary of State 

San Jos&, February 6, 1933—10 a. m. 
[Received 3:48 p. m.] 

6. Referring to Department’s telegram No. 4, February 4, 2 p. m.,% 
Costa Rican Minister for Foreign Affairs assures me he is cabling 
note to Peru invoking Kellogg Pact. Text of such note will be trans- 
mitted to the Department when available. 

EBERHARDT 

%721.23/1014: Telegram 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

Boeord, February 6, 1983—-11 a. m. 
[Received 12: 05 p. m.] 

27. My 25, February 4,3 p.m. Personal for Rublee: Olaya yes- 
terday informed Foreign Affairs Advisory Committee, which in- 
cludes Lopez and Valencia, of suggestions and also advised Santos 
at Geneva. Last night Committee submitted report unanimously 
opposing suggestion and insisting that only possible formula is 
original Brazilian one. This morning he received telegram from 
Santos in the same sense. Olaya must therefore withdraw acceptance. 

CAFFERY 

* Not printed. 
Note dated February 6, transmitted in despatch No. 1805, February 7, not 

printed. |
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721.28/1022 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 6, 1933—2 p. m. 
[Received February 6—1: 40 p. m.] 

94. Drummond tells me that his latest information is to the effect 
that Peru has rejected the Brazilian proposals; that Brazilian medi- 
ation has come to an end and that an armed clash seems likely between 
Peruvian and Colombian forces on the latter’s territory. He adds 
that situation may momentarily become serious and cooperation of 
great importance. He would much appreciate any information you 
have tending to confirm or refute these reports. 

WILson 

721.23/1084 : Telegram 

The Minister in Haiti (Armour) to the Secretary of State 

PortT-AU-PRINCcE, February 6, 1983—2 p. m. 
[Received 4:40 p. m.] 

9. My telegram No. 8, February 6, 9 a.m. Haitian Government 
is sending following reply to Minister for Foreign Affairs of Peru 
which I think Department will agree bases the Haitian Government’s 
action more definitely on Kellogg Pact even than language mentioned 
in my last telegram: 

“My Government warmly congratulates Your Excellency’s Govern- 
ment in having accepted the mediation of Brazil and remains con- 
vinced that the pending difficulties will be pacifically and definitely 
solved in conformity with the Briand-Kellogg Pact.” 

ARMOUR 

721.23/1032 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, February 6, 1933—3 p. m. 
| [Received 5:40 p. m.] 

68. Leticia. 

1. British Minister now completely straightened out and, under 
instructions from London to do so, orally informed Manzanilla at 
noon, 5th, British Government had learned Peruvian troops con- 

scripted in Eastern Peru were in Leticia and desired to draw Peru’s 
earnest attention to her obligations under article 2 of Pact of Paris. 

2. Manzanilla asserted Peru had every intention of observing her 
obligations under Paris Pact but British Minister smoked him out 
drawing forth by questions that Peru will hold Leticia, will positively
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not accept point 2 Brazilian Plan unless altered to meet Peruvian 
wishes and that action by Colombia against captors in Leticia will 

draw Peruvian attack. 
8. Manzanilla hedged about presence of Government troops and 

Minister of War in Leticia but would not deny it, saying he did not 
know. 

4, British Minister pointed to adverse opinion of world and Peru’s 
opportunity under Brazilian Plan to save her face. Manzanilla stated 
world opinion would have to be ignored if it meant abandoning cap- 
tors or Loreto and that Peru had been trying to save Colombia’s 

face. 
5. British Minister found Manzanilla absolutely stubborn and op- 

timistic and not to be moved by statement Peru will win more by 
peaceful negotiations than by war and that Peru has made excep- 
tional gain in getting commitment from Colombia through Brazilian 
good offices to discuss Salomon-Lozano Treaty. Manzanilla wants 
everything. | 

6. British Minister warned Manzanilla his optimism was fatal and 
that he must not wait too long to seize the right course. He has re- 
ported fully to London by telegraph. 

7. British Minister, Bogota, reported Colombia impatient and plan- 
ning to attack 6th. 

DEARING 

721.23/1014 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) 

Wasuineton, February 6, 1933—3 p. m. 
20. Reference White’s telephone conversation Thurston this morn- 

ing.” Telegram just received from Bogota indicates change in situa- 
tion and that President Olaya withdraws his acceptance of proposal 
mentioned. 

| : STIMSON 

%721.238/1005a Supp. : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in France (Edge) 

WASHINGTON, February 6, 1933—5 p. m. 

29. On January 24 Secretary invited French, British, German, 
Italian and Japanese Ambassadors to confer with him ® regarding 
appeal received by signatories of Briand-Kellogg Pact on account of 

on See memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State, February 6, p. 453. 
"See memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State and comment thereon 

by the Secretary of State, January 25, p. 421.



THE LETICIA DISPUTE 459 

Leticia matter. On January 25 Secretary cabled fully his views in 

matter to Minister of Foreign Affairs of Peru and called Peru’s atten- 

tion to her obligations under Kellogg Pact and supported proposal 

made by Brazilian Government for a settlement of the difficulty. The 

other American nations have taken or are taking similar action. 

German and Italian Governments have instructed their Ministers in 

Lima to make similar representations if British and French Govern- 

ments do the same. On Saturday British Government instructed its 

Minister in Lima to take similar action. French Ambassador here 

has been unable to get any word from his Government as to action it 

proposes to take. This is doubtless due to change in Government. 

Situation at Leticia is most serious and is rapidly reaching a climax. 

Background of matter is clearly set forth in my telegram of December 

[January 2] 25 to Minister of Foreign Affairs of Peru,” copy of which 

I have asked Consul at Geneva to send to you. I feel sure that French 

Government will want to take a position supporting sanctity of treaties 

and opposing thesis that a country which does not like a treaty in force 

can seize territory and hold it as a gage to force other party to modify 

treaty. Please take matter up as quickly as possible with Minister of 

Foreign Affairs and urge that instructions be sent to French Minister 

in Lima to support Briand-Kellogg Pact and to call Peruvian Gov- 

ernment’s attention to its obligations thereunder. Cable result. 
| Srrmson 

721.23/1022 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson), 

at Geneva 

Wasuineton, February 6, 19383—5 p. m. 

63. Your 94, February 6,2 p.m. Department’s information indicates 

that while the Brazilian Government is perhaps contemplating termi- 

nation of mediation the door is still left open. The danger of a con- 

flict is however serious. Department is watching situation very care- 

fully and is of course disposed to cooperate in all proper peace efforts. 

Department still feels the best course to pursue at present is to back 

Brazilian Government and Department is in cable communication with 

Rio and also by telephone. Department will be glad to keep Drum 

mond informed through you of any important developments. 
STIMSON 

° Ante, p. 423.
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721.23/1014 : Telegram 

Ihe Secretary of State to the Minister in Colombia (Caffery) 

| Wasuineron, February 6, 1933—5 p. m. 
18. Your 27, February 6,11a.m. Department on basis of your 25, 

February 4, 3 p. m. telephoned Embassy Rio this morning ! instructing 
it to make suggestion to Brazilian Government that it might want, as a 
way out of apparent impasse, to suggest that Peru modify its reply 
to Brazil in sense that Peru would turn over Leticia at once to Brazil, 
conference would start at once in Rio, and no matter what result of 
conference Brazil would deliver Leticia to Colombia expiration of 60 
days. 
Department has not been advised by Brazil that that Government 

has declared mediation ended and asked Embassy to inquire. Embassy 
also had not been advised mediation was over. 
Department made no mention of freedom of movement of Vasquez 

Cobo’s ships during 60 day period as it felt this might only precipitate 
a clash and hope that you would be able to persuade Olaya that in case 
proposal is accepted ships should be withdrawn to Man4os or at least 
to Teffe. 
Department is extremely disappointed that Olaya has withdrawn his 

acceptance. The future peace in Leticia and friendly relations be- 
tween Colombia and Peru unfortunately depend in large part on ac- 
ceptance by Loretanos of new situation and it was hoped that during 
60 day negotiations at Rio it would be possible to bring Loretanos 
around to acceptance of any agreement arrived at between the two 
Governments. Otherwise Colombia will have to maintain perma- 
nently a very strong garrison at Leticia with danger of constant inci- 
dents. I earnestly hope therefore that Olaya will accept this proposal 
which seems perfectly reasonable. 

STrmson 

721.23/1014 Supp. : Telegram 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) 

Wasuineton, February 6, 19883—5 p. m. 
21. Department’s 20, February 6,3 p.m. Following telegram has 

just been sent to Legation Bogota: | 
(Here quote attached telegram to Bogota)? 
Minister Wilson Geneva cables today Drummond tells him he under- 

stands Brazilian mediation has come to an end, that armed clash seems 
likely and that cooperation is of great importance. Department has 

* See memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State, February 6, p. 453. 
* Telegram No. 18, February 6, 5 p. m., supra.



THE LETICIA DISPUTE 461 

replied advising that it understands that door is still open for Brazilian 
mediation and that Department feels best plan at present is to support 
fully Brazilian proposal and that Department will be glad to keep 
Drummond informed through Wilson of important developments. 
Brazilian Government may wish to try to get further cooperation of 
the other nations and of the League for the Brazilian proposal or for 
any modification thereof. 

It is important that you keep Department fully and quickly in- 
formed of all developments in this matter. Conflict is momentarily 
expected and it is absolutely essential that Department be kept 
promptly advised exactly what Brazilian Government is doing and 
of any changes in its position or proposal. 

| STIMSON 

721.23/1013 : Telegram 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Minister in Haiti (Armour) 

Wasuineron, February 6, 19383—5 p. m. 
8. Your 8, February 6, 9 a. m. Peru has not accepted Brazilian 

proposal. It accepted with modifications which have not been satis- 
factory either to Brazil or to Colombia. It would seem more appro- 
priate therefore not to express satisfaction at Peruvian decision but to 
call their attention definitely to their obligations under Kellogg Pact. 

STIMSON 

721.23/1033 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

| Rio ve JAneIno, February 6, 1933—10 p. m. 
| Received February 6—7: 32 p. m.] 

12. Prior to the receipt of the Department’s 20, February 6, 3 p. m., 
I had conveyed to the Minister for Foreign Affairs the substance of 
Secretary White’s conversation with Thurston. He stated that Brazil 
has not abandoned mediation but will not accept the Peruvian proposal 
with respect to long tenure of Leticia. 

Morgan 

721.23/1158 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[Wasurneton,| February 7, 1933. 

The German Ambassador telephoned and said that his Government 
had instructed the German Minister in Lima to call Peru’s attention 
to her obligations under the Kellogg Pact in connection with the 
Leticia matter. 

Francis] W[HITe] 
738036—50——35
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721.23/1036 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

| Rio pE JANEIRO, February 7, 1933—noon. 
[Received February 7—11 a. m.] , 

13. Department’s telegram No. 20, February 6, 3 p. m., and 21, 
February 6,5 p.m. Colombian Minister informed Brazilian Foreign 
Office today that his information from Lima reports the Peruvian 
Government is in difficulties and may fall, a strong party having de- 
clared for revision of treaty by civil and not military means. 

Peru’s last reply to Brazil implied Brazil hold Leticia for 60 days 
and that should conference in Rio de Janeiro be futile arbitration 
might be final resort. Brazil, however, has not changed its attitude 
nor is it disposed to take the initiative in doing so and will only consent 

to hold Leticia for a short time. 
Morcan 

721.23/1042 : Telegram 

The Minister in Venezuela (Summerlin) to the Secretary of State 

Caracas, February 7, 1933—noon. 
[Received 3:05 p. m.] 

3. Department’s telegram 1, February 6,6 p.m.* Message to Peru- 
vian Government delivered through Venezuelan Legation in Lima 
supported Brazilian proposal and American note. No instructions 
were given to mention Kellogg Pact. 

SUMMERLIN 

721.23/1046 : Telegram 

The Minister in Honduras (Lay) to the Secretary of State 

TrcucigaLPa, February 7, 1933—2 p. m. 
[Received 5:48 p. m.] 

10. Department’s telegram No. 7, February 6,6 p.m.* As a result 
of my representations Honduran Government has today sent the fol- 
lowing telegram to the Peruvian Government : 

“The Honduran Government through me urges that of Your Ex- 
cellency that it abide by the commitments subscribed to by Your 
Government in the Pact of Paris and the Declaration of last August 
3rd and accept the mediation proposed by the Brazilian Government. 

My Government would view with great pleasure the acceptance of 
that mediation in order to avoid thereby the imminent danger of a 

>It read “Your No. 2, February 3, 5 p. m. Was Venezuelan telegram to Peru 
based on Kellogg Pact? This is important.” (721.23/994) 

* Asking whether Honduran Government had made representations to Peru 
based on the Kellogg Pact. (7%721.23/852a Supp.)
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break between two sister countries. Antonio Bermitidez, Minister for 
Foreign Affairs.” 

Delay due to the fact that the Foreign Minister took office only this 
morning and the Undersecretary would not take action. 

Lay 

721.23/1045 : Telegram 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

Booord, February 7, 1933—3 p. m. 
[Received 4:55 p. m.] 

28. Department’s 18, February 6, 5 p.m. Olaya agrees to renew 
acceptance (as in my telegram No. 24 [257], February 4, 3 p. m.,) 
but insists that he must bring boats except Mosquera into Putumayo 
and Caqueta (troops aboard could be returned to Florencia and 
Neiva from there if health required it) with orders not to molest 
Peruvian garrisons. He said he would not last 48 hours if he left all 
boats in Brazil. 

He added Vasquez is about to leave; therefore, he must have Peru- 
vian reply by tomorrow night. On my suggesting Thursday he 
agreed. 

I hope that the Department realizes grave responsibility Olaya 
is assuming by going counter to advice of his advisers and that he 
runs risk thereby. The two principal leaders of the liberal party and 
a conservative candidate for the presidency in 1930 are in agreement 
on insistence on original Brazilian formula. Their advice is not ca- 
pricious going as it does against their personal interests (they stand 
to lose politically if Vasquez becomes military hero). I must empha- 
size my telegram No. 9, January 9, 6 p. m. 

With reference to the second paragraph of Department’s 18, Mello 
Franco * on February 3d informed Colombian Minister at Rio that 
he had instructed Brazilian Minister at Lima to inform Peruvian 
Government orally he had terminated efforts at mediation. 

CAFFERY 

721.23/1043 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pe JANEIRO, February 7, 1988—5 p. m. 
[Received February 7—4 p. m.] 

14. After a conference between the Chief of the Provisional Gov- 
ernment, the Foreign Minister and myself, which has just terminated, 

° Brazilian Minister for Foreign Affairs.
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Brazil will accept the latest Peruvian proposition that Peru as the 

party in possession and Colombia as the sovereign power shall jointly 

cede Leticia territory temporarily to Brazil which will hold it during 

conferences in Rio de Janeiro. When the Foreign Minister proposed 

this today to the Colombian Minister the latter did not regard it 

favorably but the Colombian Government has not yet been heard 

from. It would be understood that the period during which Brazil 

would hold the territory would be approximately 60 days. 

Brazil desires the American Government to continue to advise 

Colombia to accept these modifications of the plan previously pre- 

sented. 
Morcan 

%721.23/1041 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in France (Edge) to the Secretary of State 

Paris, February 7, 1933—6 p. m. 
[Received February 7—2:20 p. m.] 

54, Department’s telegram No. 29, February 6,5 p.m. As Bon- 

cour® and Massigli? are both in Geneva I repeated your telegram 

to the American Delegation at Geneva and Wilson will take matter 

up with Boncour this afternoon. 
In addition Marriner ® called on Leger® who said that there was 

no question of France’s attitude on the subject and the necessary 1n- 
struction went forward to Lima yesterday calling Peru’s attention 

to her obligations under the Briand-Kellogg Pact. They did not 

specifically support the Brazilian proposal as it was felt that the 

method of solution was principally a question for the American con- 

tinents. Word of this action has been sent to Claudel *° today. 

Repeated to Geneva. 
Encr 

721.23/1043 : Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) 

WASHINGTON, February 7, 1933—6 p. m. 

22. Your 14, February 7,5 p.m. Is it definitely understood that 
at the end of the 60 day period whatever the outcome of the nego- 
tiations Brazil will turn Leticia over to Colombia. This is the only 

* Joseph Paul-Boncour, French Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
, René Massigli, Chief, League of Nations Section, French Foreign Office. 
James Theodore Marriner, Counselor of Embassy in France. 

* Alexis Leger, Vice Political Director, French Foreign Office. 
* Paul Claudel, French Ambassador in the United States.
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basis on which Colombia could possibly accept and was the point 

emphasized in White’s telephone conversation with Thurston yes- 

terday. Rush reply. 
Was the word “cede” used by the Brazilian authorities? The use 

of this expression might cause difficulty in having Colombia ac- 

cept proposal. Get in writing revised Brazilian formula and cable 

complete text. 
| STrmson 

721.23/1045 ; Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Colombia (Caffery) 

| Wasuineron, February 7, 1933—7 p. m. 

20. Following telegram just received from Rio: 

[Here follows text of telegram No. 14, February 7, 5 p. m., from 

the Ambassador in Brazil, printed on page 463. ] 

Department replied as follows: 
[Here follows text of telegram No. 22, February 7, 6 p. m., to 

the Ambassador in Brazil, printed supra.] 
Your 28, February 7, 3 p. m. just received. Above will show 

you impossibility of having a reply from Peru by tomorrow night. 
Nothing has yet been said to Peru as it is first necessary to straighten 
matters out in Rio. Please endeavor to have advance of boats de- 

layed as much as possible. 

| , | SrrmMson 

721.23/1047 : Telegram 

The Minister in the Dominican Republic (Schoenfeld) to the 
Secretary of State 

Santo Domineo, February 7, 1983—8 p. m. 
[Received 10:33 p. m.] 

4. Department’s telegram No. 3, February 7, 6 p.m.” Minister 

of Foreign Affairs states he has made no further representations to 

Peru since his telegram of January 30 but that he will telegraph 

to Lima tomorrow specifically referring to Peru’s obligations under 

the Kellogg Pact. The Minister says Dominican Government so 

far as he recalls without referring to his files never received request 

from Colombian Government to make representations to Peruvian 

Government based on Kellogg Pact. He surmises this may have been 

1 See memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State, February 6, p. 453. 
2Yt read: “Your telegram No. 3, February 4, noon. Have further repre- 

sentations been made based specifically on Kellogg Pact? This is important.” 

(721.23/10051%)
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due to confusion at Bogoté when Colombian Government made re- 
quest to other signatories of that treaty. Dominican Government’s 
representations to Peru thus far have been made at the instance of 
Brazilian Government as previously reported. 

SCHOENFELD 

¢21.23/1060 : Telegram 

Lhe Minister in the Dominican Republic (Schoenfeld) to the 
Secretary of State 

Santo Domineo, February 8, 1983—1 p. m. 
[Received 2:35 p. m.] 

5. My telegram 4, February 7, 8 p.m. Minister of Foreign Af- 
fairs is sending telegraphic representation to Peru today specifically 
based on Kellogg Pact. Am sending copy to Department by the 
next pouch.** He confirms that Dominican Government has not 
received from Colombia, as other signatory Governments apparently 
received, request to make representations based on Pact for Re- 
nunciation of War. 

SCHOENFELD 

721.23/1053 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pe Janeiro, February 8, 1933—2 p. m. 
[Received February 8—12: 35 p. m.] 

16. Department’s telegram 22, February 7,6 p.m. Foreign Minis- 
ter confirmed today that at the termination of the 60 days period 
Brazil definitively understands that she will turn over Leticia to 
Colombia. 

“Transfer” can be substituted for “cede” in my 14, February 7, 
5 p.m. 

It has yet to be decided whether the period of 60 days shall begin 
with the signing at Rio de Janeiro of the agreement to transfer Leticia 
temporarily to Brazil’s care or when Brazil begins to take charge of 
the territory transferred. 

Morcan 

721.23/1053: Telegram — 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) 

Wasuineton, February 8, 1933—5 p. m. 
24. Your 16, February 8, 2 p. m., last paragraph. Department’s 

No. 22, February 7, 6 p. m. will have shown you the urgency of the 

“ Transmitted in despatch No. 797, February 8, not printed.
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situation. Colombian Government states it is impossible to delay 
sending forward its fleet much longer and if effective action is to be 
taken Brazilian Government should not delay any longer in formu- 
lating its proposal to Peru or to get Peru to modify her conditions 
in the sense that the Leticia territory now occupied by Peru will be 
turned over to Brazil to occupy for 60 days while negotiations proceed 
in Rio on the basis of the original Brazilian proposal and that upon 
the expiration of the 60 day period, whatever the result of the nego- 
tiations in Rio, Leticia will be restored by Brazil to Colombian juris- 
diction. It is most important that we receive the actual text of the 
proposal. This is most important in view of recent misunderstand- 
ings regarding exact meaning of given proposals. This Government 
can not act in Lima or Bogota until it has the actual text. 

STIMSON 

721.23/1066 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pE JANEIRO, February 9, 1933—noon. 
[Received February 9—11 a. m.| 

17. The following memorandum of Brazil’s position on February 9 
was handed to me this morning by the Foreign Minister. 

“We hold to our formula, inasmuch as it was adopted by all the 
American Governments and by the League of Nations. If, however, 
in order to obtain the consent of the two interested states it should 
be necessary for Brazil to extend a little longer the period of hex 
temporary occupation of the territory, for instance to 60 days, Brazil 
will make the sacrifice of accepting that honorable task. 

In such a case it would be desirable to establish the manner in 
which that period should be established: whether from the date of 
the convention, the date of the arrival of the two commissions at Rio 
de Janeiro, or the date the Brazilian delegate at Leticia should assume 
his duties.” 

Your 25 [247], February 8,5 p.m. I expect to send today the text 

of the latest Brazilian proposal. 
Morcan 

721.23 /1265 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[Wasuineron,| February 9, 1983. 

I telephoned Ambassador Morgan in Rio at 12:15 today and told 

him that we had received his telegram sent at noon today giving the 

memorandum of Brazil’s position on February 9 as handed to him 

this morning. I pointed out that no mention is made in the memo- 

randum of the action Brazil contemplates taking toward having this
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formula accepted nor does it state that at the end of sixty days the 
territory will be turned back to Colombia. This, I said, is very 
important, as Colombia will never accept it unless there are definite 
assurances and agreement that, if after sixty days of negotiations 
no agreement is reached between Colombia and Peru, then Brazil 
will automatically turn over the territory to Colombia. 
Ambassador Morgan said that as a way out Peru might ask Brazil 

to take possession of the territory—no mention being made by Peru 
that she was turning over anything more than ‘possession; that Co- 
lombia, as sovereign of the territory, might ask Brazil to take pos- 
session of the territory from Peru and hold it for sixty days while 
negotiations were going on in Rio, and that both parties, Peru and 
Colombia, should agree to ask Brazil, if at the end of that sixty day 
period no other agreement had been reached, to turn over the territory 
to Colombia. I said that that might offer a way out but it should 
be definitely understood that if no agreement is reached in Rio within 
the sixty days the territory must be turned over to Colombia anyhow.. 
Mr. Morgan said that was understood. 

I told Mr. Morgan that the important thing now of course, and 
the point that the Secretary has laid most emphasis on in connection __ 
with this matter, is that it should be definitely remembered that 
sovereignty over Leticia has never changed; that Colombia still has 
sovereignty over Leticia, and that Peru is merely occupying it—is 
merely in possession of it, and that the same would be the case when 
Brazil takes it over. Mr. Morgan said that he understood this. He 
added that if Peru would agree to this proposal and the occupiers 
of Leticia still refused to get out Colombian forces, in putting them 
out, would be dealing with the situation merely as a police matter. 
This would help the situation greatly. 
Ambassador Morgan said that the Brazilian Government is sending 

off a telegram to Peru today in the sense of our telegram No. 25 [247] 
of February 8, 5 p. m., and that he would cable us the substance of 
Brazil’s proposal to Peru as soon as he received it. I asked him to 
send us the actual text of the proposal rather than just the substance, 
and stressed again the importance of Brazil putting in writing, in 
clear and categoric terms, any proposal she submits to Peru... 
Mr. Morgan said the proposal would be in writing and he would cable 
it up as soon as he receives it from the Brazilian Government. 

I inquired whether Brazil was also sending a telegram to Bogota 
and said I thought an identic telegram or one making exactly the 
same proposal in writing should go to both countries to save time. 
Mr. Morgan said that he would take the matter up with the Foreign 
Office and would cable up the text of the proposal as soon as it is 
received, 

| F[rancis] W[xurre]
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%721.23/1068 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pe JANEIRO, February 9, 1933—3 p. m. 
[Received February 9—1: 20 p. m.] 

18. Department’s telegram 24, February 8,5 p.m. Brazilian Gov- 
ernment will formulate its proposals to Peru in a telegram to the Bra- 
zilian Legation, Lima, a copy of which I will telegraph you when re- 
ceived by Embassy. Proposals will be in accordance with your sug- 
gestions as contained in telegram 24, February 8, 5 p. m. 

Morgan 

%21.23/1085 : Telegram 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

Bocord4, February 9, 1933—9 p. m. 
[Received February 10—12:45 a. m.| 

29. My 28, February 7, 3 p.m. Olaya today told me his position 
was more serious than he ever imagined it could be. Military have 
become restless; conservative operation [opposition?]| potentially dan- 
gerous; he received yesterday violent telegram from Santos * attacking 
him for accepting 60 days suggestion. 

He will nevertheless stand by his acceptance of suggestion but em- 
phasized that it must be exactly as in my telegram No. 25, February 4, 
8p.m. He can not accept features such as joint temporary cession by 

Colombia and Peru (American Embassy at Rio’s 14, February 7, 5 
p.m.) or wording “in compensation”. Olaya declares he puts himself 
“in the hands of the Department” but not in those of Brazil whose 
attitude he terms ambiguous and uncertain. 

Pressure for advance of Amazon expedition has become overwhelm- 
ing; he has held it at Tonantins for almost 2 weeks but can no longer 
doso: the main force is now proceeding very slowly up Putumayo. 

I consider the question of the boats moving to be a critical one for 
Olaya. If he is overthrown no matter who comes into office our inter- 
ests here will certainly suffer. 

CAFFERY 

721.23/1085 : Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) 

WasHINGTON, February 10, 1933—11 a. m. 

25. Brazilian Government apparently does not realize urgency of sit- 
uation. If it is going to take action in this matter it should not delay. 

** Eduardo Santos, Colombian delegate to the League of Nations.
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Following telegram from Bogotaé shows difficulty of situation there. 
(Here quote No. 29, February 9, 9 p. m. from Bogoté). 
The suggestion referred to in Caffery’s No. 25 of February 4, 3 | 

p. m. is as follows: “Peru would turn over Leticia at once to Brazil; 
conference would start at once Rio de Janeiro and no matter what re- 
sult of conference Brazil would deliver Leticia to Colombia at expira- 
tion of 60 days.” 

STrMson 

721.23/1102 : Telegram 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

Bocord, February 10, 1933—2 p. m. 
[Received 5:19 p. m.] 

32. Minister for Foreign Affairs called and asked me to emphasize 
second paragraph of my 29, February 9, 9 p. m. (although I assured 
him Department understood situation). He said he and the President 
were agreed acceptance wording “in compensation” would mean — 
revolution here. 

| CAFFERY 

%721.23/1097 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

Rio vE Janeiro, February 10, 1933—3 p. m. 
[Received February 10—2:10 p. m.] 

19. English translation of latest Foreign Office telegram to Peru 
and Colombia regarding Leticia received today 1:45 p. m. at the 
Embassy. 

“Proposition for mediation offered by Brazil to the Governments of 
Colombia and Peru for the settlement of the incident of Leticia. 

First, the Peruvian Government although alien to the causes of 
the movement of Leticia will exercise all its moral support and per- 
suasive influence upon her co-nationals residents of that district so 
that the territory in question shall be confided to the guardianship of 
the Brazilian Army and shall be administered by delegate or delegates 
employing its confidence. 

Second, in the shortest period possible the Brazilian authority shall 
replace in their positions the Colombian officials (functionaries) de- 
posed by the insurrectionists. 

Third, in satisfaction (Portuguese word is compensagéo) the Co- 
lombian Government shall agree that the delegates of the two Gov- 
ernments shall immediately after meet at Rio de Janeiro, together 
with the necessary specialists in order to consider the Salomon-Lo- 
zano treaty in a true spirit of conciliation in search of a formula 
which can be reciprocally accepted comprising economic, commercial 
and cultural measures which may constitute a closer bond through
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a territorial status suitable to such purposes and peculiar to that 
region.” 

Morean 

721.23/1103 : Telegram 

Lhe Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

Boeord, February 10, 198383—3 p. m. 
[Received 4:15 p. m.] 

33. Third paragraph my 29, February 9,9 p.m. Vasquez ordered 
not to reach 'Tarapaca until Sunday. 

CAFFERY 

721.23/1098 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pe JANEIRO, February 10, 198383—4 p. m. 
[Received February 10—2: 40 p. m.] 

20. In amplification of the Brazilian note to Colombia and Peru, 
contained in telegram No. 19, February 10, 3 p. m. the Foreign Office 
wishes me to inform you: 

Ist. Brazil’s occupation of Leticia territory will continue for 60 
days which period will begin from one of the dates mentioned in the 
second paragraph of the memorandum quoted in my telegram 17, 
February 9, noon, during which 60 days it is presumed the conference 
will occur in Rio de Janeiro as proposed or that Colombia and Peru 
by some other process will reach an agreement. 

Brazil recognizes Colombia’s sovereignty over Leticia as an indis- 
putable fact. 

2nd. Although the subject matters of the Rio de Janeiro conference 
will necessarily be those with which the Salomon-Lozano treaty deals 
the third paragraph of the Brazilian note does not demand a revision 
of that treaty and intentionally does not do so in order not to antag- 
onize Colombia. Brazil wishes to leave Colombia and Peru entirely 
at liberty to discuss in Rio de Janeiro such matters arising out of 
the treaty as they wish without the interference of a third party ; 
and to supply a neutral ground for an amicable discussion. 

Morean 

721.23/1099 : Telegram . 

The Ambassador in Chile (Culbertson) to the Secretary of State 

Santraco, February 10, 1983—5 p. m. 
[Received 6:40 p. m.] 

30. My telegram No. 25, February 4, noon. Chile’s reply to Colom- 
bia’s note asking for action under the Kellogg Pact supports in general
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terms peaceful settlement but argues that no basis for action under 

the Pact has arisen since Peru has not rejected the proposal of Brazil 

and therefore Peru may be considered still to be seeking a settlement by 

“pacific means”. Obviously the point is more clever than it is sound. 

Chile’s timid diplomacy in this matter is due to two things. In 

the first place the Chilean Government fears that if it assumes a firm 

policy toward Peru the result may be a serious check on the rap- 

prochement which is developing between the two countries. In the 

second place the Minister for Foreign Affairs stated that Brazil did 

not wish Chile to take an active part in the discussions of frontier 

questions in the Amazonian region. This may be the Brazilian re- 

action to Cruchaga’s suggestions at Lima with reference to a compre- 

hensive settlement of all frontier questions in the Amazonian region. 

The Foreign Office has instructed the Chilean Ambassador in Lima 

to give general support to peace efforts. 
CULBERTSON 

721.23/1098 : Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) 

WasuHincron, February 10, 1933—6 p. m. 

96. Your 19 and 20 of February 10,3 p.m.and4p.m. Department 

finds it difficult to understand why Brazilian note does not definitely 

state that if after 60 days negotiations there is no agreement between 

the parties Brazil will return Leticia to Colombia. Department’s 22, 

February 7, 6 p. m. and 24, February 8, 5 p. m. as well as White’s 

telephone conversation of February 9** made this point clear. 

Department’s 25, February 10, 11 a. m. quoted message from Lega- 

tion at Bogoté explaining why words “in compensation” are not ac- 

ceptable. Department learns today from Colombian Legation here 

that similar statement was made sometime ago by Colombian Minister 

in Rio to Minister for Foreign Affairs who stated that the word com- 
pensation was used as equivalent of “on the other hand”. In view 

of these representations by Colombia it is not understood why the 
word compensation was again used in Brazilian proposal. 

Until the new Brazilian proposal is straightened out in the sense 
of the above this Government will make no representations in support 

thereof. 
Department learns that, Vasquez Cobo has been ordered not to reach 

Tarapacé until Sunday. This is a considerable delay which Olaya 
has brought about at the earnest request of this Government. In view 

of the internal political situation in Colombia, as set forth in Depart- 

* See memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State, February 9, p. 467.
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ment’s 23, February 7, 7 p. m.* and No. 25, February 10, 11 a. m., 

Department will not make any further representations to Olaya to 

hold up expedition. 
There is therefore little over 24 hours for Brazil to clear this matter 

up and get an answer from Peru. 
STIMSON 

721.23/1098 Supp. : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Colombia (Cajfery) 

WASHINGTON, February 10, 1933—6 p. m. 

21. Your 29, February 9, 9 p. m. received this morning and trans- 
mitted at once to Embassy in Rio. Following telegram just sent to 
Embassy Rio: (Here quote attached telegram to Rio).” 

Please say to Olaya that Department very much appreciates his for- 
bearance and moderation in holding up expedition to Leticia. De- 
partment sincerely hopes that conditions will permit a further delay. 
Responsibility, however, is his and he must of course be the judge 
of just how long internal conditions will permit him to delay. De- 
partment of course has no information on which to hazard an opinion 
as to whether Brazilian proposal will be accepted by Peru or not. 
Department still feels that a peaceful settlement, if possible, would 
be greatly to Colombia’s advantage. In this connection see last para- 
graph Department’s 18, February 6, 5 p. m. 

StTrmson 

721.23/1104: Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

| Rio pz Janrno[, February 11, 1988—11 a. m.| 
[Received February 11—9:50 a. m.] 

21. Department’s 26, February 10,6 p.m. Foreign Office states that 
the substitution of “Por outro lado[”| English translation “on the 
other hand” for “en compensaca[o]” seems feasible. Will telegraph 
early this afternoon when I am informed that telegrams in this sense 
have been sent to Colombia and Peru. 

Morcan 

721.23/1104: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) 

Wasuineron, February 11, 1933—noon. 
29. Your 21, undated [February 11, 11 a. m.]. Department must 

emphasize again the urgent need for quick action if the Brazilian pro- 

* Quoting telegram No. 28, February 7, 3 p. m., from the Minister in Colombia, 
pried on p. 463. 

" Supra. 7
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posal is not to arrive too late. Substitution suggested in your 21 would 
seem to cover one of the objections. The inclusion of provision for 
return of Leticia to Colombia after 60 day period should also be in- 
cluded. Brazilian Ambassador left at Department today Brazilian 
proposal #8 in which return of Leticia to Colombia after 60 days is not 
mentioned and the word compensation is used. 

Proposal ends with statement that on suggestion of American Gov- 
ernment it 1s agreed to extend for 60 days the period of the provisional 
occupation of Leticia by Brazil. The 60 day period was taken from 
paragraph 6 of Peru’s reply of January 30 to Brazilian proposal. It 
is therefore a Peruvian rather than American proposal. Important 
thing however is to have Brazilian Government clear up these points 
regarding its proposal and make the proposal promptly. There is no 
time to be lost and you should impress this clearly on Brazilian 
Government. 

STIMSON 

721.23/1112 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pe JANEIRO, February 11, 19833—4 p. m. 
[Received February 11—2: 20 p. m.] 

22. My 21, February 11, 11 a. m. Brazilian Foreign Office has 
telegraphed Brazilian Ambassador in Washington and Brazilian Le- 
gation in Bogota that the words “en compensacao” should be under- 
stood as equivalent to “por outro lado”. Chile was so informed also in 
answer to inquiry. Joreign Minister considers it unnecessary to tel- 
egraph this to Lima where there appears to be no misunderstanding. 

Morean 

%21.23/1119 : Telegram 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

Bogor, February 12, 1933—9 p. m. 
[Received February 183—9:15 a. m.]| 

35. Department’s 22, February 11, noon.’® Brazilian Minister here 
delivered note yesterday afternoon to Colombian Minister for Foreign 
Affairs explaining what Portuguese phrase “in compensation” means. 
Colombian Government repeats it cannot accept the wording “in com- 
pensation”. 

CAFFERY 

* Not printed. 
* Repeating telegram No. 21, February 11, 11 a. m., from the Ambassador in 

Brazil, p. 473.
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721.23/1120 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

Rio DE JANEIRO, February 18, 1938—11 a. m. 
[Received February 13—9:25 a. m.] 

23. Department’s telegram No. 29, February 11, noon. The Brazil- 
ian Minister for Foreign Affairs informs me in writing that he does 
not think there is a necessity to include a provision for the return of 
Leticia to Colombia after 60 days, because this is evident since he 
refused to accede to Peru’s proposal that it should be returned to her. 
He believes it would make the situation more difficult for the Peruvian 
Government without corresponding advantage. 

In regard to the word “compensacio” he states that it cannot be 
_ altered in the official text as that text has been communicated to all the 

Governments of the continent. The Foreign Office, however, has al- 
ready made it clear that “compensac4o” in Portuguese has not the same 
meaning as the English word “compensation” and that it should be in- 
terpreted as meaning such a phrase as “on the other hand”, “in conse- 
quence of”, et cetera. . 

The Brazilian Foreign Office sent a telegram on Saturday to Lima 
of which I will telegraph you the text when the Embassy receives it 
today. Morcan 

721.23/1124 : Telegram 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

BogorA, February 13, 1933—3 p. m. 
[Received 5:51 p. m.] 

36. Vasquez Cobo last night arrived Brazilian-Colombian bound- 
ary few miles from Tarapacé. He will not advance until ordered, 
which will probably be tomorrow morning. 

CAFFERY 

721.23/1201 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[Wasuineton,] February 13, 1933. 
Mr. Rosso, the Italian Ambassador, telephoned and said that he 

had just received word that the Italian Minister in Lima has been 
definitely instructed to make representations to the Peruvian Govern- 
ment under the Kellogg Pact similar to those made by the British. 

Francis] W[u1re]
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721.23/1149 : Telegram 

The Colombian Minister for Foreign Affairs (Urdaneta Arbeldez) 
to the Secretary of State | 

BocotdA, February 14, 1933. 
[Received 5:18 p. m.] 

His ExcenLency, THE SecrReTary or State: I have the honor to 
advise Your Excellency of the following occurrences. Today at 10 
a. m., General Alfredo Vasquez Cobo, Commander of the Colombian 
Expedition which was sailing through the waters of the Putumayo 
River in the direction of Colombian territory with the sole purpose of 
reestablishing the authorities deposed there by an act of violence 
committed on the first of September last, transmitted to the com- 
mander of the forces which are improperly occupying our territory at 
the place called Tarapacé, the following communication: 

“J inform you that I come in the name of Colombia to restore order 
in that territory which has always legally belonged to us and the 
boundaries of which are specified in a treaty. I therefore advise you 
that if delivery of the territory is peacefully effected all the inhabi- 
tants thereof will have guarantees as to their lives and interests and 
the natives will, as always, find in Colombia a positive aid for their 
moral and material prosperity. It would be a matter of great regret 
for me to be obliged to occupy Tarapaca by other than pacific means. 
It will not be my forces that will fire the first shot, so that the blame for 
the blood that may be shed in this fratricidal strife may fall upon those 
who are acting without justice or right, but I warn you that I and 
the forces under my command are determined to enforce respect for 
our right, and for promises made, and to hoist again on the hills of 
Tarapaca the glorious Colombian flag. A. Vasquez Cobo.” 

The reply to the foregoing communication was an air attack carried 
out by several planes of the Peruvian Army, which dropped bombs on 
our vessels, although they had not yet passed the boundary line between 
Brazil and Colombia, some of the bombs having fallen in Brazilian 
waters. Our boats continued to advance toward the zone of the river 
that is clearly Colombian on both banks and from there they replied 
with their artillery to the fire of the Peruvian airplanes and a duel 
began between the latter and our boats. At that moment a Colombian 
air flotilla coming from the base at La Pedrera on the Caqueta River 
reached the scene of combat and put the Peruvian airplanes to flight. 
In the name of my Government, I must call the attention of Your 
Excellency’s Government to the very significant circumstances under 
which the attack on our expedition was made, while it was sailing 
through Brazilian waters toward the Putumayo River zone, included 
within the Tabatinga-Apaporis and Yaguas-Atacuari lines, where 
the waters and their two banks are clearly Colombian, and while it 
was 81 kilometers from the nearest point of the territory of Peru. 

R. UrpaneTa ARBELAEZ
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721.23/1208 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[Wasnurneton,] February 14, 1933. 

The Colombian Minister and Doctor Guzman” called and showed 

me a telegram from their Government stating that there had been an 

artillery duel between the Cordoba and Peruvian airplanes which had 

tried to bomb the Colombian flotilla while it was in Brazilian waters. 

The telegram added that Colombian scouting planes arrived in time 

to drive off the Peruvian airplanes. 

The Minister said that he did not know whether any Brazilian boats 

were with the Colombian ships and hence could verify that the attack 

took place in Brazilian waters. The Minister had made the suggestion 

to his Government some time ago that they try to have a Brazilian 

squadron accompany the Colombian ships and when he came to the De- 

partment his Legation was deciphering a telegram on this subject from 

Bogoté inquiring whether this Government would back up any moves 

made by Colombia in this sense in Rio. I told the Minister that if 

Colombia had not already taken this step it would now appear to be 

pretty late to do so as hostilities had already commenced. Further- 

more, I said I thought this was a matter which should be handled by 

the Colombians in Rio and I did not see any need, certainly at this 

time, for our coming into the matter. 

The Minister then inquired whether we had any precedents in the 

Manchuria matter with respect to declaring our neutrality when there 

were hostilities but no declaration of war. I said that no neutrality 

proclamation had been issued by this Government in connection with 

the recent events in Manchuria or in the Chaco.” 
F[rancis|] W[yrre] 

721.238/1141: Telegram 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

Bocord, February 14, 1933—noon. 
[Received 2 p. m.] 

37. Vasquez Cobo reports he sent notification to Peruvians Tarapaca 

before crossing line. Reply was attack 10 a. m. this morning by 

Peruvian planes which were repulsed by Colombian planes. Vasquez 

states first Peruvian bomb fell in Brazilian waters. 
CAFFERY 

2 Pomponio Guzmin, special representative of Colombia at Washington. 

71 See vol. 11, pp. 1 ff. 
22 See ante, pp. 241 ff. 

738036—50——36 |
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721.23/1140 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

Rio ve Janetro, February 14, 19383—4 p. m. 
[Received February 14—2:20 p. m.] 

25. Press telegrams indicate that hostilities have commenced near 
Leticia but it is uncertain which was the attacking party. 

Brazilian Foreign Office tells me that under existing treaties the 
Amazon will be considered open to both parties even though hostilities 
have commenced. Brazil at present will confine her efforts to pre- 
serving inviolability of Brazilian territory. 

Morean 

721.23/1150 : Telegram 

Lhe Minster in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

Bogord, February 15, 1983—10 a. m. 
[| Received 11:50 a. m.] 

38. ‘Tarapaca occupied 9 this morning. 

CAFFERY 

721.23/1151 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, February 15, 1933—noon. 
[ Received 2:25 p.m.] 

82. Leticia. 
1. Acting under instructions from his Government Brazilian Min- 

ister this morning officially notified Manzanilla who called at Brazilian 
Legation at 10 that Brazil had withdrawn the Brazilian mediation, 
due to Colombia’s formal notification that Colombia would discon- 
tinue negotiations and Peru’s delay in and obstruction in meeting the 
terms of the Brazilian plan. 

2. Manzanilla stated that if Brazil had sufficient elevation of char- 
acter it could still use its mediation to stop hostilities and rather made 
a plea in this sense. 

3. Manzanilla added that Colonel Ramos??? had reported that 
Colombian vessels had fired from Brazilian waters upon Peruvian 
troops in Tarapaca and had retired to Brazilian waters after the 
engagement. Manzanilla stated that Peru expected Brazil to do what 
the situation requires. 

4, Government’s official communiqué this morning reports Colom- 
bia’s discontinuance of negotiations and contains the Ramos state- 
ments about Brazilian waters. 

* Victor Ramos, in command of the Fifth Division of the Peruvian Army.
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5. Comercio editorials all almost certainly prepared by Manzanilla 
last night again present Peruvian thesis in all its wrongness, makes 
statement Peru still desires a peaceful settlement and set out various 
complaints made orally by Manzanilla to Brazilian Minister this 

morning. | 
6. Brazilian Minister cabling substance foregoing to Rio de Janeiro 

ut once. 

7. No confirmation obtainable of revolutionary movement. No 
marked reaction yet discernible in Peru. A number of officers re- 
ported leaving Loreto today to train and command conscripts. 
Manzanilla and Ugarteche** have quarreled seriously. Logically — 
Manzanilla should resign but no such indication yet. 

DEARING 

721.23/1155 : Telegram 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

BogotA, February 15, 1933—2 p. m. 
[Received 5:20 p. m.] 

89. As a consequence of attack by Peruvian planes on Colombian 
vessels in Brazilian and Colombian waters Colombian Minister at 
Lima has been instructed to ask for passports and Peruvian Minister 
here was handed his this morning at 11. Olaya does not intend to 
declare war. 

CaFFERY 

721.23/1158a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Colombia (Caffery) 

WaAsHINGTON, February 15, 1933—6 p. m. 

26. Guzm4n came in this afternoon to say that after the Peruvian 
attack on the Colombian forces in Colombian and Brazilian waters 
yesterday the situation had now developed into actual warfare. He 
said that he wanted to explain, merely for the Department’s informa- 
tion, the situation in which the Colombian forces find themselves and 
the “possibilities” that Colombia might have to attack and occupy 
the Peruvian posts along the Putumayo, such as Giiepi and Puerto 
Arturo. He said that it was absolutely necessary to keep the lines 
of communication open between the Colombian advance base at 
Caucaya and the Colombian forces at Tarapaca as otherwise these 

** Pedro Ugarteche, of the Peruvian Foreign Office. 
See section entitled “Assumption by the American Embassy in Peru of 

Colombian Interests in Peru; Sacking of the Colombian Legation”, pp. 549 ff.
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latter forces would be without supplies and could be isolated and 

destroyed by Peru. 
He was told that, of course, the question was one for the Colombian 

Government to determine on its own responsibility. Mention was 
made of the Colombian note to the League of Nations dated January 
24 in which it was stated that the Colombian flotilla “is, therefore, 
about to operate within Colombian territory. It is no way threat- 
ening any Peruvian territory nor does it propose to attack any for- 
eign country or government” and also of the League’s telegram of 
February 3 to the Peruvian Government which stated that the League 
“has received formal assurances from the Colombian Government that 
it has no intention to violate or to threaten any Peruvian territory”. 
Guzman said that the situation had totally changed since the Peru- 
vian attack yesterday and that it was precisely because of this 
changed situation that he desired to inform the Department (and 
that Colombia was also informing the League) of the possibilities 
that Colombia in order to protect her own forces and to reestablish 
her authority in Colombian territory might now find it necessary to 
occupy the Peruvian positions mentioned. He stated that Colombia, 
of course, would not hold such positions but would turn them back to 
Peru once the question is finally settled. 

The conversation brought out the possibilities of Colombia’s posi- 
tion before world opinion being adversely affected in case she took 
the initiative in attacking these Peruvian positions and also that 
attacking the posts in question might extend the field of conflict and 
possibly render more difficult a settlement than if the conflict were 
localized in the Tarapaca-Leticia sector. However, Guzman said 
that it was the Colombian point of view that if Colombia occupied 
these posts it might shorten the conflict and hasten a solution. As 
stated above, Guzman was told that the responsibility in the matter 
was, of course, for Colombia to determine. 
Guzman did not make it clear whether he was acting under instruc- 

tions in informing the Department of the foregoing, or whether on 
his own initiative he was anticipating probable developments. 

STIMSON 

721.23/1166 : Telegram 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

BocorA, February 16, 1938—5 p. m. 
[Received 11:50 p. m.] 

40. Last paragraph Department’s 26, February 15, 6 p. m., Olaya 
says Guzman was acting under instructions and that orders had been 
given to Colombian vessels on the Putumayo to attack Peruvian posi- 
tions for the following reasons:
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1. The Colombian Government is much concerned over the possi- 
bility of a change in Brazil’s attitude toward the Colombian expedi- 
tion especially that Brazil might prevent the purchase and transporta- 
tion necessary supplies for the fleet (my despatches 5165, February 
10 and 5176, February 11th *5). 

2. Peruvian garrisons at Yubineto, Inonas and Puerto Arturo do 
not permit passage Colombian vessels and fleet cannot now be supplied 
from this end. 

8. The Military said that if vessels approached Peruvian garrisons 
directly and waited for Peruvian attack they would be sunk whereas 
if they attacked from a distance they could disperse garrisons. 

4, Military believed they could hold part of Peruvian banks of 
Putumayo as pressure to compel Peruvians eventually to return 

eticia. 
5. Military said that if Colombian boats advanced past Ramon 

Castilla towards Leticia without firing they would be caught between 
the two Peruvian fires and sunk. 

I told Olaya in my purely personal opinion this movement would 
involve some change of attitude on the part of the Department of 
State as well as the League of Nations to the Leticia controversy; it 
might nullify Santos’ efforts in connection with article 16 of the League 
Pact. I observed in regard to point 1 that Brazil had not actually 
taken any steps to interfere with the Colombian supplies; I regarded 
point 4 as unsatisfactory and designed to delay real settlement pos- 
sibly indefinitely. 

Olaya telephoned to the Minister of War and instructed him to hold 
up advance of vessels. He said he would telegraph to Santos today 
to proceed under article 16. If Peruvian forces at Leticia oppose 
Colombian entry he will attack first by air before vessels approach. 
However, he very much desires to have present observers from Depart- 
ment of State, League of Nations, Brazilian Government. He asks 
if American official Canal Zone could be appointed and proceed by 
Colombian plane. 

He would highly appreciate it if the Department of State could 
have Embassy at Rio de Janeiro discreetly ascertain if there is likeli- 
hood of change of Brazilian attitude toward Colombian expeditionary 
force. 

CAFFERY 

%721.23/1165 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 16, 1933—8 p. m. 
[Received February 16—4: 10 p. m.] 

115. I have conveyed the information in your 68, February 15, 1 
p- m.?7to Drummond. He now informs me that he has just received 

** Neither printed. 
7 Not printed.
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the same information from the Colombian representative and that the 

Council Committee has sent a message this afternoon to Lima asking 

for immediate information as to hostilities which are taking place on 

Colombian territory. 
WILson 

721.23/1166 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Colombia (Caffery) 

WasHINGTON, February 17, 1983—5 p. m. 

99. Your 40, February 16, 5 p. m., penultimate paragraph. It is 

not thought advisable for this Government to send an observer to the 

upper Amazon and Putumayo region from the Canal Zone using Co- 

lombian facilities. To send an official observer with Colombian forces 

might well be considered as a sign of partiality. Brazil has jurisdic- 

tion and responsibility in territory adjoining the scene of operations 

and quite properly has forces there to protect her own territory. ‘The 

Department is endeavoring to arrange for the Military Attaché in 

Rio to join the Brazilian forces in that region in order to act as an 

observer and will advise you more fully later regarding this. 
Last paragraph your 40, February 16, 5 p. m. Department does not 

feel that it can make the inquiry suggested. While this Government 

considers, as it has clearly shown in its communications to the Min- 

ister of Foreign Affairs of Peru, that Colombia is justified in this 
matter, nevertheless the dispute is not between this Government and 
Peru and this Government can not take action which might be con- 
sidered as partial or unneutral as regards the prosecution of the 

conflict. 
You should be careful not to let Olaya get the idea that this Govern- 

ment can perform services for Colombia which it is clearly the func- 
tion of Colombian Government to perform for itself. Department 

does not want any misunderstanding or disappointment to develop 

later and hopes you will be able discreetly to see that Olaya fully ap- 
preciates our position and the necessary limitations on the services 
that this Government can perform for one of the parties to a conflict. 

STIMSON 

721.23/1190a : Telegram | 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) 

[Wasuineron,] February 17, 1933—5 p. m. 

85. War Department, at my request, is instructing Major Sackville ** 
to proceed to scene of operations on the Amazon and Putumayo Rivers. 

78 William Sackville, Military Attaché in Brazil.
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Please take matter up at once with Brazilian Government; inquire 

whether it is agreeable to that Government for Sackville to go up to 

that area, and request them to give him all possible facilities to get 

there and to inquire regarding hostilities which occurred before his 
arrival and to observe those which may take place after his arrival. 

This Government would very much appreciate it should the Brazilian 

Government be so good as to permit Major Sackville to go on one of 

the Brazilian war vessels to Leticia and Tarapaca. 
You will please tell Major Sackville that the object of sending him 

to the area of hostilities is to get accurate and impartial information 
regarding the situation there. The Department would like to know, 
for instance, whether recent attack near Tarapaca was started by 
Colombian or Peruvian forces and whether it originated in Brazilian 
territory or in Colombian. Information regarding feeling of Lore- 
tanos concerning Colombia and Peru and state of mind of inhabitants 
of Leticia area as well as any information regarding causes which 
impelled Peruvians to seize Leticia last September will be most helpful. — 
Department wants accurate and prompt information regarding all 

future developments. 
You will impress on Major Sackville that this Government is abso- 

lutely neutral and impartial in this dispute and that he should accord- 
ingly be most careful not to take sides with either the Colombians or 
the Peruvians. He should not accept facilities from either of the 
combatants and should use only facilities provided by the Brazilian 
Government or such neutral commercial facilities as may be available. 
Department assumes that Major Sackville will take a code with him 

so that he can cable information directly to Washington. 
Department understands that Major Sackville can get to Para by 

Pan American Airways. Any facilities, preferably by air, that Bra- 
zilian Government may give him from there to scene of action will be 
deeply appreciated by this Government. 

Reply by cable when you have reply from Brazilian Government; 
keep matter actively before the Government and cable when Major 

Sackville will leave Rio and what facilities are being given to him to 
get quickly to the scene of operations. 

STIMSON 

721.23/1288 

The Colombian Minister (Lozano) to the Secretary of State 

[Translation] 

No. 67 Wasuineton, February 17, 1933. 

Sir: Ihave to inform Your Excellency, by order of my Government, 
that, in view of the occurrences which took place on Monday and
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Tuesday of this week, concerning which I had the honor to inform 
Your Excellency in my Note No. 62, of the 14th instant,” my Govern- 
ment ordered our Minister at Lima to submit a formal protest against 
the aggression to which had been subjected the authority of Colombia 
and the fleet which was navigating the Putumayo River on the way to 
Tarapaca, in the territory of Colombia, to reestablish her authority 
in that place, and he was ordered to ask for his passport. 

Likewise, on the 15th instant, the corresponding passports were 
delivered to His Excellency, the Minister of Peru at Bogota and the 
other members of the Peruvian Legation at Bogota. 

At the same time the exequaturs of the Peruvian consuls were can- 
celed by my Government, 

I take [etc. ] Fapio Lozano 

721.23/1189 : Telegram 

Lhe Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 18, 1933—noon. 
[Received February 18—8:25 a. m.] 

52. To Council Committee’s telegram (Wilson’s 115, February 16, 
8 p.m.) Peru replied under date of February 16 complaining’ of 
Colombian aggression in attacking Peruvian posts at Tarapaca. 

To this the Committee replied on February 17 in substance as 
follows: 

: “Since Tarapaca is on Colombian territory can hardly understand 
how Peruvian military posts are there and would appreciate earliest 
information on point.” 

At urgent request of Colombia, Council meeting is contemplated 
for Monday. 

It is understood that Colombia is invoking article 15. 

GILBERT 

721.23/1199 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pr Janerro, February 18, 1933—3 p. m. 
[Received February 18—12:39 p. m.] 

27. Department’s 35, February 17,5 p.m. Brazilian Government 
will be pleased to afford Major Sackville every opportunity for ob- 
servation on Amazon and Putumayo Rivers. 

— Morcan 

” Not printed.
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721.23/1206 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Brazil (M organ) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pz Janeiro, February 20, 19383—noon. 
[Received February 20—10: 20 a. m.] 

28. My telegram No. 27, February 18, 3 p.m. Major Sackville will 
leave by Pan Air February 25th reaching Paré 27th where Brazil- 
ian Government’s facilities will begin. His cable address will be 
American Consul Paré. 

Morcan 

721.23/1211 : Telegram OO 
| Lhe Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs (Manzanilla) to the 

Secretary of State 

[Translation] 

Lima, February 20, 1933. 
[Received 10:20 a. m.] 

Excetiency: The singular gravity which the events on our eastern 
frontier are acquiring on account of the aggressive attitude of Colom- 
bia obliges me to occupy Your Excellency’s attention in order to 
communicate to your Government some antecedents, which are still 
not sufficiently known, relative to the said events. On March 24, 1922, 
a treaty was signed between the Governments of Peru and Colombia to 
fix by direct agreement between the respective countries the boundary 
line which up to that time remained undetermined in spite of the 
century-old controversy which had not (séc) been carried on. In that 
treaty territories were adjudicated to Colombia which were inhabited 
by Peruvians, which it had never possessed, situated between the 
Putumayo and Amazon Rivers, and over which her lawful titles 
were absolutely unrecognized, and in exchange for them Peru was to 
receive a small portion of territory on the upper part of the Putumayo. 
By this delimitation the international status on the Amazon was 
changed, dominion over which was shared only beween Peru and 
Brazil and for this reason the Brazilian Government presented some | 
observations which were only withdrawn 3 years afterwards due to 
the intervention of the Government of the United States of America. 
The 1922 treaty was perfected only on March 19, 1928 and the work 
of demarcation terminated in August, 1930, on which date were trans- 
ferred to Colombia the territories which belonged to Peru by owner- 
ship and possession between the Rivers Putumayo, Yaguas, Atacuari 
and Amazon and the imaginary line Tabatinga—A paporis which since 
1851 had constituted part of the boundary between Peru and Brazil. 
The Peruvian inhabitants of those territories, whose will had not



486 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV 

been consulted, protested against being separated from their country 
of origin and annexed to Colombia and the representatives of those 
compatriots in Congress, the senators and deputies for Loreto, voted 
unanimously against the treaty which without justification dismem- 
bered Peru in general and the Department of Loreto in particular. 
Furthermore the small portion of territory which Peru was to receive 
as petty compensation for what she ceded was never delivered by 

Colombia because in 1916 she had recognized it as Ecuadorean prop- 

erty ina formal treaty which she then signed with that country. From 

July 4, 1919, to August 22, 1930, Peru had lived under a political 

regime which prevented any manifestation of the popular will. Only 
the armed national movement which occurred on this latter date 

restored to Peruvians the exercise of their public liberties. After 

this event restoring the constitutionality of the country which had 

been eclipsed during 11 years there began to be manifested in Loreto 

and throughout the Republic the first symptoms of resistance to the 

Peruvian-Colombian treaty of 1922, which manifestations continued to 

grow in intensity until they took form in the popular movement of 

September 1, 1932, which resulted in the occupation of Leticia by a 

group of armed civilians without the participation and even without 
the knowledge of the Peruvian Government. There was no clash 

whatever and the authorities as well as the few policemen that were 

there, the only Colombian elements, were expelled peacefully and 

embarked for their country. To the Leticia occupation succeeded, 

under the same circumstances, that of Tarapacd4, a small port on the 

right bank of the Putumayo near the mouth of the Rio Cotuhe. Then 
arose for Peru the delicate problem which has brought us to the 
present grave situation due only to the intransigence of the Colombian 
Government and despite the extreme efforts that we have made to 
arrive at a friendly solution. The Government of Peru has not failed 
to recognize the validity of the treaty of March 24, 1922, notwith- 
standing the grave defects thereof and the causes of nullity which it 
contains (a garbled word follows) such as the failure to consult with 
the inhabitants whose territory was transferred and the non-delivery. 
of the zone which was to be given in compensation. But neither had 
it been able to disregard the clamor of a numerous group of Peruvian 
settlers who demanded to be returned to their country of origin and 
demanded, for that purpose, the revision of the treaty which had 
sacrificed them so inconsiderately and so while Colombia was attempt- 
ing to solve the difficulty by resorting solely to forcible measures, 
the Peruvian Government was actively making use of all the resources 
afforded by the treaties in effect in order to seek a peaceful and friendly 
solution. Its first step was to appeal to the Conciliation Commission 
which, in accordance with the convention signed at the American Fifth
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International Conference at Santiago, Chile,® was supposed * to 
function at Washington. Unfortunately the peace-making powers of 
that Commission were disregarded by Colombia, which completely 
negatived its beneficial action. A generous interest for concord on 
the continent then led the neighboring and friendly Government of 
Brazil to offer its mediation on the bases of immediate delivery of the 
territory of Leticia to the provisional administration of one or more 
Brazilian delegates, the restoration to their posts of the deposed Colom- 
bian functionaries and the assembling at Rio de Janeiro of a con- 
ference of plenipotentiaries of Peru and Colombia to contemplate the 
modification of the treaty of 1922. Peru accepted those bases, asking 
only that the territory of Leticia be administered by Brazil until 
the conclusion of the Rio de Janeiro negotiations, in order to avoid 
the dangerous situation that would undoubtedly be created by the 
return of the Colombian authorities to Leticia, where the wholly 
Peruvian population, as already stated, had manifested in fact its 
determination not to submit to such authorities. ‘To soothe the 

amour propre of Colombia and even though an administration that 
was to last only a few weeks was concerned, we proposed that the 
entrustment to Brazil be made both by Peru and Colombia, so that 
in that way the will of the latter country might likewise concur in 
the creation of the transitory status that was to be established at 
Leticia and, to eliminate any suspicion on the duration of the entrust- 
ment, my Government declared itself disposed to reach an agreement 
on a peremptory period for the negotiations of not more than 60 days 
and to establish in advance recourse to general arbitration in case 
it should not be possible to arrive at a direct settlement so that the 
success of the Rio de Janeiro negotiations should thus be definitively 
assured and my Government persisted in its purpose of seeking peace 
at whatever+ previous{t. The Colombian Government showed itself 
intransigent in respect to its immediate occupation of Leticia and 
while my Government was making efforts to find a fraternal settle- 
ment, dedicated itself to inflaming the mind of its people against Peru 
and to equipping a numerous fleet which from the 16th of December 
of last year, and manned by adventurers of many nationalities, began 

” Treaty to Avoid or Prevent Conflicts Between the American States, signed 
May 3, 1923. For text, see Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, p. 308; for correspond- 
ence concerning the establishment of permanent commissions, see ibid., 1928, 
vol. 1, pp. 644 ff. This treaty was supplemented by the General Convention of 
Inter-American Conciliation, signed at Washington, January 5, 1929, ibid., 1929, 

vor Soenteh desia, thought by the translators to be a garbling of the words 
‘se decia’. ['Translator’s note.] 

+Apparently a word has been dropped out here. [Translator’s note.] 
tThis does not make sense, probably because of the omission referred to. 

[Translator’s note. ]
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to be concentrated at Belém on the Pard and which, going up the 
Amazon with warlike attitude against the Peruvian occupants of the 
Putumayo and of Leticia, constituted the beginning of pending 
aggression even (before) the reply to the last proposal which my 
Government made through the intermediary of the Brazilian Gov- 
ernment for the settlement of the question and before the declarations 
of the Colombian Government were known bringing to an end media- 
tion. A Colombian fluvial and aerial flotilla opened hostilities on the 
25th of the present month from Brazilian waters against the port of 
Tarapacaé which a group of Peruvians was occupying on the River 
Putumayo, at the edge of the boundary line Tabatinga—A paporis, 
and on being repulsed, sought refuge in those same waters until the 
next day, on which, after being sufficiently reinforced, it returned to 
undertake a formal attack. The aggression thus committed by 
Colombia and compromising the neutrality so jealously guarded by 
Brazil opens a dangerous and menacing perspective in its relations 
with Peru and in order to decline all responsibility in it, my Govern- 
ment has believed it necessary to bring the foregoing to the knowledge 
of friendly governments, and I therefore have the honor to do so in 
the case of Your Excellency’s Government, to which we are bound 
by such old ties of friendship. Please accept [etc.]. 

J. M. Manzaninta 

%721.23/1224: Telegram 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 21, 1933—2 p. m. 
[Received February 21—11:55 a. m.] 

53. Colombia invoked article 15 of the Covenant in letter to Coun- 
cil under date of February 17 and requested urgent meeting of Coun- 
cil * (Consulate’s 53 [62?], February 18, noon). Council met this 
morning in response to this request. The Peruvian delegate did not 

attend. 
Taking as a point of departure the telegram of the Committee of 

Three (second paragraph of Consulate’s telegram under reference) 
and a Peruvian reply thereto, which except for pointing out that the 
preamble to the Covenant was intended to secure “the maintenance of 
justice” and insisting upon “the extreme injustice and immorality of 
the Salomon-Lozano Treaty”, brought out nothing new, the Council 
listened to a lengthy review of the Colombian case by Santos con- 

cluding with an appeal for action by the League. 
After a statement by the Secretary General to the effect that the 

communications to the Council and the statements made at the Coun- 

*! See League of Nations, Official Journal, April 1933, p. 562.
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cil on the part of Colombia and Peru constitutes their “statements” as 
provided in paragraph 2 of article 15 the President of the Council 
proposed that procedure for conciliation should be begun under para- 
graph 3 of article 15 and that this should be undertaken by the Coun- 
cil Committee of Three which had been previously charged with this 
affair. Colombia agreed and the Council approved. 

A meeting is set for Committee of Three tomorrow and Matos 
(Guatemala) informs me that it is expected that the Peruvian repre- 
sentative will attend. 

It appears to be understood that Calderén absented himself from 
the Council because he felt that the Peruvian case was too weak for 
him to defend in public debate. 

GILBERT 

721.23/1238 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lia, February 23, 1983—7 p. m. 
[Received 11:45 p. m.] 

100. Leticia. 

1. Embassy trustworthily informed both Argentina and Chile on 
the point of presenting separate suggestions for settling Peruvian 
dispute with Colombia. Further report later. 

2. Foreign Minister has informed Brazilian Minister Peru continues 
to desire a peaceful solution, desires an armistice and will accept a 
new mediation. 

3. Brazilian Government has informed Peruvian Government its 
measures in the Amazon are for the protection of Brazilian sover- 
elgnty and has instructed Brazilian Minister he may at his discretion 
say Brazilian mediation as originally offered remains open to Peru. 

4. Brazilian Minister disinclined to act for present feeling situation 
has not developed sufficiently to produce any real change in Peruvian 
ideas but contemplates seizing early opportunity of inquiring of Man- 
zanilla what Peru will accept so that if his reply holds out any appar- 
ent favorable opening he can speak in the sense authorized by his 
Government. 

5. My 92, February 20, 11 a. m.2?. Foreign Minister’s circular tele- 
graphed to all Foreign Offices in the world. 

6. Colombian repatriates safely embarked today. Bogoté informed. 
DesRiInG 

* Post, p. 551.
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721.23/1237 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 23, 19833—10 p. m. 
[Received February 23—9: 15 p. m.] 

124. Drummond has informed me concerning the negotiations car- 
ried on this afternoon between the Council Committee and the repre- 
sentatives of Peru and Colombia. The conversations can be divided 
into two parts: (1) when the Peruvian representative was present and 

(2) when the Colombian representative was present. 
Part 1. The Committee urged the withdrawal of the Peruvian forces 

as a preliminary to the procedure of conciliation contemplated under 
paragraph 8 of article No. 15. At the request of the Peruvian repre- 
sentative the Committee handed him a memorandum reading as fol- 

lows: 

“The Peruvian Government has declared that it does not contest 
the fact that Leticia is in Colombian territory. 

As a preliminary, therefore, to the procedure of conciliation con- 
templated under paragraph 8 of article No. 15 the Committee must be 
assured that the Peruvian Government agrees to withdraw all Peru- 
vian military elements and material as rapidly as possible from Colom- 
bian territory and discourage all attacks thereupon. The Committee 
would consider the arrangements on the spot which such withdrawal 
might necessitate. 

If and when the definite assurances are received by the Committee on 
this point the Committee will be ready to try to secure a settlement of 
the substance of the dispute. 

The Committee would not necessarily insist on the immediate execu- 
tion of such assurances before considering a program to the above 
end but it feels bound to ask for a clear statement that the withdrawal 
will take place subject to the requisite local arrangements and without 
political disturbances. The Committee feels that unless it can obtain 
the agreement of the Government of Peru to these proposals it cannot 
successfully undertake the procedure of conciliation provided for in 
paragraph 3 of article No. 15.” 

The Peruvian representative is cabling this immediately to his Gov- 
ernment. Drummond would be grateful if we could take any steps in 
support of the suggestions. 

Part 2. The Committee handed the Colombian representative a 
memorandum which in translation reads as follows: 

“1, Previous resolutions remain intact. 
2. Peru would evacuate the territory which would be occupied by a 

commission of the League of Nations. 
8. Colombia would place her troops at the disposition of the com- 

mission of the League of Nations, these troops becoming, during the 
period of negotiations, international troops.
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4. These troops would constitute the territorial garrison during the 
negotiations. 

5. The method of execution of this program would be regulated by 
the commission mentioned in paragraph 2.” 

The Colombian representative will at once cable this to his Govern- 
ment but informed Drummond that he could practically accept it 
In advance. 
Drummond states that neither of the two parties is aware of what 

conversation took place between the Committee and the other repre- 
sentative. He especially cautioned me that the suggestion to the 
Colombian representative was strictly confidential. 

In the event that Peru replies favorably to the suggestions put to 
it the proposal made to Colombia will then be sent to Peru with a 
request for acquiescence. Drummond would highly appreciate hear- 
ing from you whether if the proposal is made to Peru the Council 
can expect that the American Ambassador at Lima will urge the 
acceptance of the proposal. 

: Drummond explained that since the Peruvians had refused the 
suggestion under which Brazilian authorities would take over the 
disputed area and then hand it to Colombia during the period of 
negotiation of a settlement, some procedure more satisfactory to Peru 
had to be sought. The Council Committee hoped it would be found 
in the suggestion offered Colombia today that the presence of the 
League commission and its command over the Colombian forces would 
guarantee the Peruvian inhabitants of the area against mistreatment 
during the period of negotiations. He added that they had not 
deliberated upon the personnel of the commission but that he, Drum- 
mond, thought that it might contain a citizen of the United States, a 
Brazilian and a representative from some other country. The im- 
portant thing was that they should be as near as possible to the scene 
so as to arrive promptly if the two parties accepted. 

WILsSoNn 

721.23/1211 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson), 
at Geneva 

Wasuineton, February 25, 1983—3 p. m. 
76. Your 124, February 23, 10 p.m. On February 20th Minister 

of Foreign Affairs of Peru cabled long statement of Peruvian position 
to the Secretary of State. Department understands that a similar 
statement was cabled to other Foreign Offices throughout the world. 
This being the case a copy is probably available to you in Europe. 
The Secretary replied today as follows:
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[Here follows text of telegram of February 25 to the Peruvian 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, printed infra. ] 

You will note that this supports the position the League has taken 
so far with the Peruvian Government. 

If the Peruvian Government accepts this proposal and if the Colom- 
bian Government accepts the proposal likewise made to it on the 23d 
instant, this Government will be glad to study the further steps pro- 
posed with a view if possible of suggesting their acceptance by the 
contending powers. 

| STIMSON 

721.23/1211 : Telegram 

Ihe Secretary of: State to the Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs 
(Manzanilla) 

WasuincTon, February 25, 1933. 
Your Excellency’s telegram of 20th instant has been received and 

carefully considered. I find nothing therein to change the views 
which I frankly and fully expressed to you in my cable of January 
25th. On that date and on January 30th also I expressed the hope 
that in order to arrive at a peaceful settlement of this matter your 
Government would find it possible to accept without modification the 
very equitable proposal suggested by the Brazilian Government. I 
have regretted that your Government has apparently not been able 
to accept this proposal and I am sorry to note from your telegram 
under acknowledgment that your Government apparently has not felt 
it possible to change its position with respect thereto. I have now 
been informed of the proposal made in writing to the Peruvian rep- 
resentative before the League of Nations at Geneva on February 23d ® 
and I sincerely hope that the Peruvian Government will be able to 
accept this proposal for a peaceful settlement of your Government’s 
difficulty with Colombia. 

Hrnry L. Stimson 

721.23/1270: Telegram 

Lhe Minster in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, February 25, 1933—9 p. m. 
[Received February 25—6: 05 p. m.] 

130. Supplementing my 124, February 23, 10 p. m., Drummond 
sends me following urgent message: 

“The Peruvian representative gave the Committee satisfactory as- 
surances as to acknowledging the legal rights of Colombia by treaty 
and consequential withdrawal of Peruvian forces. 

> “Oo” telegram No. 124, February 23, 10 p. m., from the Minister in Switzerland,
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In view of these assurances the Committee gave both representa- 
tives attached aide-mémoire as their definite and final suggestions for 
a settlement and asked for an answer as soon as possible, indicating 
that the Committee expected to have a council on Monday evening. 

The two representatives promised further to telegraph to their 
Governments to say that in view of the real hopes of a settlement they 
urged that everything should be done to avoid further clashes. 
Anything that the United States Government feels disposed to do 

to help the Committee would be greatly appreciated.” 

With the exception of the changes mentioned below the aide- 
mémoire referred to in Drummond’s message is, but for unimportant 
verbal changes, identical with the memorandum handed the Colom- 
bian delegation on February 23, as reported in my above mentioned 
telegram. 

Add to paragraph 1: “However, the following proposals are for- 
mulated with a view to a settlement under paragraph 8 of article 15 
of the Covenant.” 

Paragraph 3: strike out “her” before “troops”. Add “the com- 
mission will have the right to attach to the international troops such 
other elements as it may deem necessary.” 

WIiLson 

721.23/1270: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Colombian Minister for Foreign Affairs 
(Urdaneta Arbeldez) * 

WasHineTon, February 27, 1933. 
I have just been advised of the proposal made to the Governments 

of Colombia and Peru on the 25th instant by the League of Nations. 
That organization has stated that it would greatly appreciate any 
help which this Government might give to the proposal of the 
League. 

It gives me great pleasure to advise Your Excellency that I find 
the proposal suggested by the League of Nations a most straight- 
forward, helpful one, which, if accepted by both parties, should make 
possible a peaceful solution of the present controversy, honorable 
to both Governments. In giving my fullest support to this proposal 
I have the honor to express the hope that your Government will see 
its way clear to accepting it. 

Henry L. Stimson 

“The same, mutatis mutandis, on the same date to the Peruvian Minister for 
Foreign Affairs; text quoted in telegram No. 79, February 27, 5 p. m., to the 
Minister in Switzerland, at Geneva. 

* See telegram No. 130, February 25, 9 p. m., from the Minister in Switzerland, 
supra. 

738086—50——37 |
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721.23/1287 : Telegram | | | 

The Colombian Minister for Foreign Affairs (Urdaneta Arbeldez) 
to the Secretary of State | 

[Translation] oo 

Bogotd, February 27, 1933. 
| [Received 10:21 p. m.] 

I have the honor to acknowledge receipt of Your Excellency’s kind 
cablegram * in regard to the proposal made by the League of Nations 
to the Governments of Peru and Colombia on the 25th instant. Your 

Excellency finds that such proposal constitutes a measure of very 

helpful aid and that if accepted by the two parties it would afford the 

possibility of a peaceful solution of the present controversy in a 

manner honorable to both Governments. Your Excellency’s valu- 
able support is given to the proposal of the League and you express 

the hope that it will be accepted by the Government of Colombia. 

From the moment that the conflict was begun by the attack on the 
Colombian port of Leticia, my Government has shown the greatest 
desire to reach a peaceful and friendly solution which might, without 
bloodshed, restore the juridical order which was subverted. Inspired 

today by the same intentions, it has sent instructions to the Colombian 
delegate at Geneva directing him to state that my Government accepts 
without any modification the proposal of the League, and to point 

out, merely, that if Peru accepts it, it should be put into effect immedi- 
ately, in order that its effectiveness in favor of peace may not be lost. 
The Government of Colombia considers Your Excellency’s support 
of the proposal of the League as a new proof of the interest with 

which the Government of the United States of America favors peace 
on the American continent, and it increases the sympathy of my 

Government for such proposal. 
, R. URDANETA ARBELAEZ 

721.23/1363 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[Wasuinoton,]| March 2, 1933. 

The Colombian Minister and Sefor Guzman came in to see me. 
They left with me a copy of Doctor Matirtua’s letter to Sefior Varela 

as Chairman of the Permanent Commission of Washington. I told 

them that I would have copies made and return their copy to them as 

they said it was the only one they had. Copy is attached hereto.” 

The Minister and Doctor Guzman both said that they were very 
much alarmed by the delay of the Colombian Government in taking 

© Supra. | 
"7 Not printed. Do.
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the Putumayo ports of Peru. They thought that Peru was stalling 
for time in order to improve its military position and that if these 
ports should be taken by Colombia, which they said could be done very 
readily and quickly, Peru would then be brought to terms. 

I told both gentlemen that this was a matter which would have to be 
determined by the Colombian Government itself—that neither I nor 
this Government would make any recommendation whatsoever in the 
premises. I said that I had seen a report from Geneva which indi- 
cated that the League would wait a certain time for Peru’s answer and 
implied that if the answer did not come within a reasonable time the 
League would proceed to draw up its report on the situation. I said 
I presumed that the Colombian Government would take that phase 
of the matter into consideration in any decision which it might make. 

Francis] W[xurre] 

%21.23/1355 : Telegram 

Lhe Mimster in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, March 7, 1933—1 p. m. 
[Received March 7—9: 50 a. m.] 

140. Peruvian-Colombian dispute. Drummond tells me that Pe- 
ruvians are making a difficulty on the formula. They are insisting 
(1)—that the troops in the territory in dispute, during the period of 
negotiation, shall be “international” and not Colombian and (2)— 
they are urging arbitration. The members of the Council feel in 
regard to point (1) that the Peruvians have no right to insist that 
Colombia shall not occupy what is admittedly legally Colombian ter- 
ritory and regarding (2) that the Peruvians have no right to insist 
that Colombia should arbitrate a claim in which they have clear treaty 
right. | 

A Council meeting is summoned for tomorrow afternoon (Wednes- 
day) at which authority will be requested by the Committee of Three 
to proceed to formulate a draft report under paragraph 4 of article 
number 15 of the Covenant. The report can not be ready before Tues- 
day or Wednesday of next week and in the meantime the offer to the 
two parties remains open although Drummond is sceptical as to Peru’s 
coming to an agreement. 

In strict confidence Drummond pointed out that he hoped that the 
matter would not stop merely with the adoption of a report under 
paragraph 4 of article 15. This is a clear-cut issue on which all 
states agree as to the violator. He is doubtful himself of the ad- 
visability of breaking diplomatic relations since he recognizes the 
danger and even disaster that this might bring to foreign interests 
in Peru. He does believe however, that an arms embargo could 
be applied against Peru followed perhaps by other forms of embargo.
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Carrying out his confidential exposé Drummond said that in the 

report they were contemplating establishing another advisory com- 

mittee on this problem somewhat similar to the one provided for 

in the Manchurian question which would comprise members of the 

Council to which they were anxious to invite representatives of 

Brazil and the United States. He raised the question of whether 

such an invitation would be an embarrassment to us in view of the 

fact that we had not yet accepted on the Manchurian question.* I 

stated that I thought an invitation at this moment to appoint an 

American a member of the committee might cause you embarrassment 

and raised the possibility of an invitation being issued to “cooperate 

in any manner in which the Government of the United States might 

see fit”. This would obviously leave you free to take your choice 

as to the form of cooperation. | 
WILSON 

721.23/1395 : Telegram TO 
The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, March 10, 1933—7 p. m. 
[Received March 10—3:20 p. m.] 

144. My 140, March 7, 1 p. m. Drummond tells me that he has 

had a number of talks in the last few days with the Peruvian dele- 

gate and he, Drummond, has the impression now that the Peru- 

vians are hesitant as to the course to pursue and are particularly 

apprehensive at the thought of sanctions. This leads him to ex- 
press the opinion to me that it would be particularly useful if he 
could have any indication as to how we would view the possibility 
of an embargo on arms against Peru. He considers the mere possi- 
bility of such action would be sufficient to turn the tide with the Peru- 
vian Government and make them accept the League’s proposal. Fur- 
ther, any pressure that we could bring with the Peruvian Government 
while they are in this undecided attitude would be most timely. 

WILSon 

721,.23/1402 : Telegram TO 
The Perwian Minister for Foreign Affairs (Manzanilla) to the 

Secretary of State 

[Translation ] | 
: Lima, March 11, 19383. 

[Received 8:40 p. m.] 

In reply to the cablegram dated the 27th of February last ® from 
Your Excellency’s honorable predecessor, I have the honor to state 

* See telegram No. 86, March 11, 1933, 8 p. m., to the Minister in Switzer- 
land, Foreign Relations, Japan, 1981-1941, vol. 1, p. 117. 

* See footnote 34, p. 493. 
“Henry L. Stimson retired as Secretary of State March 4, 1938.
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that my Government has given its acceptance to the proposal made by 
the League of Nations for the peaceful solution of the controversy 
between Peru and Colombia; and we have requested, in order to pre- 
vent the difficulties which might be caused by contact of Colombian 
forces with Peruvian inhabitants who repel them, that the police of 
the territory of Leticia be of any other nationality. 

If Your Excellency should deign to support this prudent observa- 
tion it would increase the gratitude of my Government for the friendly 
interest which the American Government has been displaying in this 
matter from the beginning. I offer to Your Excellency, together with 
my congratulations for having been deservedly called to the direction 
of the Department of State, the assurances of my highest considera- 
tion. 

J. M. Manzanirnia 

721.23/1409 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, March 13, 1933—8 p. m. 
[Received March 14—2: 32 a. m.] 

148. My 140, March 7, 1 p. m. 
1. Drummond has just given me a copy of a draft report on the 

Peruvian-Colombian affair which has been approved by the Com- 
mittee of Three although not yet considered by the various members 
of the Council. He also has furnished me a copy of a draft resolution 
drawn up by the Committee of Three but not yet seen by the Council. 
Both of these documents are therefore of most confidential character. 
In sending me them on his initiative Drummond stated that although 
he had not consulted even the Committee of Three on this action he 
felt sure that they would be “happy to think that the United States 
Government would consider what action if any is feasible if Peru, as 
I (Drummond) fear may be the case, does not accept the proposals for 
conciliation”. 

2. Part I of draft report contains a statement of the facts of the 
dispute as provided for in article 15, paragraph 4 of the Covenant “ 
which I shall not summarize as you are familiar with them. 

3. Part II of the report contains the recommendations as provided 
for in article 17 paragraph 4 of the Covenant “which are deemed just 
and proper in regard thereto (the dispute)” I summarize them as 
follows: 

The Council recommends the complete evacuation of the territory 
contained in the Leticia trapezium by the Peruvian forces, and the 
withdrawal of all support from the Peruvians who have occupied that 
area, 

“Treaties, Conventions, etc., vol. 11, p. 3336.
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This recommendation is preceded by the statement that the Council 

views the presence of Peruvian forces in Colombian territory as in- 

compatible with international law, the Covenant of the League and 

the Pact of Paris; and that it is not [now?] necessary to establish as 

speedily as possible a situation in harmony with those principles; and 

that the Government of Colombia has accepted the proposals made 

by the Council in its telegram of January 26, 1933, which lays down 

| that there should be strictest precautions to avoid violation of Peruvian 

territory and requisite moderation in reestablishment of order. 
The Council further recommends that the negotiations be begun 

and carried out in all expedition as soon as suitable measures shall 

have been taken to carry out the first recommendation. 
The Council declares itself ready on request to lend its good offices 

in case of disagreement. 
Each of the parties is requested to inform the Secretary General of 

the action it may take in compliance with the recommendations, _ 
The Council then affirms its confidence that the members of the 

League of Nations will refrain from any act that might prejudice 

the execution or delay application of recommendations. The Council 

then recalled nonrecognition declaration of March 11, 1932,° as 

well as the provisions signed in Washington on August 3, 1932, by 
19 American States.“ 

3. [47] The draft resolution referred to above is substantially as 

follows: 

Recital of Council’s authority under article 4 paragraph 4 of the 

Covenant to deal with any question affecting the peace of the world. 
The Council therefore cannot withhold its attention from developments _ 
in the Colombian-Peruvian dispute. 
Members of the League of Nations consequent upon part IT of the 

report (described above) should refrain from prejudicial acts, et 
cetera. 

Members of the League pursuant to declaration at meeting of March 
11, 1932, should not recognize any situation, et cetera. 

Reference to the provisions signed at Washington on August 3, 
1982, ay 19 American States (as set forth in the report above de- 

scribed). 
Council decides to appoint an advisory committee to watch the sit- 

uation, assist the Council in performance of its duties under article 4 

paragraph 4 and help the members of the League for the purpose of 

concerting their action and their attitude among themselves and non- 

member states. The make-up of the committee to be as follows: 
Germany, United States, China, Spain, France, Guatemala, Irish 

Free State, Italy, Mexico, Norway, Panama, Poland, Czechoslovakia. 

The committee to invite the Governments of the United States and 
Brazil to collaborate in its work in the manner they shall consider 
most appropriate. 

The committee to report progress within 3 months of adoption of 
report. 

—_—_ Wrson 

“@ Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, p. 210. 
* Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. v, p. 159.
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721.23/1420 : Telegram 

Lhe Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

| | | | Geneva, March 15, 1933—9 a, m. 
[Received March 15—7 : 84 a. m.] 

80. I am reliably informed that the Committee of Three following 
the Colombian-Peruvian dispute, met in private session yesterday 
aiternoon with the other members of the Council and secured unani- 
mous approval of the draft report to be presented under paragraph 4 
of article 15, as well as the draft resolution in connection therewith. 
The texts of the report and of the resolution are the same as described 
in Wilson’s March 18, 8 p. m., with minor verbal changes. The report 
which is a document of over 30 pages with annexes has not yet been 
circulated. The question is now being considered as to when it will be 
released to the press and also whether it should be sent out by wireless 
station following the precedent of the Sino-Japanese report. 

The Council empowered the Committee of Three to fix the date of 
the Council meeting when the report will be brought up for final 
adoption. It is now planned to hold this meeting on Friday. 

The debate reflected the importance which the Council members 
attach to the precedent to be established in implementing article 15, 
their preoccupation being evidently concerned with possible future 
action in cases involving their own interests. 

GILBERT 

721.23/1409 : Telegram 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson), at 
Geneva 

| Wasuineton, March 15, 19833—6 p. m. 
88. Your 140, March 7, 1 p. m. and 148, March 13,8 p.m. If and 

when Council invites the United States to collaborate with the Ad- 
visory Committee set up to watch the Leticia situation, you may reply 
in the same terms as the note quoted in Department’s 86 of March 11, 
8 p.m.“ regarding the Far Eastern situation. You will also be guided 
in your action by paragraph 2 of that instruction. 

| Hui 

721.23 /1462 | | 
Memorandum by the Asssistant Secretary of State (White) 

| | : [Wasuineron,] March 16, 1933. 
The Colombian Minister, accompanied by Doctor Guzman, called 

and said that he understood that the League would publish its report 

“ Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, p. 117.
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on the Leticia matter today. He pointed out that this Government 

had taken action on January 25“ just before the League took action 

before [sic] and he wondered whether the League was following our 

action or whether we were following the League’s action—in other 

words, whether the initiative came from here or from Geneva. 

I told the Minister that there was no connection between the two 

matters he had referred to. When this Government had been ap- 

pealed to by Colombia, as a signatory of the Kellogg Pact, Secretary 

Stimson had taken action by means of a telegram to the Minister of 

Foreign Affairs of Peru of January 295, to whieh the Minister had 

referred. The Secretary had consulted with representatives of cer- 

tain of the countries which were original signatories of the Pact but 

we had not consulted the League prior to taking the action. We took 

the action as a signatory of the Kellogg Pact and then advised the 

League of the action we had taken. The League, on its part, took 

action on a dispute between two of its members without any consulta- 

tion with us whatsoever and, after taking this action, had advised 

us thereof. These two independent sets of action had shown that this 

Government and the League looked at the matter very much in the 

same light. 

Later on, the League presented a definite plan to Colombia and 

Peru. This plan was drawn up without any consultation with us and 

without our prior knowledge. We were asked to support the plan 

and we did so because we felt that the plan offered a satisfactory solu- 

tion of the matter. 

The Minister asked what action we would take on this report of the 

League and I told him that it would all depend upon the circum- 

stances. I said that I presumed when the report is published we will 

be advised regarding it. We do not know whether it will require 

action or not or whether we will be asked to take action. If we are 

asked to take action, we will naturally study the report with the 

greatest care, and what action we will take will depend upon the na- 

ture of the report and whether we are in accord therewith or not. | 

The Minister said that if the report was one with which we agreed 

he presumed that we would make representations to the Peruvian 

Government. I told the Minister that while we had done so in the 

past this was a question which was rather a hypothetical one and I 

did not feel that I was in a position to indicate in advance what ac- 

tion we would take; it would all depend upon the circumstances, 

F[rancis] W[urre] 

> ‘ee telegram of January 25 to the Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs,
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721.23/1530 

The Peruvian Embassy to the Depariment of State 

MeremoraNDUM 

The Peruvian Government, replying to the dispatch from H. E. 

the Secretary of State, dated February 27,“ wherein he urged the 

Peruvian Government to accept the proposals of the League of Na- 

tions in the Leticia conflict between Peru and Colombia, has stated 

that the said proposals had been accepted, but that it had been found 

necessary to demand the substitution of Colombian forces, as 

proposed by the League for the occupation of the territory pending 

negotiations, by troops of another nationality. 

A very brief survey of the situation may serve to explain the Peru- 

vian Government’s contention. | 

The main difficulty the Peruvian Government has had to face m 

this question has been its desire to respect the validity of the treaty 

with Colombia, whatever its original defects, and its equally firm 

purpose to respect the right of self-determination invoked by Peru- 

vian Nationals. 
The Treaty of 1922 between Peru and Colombia, source of the 

present trouble, was negotiated secretly; and when made public en- 

countered strong opposition, not only among the inhabitants of the 

territory affected by the treaty, but also in the country at large. 

By the treaty Peru transferred to Colombia a vast tract of land 

between the rivers Caqueté and Putumayo, as well as a small trape- 

zoid of land on the Brazilian frontier between the Putumayo and the 

Amazon rivers, which for brevity sake will be called Leticia. Co- 

lombia agreed to transfer to Peru a small tract of land on the Ecua- 

dorean frontier, referred to hereafter as Sucumbios. 

The population, thus affected in their feelings and interests by the 

transfer, declared, upon knowing the terms of the treaty, that it was 

Peruvian and that it did not wish to change its nationality; that all 

that region had been Peruvian for over a century, ever since its first 

development, and that ethnical, geographical, historical and com- 

mercial ties had bound and should continue to bind this their home- 

land to Peru. The country at large could not understand why Co- 

lombia had been given much more than she had lately claimed, nor 

could it admit that Peruvians should be forced to become Colom- 

bians against their will. 

The Peruvian Government of those days, the very same one that 

had signed the treaty, confronted by these signs of discontent, hesi- 

tated and approached the Colombian Government in a late effort to 

have the treaty modified, so as to ensure its approval by the re- 

“ See footnote 34, p. 493.
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calcitrant Peruvian Congress. Brazil protested, when she became 
acquainted with the treaty, and so did Ecuador. In fact, in a Memo- 
randum to the Peruvian Government, the Brazilian Government said: 
“Brazil never would have supposed that Peruvian frontiers would be 
discontinued at this point and that Peru would cede to Colombia such 
a territory inhabited secularly by Peruvians”. Nor had Colombia 
had [sic] ever expected before to secure this same territory, and once 
having signed the treaty, she refused to accede to the Peruvian Gov- 
ernment’s request for modifications, preferring to compose her dif- 
ficulties with Brazil and even to sever her diplomatic relations with 
Kcuador. Finally, with the assistance of Secretary of State Mr. 
Hughes, whose efforts were greatly instrumental in bringing the 
matter to a conclusion, Colombia succeeded in overcoming the tardy 
scruples of the then Government of Peru, and the treaty was literally 
forced through the Peruvian Congress, approved and executed in 
August, 1980. 

On September ist, 1982, Peruvian citizens spontaneously, without 
any knowledge of and much less assistance from the present Govern- 

- ment of Peru, rose and peacefully expelled from the town of Leticia 
the few Colombian officials who represented the sole vestige of Co- 
lombia’s occupation and possession of the territory she had obtained 
from Peru. 
Although well aware of the discontent of the inhabitants of that 

territory, the news of the rebellion took the Peruvian Government by 
surprise. At first it disowned the movement, attributing this revolt 
to discontented elements who wished to make trouble for the Govern- 
ment. But later, when it realized the true nature of the uprising and 
found that all the surrounding districts supported the Peruvians at 
Leticia, the Government did not hesitate to intervene with the desire 
of composing the difficulty amicably, giving due weight, on one hand, 
to Colombia’s treaty rights and, on the other, to the just claims of 
Peruvian nationals. 

The Peruvian Government called upon Colombia to submit the 
whole incident to the Commission on Conciliation established by a 
previous Convention. This Colombia refused to do, alleging a tech- 
nical irregularity, the non-deposit of the ratification. Colombia 
moreover insisted that the matter was one of internal police and had 
no international significance. Despite this very academic view-point, 
Colombia launched a national loan with the name of “Victory Loan” 
and began preparing an armed expedition wholly out of proportion 
with her own resources and with the alleged purpose of re-establish- 
ing order in that small territory and subduing the insurgents. In 
reality Colombia understood that behind these so-called rebels stood 
Peru, desirous, nay anxious, of settling peacefully the controversy.
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When it became evident that Colombia wished to evade the Com- 
mission on Conciliation, the Brazilian Government offered its media- 
tion on the following bases. Occupation of the disputed zone by 
Brazil for a fixed term pending negotiations; and delivery to Colom- 
bia of the zone, should the negotiations fail before the end of the term. 
Peru accepted the mediation, with the modification that, should the 
negotiations fail, the controversy be submitted to arbitration. 

In so doing Peru was guided by the wish to settle definitively, in fair 
and lasting conditions, the territorial dispute with Colombia which 
the treaty of 1922 had so conspicuously been unsuccessful in doing. 
Should Peru have accepted the proposal of Brazil to deliver Leticia 
to Colombia if the negotiations did not reach a satisfactory result 

| within a given time, Colombia would have needed only to prolong the 
negotiations beyond that period in order to enter for good in posses- 
sion of the disputed zone. The local population would not have con- 
sented thus to be delivered again to the country whose yoke they had 
overthrown, and the problem would have subsisted, more complicated 
probably than ever and further away from a solution. 

The Brazilian mediation was still in existence when the General | 
in command of the Colombian military expedition issued an order to 
the Peruvian population at Leticia to surrender. Skirmishes ensued, 
tending thereby to prove that the Peruvian population was decided to 
resist the forcible efforts of Colombia to reestablish her sovereignty 
over a land the inhabitants considered to be their own and therefore 
Peruvian and which had never been willingly ceded to Colombia. 

One reaches thus the latest stage of this unfortunate episode. 
Colombia appeals to the League of Nations at Geneva, to obtain its 
support in maintaining her treaty rights in Leticia. 

The League proposes the withdrawal of Peruvian forces from the 
disputed zone, which would be occupied by a Commission of the 
League, and Colombia would place troops at the disposal of the Com- 
mission, these troops becoming, during the period of negotiations, in- 
ternational troops. Peru has accepted this proposal with the demur- 
rer that the international troops be composed of any other nationality 
except Colombian. 

Here again it is not difficult to understand Peru’s suggested modifi- 

cation. 
The consent of the Peruvian population in the disputed territory is 

evidently a requisite to reach a satisfactory solution. If this consent 
were not forthcoming, force would have to be used, and it 1s precisely 
to avoid the use of Peruvian forces against Peruvian citizens for the 
purpose of obliging them to become Colombian residents, as well as the 
use of Colombian forces against Peruvian citizens to impose upon 

them a rule they repudiate, that the internationalization of the zone,
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pending negotiations, had been conceived. The Peruvian population 
would reject a fictitious internationalization, by which Colombian 
troops, under the guise of international troops, would occupy again 
their home-land. No stress of imagination is needed to visualize how 
in practice, with the animosity now smouldering between both coun- 
tries, clashes would easily occur, were Colombian forces, even under 
foreign command, to police a territory where the inhabitants had risen 
against Colombia’s authority and freed themselves from Colombian 
control, 

An international force should be truly international and not merely 
soinname. If the principle of internationalization is admitted as a 
fair means of neutralizing a zone, of which the ultimate fate is under 
discussion, then the internationalization should be genuine. 
Reviewing the situation in its entirety one clearly perceives that 

Colombia’s claim is purely legalistic. She bases her rights to Leticia 
on a treaty, which the people of Leticia never approved, and today, as 
before, reject. Had Peru proceeded likewise in a spirit of formulism 
she could have alleged the nullity of the 1922 treaty on the ground 
that Colombia has failed to deliver to Peru the small tract of land 
named Sucumbios, which the treaty adjudicated to Peru. But Peru 
has preferred to place the problem on a broader basis. 

If the boundary controversy between Peru and Colombia is to be 
settled satisfactorily, it must establish in the disputed region a regime 
lasting and peaceful. This can only be obtained through the consent 
of the inhabitants. Coercion is useless; it breeds reaction. Even 
were Colombia able to overcome the resistance of the local population, 
the problem would not be solved. Leticia would be for Colombia a 
remote outpost, where she would have to maintain her authority by 
sheer weight of force, surrounded as she would be by an hostile popu- 
lation. For Peru Leticia would become a source of continuous fric- 
tion with Colombia; and a new center of international trouble would 
arise in South America. 

The native population, Peruvian in every sense and deeply rooted 
to the soil, is by no means composed of filibusters intent on raiding 
foreign lands. It defends its own nationality, its home, its property. 
Duly consulted and given proper participation in any negotiation, 
it is bound to be reasonable. Coerced, it would revolt. 

The Peruvian Government, therefore, has all along demanded that 
the controversy be the subject of negotiations. The Peruvian Gov- 
ernment does not pretend to impose its own views or interests. It 
hopes by mutual concessions to reach an understanding. Should 
these negotiations fail, it would submit the whole dispute to arbitra- 
tion, disposed as ever to abide by the decision of an impartial judge. 
And while the negotiations proceed ordinary prudence advises that
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the subject of the dispute be held in trust, so as to facilitate and not 
envenom the discussion. Internationalization true and effective 
would accomplish this end. 

For this reason Peru proposes an internationalization with inter- 
national forces not pertaining to either of the contending parties; 
and the Peruvian Government ventures to hope that friendly powers, 
interested only in the maintenance of peace, will see fit to support 
Peru’s demand, recalling that the rights of the Peruvian popula- 
tion at Leticia, the right of self-determination, should be given due 
consideration and not discarded, only to lay stress on the treaty rights 
of Colombia, which flow from a treaty lacking the essential requisite 
of having obtained the approval of those whom the treaty so closely 
concerns. oe 
Among these friendly powers Peru wishes to count the United 

States, whose moral influence in all matters on this continent is so 
great, and to whom peoples fighting for their liberty have always 
instinctively looked. 

Wasuineton, March 16, 1933. 

721.23/1446 : Telegram 

Lhe Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, March 18, 1933—4 [1?] p. m. 
[Received March 18—9: 30 a. m.] 

81. Wilson’s No. 153, March 18, 2 p. m. [9 a. m.?] *7 Report and 
Council resolution in Colombia-Peruvian dispute adopted unani- 
mously by the Council at meeting just terminated. Accepted by 
Colombia. Not accepted by Peru. Details of the meeting follow. 

GILBERT 

721.23/1447 : Telegram 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, March 18, 1933—3 p. m. 
[Received March 18—11: 55 a. m.] 

82. Consulate’s 81, March 18, 1 a.m. [p. m.?] The chief points in 
the procedure were as follows: 48 

1. The Colombian representative stated that Colombia accepted the 
report without reservations and expressed appreciation of the impar- 
tiality of the League action. 

“Not printed. 
* See League of Nations, Official Journal, April 1933, p. 516.
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9. Peruvian representative declared the Salomon-Lozano treaty was 
at the root of the present dispute and reviewing the historical ante- 
cedents of the treaty asserted it to be unjust. He advanced thesis of 
the disturbing results of inequitable treaties and appealed to the “un- 
written law” in international affairs which places justice above “mere 
conventions”. While not disputing the legality of the treaty he char- 
acterized the report as overlooking the psychological and moral aspects 
of the question. He urged a delay in Council action in order to permit 

of further inquiry. 
3. In response to inquiry by the President the chairman of the Com- 

mittee of Three stated that nothing had been adduced by the Peruvian 
representative which would suggest a modification of the report, that 
the Committee of Three felt that no further inquiry was necessary 
and that the responsibility for the present situation must rest on the 
Government which has occupied the territory of a friendly state. 

4, A vote on the report was taken by roll call under the provisions 
of article 15, paragraphs 4, 5,6 and 7. On casting their affirmative 
votes all of the members of the Council made statements approving 
the report except members of Committee and representatives Germany 
and Mexico, the French representative stressing the upholding of 
treaties and the great importance of the present action, and the British 
representative warning Peru of her grave responsibility in not acting 
in accord with the provisions of the Covenant and the Pact of Paris, 
and admonishing Colombia to continue in her present wise course of 

self-restraint. 
5. The representative of Peru left the Council table following out- 

wardly the precedent of the withdrawal of the Japanese delegation 
from the Assembly but of course Peru not being a member of the Coun- 
cil this action does not imply all of the technical concommitments [con- 
comitants?| of Japan’s withdrawal. 

6. In a private meeting of the Advisory Committee which immedi- 
ately followed it was voted to extend invitations to the United States 
Government and Brazil in accordance with the terms of the Council 

resolution. 
GILBERT 

721,23/1448 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

| Geneva, March 18, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received March 18—3: 50 p. m.] 

154. Gilbert’s 81, March 18,2 [7?] p.m. The following letter dated 
March 18, addressed to the Secretary of State by Drummond, has 

just been received.
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“T have the honor to inform you that on March 18 the Council of 
the League of Nations adopted a report concerning the dispute be- 
tween Colombia and Peru and the appeal of Colombia under article 
15 of the Covenant of the League of Nations.” 

In accordance with the directions of the Council, I beg to enclose a 
copy of this report (see my telegram 148, March 13, 8 p. m.).™° 

On the same day the Council adopted a resolution in virtue of article 
No. 4, paragraph 4 of the Covenant—copy of which I have the honor 
to enclose (see concluding clause, final paragraph my 153, March 18, 
9a.m.* J assume you have copy of resolution by this time) by which 
it decided to appoint an Advisory Committee to watch the situation, 
assist the Council in the performance of its duties under that article, 
and help the members of the League for the same purpose to concert 
their action and their attitude among themselves and the nonmember 
states. 

The Committee was to consist of the representatives of the members 
of the Council. This Committee held first meeting on March 18. 
In accordance with the resolution of the Council it decided to invite the 
Governments of the United States of America and the United States 
of Brazil to collaborate in its work in the manner they should consider 
the most appropriate. 

I now have the honor to convey to you this invitation. 
I need not say that the Committee attaches great importance to the 

cooperation of your Government and earnestly hopes that it will be 
able to accept this invitation.” 

Pursuant to your 88, March 15, 6 p. m., I have written a letter to 
Drummond over the signature of the Secretary of State dated March 

18 as follows: 

“T have the honor to acknowledge receipt of your letter of March 
18, 1933 enclosing the text of a resolution adopted on the same day by 
the Council of the League of Nations providing for the appointment 
of an Advisory Committee. You inform me that the Advisory Com- 
mittee set up under the terms of this resolution held a meeting on 
March 18 and requested, in accordance with instructions of the Council, 
that you convey to the Government of the United States an invitation 
to cooperate in its work.” 

(Second paragraph identical with that quoted in Department’s 86, 
March 11, 8 p. m.*). 

I am delivering the foregoing letter on Sunday, March 19th, and will 
suggest that it be released for Monday’s papers. 

WILson 

*” See League of Nations, Oficial Journal, April 1933, pp. 516, 526, and 614. 
° The parenthetical remarks were inserted by Minister Wilson. 
* Not printed. 
" Foreign Relations, Japan, 1931-1941, vol. 1, p. 117.
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721.23/1456 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

Rro pe JANErRO, March 20, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received March 20—2:35 p. m.] 

34, Although in courtesy to the League of Nations the Brazilian 

Government has stated that it would be pleased to cooperate with the 
United States in carrying out the League’s last proposal regarding 
Leticia, the Foreign Office asks me to inform you that it doubts whether 
such an effort will lead to success. Brazil’s first effort having failed 

she is disinclined to associate herself with a second unless success is 

assured before the effort is made. 
Morgan 

721.23/1465 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, March 22, 1983—3 p. m. 
[Received March 22—11:35 a. m.] 

155. The Advisory Committee on the Leticia dispute met this morn- 

ing. I had previously received a letter from Drummond (forwarded 

by mail) requesting me in the name of the President of the Commis- 

sion to be present under the conditions set forth in the letter of 

March 18. 
The Chairman, Lester, suggested that the representatives discuss 

the matter of whether they are willing to apply an embargo on arms 
against Peru in the event that Peru did not accept the report and con- 
tinued its hostile acts. As it seemed well on this occasion to make 
clear American Government’s attitude I did so along the lines of your 
85, March 11, 7 p. m.,** without expressing any opinion as to what action 
my Government would take in the event that legislation was adopted. 

After some discussion the Chairman suggested that the representa- 

tives inquire from their Governments whether they are willing to ac- 
cept the principle of an embargo on arms to Peru and if so on similar 
action by what states they predicated their acceptance. He requested 
that replies be given within a week if possible. 

Obviously in view of the statement which I made a reply from us 
will not be necessary unless legislation is meanwhile adopted. 

A discussion in which I took no part followed on the possible scope 
of any embargo. Wellington Koo ™ raised the point of whether it 
should not include certain raw materials capable of being converted 
into munitions of war. It was decided that all the details should be 

Vol. m1, p. 281. 
“4 Representative of China on the Council of the League of Nations.
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left until after a decision in principle depending on the replies from 
the various states. As the replies of the various states are circulated 
I shall keep you apprised of the attitude of the different Govern- 
ments. 

The reply of Brazil has not yet been received. 
WItson 

721.28/1469 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, March 22, 1933—7 p. m. 
[Received March 22—5: 47 p. m.] 

156. Supplementing my 155, March 22, 3 p. m., it has occurred to 
me that certain thoughts on the situation here might be of interest 
to you in considering the larger aspect of the embargo matter. 

It is obvious that League members, especially the more ardent 
protagonists of the integral application of the Covenant, including 
article 16, are anxious to establish a precedent based on the case of 
Leticia, which can be invoked in considering the much more serious 
Manchurian matter or future eventualities elsewhere. The case 
against Peru is so clear-cut that to the doctrinaire mind it is almost 
welcomed in order to put into motion the machinery established by 
the Covenant and create a precedent for the further and more im- 
portant use of this machinery. 

Furthermore, I believe that the thought uppermost in the minds 
of these League members is the punitive aspect of an embargo and 
their desire to take action against an aggressor. This idea, as the 
underlying basis of an embargo, differs radically, if I am correct, from 
the object with which we have hitherto established embargoes, namely, 
on general grounds of humanity with special reference to diminishing 
the extent of civil strife in unstable regions of the world, and a desire 
to do our part in rendering armed conflict difficult. Thus our action 
in relation to Peru should be considered from the point of view of 
the precedent it establishes both in relation to Japan and to possible 
eventualities on the European continent. In this connection I am 
thinking of the sound reasons hinted at in the second paragraph of 
your 85, March 11, 7 p. m.* 

WiLson 

* Vol. m1, p. 233. 

738036—50-——38
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721.23/1470 ; Telegram | 

The Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) to the Secretary of State 

Rio pe J ANETRO, March 28, 1933—noon. 

[Received March 23—10: 50 a. m.] 

35. Following from Sackville received today: 

“Manios, March 18th. Leaving for front on Brazilian naval dis- 
patch boat March 17th arriving 25th. Ship has wireless apparatus. 

My cable address American Embassy Rio de Janeiro. Cables will 

reach me via Brazilian Army and Navy wireless stations. 
Request that permission be obtained for me to enter Peruvian and 

Colombian territory for purpose of observation and information.” 

No Brazilian planes have reached the front nearer than Para. 
Morcan 

721.23/1487 : Telegram | | | 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, March 24, 1983—5 p. m. 
[Received March 24—12: 20 p. m. | 

157. Secretariat has received telegram stating that Brazil is ac- 

cepting participation in the Advisory Committee set up under the 

resolution of the Council on March 18 and that the acceptance is 

made under the same conditions as that of the American Government. 

An official letter is expected tomorrow and until then Drummond 

prefers to regard the matter confidential. 
_ Witson 

%721.23/1470: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Brazil (Morgan) 

Wasuineron, March 24, 1933—7 p. m. 

44, Your No. 35, March 23, noon. Following for Sackville. 

“The situation has greatly changed since you were instructed to 
undertake your present mission and the Department feels that in view 
thereof it would be inadvisable for you to enter Peruvian or Colom- 

bian territory. The Department, therefore, suggests that you remain 

for a few days on the Brazilian side of the frontier and collect such 
information as is available to you there concerning the situation along 
the lines indicated in the Department’s telegram No. 35 of February 

17 to the Embassy at Rio de Janeiro. You should then return to Rio 
de Janeiro transmitting to the Department by air mail from Para 
while en route if practicable a full report with respect to your 
observations.” 

Hun
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721.28/1510 : Telegram 

The Minister in Panama (Davis) to the Secretary of State 

Panama, March 29, 1933—3 p. m. 
[Received 4 p. m.] 

44, Following is translation of telegram from Panaman Legation 
in France to Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs: 

“Consultative Committee has asked me whether Panama would find 
it convenient to join in prohibiting the re-exportation and transit of 
arms destined for Peru and, in the affirmative case, to stipulate as to 
the adherence of what governments Panama would subordinate its 
adherence.” 

Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs has inquired informally as 
to action that has been or will be taken by the Department, stating he 
is inclined to follow United States in this matter. He called attention 
to last part of telegram which appears to suggest that League may 
desire affirmative reply based on condition that certain other govern- 
ments adhere. | 

Please cable instructions for my guidance in making informal reply. 
| | Davis 

721.23/1510: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Panama (Davis) 

Wasuincoton, March 31, 1933—6 p. m. 

88. Your 44, March 29, 3 p.m. This Government has not taken 
action in this connection and does not expect to take any position with 
regard to embargoes pending arrival by the League of Nations at its 
own decision with regard to the course which should be followed by 
its members in relation to that subject. Department does not wish to 
intrude in the League’s discussion of this matter. 

, Hou 

721.23/1535 ; Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 5, 19883—8 p. m. 
[Received April 5—4: 12 p. m.] 

- 168. The Advisory Committee on Leticia was convened this after- 
noon to consider a communication from the representative of Peru 
addressed to the President of the Advisory Committee under date 

of March 30. | 
This communication informed the Committee under instructions 

from the Peruvian Government of the capture on March 27 by Colom-
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bian forces of the outer Putumayo Peruvian post Giiepi. After sev- 
eral paragraphs of attack on Colombia the Peruvian note concluded 
with expressing the hope that the Committee would proceed to an 
examination of the new situation which the Colombian aggression hac 
created and would establish that all advance by Colombian forces 
on Peruvian territory, that all attempts to reestablish Colombian au- 
thority in Leticia, henceforth constitute an act of war against Peru. 

There was a long, rambling and rather inconclusive discussion, dur- 
ing which the Peruvian and Colombian representatives were ques- 
tioned regarding details of the Giiepi incident and co-related matters. 
The Committee then adjourned to permit the Secretariat to draft a 

| reply to Peru which will be considered at a meeting tomorrow after- 
noon. 
We took no part in the discussion. 

WiLson 

721.23/1540 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 6, 1983—8 p. m. 
[Received April 6—6 p. m.] 

164. My 163, April 5,8 p.m. At meeting of Advisory Committee 
on Leticia this afternoon, the British and Italian representatives in- 
formed the Commission that Calderén, Peruvian representative, had 
spoken to them today with regard to new instructions which he had 
just received from his Government; that these permitted him to say 
to them that while his Government was in no position to make formal 
proposals he was able to indicate privately and confidentially that 
perhaps his Government might be able to enter into discussions for 
a settlement of the Leticia affair on the basis of the recommendations 
of the Committee of Three of February 25 (see page 8 of League 
Document C 194 M 91, 1938, VII March 16). According to the Brit- 
ish and Italian representatives Calderén gave them to understand 
that his Government was quite willing to evacuate Leticia in connec- 
tion with any settlement along the above lines. 

Lester explained privately later that as a matter of fact the Peru- | 
vian Government had also approached the British and Italian repre- 
sentatives at Lima with the idea of a settlement based upon the pro- 
posals of February 25. 

An extended discussion followed of the best method of handling 
this new situation and fitting it in with the question before the Com- 
mittee of a reply to the letter of the Peruvian representative of March 
30 (see my 163, April 5, 8 p.m.). On the one hand the president of 
the Committee was empowered to follow the further development of
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the matter raised by the communication of the Peruvian representa- 
tive to the British and Italian representatives. On the other hand 4 
reply to Calderén was drafted and approved which took this new 
situation into account, comment upon certain recent statements by 
the Peruvian and Colombian Governments regarding the free pas- 
sage of the Putumayo and the present possession of Gtiepi by the 
Colombian forces and at the same time confirmed the mandate which 
the Committee was giving to its President to follow the further 
development of the question of a settlement of the dispute in general. 

It seemed to be the sense of the Committee, as the phraseology of 
the resolution and the letter indicated, that it should be made clear 
to the Peruvians that any consideration of a settlement must be 
based upon the execution of the recommendations of the Council 
of the League of March 18. 

Neither Brazilian nor American representatives took part in the 
discussion. 

Although it seemed perfectly understood that the United States 
were not to be considered as participating in the resolution or the 
letter mentioned above I took the precaution of speaking privately 
about the matter with the president of the Committee at the end 
of the session. He entirely confirmed the above impression of our 
nonparticipation. I also made this point clear to the newspaper men 
in the course of a press conference after the meeting. 

Translations of resolution and letter will be telegraphed as soon 
as available. 

WiLson 

721.23/1556 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 7, 1933—4 p. m. 
[Received April 7—1:35 p. m.] 

165. My 164, April 6, 8 p. m., last paragraph. In accordance 
with the decision reached yesterday by the Advisory Committee on 
Leticia affair Lester, chairman of the Committee, has addressed fol- 
lowing letter dated April 6 to the Peruvian representative. 

“In a letter dated March 30th you were good enough to inform 
me under instructions from your Government that on March 27th 
the Colombian military forces had attacked and taken Giiepi a 
Peruvian post on the upper Putumayo at a distance of about 1,000 
kilometers from Leticia. You asked that the Advisory Committee 
set up by the Council’s resolution of March 18, 1933 to follow the 
dispute between Colombia and Peru should examine this situation. 
The Advisory Committee met on April 5th and 6th and examined 
your communication. It heard your oral explanations and those 
of the representative of Colombia. It appears from your explana-
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tions that the Peruvian Government intends, in conformity with 
article 8 of the treaty of 1922 between Colombia and Peru, to re- 
spect the free passage of Colombian vessels military or otherwise on 
the River Putumayo. The representative of Colombia on his part de- 
clared that the Colombian Government had no designs on Peruvian 
territory and would evacuate Giiepi as soon as the Leticia trapezium 
had been evacuated by the Peruvian forces. 

After discussing the matter the Committee thought it saw some 
possibility of making further efforts to secure with the cooperation 
of the two parties the speedy execution of the Council’s recommen- 
dation dated March 18, 1933. 

In these circumstances the Committee has thought it expedient 
to defer its reply to your letter of March 30 and has instructed me 
to follow the further development of this affair, keeping in contact 
with the parties and with the members of the Committee, who will 
be able to supply me with information that may contribute to the 
desired result. 

The Committee has also empowered me to convene it when I think 
fit and in any case before the Council’s next session in May.” 

WILSON 

721.23/1560 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 7, 19383—9 p. m. 
[Received April 7—8:30 p. m.] 

167. My 164, April 6,8 p.m. I have just received the following 

document from Lester, chairman of the Advisory Committee on Le- 

ticia (office translation) : 

“The representatives of Colombia and Peru, duly authorized by 
their Governments, desirous of facilitating the settlement of the dis- 
pute which arose between Colombia and Peru as a result of the Leticia 
incident, have met in the presence of the chairman of the Advisory 
Committee of the Council and have concluded the following arrange- 
ment: 

1. The recommendations approved by the Council of the League of 
Nations at its meeting of March 18, 1933, under paragraph 4 of 
article 15 of the Covenant, remain intact and the Governments of Co- 
lombia and Peru declare that they will conform thereto; 

9. Consequently the two Governments will issue the necessary in- 
structions in order that every act of hostility shall cease on both sides; 

8. The following provisions for the execution of the recommenda- 
tions of the Council are laid down: 

(a) The Council is invited to set up a commission which will 
proceed to the spot as soon as it shall have been constituted and 
which will take charge of the territory on which the incident 
occurred. 

. See telegram No. 154, March 18, 5 p. m., from the Minister in Switzerland, 

p. °
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Immediately upon its arrival it will take charge of the admin- 
istration of the territory and the Peruvian forces shall withdraw 
at once. 

__ The commission shall continue to function during the course of 
the negotiations envisaged in the resolutions of the Council of 
March 18, 1933. 

(6) It may call upon military forces of its choice, and it may 
enlist the services of such other elements as may be necessary. _ 

(c) The forces and elements in question will be used to main- 
tain order on the territory. 

(d) ‘The commission shall have the right to decide any question 
concerning the execution of its mandate. 

4. ‘The parties shall inform the Advisory Committee of the Council 
of the League of Nations of the method according to which they intend. 
to proceed with the negotiations envisaged in number 2 of the recom- 
mendations of March 18th, 1933, and the Committee will report 
thereon to the Council; 

5. The parties recall that the Council of the League of Nations has 
declared itself disposed to lend its good offices upon the request of one 
or the other of the parties, in case of disagreement, either with regard 
to the procedure to be followed or with regard to any question of sub- 
stance which may arise and that the Council has considered that it 
should not cease to follow developments in the dispute; 

6. The parties undertake to accept and to comply with every deci- 
sion that the Council of the League of Nations might take with regard 
to the allocation of expenses which the creation and the functioning 
of the commission may entail.” 

Lester informs me that the Peruvian representative here states that 
his Government accepts this arrangement. The Colombian represent- 
ative is transmitting it to his Government for approval. 
With reference subparagraph (6) of paragraph 3 I understand 

from Lester that the Peruvian representative has stated privately that 
Peru does not object to the Commission’s employment of Colombian 
forces but that it does not wish this declaration specifically in the 
document. | 

Lester expresses the hope that the Department cable the American 
representative at Bogoté to urge acceptance by Colombia of the pro- 
posed arrangement believing that such action would be very helpful. 

WiLson 

721.23/1560 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Colombia (Caffery) 

| Wasuineton, April 8, 1933—3 p. m. 
40. The following telegram has just been received from Geneva: 
[Here follows text of telegram No. 167, April 7 , 9p. m., from the 

Minister in Switzerland, printed supra.]
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As this appears to offer a reasonable solution of the difficulty, you 

are authorized to discuss it with President Olaya and to say that the 

Department very much hopes that he will find it possible to accept. 
Hou 

721.23/1567 : Telegram 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

Bogord, April 11, 1983—2 p. m. 

[Received 11:25 p. m.] 

44, Department’s telegram No. 40, April 8,3 p.m. Olaya much 

upset at Lester’s modifications to March 18th recommendations (mod- 

ifications he says previously stipulated by Peru and rejected by 

League). He reminds me of the many times he has supported un- 

popular proposals in the face of a hostile public opinion when he 

believed in the justice of the cause (my despatch No. 5311, March ‘7, 

1933? for Leticia formula) but this time he says he can not fight 

the public; he emphasizes again that no government here can possibly 

enter into any agreement that does not provide first for the recovery 

of Leticia (as March 18th recommendations did); negotiations can 

follow once Leticia is back under the Colombian fiag but the recovery 

of Leticia cannot be made contingent upon them: Santos at Geneva 

is strongly opposed to Lester’s modifications as are all political leaders 

here. 
British Minister who is virtually spokesman for League here sends 

this morning following telegram to his Government: 

“T saw American Minister Saturday night. He had received tele- 

gram from State Department on same lines as your number 36 but 

fuller. He saw Minister for Foreign Affairs same night and found 

him highly suspicious of proposals and therefore uneasy and opposed 

to any question of acceptance in the form proposed. American 

Minister was with President in latter’s country estate yesterday and 

found him even more suspicious and opposed than Minister for 

Foreign Affairs. 
Suspicions allegedly based on following reasons: that Peru is insin- 

cere and is endeavoring to play off ABC countries with League. She 

has approached Argentine Government on plea that this is a Latin 

American and not a League matter and endeavored through Argentine 

Government individually or as member of ABC group to enlist sup- 

port for proposals identical to those now submitted through League. 

The objections of the Colombian Government, which would appear 

to be shared by press and public, can be summarized as follows: 

The proposals start with point 1 which the Colombian Government 

have been and are willing to accept but this is followed by point 3 

Not printed.
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which is so subtly worded as to befog the issue. Colombian Govern- 
ment points out that in the new proposals there is tendency to treat 

Leticia zone as ‘territory in dispute’ whereas the sovereignty of Colom- 

bia has never been questioned. President and Colombian Government 
are convinced that point 1 has been set forward as a trap to make 

Colombian Government act on point 2 and that when all Colombian 

forces have been withdrawn Peru would twist interpretation of point 

3 to their advantage, that is, that territory was ‘in dispute’, that 

Colombian forces should not be designated and that ultimate owner- 

ship of zone should be dependent on result of negotiations, et cetera, 

and that Peru would have her own forces ready to advance further 

on undefended Colombian territory as soon as or even before nego- 
tiations broke down. 

At the present critical stage it is most important that position and 

proposals be clearly and unequivocally defined. I have therefore 
throughout day been in touch with Minister for Foreign Affairs and 

American Minister. I feel sure that a formula embodying following 

will be acceptable: 

‘Colombian Government accepts point 1 and will act on point 

2 but only if it be clearly laid down that the interpretation is as 
follows: 

(a) Peru will evacuate Leticia zone, the Colombian sovereignty 
over which has never been in dispute since ratification of treaty 
of 1922, immediately on arrival of a commission to be appointed 
by Council. The commission will call upon Colombian Govern- 
ment to provide military forces to maintain order and will hoist 
the Colombian flag in Leticia and wherever else desired within 
zone temporarily handed over to them. 

(6) Colombia accepts the presence of the commission as a 
pledge both to her from the League and from her to the League: 
to her as a guarantee that her sovereignty has the recognition and 
protection of the League: from her that she is willing now as she 

would have been before the incident occurred to discuss with Peru 
as with any government matters of mutual concern and interest. 

(c) That the terms of (a) having been complied with and of 
| (b) recognized hostilities to cease on both sides and negotiations 

to ensue forthwith between the two countries.’ ” 

With reference to second paragraph of telegram of the British 

Minister, Minister for Foreign Affairs showed me the last note from 

Argentine Minister here demonstrating that Peruvian Government 

had endeavored to have Argentine Government sponsor modifications 

now proposed by Lester. 
CAFFERY
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721.23/1567 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson), 
at Geneva | 

Wasuineton, April 12, 1933—6 p. m. 

94. Your telegram No. 167, April 7, 9 p. m. was repeated to Bogota. 
The following reply from Mr. Caffery is repeated to you for your in- 
formation: | | 

(Here follows Telegram No. 44, April 11, 2 p. m. from Bogota.) _ 
| Oo How 

721.23/1610 

Memorandum by the Under Secretary of State (Phillips) 

[Wasuineton,] April 13, 19383. 

The Peruvian Ambassador left with me the accompanying memo- 
randum * and referred in particular to the last paragraph thereof to 
the effect that “any friendly suggestion to the Colombian Govern- 
ment would be appreciated.” He indicated that that language means 
the desire of the Peruvian Government that this Government should 
intimate to Colombia the hope that the Government of Colombia 
would accept the League plan. The Ambassador described the dif- 
ficulties of the situation in the Amazon region, the dangers of having 
a Colombian force occupy that region on behalf of the League be- 
cause of the fact that the population, which was largely Peruvian, 
could not understand the presence of Colombian soldiers, even though 
they were there under orders of the League, etc., etc.; he felt that 
President Olaya would need some friendly council, in order to over- 
come the political drive which might be made against him if he 
should decide to accept the League proposal. The Ambassador ex- 
pressed the thought that, in the circumstances, probably the League 
would invite Brazil to send 50 soldiers into the Leticia region and 
he thought that, in view of the scarcity of the population, this hand- 
full of soldiers would be ample to keep the peace. | 

The Ambassador admitted that a backward step had been taken 
in this whole dispute and said that his Government was prepared 
now to take a forward step; he referred to the President’s use of the 
term “good neighbor,” ® the Secretary’s reference to “good neighbor” 
yesterday, and said that he hoped the United States would now use 
its influence as a good neighbor in an appeal to Colombia. 

Witi1am PHILiies 

Infra. 
* Address by President Roosevelt before the special session of the Governing 

Board of the Pan American Union at Washington, on Pan American Day, 
April 12, 1933, Department of State, Press Releases, April 15, 1933, p. 243.
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721,28/1610 

The Peruvian Embassy to the Department of State 

MEMORANDUM 

The League of Nations, mediating at the request of Colombia in 
the controversy between Peru and Colombia over territories situated 
in the Amazon region, proposes, according to information transmitted 
to the Embassy by the Peruvian Government, that hostilities should 
cease immediately; that the territory in dispute be placed under the 
administration of a Commission appointed by the League, until 
negotiations between Peru and Colombia reach a satisfactory end; 
that an international force be organized by the League to maintain 
order in the territory during the negotiations; that the Commission 
appointed by the League be authorized to choose, according to its 
best judgment, the forces it may require for that purpose; and that 
negotiations be started at once to examine the legitimate interests of 
Peru with regard to boundary rectifications. 

The Peruvian Government, in their sincere desire peacefully to 
settle their present controversy with Colombia, are willing to accept 
these proposals. Any friendly suggestion to the Colombian Gov- 
ernment, tending to advise them also to accept these proposals, would 
be appreciated, since the terms seem fair and negotiations under- 
taken in these conditions offer good prospects of a successful 
agreement. 

Wasuineton, 13 April, 1933. 

721.23/1599 ; Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, April 20, 1933—2 p. m. 
| [Received April 20—12:35 p. m.] 

168. Your 94, April 12,6 p.m. In a further talk with Lester this 
morning he explained that whereas Colombia had been willing on 
February 25th to accept the suggested method of conciliation and nego- 
tiation the suggestion had been turned down by Peru. In the mean- 
time the Council had taken a clear-cut decision on March 18th and 
had recommended Peruvian evacuation of the Leticia territory uncon- : 
ditionally. Thus Colombia is in a much stronger legal and moral 
position now than before the Council’s action. I am also inclined to 
believe after the conversation with Lester that the former bilateral 

_ agreement in which the suggestion was offered is distasteful to 
Colombia. 

Wison
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721.23/1614: Telegram 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

Bogord, April 21, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received 10:15 p. m.] 

46. Colombian Government has telegraphed to Santos at Geneva 

formula together with two separate notes to be addressed to the League 

as proposed settlement of the Leticia controversy. 

The President of the Advisory Committee of the League of Nations 

with a view to carrying out the recommendations approved by that 

body at its meeting of March 18 last in such a way as to preclude any 

incident tending to aggravate relations between the Republic of Colom- 
bia and Peru has submitted to the delegates of the two countries the 

following proposals which those delegates duly authorized by their 

respective Governments have accepted: 

1st. As in Lester formula.” _— 
2d. The Council shall proceed to the formation of a commission 

which should be in Leticia within a period of not more than 30 days. 
Upon its arrival the Peruvian forces now there shall immediately with- 
draw and the commission in the name and representation of the Gov- 
ernment of Colombia shall take over the administration of the territory 
evacuated by those forces. 

The commission shall use military forces of its own choosing to 
maintain order in the territory and may add such other elements as 
it may deem necessary ; 

8d. The commission shall have the right to decide any question con- 
cerning the execution of its mandate. The maximum period for the 
duration of the commission shall be one year; 

4th. As in Lester formula; | 
5th. The Council of the League of Nations reminds the parties that 

it has declared its willingness to lend its good offices upon the request 
of one or the other of the parties in case of disagreement, either with 
regard to the procedure to be followed or with regard to any question 
of substance which may arise, and that the Council considers that it 
can not cease to concern itself with developments in the case; 

6th. The Government of the Republic of Colombia will pay the 
expenses required in the operation of the commission and the adminis- 
tration of the territory referred to in the mandate conferred by it 
upon said commission ; 

7th. Consequent upon their acceptance of the foregoing proposals, 
the Governments of Colombia and Peru will issue the necessary in- 
structions in order that every act of hostility shall cease on both sides. 

Note 1. 
The approval by the Government of Colombia of the foregoing 

formula requires as a basis the assurance which the Committee will 

| . See telegram No. 167, April 7, 9 p. m., from the Minister in Switzerland, 
p. 514,
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give it that the military forces mentioned in clause 2 shall be Colombian 

forces only. This assurance shall not be made public for the time 

being. 

Note 2. 

In furtherance of clause 4, Colombia declares that it is disposed to 

enter with utmost diligence and the highest spirit of equity upon the 

discussions concerning problems now pending and the best way of 

finding a just, lasting and satisfactory solution for them on the basis 

of respect for treaties now in effect. Likewise it is disposed to examine 

all the legitimate interests of Peru and to consider with entire liberty 

the proposals which Peru may wish to make to it. 
CAFFERY 

721.28/1614 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) 

Wasutneron, April 27, 1933—11 a. m. 

80. Our Minister at Bogot4 telegraphed the following: 

(Here quote Telegram No. 46, April 21, 5 p. m., from Bogota) 

The “Lester Formula” referred to therein was proposed by the 

League Advisory Committee on Leticia and proved inacceptable to 

Colombia partly because it was not So worded as explicitly to confirm 

Colombian sovereignty over Leticia and partly because it did not 

specifically provide that the “international forces” to be employed 

by the League Commission should be Colombian forces. 

The Department considers that this new Colombian proposal modi- 

fying the Lester Formula offers an eminently fair and reasonable 

solution and desires that you so inform the Foreign Office expressing 

the hope that the British Government will urge its acceptance at 

| Geneva. HuLn 

. 
eee er ALT 

721.23/1614 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the M inister in Switzerland (Wilson), at 

Geneva 

Wasurneton, April 27, 1933—11 a. m. 

96. Department’s No. 94, April12,6p.m. The following telegram 

has been received from Bogota: 

(Here quote telegram No. 46, April 21, 5 p. m., from Bogota.) 

This formula seems to provide an eminently fair and reasonable 

settlement of the Leticia affair and you may informally so inform 

Lester. HULL
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721.23/1644 : Telegram 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Minister in Colombia (Caffery) 

Wasuineton, May 3, 1933—5 p. m. 
42. Your telegram No. 46, April 21, 5 p. m., was repeated to Lon- 

don and Geneva. The Embassy at London was instructed to in- 
form the Foreign Office that the Department considers that this pro- 
posal offers “an eminently satisfactory and reasonable solution” and 
to express the hope that the British Government would urge its ac- 
ceptance at Geneva. 

The Embassy at London telegraphed on April 29 * that the For- 
eign Office “deplored these Colombian proposals” since in its opinion 
Colombia was amply protected under the Lester formula. The Brit- 
ish agreed to support the Colombian proposal, however, with the ex- 
ception of the stipulation in Article 2 that the League Commission 
should take over the Administration of the Leticia territory in the 
name and representation of the Government of Colombia: the For- 
eign Office considered that the territory should be taken over “in the 
name of the League of Nations”. | 

On May 2 the Department instructed the Embassy © to point out at 
the Foreign Office that Colombian sovereignty over the Leticia area 
has never been disputed even by Peru, and to cite the conclusions of 
the unanimous report of the League Council of March 18° to the 
effect that both parties agree that the treaty is in force and that the 
Leticia area “forms part of the territory of the Republic of Colom- 
bia”. The Department added: “It is obviously important from the 
point of view of Colombian public opinion that this fact be specifi- 
cally recognized in any formula, and this Government feels that 
the statement that the Commission should take over the administra- 
tion of the territory in the name and representation of the Government 
of Colombia is entirely fair and reasonable. In fact, since the 
League’s recommendation called for the unconditional evacuation of 
the Leticia trapezium by Peru, it would seem that Colombia’s ac- 
ceptance of the administration of that territory by a League Com- 
mission is extremely conciliatory. The Department very much hopes, 
therefore, that the British Government will support this latest pro- 
posal in its original form and urge its acceptance at Geneva”. 

The foregoing is for your information. 

Hui 

“ Telegram No. 90, April 29, 1 p. m., not printed. 
“ Telegram No. 86, May 2, 5 p. m., not printed. | 

D mine’ telegram No. 154, March 18, 5 p. m., from the Minister in Switzerland,
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721.23/1668 : Telegram | 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Secretary of State 

. | Lonpon, May 3, 1983—7 p. m. 
[Received May 3—4 p. m.] 

96. In an informal and friendly conversation I have just discussed 
Department’s 86, May 2, 5 p. m.,® with Craigie,®° who in turn for the 
last 2 days has been discussing this question with Santos, Colombian 
representative at Geneva. Craigie informed me that the British Gov- 
ernment was not prepared to support the Colombian formula in its 
present form, but upon consideration of three points which he dis- 
cussed with Santos and which I set forth below, British would be 
prepared to urge acceptance not only at Geneva but also at Lima: 
_ 1. As regards the major objection set forth in my telegram 90, April 
29, 1 p. m.,® Craigie had suggested to Santos that Colombia should, 
by exchange of letters with the League outside the agreement with 
Peru, delegate authority over the territory to the League for a definite 
period and purpose. This would save Peruvian amour propre and 
would permit the Commission to take over the administration of the 
territory in the name of the League, Santos felt personally his Gov- 
ernment would accept this if it were previously accepted by Peru. 

_ 2. An oral agreement should be reached between Santos and the 
President of the League Commission whereby the latter would express 
his intention only to employ Colombian troops in the territory (with 
a reservation for neutral officers if desired). Santos personally felt 
this provision would probably be acceptable to his Government if 
the announcement of the employment of Colombian troops were made 
almost simultaneously with the publication of the Colombia-Peru 
agreement. | 

| 3. Craigie pointed out to Santos that arbitration provided the most 
lasting method of settlement of the dispute if both sides would agree 
beforehand to stand by the decision. The alternative to this would 
be a further statement of League opinion in favor of Colombia, which 
perhaps might not be accepted by Peru, but nevertheless at that time 

Colombian troops would be in occupation of the territory and it 
would then be incumbent upon Colombia to keep sufficient force to 
repulse any aggression by Peru whose nearest forces were some 200 
kilometres distant. 

Craigie was entirely cognizant of the Department’s point of view 
as set forth in previous telegrams, but expressed as the British view- 

“For gist of telegram No. 86, see third paragraph of telegram No. 42, May 3, 
5 p. m., to the Minister in Colombia, supra. 
- Robert Leslie Craigie, Counselor in the British Foreign Office. 
“For gist of telegram No. 90, see second paragraph of telegram No. 42, 

May 3, 5 p. m., supra. |
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point that if an attempt were made to settle the dispute on purely aca- 

demic and legal viewpoints it might lead to no settlement at all but 

rather a resort to force. This he felt should be avoided and could be 

avoided if some way were sought for the Peruvians to withdraw with- 

out loss of too much amour propre. 

ATHERTON 

721.23/1714 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American Affairs 

(Wilson) 

[WasHineton,] May 5, 1983. 

Mr. George Rublee, Special Financial Adviser to the Colombian 
Government, came in. Mr. Matthews * was also present. Mr. Rub- 
lee showed me two telegrams he had received from President Olaya, 

the gist of which was that Olaya felt the United States Government 

should make some supreme effort to end the conflict between Colombia _ 

and Peru, and that if such an effort were made at this time it would 
succeed. I asked Mr. Rublee if he knew exactly what President Olaya 
had in mind, or if he had any suggestions himself. Mr. Rublee said 
no, he did not know whether Olaya had anything definite in the way 
of a plan in mind; he was unable himself to think of anything which 
this Government could do at this time to help along a settlement. 

I said that Santos was now discussing at Geneva the new Lester 
formula, together with Olaya’s counter proposal. We felt the counter 

proposal was reasonable, and had so advised our representative at 
Geneva as well as our Embassy in London. There was nothing fur- 
ther we could do for the moment on these points. I did not see any 

action we could take in Lima at this time which would be helpful. 
Benavides ® had just come into office after Sanchez Cerro’s assassina- 

tion, his position appeared none too stable, and any reiteration of our 
pleas made to Peru in the past to accept the Brazilian proposal or the 
League’s recommendations would doubtless do more harm than good. 
Mr. Rublee said he agreed and saw nothing which we could do at the 
present time, but in view of Olaya’s telegrams he had simply wished 

to come in and discuss the matter. 
This seems simply another instance of Olaya’s almost pathetic con- 

viction that this Government is omnipotent and can settle anything if 
it so desires. 

Epwin C. Witson 

A fe Hi. Freeman Matthews, Assistant Chief of the Division of Latin American 

* Osear R. Benavides, President of Peru.
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721,23/1677: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson), at 
Geneva 

Wasuineton, May 9, 1933—noon. 

99. Your 172, May 5, noon. This Government has followed the 
policy that in the case of possible armed conflict between two American 
states 1t would refrain from facilitating in any way the preparations 
of either party and that consequently no facilities of any nature be- 
longing to this Government would be placed at the disposal of either 
party which would assist them in their preparation for possible hostili- 
ties. This policy has been applied with scrupulous impartiality to 
both Colombia and Peru. When the Peruvian ships recently arrived 
in the Canal Zone and requested certain supplies which would have 
amounted to fitting out through utilization of the facilities of this 
Government, this request was refused. They were informed, how- 
ever, that fuel from private tanks and water from the only available 
source would be allowed, and that provisions in normal quantity could 
be secured from Panama. | 

Reference first paragraph your 174, May 6,1 p.m.” You will ob- 
serve from the foregoing that Massigli’s statement that the Peruvian 
ships’ “request for revictualing was refused by the Canal authorities 
on the ground that they were belligerents” is not correct. 

It is believed that paragraphs 3 and 5 of Article III of the Hay- 
Pauncefote Treaty ™ are not applicable to this situation in view of the 
fact that there has been no recognition of a state of war as between 
Colombia and Peru. 

You may make such discreet use of the foregoing as you judge ad- 
visable, but please continue to take no part in the discussions. Keep 
Department fully informed by cable. 

| Hun 

721.23/1700 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

| Geneva, May 10, 1933—9 p. m. 
[Received 9: 20 p. m.] 

178. My 168, April 20,2 p.m. The Advisory Committee on Colom- 
bia and Peru met this afternoon to consider the text of a document 
which would constitute the settlement provided for in the Council’s 

@This and other correspondence, not printed, referred to discussions as to 
facilities to be granted or denied to three Peruvian warships which had passed 
through the Panama Canal en route to the upper reaches of the Amazon in Peru. 

* Not printed. 
"™ Foreign Relations, 1902, p. 517. 

738036—50-——39
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recommendations of March 18.77 This document was accepted and, 
along with it, the President’s suggestion that it should be presented 
as the final views of the Committee and not open to amendment. The 
President requested that those Governments with Legations in Peru 
and Colombia should support the document through their diplomatic 
representatives. Please advise me if our representatives will take 

such action. 
At the same time a confidential letter from the President of the 

Council would be forwarded to Colombia with respect to the use of 
Colombian troops. Peru would be confidentially apprised thereof. 

I give below office translations of those two documents. 

P 1. “Recommendations of the Advisory Committee to Colombia and 
eru. 
The Advisory Committee recommends to the Governments of Co- 

lombia and Peru the adoption of the following measures for putting 
into execution the solutions contained in the report adopted on March 
18th by the Council of the League of Nations for the purpose of avoid- 
ing any incident susceptible of aggravating the relations between the 
two countries. 

@) The Governments of the Republic of Colombia and the Republic 
of Peru accept the recommendations approved by the Council of the 
League of Nations at the meeting of March 18, 1983 in accordance 
with the provisions of paragraph 4 of article number 15 of the Cove- 
nant and declare their willingness to conform thereto. 

(2) The Council will appoint a commission which must reach 
Leticia within a maximum period of 30 days. On the arrival of this 
commission the Peruvian forces present in this territory shall withdraw 
at once and the commission, in the name of the Government of Colom- 
bia, will take charge of the administration of the territory evacuated 
by the said forces. 

(3) The commission, to maintain order in the territory which it 
shall administer, shall call upon the military forces of its choice and 
may enlist the services of such other elements as it may deem necessary. 

(4) The commission shall have the right to decide any questions 
concerning the execution of its mandate. The maximum duration 
of the functions of the commission shall be one year. 

(5) The parties shall inform the Advisory Committee of the 
Council of the League of Nations of the method according to which 
they intend to proceed with the negotiations provided for in number 
2 of the recommendations of March 18, 1933, and the Committee will 
report thereon to the Council. 

(6) The Council of the League of Nations recalls to the parties that 
it has declared that it is disposed to lend its good offices upon the 

request of one or the other of the parties in case of disagreement 
either with regard to the procedure to be followed or with regard to 
any question of substance which may arise. The Council has con- 
sidered that it should not cease to follow developments in the dispute. 

5 nee telegram No. 154, March 18, 5 p. m., from the Minister in Switzerland, 
Dp. :
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(7) The Government of the Republic of Colombia will bear the 
expenses occasioned by the functioning of the commission and the 
administration of the territory concerning which a mandate is con- 
ferred upon the said commission. 

(8) In consequence of the acceptance of the above proposals the 
Governments of Colombia and Peru shall give the necessary orders 
so that any act of hostility may cease on the part of the one or the 
other and so that the military forces of each country may remain 
strictly within their respective boundaries.” # 

2. “Private and confidential communication to Colombia. 
The President of the Advisory Committee, duly authorized by it, 

has the honor to inform the representative of Colombia that the 
Council will be requested to give instructions to the effect that for 
the purpose of carrying out clause 3 of the agreement approved by 
the Council and adopted by the Governments of Colombia and of 
Peru, the commission, which will be named to take charge of the 
administration of the territory evacuated by the Peruvian forces, will 
call solely on Colombian military and police forces, which the Re- 
public of Colombia agrees to put at the disposal of the commission. 
This does not prevent the commission having the right of enlisting 
the services of military or other experts of non-Colombian nationality 
which the commission shall have at its disposal for the better execu- 
tion of its duties.” 

, The representative of the Netherlands made a further statement 
with regard to the Peruvian vessels which called at Curacao. After 
reciting the facts of the arrival of the vessels and the limited permis- 
sion for revictualment accorded them, it appeared that the com- 
mander of the vessels left without revealing his destination and after 
a protest against the insufficiency of supplies which he was permitted 
to take on board. The Peruvian Government has protested to the 
Dutch Government with regard to the time limit and the limited 
amount of supplies permitted its ships and for the refusal to permit 
one of them to be dry docked. | 

Lester announced that the Colombian representative had notified 
him that Colombia was withdrawing its request for facilities for 
hydroplanes, since the Peruvian squadron had left the vicinity of the 
Colombian coast. WILson 

721.23/1710a : Telegram | 
Lhe Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) 

Wasuinoton, May 11, 1933—5 p. m. 
59. Please address following note to the Minister for Foreign 

Affairs: 

“T am instructed by my Government to state that it has been advised 
of the text of the document adopted on May 10 by the League of 

” League of Nations, Official Journal, July 1933, p. 944, 
™ Sent also to the Minister in Colombia as telegram No. 45.
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Nations Advisory Committee on the controversy between Colombia 
and Peru, which would constitute the settlement provided for in the 

Council’s recommendations of March 18. The Government of the 

United States is happy to inform the Government of Peru that in 

its judgment the recommendations of the Advisory Committee offer 

a peaceful and honorable means of terminating this unfortunate con- 
troversy and it earnestly hopes that the Government of Peru will 

see its way clear to accepting them”.” 

For your own information an office translation of the recommenda- 

tions reads as follows: 

[Here follows text of section numbered 1, contained in telegram 

No. 178, May 10, 9 p. m., from the Minister in Switzerland, printed 

supra. | 
At the same time a confidential letter from the President of the 

Council would be forwarded to Colombia with respect to the use of 

Colombian troops. Peru would be confidentially apprised thereof. 

This document reads in translation as follows: 

[Here follows text of section numbered 2 (except first line) con- 

tained in telegram No. 178, May 10, 9 p. m., from the Minister in 

Switzerland, printed supra. ] 
Ho 

%21.23/1710 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State™ 

Geneva, May 12, 1933—11 a. m. 
[Received May 12—7 a. m.] 

179. Your 100, May 11,5 p.m." Substance communicated through 

Secretary General and through Lester, President of the Advisory 

Committee on Colombia and Peru. Latter wishes to express the 

Committee’s appreciation for the prompt and helpful support given 

by our Government. 
Lester informs me that he has just been advised by the Peruvian 

representative that the leader of the Liberal Party in Colombia is 
being sent at once to Lima with the idea of settling the dispute by 
direct negotiations there. In the circumstances an early reply from 
either Colombia or Peru with regard to the Advisory Committee’s 

recommendations of March 18 (see my 178, May 10, 9 p. m.) is not 

anticipated. 
| Lester also tells me that the Peruvian squadron entered Port of 

Spain, Trinidad, yesterday evening. He has no information with 

™ Above paragraph transmitted to the Minister in Switzerland as telegram 
No, 100, May 11, 5 p. m. 

Second paragraph repeated to the Minister in Colombia in Department’s 
telegram No. 46, May 12, 6 p. m. | 

™ See footnote 75 above.
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regard to steps which British authorities may be taking in this 

situation. 
WILSON 

721.23/1711 : Telegram 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

Bogortd, undated. 

[Received May 12, 19383—12: 31 p. m.] 

49. Department’s 45, May 11,5 p.m.” Note being delivered today. 

Santos has been instructed to accept formula on behalf of the Colom- 

bian Government. 
CAFFERY 

721.23/1713 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Perw (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, May 12, 19383—2 p. m. 
[Received 5:30 p. m.] 

141. 1. President this morning published an exchange of tele- 

grams beginning May 6th between himself and Alfonso Lopez of 

Colombia,” arranging, with Olaya’s approval, direct negotiations be- 

tween Benavides and Lopez for settlement of the Colombian-Peruvian 

dispute. Lopez is expected in Lima Sunday. Please instruct if De- 

partment wishes text of telegrams exchanged cabled. 

2. Manzanilla has just informed me it is confidently expected bases 

for peaceful settlement will be laid within a week as a result of the 

Benavides-Lopez conversations and that Peruvian representative 

near the League has been instructed accordingly to suspend all 

negotiations. 

You will recognize Peru has not accepted League’s last proposals, of 

May 10th, and is not favorable to them and expects to do better in the 

direct conversations. | 

3. In view of the foregoing I suggest that developments be awaited, 

and that note quoted in Department’s 59, May 11, 5 p. m., be withheld 

for the present as direct settlement would be preferable to one under 

League auspices and at outside suggestion. Manzanilla indicated, 

however, that direct settlement might include some use of League’s 

recommendation. 

Further report by mail. Please cable what Department would pre- 

fer to have done. 
DrarInG 

7 See footnote 74, p. 527. 
Colombian Minister to Great Britain and the Netherlands.
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721.23/1713 : Telegram 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) 

Wasuineron, May 13, 19883—1 p. m. 
61. Your 141, May 12,2 p.m. Department desires you to present 

note immediately. 

Ho 

721.23/1716 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, May 18, 1933—4 p. m. 
[Received 5:25 p. m.] 

144, Department’s telegram No. 61, May 13, 3 [7] p.m. Note pre- 
sented. 

Derarina 

721.23/1715 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 13, 1933—7 p. m. 
[Received 9 p. m.] 

180. Our 179, May 12, 11 a. m. | 
1. The Advisory Committee on Colombia—Peru met this morning 

and discussed the matter from two angles: (a) Regarding the settle- 
ment of the dispute. The President informed the Committee of 
the circumstances of the Lopez mission to Lima which he under- 
stood from the Colombian representative was of a purely informal 
character and that the Colombian Government considers the only 
official negotiations to be those now going forward in Geneva and 
the only terms for settlement those which the Committee has brought 
to the attention of the parties; (b) Regarding the Peruvian war- 
ships Lester opened the discussion by observing that on May 8th 
the Committee had taken a decision that no facilities should be 
accorded to the Peruvian ships to continue their voyage. He then 
called upon the British representative (at whose instance the meet- 
ing had been called). The latter introduced his statement by ob- 
jecting to Lester’s describing the action taken at the recent meeting 
of the Committee as a “decision” declaring it was rather a recom- 
mendation by the Committee for the consideration of the various 
Governments concerned. The British representative then described 
the fueling of the ships at Trinidad as follows: That the Foreign 
Office had received a request from Peru that the usual facilities be 
accorded their ships which were to arrive at Trinidad on the 12th
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or 13th of May; that the British Government considered the matter 

carefully, the issues being complicated and embarrassing; that the 

British Government postponed its decision to the latest moment 

possible in view of the difficulties involved; that in these circum- 

stances the ships arrived at Trinidad were fueled and given facilities 

and even departed (he understood) before instructions were received 
by the authorities at Trinidad from the British Government to afford 

no facilities. 

9. Carr calculated that the cruiser can reach the Amazon without 

refueling although it may be necessary for the submarines to refuel 

en route. This means that in all probability they may touch before 

reaching the Amazon and the Brazilian ports at British, French or 

Dutch Guiana. 
3. The British representative then read a formal declaration 

which will be subsequently circulated to the effect that the British 

Government views with misgivings the taking of any step not in 

accord with international law; that it had some hesitation therefore 

in complying with the Committee’s recommendations regarding not 

giving facilities to the Peruvian ships; if in every particular the 

Committee were unanimous on this subject the British Government 

would enter into an undertaking under certain conditions; namely if 

the refusal of facilities would not include prohibition of entrance 
into ports the usual courtesies of the port, et cetera, the supplying 
of food and water in case of distress; and that it should not consti- 
tute a precedent. 

4, After discussion the British declared their willingness not to press 
for unanimity at this juncture and to adopt such a position now in 
view of the similar attitude already manifested by the French and 
Dutch who were the other parties really concerned but added that the 

| position needed more general support and that therefore the British 

Government would be very interested if the representatives of all the 

states seated at this table would adopt a similar position. The Vene- 
zuelan delegate replied that he could not speak for his Government 
without cabling for instructions. The Brazilian delegate made the 
same declaration. In view of the fact that the phraseology of the 
British representative expressly including all states represented at this 
table I stated that if the Committee took a decision in this connection I 
would report this decision as I had previous decisions of the Committee 

to my Government. 
5. The Committee then decided unanimously to adopt the position 

summed up by the chairman as follows: 
6. That supplies and other active assistance (such as repairs) would 

be refused the Peruvian ships but that this refusal does not imply re- 
fusal of permission to Peruvian ships to entail ports or receive cour-
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tesies. Further, this refusal does not extend to such supplies of food 
and water as may be judged necessary on the ground of humanity by 
the local authorities of any ports entered. Finally, that this should 
not constitute a precedent. Lester added that of course the British 
declaration or the adoption of it as the attitude of the other Govern- 
ments concerned could not be taken as defining or in any way limiting 
the recommendations of the Council. 

¢. In reaching the conclusion embodied in the foregoing paragraph 
the debate brought out two points of particular interest. The Mexi- 
can delegate made repeated endeavors to dilute the vigor of the action 
taken. Drummond speaking directly after the British declaration 
said that in his opinion Peru was playing for time until the squadron 
could arrive in the Upper Amazon; that giving of facilities to the war- 
ships was playing Peru’s game; that withholding of facilities and 
delaying the arrival of the Peruvian fleet was the best support possible 
for the Committee’s proposals of settlement recently made to the two 
parties, 

WILson 

721.23/1717 : Telegram 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

Bocotd, May 14, 1933—6 p. m. 
[Received May 15—9:10 a. m.] 

51. Department’s telegram No. 46, May 18 [12] 10 a. m. [6 p. m.].™ 
Lopez is going to Lima in personal not official capacity (reported 
fully air mail). 

Colombian Government has accepted formula (my telegram No. 
49 8°), | 

CAFFERY 

721.23/1726 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

| Lima, May 16, 1933—1 p. m. 

[Received 3:05 p. m.] 
145. Lopez and party cordially received on arrival at 6 yesterday 

afternoon. Press and public most evidently earnestly desire a 
settlement. 

Drarine 

4 See footnote 76, p. 528. 
*° Ante, p. 529.
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721.23/1730: Telegram 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State ™ 

Bocotd, May 17, 1983—noon. 
[Received 2 p. m.] 

53. Olaya says Lopez Lima negotiations appear to have been un- 
successful; in his opinion May 10th formula “is the only hope”. 

CAFFERY 

%21.23/1747: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, May 19, 1933—11 p. m. 
[Received May 20—12: 48 a. m.] 

148. 1. Polo at Foreign Office has just informed me Benavides and 
Lopez have practically agreed to accept League proposals. Only a 
few details remain to be settled he says and publication of settlement 
is expected possibly by Sunday. The news is being noised about and 
an atmosphere of satisfaction is prevalent. 

2. From another source Embassy hears agreement also providing 
for payment an indemnity by Peru to Colombia and that Benavides 
has requested that the amount of the indemnity be settled by the 
United States Commission. 

8. Rumored that plan will be put up to both Cabinets tonight and 
be published tomorrow if approved. Lopez reporting to Olaya by 
telephone as [at?] 10 o’clock tonight. Details will be telegraphed 
as soon as possible. 

DrarIne 

721.23/1750 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, May 19, 1933—11 p. m. 
[Received May 20—5 : 22 a. m.] 

149. My 148. Lopez conferred with Olaya by radio telephone 
tonight saying he was entirely satisfied with excellent atmosphere 
here, that last League proposal was accepted today by Benavides with 
Cabinet concurring but Benavides proposed requesting approval 
Congress at special session afternoon 20th. That question of in- 
demnity and supervision of cessation of hostilities will be handled but 
[by?] League Commission. 
Lopez leaves by air 21st if Congress approves, otherwise 22nd, pro- 

ceeding at once Buenaventura for Telephone Conference Olaya, thence 

direct New York and London for Economic Conference.®? 
DEARING 

* Repeated to the Minister in Switzerland, May 18, 2 p. m., as telegram No. 102. 
” For correspondence concerning the Economic Conference, see vol. I, pp. 452 ff.
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721.23/1764 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson), at 
Geneva 

Wasuineton, May 20, 1933—3 p. m. 

104. The Colombian Minister has here received the following tele- 
gram, dated May 20, from President Olaya which is repeated for your _ 
confidential information : 

“Although the United Press from Lima announces settlement Le- 
ticia question, no official notice has been received from Geneva but on 
the contrary it has been announced that Garcia Calderén wishes 
to present new modifications to the League formula, which are 
inacceptable.” Huu 

721.23/1753 : Telegram 

The Consul at Geneva (Gilbert) to the Secretary of State 

GeEneEvA, May 20, 1938—4 p. m. 
[Received May 20—1: 10 p. m.] 

180. Secretary General has received following telegram from 
Peruvian Government dated May 17: | 

“My Government understands that evacuation by Peru Amazon 
trapezium of Leticia is to be simultaneous with evacuation by Colombia 
of Giiepi and all possessions she has occupied in the Peruvian Putu- 

mayo. I should be grateful for reply, to enable Peru to reach decision 
on bases proposed by Committee.” 

Reply of Secretary General dated May 18 is as follows: 

“Reply your telegram I have the honor to confirm that article 8 of © 
the arrangement proposed by the Committee must be interpreted to 
mean simultaneous evacuation by Peru of Leticia trapezium and by 
Colombia of Giiepi and any other part of Peruvian territory. Inter- 
pretation given in cour telegram is therefore correct. It is accepted 
by the Colombian Government.” 

I learn that the Peruvian delegate has suggested an amendment 
to the Committee’s report (Wilson’s 178, May 10, 9 p. m.) which 
would charge the proposed commission to take over the whole Leticia 
trapezium instead of only that portion occupied by Peruvian troops. 
Lester is understood to have declined to consider this amendment or 
to propose it to the Colombian Government. In an apparent attempt 
to forestall the Peruvian proposal of which he seems to have 
had knowledge from other sources the Colombian delegate soon 
afterwards informed Lester that his Government accepted the ar- 
rangement in its present form without modification. I learn that 
Lester has telegraphed the Peruvian Government notifying it of 
~Colombia’s acceptance and requesting an indication of its decision for 
reference to the Council Monday. 

GILBERT
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721.23/1755 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, May 20, 1938—6 p. m. 
[ Received May 21—2: 15 a. m.] 

150. 1. My 149.8% Embassy learns on apparently trustworthy 
authority that only one change has been made in the League’s pro- 
posals with reference to the Benavides—Lopez agreement and that 
Olaya has agreed that the League commission to administer Leticia 
shall take over that territory not as if receiving it from the Colombian 
Government, thus establishing publicly Colombian sovereignty over 
the place, but in accord with the declarations which Peru has made 
from time to time regarding the Salomon-Lozano Treaty. 

2. It is explained to the Embassy that this vague statement refers 
to Peru’s declarations that it regards the Salomon-Lozano Treaty as 
valid and binding and that thus Colombian sovereignty over Leticia 
is fully recognized without Colombia being mentioned. 

3. It is further explained that Peru desires this in order to save 
face and that Benavides’ solution will prevent any trickery such as 
referred to in recent Embassy despatches. 

4. This change represents the only concession to the Cerrista policy 
as maintained by Sanchez Cerro, Manzanilla and the Comercio. 

5. The Congress is in session since 5 this afternoon for the purpose 
of approving of the Benavides-Lopez agreement. Embassy is in- 
formed Benavides counts upon receiving a majority vote and has 
informed Lopez he would not have submitted the matter to Congress 
unless he were sure he could get approval. 

6. Embassy also informed Lopez and Benavides have agreed upon 
the withdrawal of military forces to their respective homelands as 
soon as possible. 

Drarine 

721.23/1761 : Telegram 

Lhe Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 22, 19838—8 p. m. 
| [Received May 22—5:10 p.m.] 

185. My 180, May 13, 7 p. m. (paragraph 1, section A); Depart- 
ment’s 104, May 20, 3 p. m. 

1. Drummond informs me confidentially that Calderén has Just 
advised him of instructions the latter has received from his Govern- 
ment with regard to settlement of the Peruvian-Colombian dispute 
in substance as follows: 

* May 19, 11 p. m., p. 533,
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9. The Peruvian Government accepts the Committee’s proposal sub- 

ject to certain small alterations which it wishes introduced and already 

had been discussed with Lopez at Lima. Following are the four 

alterations desired and Drummond’s comment to Calderén thereon: 

Point 1. That the Commissariat would choose only minimum 
number of troops necessary to maintain order. Drummond replied 
that ideas of Council Committee and of Colombian Government cer- 
tainly coincided with the Peruvian view on this point. Always been 
the intention that troops should be limited to number sufficient to 
maintain order. Drummond, however, hoped that Peruvian Govern- 
ment would not insist adding that to the formula. He suggested 
statement to the Council by the President of the Committee and ex- 
change of letters on this point. Calderén thought this would be 
satisfactory ; 

Point 2.’ Calderén very anxious that letters to be exchanged with 
Colombian representative with regard to choice of Colombian troops 
should not for the time being at any rate be made public nor com- 
municated officially to the Peruvian Government. Drummond stated 
that he thought question of non-communication to Peru could be 
easily arranged. As regards non-publication of letters which would 
be solely between Colombia and President of Committee, Drum- 
mond thought it reasonable to ask that these should be kept confiden- 
tial until commission appointed and Colombia forces chosen. Santos 
would have to be consulted in this respect. Calderén replied that his 
Government attached great importance to this point because of Peru- 
vian public opinion. Drummond observed that probably Colombian 
public opinion also attached equal importance to this point; 

Point 3. The insertion in the formula of the statement that Leticia 
and Giiepi should be evacuated simultaneously. Drummond sug- 
gested this could also be effected by exchange of letters. Calderon 
said, however, that his Government attached great importance to this 
statement appearing in the formula itself because the mention of 
Giiepi would counterbalance that of Leticia. Drummond stated that 
as far as he was concerned he could not foresee any serious difficulty 
on this point; 

Point 4. Peruvian Government was most anxious that the words 
“legitimate interests of Peru” should appear in the formula. Drum- 
mond again proposed that this might be done by letter. Calderon 
replied that on this point his Government would not be able to give 
way. Drummond stated that personally he hoped no objection would 
be raised to insertion of these words as he could not believe that the 
Colombian Government would allow the whole agreement to fail on 
such a matter. 

3. Calderén then said that there was one point on which his tele- 
graphic instructions were not very clear. He was not certain whether 
his Government wished the formula to state that the commission would 
administer the territory for a period of not exceeding in any case 12 
months or until the end of the negotiations. He had asked for in- 
structions on the subject. Drummond replied that this was a matter 
to which Colombia attached the greatest importance and hoped that
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the first alternative would be adopted. Otherwise the gravest diffi- 
culties might result. 

4, Calderén explained to Drummond that the above changes had 
as a matter of fact been accepted by Lopez at Lima. Calderén feared 
that there might be some rivalry between Santos and Lopez and asked 
for fullest support from President of Committee and Drummond in 
order to persuade Santos not to raise objections to the small modifica- 
tions proposed. Calderén promised as soon as he heard from his Gov- 
ernment on the point as to which he was still in doubt to send to the 
President of the Committee a letter giving the text of the amended 
formula but making no mention of point 2 above mentioned. 

Witson 

%21.23/1770: Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 25, 1933—1 p. m. 
[Received May 25—11:25 a. m.] 

187. My 178, May 10, 9 p. m.; and 185, May 22, 8 p. m. 
1. Colombia-Peru Advisory Committee met this morning. The 

President announced the acceptance by Peru of the Committee’s pro- 
posed procedure for putting into effect the Council’s recommendations 
of March 18th. The procedure is the same as that quoted in my 178 
with unimportant differences in translation and two concluding para- 
graphs as follows: 

“The undersigned, representatives of the Governments of Colombia 
and Peru, accept on behalf of their Governments the procedure for 
putting into effect the recommendations proposed by the Council in 
the report which it adopted on March 18, 1933, in the form proposed 
by the Advisory Committee and approved by the Council at its meet- 
ing of May 25, 1933. They recognize that the meaning of certain 
points in this procedure is defined in the annexed letters dated May 25, 
1933, addressed by the President of the Advisory Committee with the 
approval of the Council to the two above-mentioned Governments, 

In faith whereof the present instrument has been drawn up in three 
copies, one for the Government of Colombia, another for the Gov- 
ernment of Peru and the third to be deposited with the Secretariat of 
the League of Nations.” 

2. The document is to be signed by the Colombian and Peruvian 
delegates as well as by the President of the Council. . 

8. The identic letter mentioned in the above quotation takes care 
of three of the minor alterations to the Committee’s proposal desired 
by the Peruvian Government (see my 185, May 22,8 p.m.). As re- 
gards remaining point, namely, non-publication of correspondence 
with respect to choice by commission of Colombian troops, Lester 
this morning requested that all information on this subject be kept
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strictly confidenial until the arrival of the commission at Leticia. 
4, The Council is meeting this afternoon at 6 o’clock for the formal 

procedure involved including approval of the Committee’s procedure 
now agreed to by the two parties, arrangement for the appointment 
of the members of the commission to go to Leticia, approval of work 
of the Advisory Committee, invitation to continue its work in accord- 
ance with the terms of the accord, and signature of accord. 

5. Lester stated further that he had yesterday telegraphed Peru 
and Colombia regarding cessation of hostilities to which both Gov- 
ernments replied that orders have been issued to the respective com- 

manders in this sense. 
6. I suggest that I be instructed to convey to the Secretary General 

of the League and to the President of the Advisory Committee appro- 
priate expressions of your gratification on the successful conclusion 
of the efforts of the League in regard to the Colombia—Peru dispute. 

WILson 

721.23/1770 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland (Wilson), at 
Geneva 

Wasuineton, May 25, 1933—5 p. m. 

110. Your No. 187, May 25, 1 p. m., paragraph 6. You are in- 
structed to convey to the Secretary General of the League and to the 
President of the Advisory Committee on Leticia appropriate expres- 
sions of this Government’s gratification upon the reaching of an 
agreement between Colombia and Peru looking toward a solution 
of the difficulties arising out of the Leticia incident.** 

7 How 

721.23/1796 

The Chargé in Colombia (Dawson) to the Secretary of State 

No. 5602 Bocord, May 26, 1933. 
[Received May 31.] 

Srr: I have the honor to report that I am informed by Sefior AI- 
fredo Lozano, private secretary to President Olaya, that Dr. Eduardo 

, Santos, Colombian delegate to the League of Nations, has reported 
that the Commission to be appointed to administer the Leticia ter- 
ritory will be composed of an American army officer, a Brazilian 
naval officer and a Spanish diplomat, the first two to have the rank 
of colonel or lieutenant colonel and equivalent naval rank. 

™* See League of Nations, Official Journal, July 1933, p. 975.
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Dr. Santos reports that there was never any question as to the ap- 
pointment of an American and a Brazilian but that both the British 
and Italians evinced interest in having a person of their respective 
nationalities appointed to the third place. The Colombian authorities 
were opposed to the appointment of a Britisher because of their sus- 
picions regarding the attitude of the British Government during the 
latter stages of the negotiations for a settlement of the Leticia inci- 
dent (the subject of a number of despatches from the Legation 85) 
or to the appointment of an Italian because of their fear that the 
Italian Government might be influenced by the British Government 
or by the Italian Minister at Lima, who is alleged to be affected by the 
ideas of the pro-Peruvian manager of the Lima branch of the Banque 
Frang¢aise et Italienne pour l’Amérique du Sud (page two of despatch 
No. 2758 of April 7, 1933, from the Embassy at Lima). Dr. Santos 
further reports that he suggested that a Swiss citizen be given the 
third position but that he feels a Spaniard will be entirely satisfactory. 

Respectfully yours, AuLAn Dawson 

721.28/1783 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, May 26, 19383—11 a. m. 
[Received 11:35 a. m.] 

157. Geneva agreement, signed yesterday, was published in Peru 
today with eight points substantially in accord with those quoted in 
the Department’s telegram 59, May 11, 5 p- m., except for point 2 
which as published here reads translated: 

“The Council will appoint a commission to proceed to Leticia within 
30 days. The Peruvian forces will immediately retire and the com- mission assume charge of the administration of the territory.” 

DraRINna 

%721.23/1784: Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, May 26, 1933—6 p. m. 
[Received May 26—2: 50 p. m.] 

190. My 187, May 25, 1 p. m. 
1. The Advisory Committee meeting this afternoon took up the 

question of appointment of members of Leticia commission. 
2. Lester suggested that there should be three members, one to be 

supplied by the Brazilian Government, one by the United States and 

* Not printed.
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one by Spain. Furthermore, he suggested that the American should 

be an army officer perhaps from the Panama zone, with administrative 

ability, speaking Spanish and with the rank of major or colonel; that 

the Brazil member should be a naval officer and the Spanish member 

a diplomat. There was unanimous approval by the Committee to these 

suggestions. 

3. I expressed appreciation at the desire to have an American army 

officer on the commission and said that I would refer the matter imme- 

diately to my Government for its decision. 

4, Inquiry of Lester after the meeting elicited the information that 

each member of the commission would receive approximately a salary 

of from $200 to $300 a month; a clerical allowance of $200 a month, 

a subsistence allowance of $100 a month, an outfit allowance of $200 

and an insurance policy for life, sickness, et cetera. As a matter of 

fact these sums of money should be practically in addition to living 

expenses since I understand from Lester that the Colombian Govern- 

ment is planning to supply living quarters and certain extras. Pay- 

ment of salary and allowances will be by the Colombian Government 

through the League of Nations. 

5. The League is sending Mencfa, a Cuban member of League Secre- 

tariat, as Secretary to the commission. However, the League is not 

furnishing him with clerical assistance and does not intend to provide 

clerical or secretarial assistance to the members of the commission. 

According to present plans Mencia and the Spanish member of the 

commission will sail on June 3d. | 

6. The chairmanship of the commission will probably be by monthly 

rotation alphabetically in which case the American member, if you 

agree to his participation, would be chairman for the first period. 

7, I should appreciate instructions at as early a date as possible 

since the League wishes very much to constitute the commission at 

once. 
WILson 

%721.23/1770: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Colombia (Dawson) ® 

Wasuineron, May 27, 1938—11 a. m. 

59. You are instructed to express to the Colombian Minister for 

Foreign Affairs the great gratification with which this Government 

has learned that Colombia and Peru have reached an agreement at 

Geneva looking toward a solution of the difficulties arising out of the 

Leticia incident. | 
Hou 

The same, mutatis mutandis, on the same date to the Ambassador in Peru 

as telegram No. 65.
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%721.23/1794 : Telegram 

The Minister in Switzerland (Wilson) to the Secretary of State 

Geneva, June 1, 1938—10 a. m. 
[Received June 1—4: 38 a. m.] 

194. My 190, May 26, 6 p. m. League Secretariat would appre- 

ciate as early a decision as possible with regard to an American 

member on the commission. | 
WILson 

721.23/1794:;: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Switzerland 

| (Wilson), at Geneva 

WASHINGTON, June 1, 19383—1 p. m. 

111. Your 194, June 1,10 a.m. Colonel Arthur W. Brown, Judge 

Advocate General’s Department, will report in Washington tomor- 

row. He will be made available immediately for duty on League 

Commission. Department presumes he will be appointed by the 

League as was General McCoy. | 
Colombian Minister today advised that Spanish member of Com- 

mission will arrive at Puerto Colombia June 15, and was anxious 

that American member arrive on the same date. As soon as Brown 

is appointed by the League wire at once full particulars regarding 

their desires for his movements. 
PHILLIPS 

721.28/1889 

The Chargé in Colombia (Dawson) to the Secretary of State 

No. 5679 Bogord, June 23, 1933. 
[Received July 6.] 

Sir: With reference to my despatch No. 5665 of June 20, 1933, 

concerning the arrival in Colombia of members of the League of 

Nations Commission for the administration of the Leticia territory, 

I have the honor to enclose copies and translations of a note from 

the Minister for Foreign Affairs transmitting copies of the agree- 

ment of May 25, 1933, between Colombia and Peru and of a com- 

munication received from the Commission reporting that it began 

to function on June 19, 1933. Copies and translations of the tele- 

gram from the Commission are also enclosed, but not of the agree- 

* Not printed. 

738036—50——40
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ment, since copies of the original French text and translations of 
the latter have already been transmitted to the Department (despatch 
No. 5563 of May 11, 1933 ®). 

Respectfully yours, Axttan Dawson 

[Enclosure—Translation ] 

Lhe Colombian Minister for Foreign Affairs (Urdaneta Arbeldez) 
to the American Chargé (Dawson) 

Bogord, June 21, 1933. 
Mr. Cuarcé p’Arrarres: For your information I have the honor 

to transmit herewith a copy of the agreement entered into under the 
auspices of the League of Nations by the Governments of Colombia 
and Peru on the 25th of last May, by which the conflict arising 
from the occupation of Leticia on September 1, 1932, has been peace- 
fully terminated. 

The agreement in question has been entered into with the object 
of facilitating the application of the recommendations (which were) 
adopted by the Council of the League of Nations at its session of 
the 18th of last March and accepted by Colombia and Peru. The 
Commission which will administer the territory of Leticia will do 
so in the name of the Government of Colombia and by virtue of 
the mandate which the latter entrusted to the League of Nations 
and which that body accepted. As for the subsequent negotiations 
provided for in the agreement, it should be remarked that they will 
have as their object the consideration, on the basis of treaties in | 
effect, of all problems pending between Colombia and Peru. 

Likewise, I am pleased to inform you that the Commission referred 
to in the attached agreement has already begun to function, according 
to an official communication from the Commission which was sent the 
day before yesterday to the Governments of Colombia and Peru and of 
which I am also sending you a copy herewith. 

I have waited until the provisions of the agreement of May 25 began 
actually to be carried out before informing you thereof; this took 
place upon the constitution of the Administrative Commission ap- 
pointed by the League of Nations. 

I avail myself [etc.] R. URDANETA ARBELAEZ 

® Not printed.
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[Subenclosure—Translation ] 

The President of the Commission (Brown) to the Colombian Minister 
for Foreign Affairs (Urdaneta Arbeldez) 

S. S. “Mosquzra”, June 19, 1933. 

1. The Commission for the administration of the Leticia territory 
appointed by the League of Nations and consisting of Colonel Arthur 
Brown, Captain Alberto de Lemos Bastos, (and) Captain Francisco 
Iglesias, (as) Commissioners, (and) Dr. Armando Mencia *® (as) 
Secretary General, was constituted on the nineteenth of June, 1933, 
upon holding its first plenary meeting at Teffé, Brazil, all members 
being present aboard the Colombian 8S. 8. Mosquera. 

9. During its first month of operation the Commission will be pre- 
sided over by Colonel Arthur Brown of the United States of America. 

3. The Commission has adopted a flag which it will use as a distinc- 
tive mark. 

4. The characteristics of that flag are: rectangular, white, with the 
following inscription in dark blue: “League of Nations Leticia Com- 

mission,” 
5. Upon the evacuation of the Leticia territory that flag will be 

hoisted along with the flag of Colombia. 
6. The Commission has agreed to arrive at Leticia on the morning 

of the twenty-third of June in accordance with Article 2 of the agree- 
ment of May 25, 1933, and with this end in view the Governments of 
Colombia and Peru are informed and requested to take the necessary 
measures in this connection. 

ArrHur W. Brown 

%721.23/1874: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, June 27, 1933—11 a. m. 
[Received 1:10 p. m.]| 

168. President yesterday informed me Leticia delivered to League 

commissioners without adverse incident and that situation satisfac- 

tory.” 
DEARING 

” In telegram No. 251, October 18, 1 p. m., the Consul at Geneva informed the 
Secretary that Garcia Palacios (Chilean) was replacing Mencia as Secretary of 
the Commission (721.23/2004). 

* See League of Nations, Oficial Journal, July 1933, pp. 977-979.
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721.23/1891 

The Chargé in Colombia (Dawson) to the Secretary of State 

No. 5685 Bogor, June 27, 1933. 

[Received July 6.] 

Sir: Referring to the Legation’s despatch No. 5683 of June 26, 
1933,” reporting that Leticia had been delivered to the Commission 
of the League of Nations for the administration thereof on June 25, 
1933, I have the honor to report that the only Peruvian officials pre- 
sent when Leticia was turned over to the Commission were Mr. Velarde 
Mas, Prefect of the Department of Loreto, and two legal advisers. 
The Peruvian forces occupying Leticia had previously been trans- 
ferred to Ramon Castilla, on the Peruvian bank of the Amazon River, 
opposite Leticia. 

Giiepi, the principal Peruvian position held by Colombian troops, 
was delivered by Lieutenant Colonel Angel Marfa Diago of the Colom- 
bian army to Major Hipélito Paredes of the Peruvian army on the 
afternoon of June 28, 1933. The Colombian troops previously oc- 
cupying the Peruvian post of Giiepi were withdrawn for the most part 
to Caucaya, although some were left to garrison Chavaco and the 
Colombian post of Giiepi, on the north bank of the Putumayo River. 
It is understood that Colombian troops have also been withdrawn 
from the positions occupied by them in Peruvian territory at Yabu- 
yanos, the mouth of the Algodén River, et cetera, although no formal 
act of delivery was effected at the latter positions. 

Respectfully yours, Autan Dawson 

721.23/1878 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Colombia (Dawson) to the Secretary of State 

Bogor, June 29, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received 7:30 p. m.] 

59. Sometime ago Panama suggested orally to Colombia and Peru 
that Panama City be site of negotiations envisaged in the second of the 
League recommendations. Panaman Minister now tells Olaya Peru 
is willing to accept suggestion but prefers Lima. 

Olaya thinks Bogotaé would be best meeting place as he could be in 
personal contact with delegates. The Department is aware, of course, 
of his conciliatory spirit. Furthermore, Lopez (whose ideas Bena- 
vides knows) could be Colombian delegate; if conference is held else- 
where latter could not attend because of internal politics (Congress 
in which he is liberal leader meets July 20th). 

Olaya hopes the Department will see its way clear to suggest to 
Peruvian Government through Freyre or Dearing that meeting be in 
Bogota in view of these factors. 

” Not printed.
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If his suggestion is not practicable Olaya is willing to accept Panama 
but prefers Washington; he will not accept Lima. 

He expresses gratification with new Peruvian Cabinet (especially 
Polo) which he terms liberal, czvzlzsta and conciliatory. 

) Dawson 

%21.23/1878 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Colombia 
(Dawson) 

WASHINGTON, June 30, 1933—7 p. m. 

59. Your 59, June 29,5 p.m. We would like to be helpful to both 
Peru and Colombia by assisting them to reach an agreement as to the 
site of the negotiations, but since this matter appears to le within the 
purview of League endeavors, we do not deem it appropriate to take the 
suggested initiative. PHILLIPS 

721.23/1908 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

No. 2905 Lima, July 7, 1933. 
[Received July 13.] 

Sir: I have the honor to transmit herewith enclosed a newspaper 
report of the turning over of Leticia by the Peruvian authorities to the 
League Commission. The clipping is taken from £7 Comercio, Lima, 

of July 5, 1983. 
The Peruvians have derived considerable satisfaction over the way 

in which the Peruvian flag was removed from Leticia. A great deal 
had been made in the country over promises never to haul down the 
Peruvian flag at that port. It appears from the attached clipping 
that the flag was not hauled down but that the flag pole with the flag 
attached was taken up and carried across the river to Peruvian ter- 
ritory, where it was replaced in the ground with the flag still flying. 

There has not been the slightest sign of disappointment in Peru over 
the evacuation of Leticia, and everyone is heartily glad to have the 
conflict finished and is fast forgetting about it. 

- The mutiny which took place in Iquitos just after the evacuation of 

Leticia was, it appears, caused by alleged mistreatment of some of 
the military forces. A Court Martial is being held to try the ring- 
leaders. It is understood that most of the civic bodies of Loreto have 
requested clemency for the accused. 

Respectfully yours, For the Ambassador : 
Wi11AMm C. BuRDETT 

* Not reprinted.
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721.23/1918 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Colombia (Dawson) to the Secretary of State 

: : Bogord, July 24, 19883—2 p. m. 
[Received 7:15 p. m. | 

68. The following telegram has been sent by the Colombian Minister 
for Foreign Affairs to the American Ambassador at Lima through 
this Legation : ) 

“19, July 24, 2 p. m. I take the liberty of giving you the following 
information so that you may bring it to the attention of the Peruvian 
Government if you see no objection: 

In compliance with the recommendations of the Council of the 
League of Nations to the Governments of Colombia and Peru and as 
the Commission for the administration of Leticia has given notification 
that that territory has been evacuated by the Peruvian forces which 
occupied it, the Government of Colombia has instructed its delegate to 
the League to inform the Committee charged with the study of the 
Leticia question that Colombia is ready to begin the negotiations pro- 
vided for in the aforesaid recommendations. The Colombian Gov- 
ernment suggests Geneva as the site of the negotiations since it is the 
residence of the Council whose recommendations are to be fulfilled. 
If Geneva is not desired as a site the Colombian Government is ready 
to accept the suggestion of the Government of Panama that the ne- 
gotiators meet in that city. It would be equally agreeable to the Co- 
lombian Government to have the negotiations take place in Wash- 
ington which for many reasons offers facilities and conveniences for 
the international contacts arising trom a meeting of this sort. I 

. should be grateful if you could acknowledge the receipt of this cable.” 

Minister for Foreign Affairs states that Geneva conversations be- 
tween Santos and Garcia Calderén to decide on site for negotiations 
have been fruitless through failure of latter to receive instructions. He 
consequently desires to present matter direct to the Peruvian Govern- 

ment. 

Dawson 

%721.23/1915 : Telegram | : 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, July 25, 19383—11 a. m. 
[Received 12:45 p. m.] 

176. Please instruct Embassy regarding Bogota’s 68, July 24, 2 
p.m., regarding initiation Colombian-Peruvian negotiations settle- 
ment Leticia dispute. 

DEARING
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%21.23/1915 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) 

WasHINGTON, July 26, 1933—1 p. m. 

75. Your 176, July 25,11a.m. You may transmit message. Make 
it clear that Colombian suggestion of Washington as possible site for 
negotiations does not emanate from this Government. 

PHILLIPS 

721.23/1928 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in ‘Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Luma, August 1, 1933—3 p. m. 
[Received 7:52 p. m.] 

177. Department’s telegram No, 75, July 26, 1 p. m., Embassy’s des- 
patch 2947 July 29,% site and initiation Leticia negotiations. 

1. Foreign Minister after a consultation with President informs me 
Peru is anxious to begin negotiations as soon as possible and only 
awaits Colombia’s reply to Peruvian suggestion made about a fort- 
night ago via Peruvian representative at Geneva Lester and Santos 
site should be Santiago, Buenos Aires or Rio de Janeiro. Following 
is translation of a memorandum delivered to Embassy late yesterday. 

9. Please cable whether Department will transmit this to the Co- 
lombian Government via our Legation at Bogota or desires me trans- 
mit Spanish text Bogota directly from here.” 

3. “Memorandum. The Government of Peru in consonance with 
its own wishes and in conformity with the recommendations of the 
Council of the League of Nations is prepared to initiate the negotia- 
tions for a settlement of the Leticia question. It is consequently in 
perfect understanding in this respect with the Colombian Government 
as set forth in the information from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
of Colombia which the Embassy of the United States of America has 
transmitted in its aide-mémoire of the 27th of the present month. 

4, The suggestion of the Government of Colombia that Geneva 
might be the seat of the negotiations is open only to the objection that 
it would be inconvenient to place the settlement of a matter which 
from its nature is essentially American in a distant city in another 
continent. The offer of its capital for the meeting of the negotiators 
which has been made by the Government of Panama calls for the 
gratefulness and appreciation of the Peruvian Government which 
feels, however, that reasons of a climatic character might render Pan- 
ama unsuitable at the present season. As for Washington, D. C., al- 
though all desirable conditions are present there the designation of 
that capital would place too great a burden on the hospitality of the 
Government of the United States which has so often and so courteously 

“Latter not printed. 
aire tly Department replied in telegram No. 76, August 2, 4 p. m.: “Transmit text
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given hospitality to diplomatic negotiators of the various countries 
of America. . 

5. With the purpose of harmonizing all considerations and advan- 
tages the Peruvian Government suggests on its part the designation 
of one of the South American capitals such as Santiago, Buenos Aires, 
Rio de Janeiro, or Montevideo but begs to point out with respect to the 
last that since the Seventh International Conference of American 
States ° is to meet there in November of this year the designation of 
Montevideo might place too great a burden upon the hospitality of 
the Uruguayan Government. 

Lima, July 31, 1933.” 
DEARING 

721,23/1932 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Colombia (Dawson) to the Secretary of State 

Bocord, August 11, 1933—1 p. m. 
[Received 3:55 p. m.] 

70. Legation’s 68, July 24,2 p.m. Colombian Government is re- 
questing American Embassy at Lima to express to the Peruvian 
Government its acceptance of Rio de Janeiro, one of the sites suggested 
by Peru, for Leticia negotiations and to suggest on its behalf that 
negotiations begin October Ist. 

| Dawson 

721.238/1935 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Colombia (Dawson) to the Secretary of State 

Bocord, August 14, 19833—10 a. m. 
[Received 11:30 a. m.]| 

71. Legation’s 70, August 11, 1 p.m. Rio de Janeiro definitely 
agreed upon and Brazilian Government informed. Peru suggests 
that negotiations begin before October 1st if possible. 

Dawson 

*° See pp. 1 ff.



ASSUMPTION BY THE AMERICAN EMBASSY IN PERU OF 
COLOMBIAN INTERESTS IN PERU; SACKING OF THE 
COLOMBIAN LEGATION © | 

704.2128/1: Telegram | 
Lhe Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) 

Wasurineton, February 16, 1933—1 p. m. 
82. In view of severance of diplomatic relations between Colombia 

and Peru! the Colombian Government has requested that the United 
States Government assume charge of Colombian interests in Peru, 
specifically of the archives of the Colombian Legation. The Colom- 
bian Government has been advised that this Government will com- 
ply with this request if agreeable to the Peruvian Government, 

Please advise Peruvian Government of foregoing and cable reply. 
STrIMson 

704.2123 /2 : Telegram | 
Lhe Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lua, February 16, 1938—7 p. m. 
| [Received 8:22 p. m.] 

8/7. Referring to Department’s telegram No. 32, February 16, 1 
p. m., Manzanilla? cordially acquiesces. I will arrange details with 
Lozano.® 

Drarine 

704.2123/5 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, February 18, 1938—1 p. m. 
[Received 2:20 p. m.] 

89. On account of complications arising here due to delay departure 
Colombian Minister because no boat available until 23rd, please in- 
struct Embassy from what moment custodianship Colombian archives 
and interests begins. Peruvian Government indicated acquiescence 
February 16th but no actual transfer archives has yet taken place. 
Conferring Lozano today. 

: Drarine 

*See telegram No. 39, February 15, 2 p. m., from the Minister in Colombia, . 479. 
° *José Matias Manzanilla, Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs, 

* Fabio Lozano y Lozano, Colombian Minister in Peru. 

549
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701.2128/17 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lama, February 19, 1933-—11 a. m. 

| [Received 2:40 p. m.] 

90. My telegram No. 87, February 16, 7 p.m., and 89, February 18, 

1p.m. Arrangements were made yesterday with Lozano for delivery 

archives to Embassy 20th. About 10 last night following radio 

address by President, and notwithstanding previous explicit notifica- 

tion to the Foreign Office and police authorities by the Nuncio, Dean 

of the Diplomatic Corps, a mob of probably 500, after a political man- 

‘festation and with no apparent restraint, assaulted, sacked and 

attempted to burn former Colombian Legation in Barranco during 

5 hours last night. Minister barely escaped with his life and was 

taken by Minister of Gobernaci6n and other officials, who arrived 

apparently about 3 a. m., to Chilean Embassy where he now is. His 

wife and child escaped earlier to the nearby house of friends. 

Personal inspection this morning confirms Lozano’s report to me 

at 8 o’clock this morning. Bystanders threaten a repetition of as- 

sault. Only about six or eight police present. As soon as possible 

I am conferring with Minister of Gobernacion, who is asleep after 

being up all night, and Minister for Foreign Affairs and demanding 

prompt and adequate protection to prevent any new mob attack on 

former Colombian Legation or this Embassy. Publication yesterday 

of news we had taken over Colombian interests lends a sinister sig- 

nificance to mob’s attack and Government’s dilatoriness and inaction 

and the Department should distinctly realize this and take measures 

accordingly. 

I leave to Department matter of informing Colombian Government. 

Embassy will endeavor to arrange immediate departure Lozano by 

special plane. Further report later. 

Chilean Ambassador informed his Government at 4 a. m. Vene- 

zuelan and Brazilian representatives indignant and informing their 

Governments. Meeting of Diplomatic Corps for tomorrow likely. 
DrarIne 

701.2128/18 : Telegram TO | 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, February 19, 1938—12 midnight. 

[Received February 20—1: 41 a. m.] 

91, Leticia. Sacking of Colombian Legation. My 90, February 

19, 11 a. m. | 

(1) On account of possible unfortunate effect here if anything 

happens to retiring Peruvian Minister en route Buenaventura, ur-
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gently suggest Colombia take all possible measures safeguard him 
until he has embarked. | 

(2) Minister of Gobernacién and Foreign Office give every assur- 
ance prompt and adequate protection and promise investigation re- 
port and punishment. I have formerly [formally] requested in a 
communication full protection for Colombian interests and archives 
and for this Embassy as custodian, stating Embassy confides abso- 
lutely in Government’s willingness; and, 

(3) Lozano, wife, daughter, nurse, Colombian Consul, Callao, wife, 
two children, and Mrs. Teresa Handley, Colombian, born in the 
United States but naturalized widow former American Consul Gen- 
eral here, departing special plane direct Guayaquil 7 morning 20th. 

(4) Foreign representatives thoroughly aroused and fearful for 
their safety. 

(5) In view Government’s failure or disinclination to give pro- 
tection last night, the large number of Americans here, the Govern- 
ment’s direct enmity to us, its threat to force foreign companies to 
contribute to war funds, and the general uncertainties, I feel without 
wishing to alarm the Department unduly that it is merely foresight 
to ask Department to consider most seriously whether a war vessel 
should not be despatched to Calléo immediately from the nearest 
point possible on a declared friendly visit but to remain here during 
period of uncertainty. Vessel and equipment should be adequate for 
dealing with hostile mobs of considerable size. Please inform and 
instruct fully. 

Drarine 

701.2123/19 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

| Lima, February 20, 19883—11 a. m. 

[Received 1:45 p. m.] 
92. Leticia. 
1, My 91, February 19, midnight, paragraph 8, plane left 7: 30 this 

morning all on board. 
2. Monster patriotic demonstration scheduled for this afternoon is 

causing apprehension. All possible precautions have been taken. 
Government informed adequate protection necessary. 

3. In speaking of assault on Colombian Legation Minister of Gober- 
nacién stated mob appeared to number 3000 or more and was uncon- 
trollable, that any effort to control it would have caused a massacre 
and burning of the Legation while Lozano was inside. 

4. Foreign Minister has circularized Foreign Ministers of friendly 
nations in extensive telegram justifying Peruvian action.
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8. Colombian Consulate, Callao, assaulted last night but little dam- 

age done. Further report later. 

6. Manzanilla called upon Lozano yesterday to apologize and is 

endeavoring reassure other foreign representatives. There are hints 

of his resignation and friction with Minister of Gobernacién. Presi- 

dent so far silent. 

%. Nuncio calling meeting Diplomatic Corps for 11:30, 21st. 
DrEARING 

%701.2123/18: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) 

Wasuineton, February 20, 1933—1 p. m. 

36. Your 90, February 19, 11 a. m., and 91, February 19, midnight. 

Department has noted that the Peruvian Government has given every 

assurance of prompt and adequate protection, and promises an inves- 

tigation and report of the attack on the Colombian Legation and pun- 

ishment of those found to be guilty. In view of this, and as it does 

not appear from your reports that American lives are at present in 

any actual danger, the Department, as at present advised, believes that 

the despatch of a war vessel to Peruvian waters would not be war- 

ranted. Please follow situation closely and keep Department 

promptly advised of developments. It is assumed that you are in 

touch with American consular agents in Peru as to the safety of 

Americans. 
STrmson 

721.23 Repatriates/1 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, February 20, 1983—5 p. m. 

| [Received 5:55 p. m.] 

93. Between 10 and 20 Colombians seeking repatriation have ap- 

plied to Embassy, expense of which Embassy understands from 

Lozano Colombian Government is willing to defray. Since the Grace 

Line vessel leaving on the 23rd can carry practically all, please request 

the Colombian Government to authorize payment passages and indi- 

cate whether the Embassy may continue thus to repatriate Colombians 

able to prove nationality. 
DEARING
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%704.2123/10: Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Perw (Dearing) 

WasHINGTON, February 20, 1983—6 p. m. 

37. Your 89, February 18,1 p.m. Your responsibility for taking 

all available measures for the exercise of good offices with the Peru- 

vian Government began as soon as the latter agreed to your assum- 

ing charge of Colombian interests. The time when your actual cus- 

todianship of the archives of the Colombian Legation began seems 

to be a question of fact depending upon your arrangement with 

Lozano. 
The action reported in your No. 91 in asking for adequate police 

protection for the American Embassy and the Colombian Legation 

is fully approved. 

For your information and guidance regarding your duties while 

in charge of the interests of Colombia, you are referred to the Sup- 

plement to Foreign Relations, 1914, page 731 and following espe- 

cially page 740. See also Hyde’s International Law, Volume 1, page 

769, and Moore’s Digest, Volume 4, pages 599 and following. While 

the cases mentioned in these citations have to do with a condition of 

actual warfare, nevertheless it is felt that the general principles 

therein laid down would apply to the present situation. 
STIMSON 

721.23 Repatriates/1 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) 

WasuHineton, February 21, 1933—noon. 

38. Your 93, February 20, 5 p. m., repeated to Legation at Bogota 

with instructions to take matter up with the Colombian Government 

and advise you directly.* You may communicate directly with Lega- 

tion at Bogot& regarding arrangements for repatriation of Colom- 

bians. | 
STIMsoNn 

721.28 Repatriates/2 | 

The Minister in Colombia (Caffery) to the Secretary of State 

No. 5241 Bogota, February 21, 1933. 

[Received February 25.] 

Sir: Referring to the Department’s telegram No. 33 of February 

91, 11 a. m. in regard to the possible repatriation of Colombians in 

‘Telegram No. 33, February 21, 11 a. m., to the Minister in Colombia, not 
printed. |
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Peru,’ I have the honor to transmit herewith copies of a telegram 
sent by the Legation to the American Embassy at Lima at the request 
of the Colombian Foreign Office.® 

The Foreign Office in a note to the Legation expresses “fears that 
its communications with the Embassy of the United States at Lima 
may be delayed or interrupted” and remarks that “it has no code 
with which to communicate with said Embassy.” It wishes this Le- 
gation to act as transmitting agent for cables between it and the 
American Embassy at Lima sent in code. The Foreign Office asks 
that all such telegrams be charged to the account of the Colombian 
Government. 

Respectfully yours, JEFFERSON CAFFERY 

%01.2123/22 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, February 21, 1933—1 p. m. 
[Received February 23—2: 50 p. m.] 

95. Leticia. 
1. My telegram No. 92, February 20, 11 a. m., paragraph 2. Save 

for slight trouble with some manifestants shouting too insistently 
for general amnesty for political prisoners, political demonstration 
passed without unfortunate event. Comercio estimates 100,000 par- 
ticipants, which is possibly an exaggeration. People seemingly took 
occasion as a holiday. Enthusiasm shown due chiefly to fostering by 
the Government and Comercio’s campaign and can be regarded as 
spontaneous only to a moderate degree. Nevertheless Government 
for the moment has a certain moral advantage and mandate making 
its task easier. 

2. Proper precautions having been taken in time no molestation of 
Colombians or this Embassy as custodian Colombian interests took 
place and with departure of Lozano situation is easier. 

DraRING 

%704.2123/11: Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, February 21, 1933—midnight. 
[Received February 22—2:03 a. m.] 

96. 1. The Peruvian Government apparently has not yet elected 
who shall take custody of Peruvian interests and archives in Colom- 
bia. Polo’ stated 19th matter was left for Peruvian Minister’s deci- 
sion. Apparently he has left it open, and arrives here 24th. 

* Not printed ; see telegram No. 38 to the Ambassador in Peru, supra. , 
° Not printed. 
"Sol6n Polo, Chief Permanent Secretary, Peruvian Foreign Office.
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2. Embassy suggests for Department’s consideration our Embassy 
here be instructed to say to Peruvian Government our Government 
will be glad to act for Peru, if requested. 

8. Embassy assumes this action will not be misunderstood in Co- 
lombia and believes that even though suggestion refused, effect of 
making it will be highly beneficial. 

4. Confiding of Peruvian interests in Colombia to our custody will 
greatly assist our efforts here to care for Colombians and Colombian 
interests, will aid effectively in protecting American interests, will 
create a generally better atmosphere and in the future give us a much 
greater opportunity to take helpful action. 

Derarine 

701.2128/20 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, February 22, 1933—1 a. m. 
[Received 8:38 a. m.] 

97. My 90, February 19, 11 a. m., last sentence, sacking of Colom- 
bian Legation. Diplomatic Corps today * decided that Dean, speak- 
ing for the Corps, shall state politely but firmly to the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs sacking of Colombian Legation has caused a most 
painful impression, that result of investigation is awaited with great- 
est interest, and that Government, in the case of any new threat, 
must of its own initiative take prompt and abundant precautions 
to make impossible incident similar to that of the night of February 
18-19. I concurred with my colleagues and trust Department will 
approve. Nuncio expects to see Foreign Minister 22nd or 23rd and 
to call further meeting about 27th. 

DrARING 

721.23 Repatriates/4 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, February 23, 19833—10 a. m. 
[Received 11:55 a. m.] 

99. Colombian Minister for Foreign Affairs reports no one in charge 
of Peruvian interests in Colombia and that Peruvians there may be 
hostilized as a result of recent occurrences and that measures for their 
repatriation should be taken at once. 

° February 21. 
*On February 23, the Nuncio presented the views of the Diplomatic Corps to 

the Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs, omitting the third point regarding 
future precautions (701.2123/83).
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I respectfully urge earliest action possible on suggestion in my tele- 

gram 96, February 21, midnight, either through this Embassy or 

Peruvian Embassy Washington. 
DEARING 

721.23 Repatriates/4 ;: Telegram . 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) 

‘Wasuineron, February 24, 1983—11 a. m. 

40. Your 96, February 21, midnight, and 99 February 23, 10 a. m. 

Department believes it inadvisable for you or the Department to take 

any initiative in this matter. 
STIMSON 

701.2128 /24 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) 

No. 490 Wasuineton, March 9, 1983. 

Sm: The Department acknowledges the receipt of your strictly 

confidential despatch No. 2625, dated February 20, 1983, reporting 

the circumstances surrounding the sacking of the Colombian Lega- 

tion in Lima by an organized mob on the morning of February 19th 

last, and asking for instructions not only with regard to the disposi- 

tion of certain property of the Colombian Government which was 

saved from the wreck of the Legation, but also requesting guidance 

in relation to the discharge of the good offices which this Government 

has assumed in relation to Colombian affairs in Peru. 
The Department has found your detailed report of the sacking of 

the Colombian Legation of interest and takes this opportunity to ex- 

press its appreciation for your conscientious activity in behalf of | 

Colombian interests. 
With reference to the last paragraph of page 7 of your despatch 

under acknowledgement, the Department has already answered your 

query as to when the Embassy’s responsibility for Colombian interests 

began, in its telegraphic instruction No. 87, February 20, 1933, 6:00 

p.m. It has also instructed you telegraphically (Telegram No. 33, 

February 16, 1933, 3:00 p. m.") regarding the request contained in 

the last paragraph of your despatch for further instructions concern- 

ing the Embassy’s custodianship of Colombian affairs. Moreover, 

in its telegraphic instruction No. 37, above referred to, the Depart- 

ment made specific reference, for your information and guidance in 

” Not printed. 
4 Reference to telegram 33, February 16 (not printed) is apparently erroneous, 

it concerns protection of American interests, not Colombian.
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regard to the general nature of your duties while in charge of Colom- 
bian interests, to pertinent sections of Foreign Relations, Hyde’s In- 
ternational Law, and Moore’s Digest. 

In general, as you will have perceived from a study of the references 
above mentioned, the duties of the Embassy on behalf of Colombia 
in the present contingency must be of an informal nature, and you are 
not under any circumstances to act as the medium for diplomatic inter- 
change between the Colombian Foreign Office and the Peruvian Gov- 
ernment. Should the Peruvian Government request you to perform 
such diplomatic functions, you will, of course, inform the Department 
promptly so that it can decide upon the propriety of informing the 
Colombian Government. With regard to the disposition of the ar- 
chives of the Colombian Legation and to the matter of seeking reim- 
bursement for the passage by air of the Colombian Minister and his 
suite, however, on both of which points you requested instructions in 
your despatch, you may communicate with the Legation at Bogota 
with a view to coming to an informal understanding with the Colom- 
bian Government as to its wishes in the premises. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
Francis WHITE 

701.2123/88 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

No. 2733 Lima, March 31, 1933. 
, [Received April 10.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s Instructions No. 
490 of March 9, 1933, pertaining to the relation which should exist be- 
tween the Embassy and the Colombian Government in the discharge 
by the Embassy of its duties with regard to Colombian affairs in 
Peru. The Embassy has observed the Department’s caution that the 
duties of the Embassy on behalf of Colombia in the present contingency 
must be of an informal nature, and that we should not, under any 
circumstances, act as the medium for diplomatic interchange between 
the Colombian Foreign Office and the Peruvian Government. 

I have the honor to inform the Department that, with one or two 
exceptions, the activities of the Embassy in this regard have been 
limited to the repatriation of Colombians. As specifically authorized 
in the Department’s cable No. 37, February 20, 6 p. m., this matter 
has been dealt with with the Colombian Foreign Office through our 
Legation in Bogota. 

The Embassy did receive, from the Colombian Foreign Office through 
our Legation in Bogota, a request that the Peruvian Government make 
arrangements for the repatriation of its subjects in Colombia. This 

738086—50——41
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request was forwarded to us in that manner because the Peruvian 

Minister had already left Bogota and at that time there was no rep- 

resentative of Peruvian interests in Colombia. This request was im- 

mediately transmitted by me to the Peruvian Foreign Office, acting 

purely on a humanitarian basis, in the hope that thereby any untoward 

incident which might occur through the prolonged stay of Peruvians 

in Colombia might be avoided. It was also realized that to do this 

would react to the benefit of the Colombians still remaining in Peru 

as it would obviate any retaliation which would undoubtedly be moti- 

vated by attacks on Peruvians in Colombia. This suggestion was very 

favorably received by the Peruvian Foreign Office, and shortly there- 

after the Italian representative in Bogot4é was placed in charge of 

Peruvian affairs. The Peruvian Foreign Office assured me that meas- 

ures would be taken to provide for the repatriation of its subjects in 

Colombia. 

The other matters which have been dealt with in the correspond- 

ence from this Embassy to the Colombian Foreign Office are matters 

pertaining chiefly to the disposition of the archives of the Colombian 

Consulate in Lima and the arrangement of Sefior Lozano’s personal 

affairs which Sefior Lozano was unable to arrange because of his 

hurried departure from Lima. It is assumed that these are proper 

matters for direct negotiations with the Colombian Government, and 

the Embassy will be very careful in the future, as it has in the past, 

to follow the Department’s instructions with regard to not acting 

as a medium for diplomatic interchange between the two 

governments. | 

There has been received from our Legation in Bogota an air- 

mail letter dated March 17, 1933, of which I enclose a copy.” I 

also enclose a copy of Mr. Caffery’s enclosure from the Colombian 

Foreign Office? which is a request that this Embassy make a re- 

port regarding the sacking of the Colombian Legation in Barranco. 

I am inclined to believe that the Department would not wish to have 

a report of this kind made. If it were made, it would of course 

be forwarded to the Department so that the Department might 

approve or disapprove it before being forwarded to Bogota. 

As I have already reported fully to the Department regarding the 

sacking of the Legation and have also sent copies of the report made 

by the Peruvian Government, (see my despatch No. 2651 of Febru- 

ary 27, 193337) and a copy of the Nuncio’s strictly confidential re- 

port, (see my despatch No. 2676, March 6, 1933,") it has occurred to 

me that the Department might prefer to select from this material 

whatever it thinks proper to be forwarded to the Colombian Gov- 

ernment, and thus make the report in this manner. I would re- 

"Not printed.
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spectfully, request, however, that the Nuncio’s report be not used for 
this purpose until this Embassy has been instructed to request per- 
mission and permission has been received from the Nuncio so to 

| use it. 
If it is desired that the Embassy should make the report to the 

Foreign Office at Bogoté, the Department’s specific instructions are 
requested, and in order to save time and labor, it is suggested that 
the Department give some sort of general instructions as to what 
kind of material should be included in such a report. 

Respectfully yours, For the Ambassador: 
Garret G. AcKERSON, JR. 

Secretary of Embassy 

701.2123/38 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) 

No. 511 Wasurneton, April 20, 1933. 
Sir: The Department acknowledges the receipt of your despatch 

No. 2733 of March 31, 1938, in which reference is made to the re- 
quest of the Colombian Foreign Office for a report regarding the 
sacking of the Colombian Legation at Lima on February 16. 

The Department concurs in your belief that it would be inadvis- 
able for the Embassy to make such a report and has addressed an 
appropriate instruction to the Legation at Bogoté concerning this 
matter, a copy of which instruction is transmitted herewith for 
your information.* 

Very truly yours, Tor the Secretary of State: 
Francis WHITE 

701.2123/38 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Colombia (Caffery) 

No. 549 Wasuineron, April 20, 1933. 
Sir: The Department refers to your air mail communication to 

the Ambassador at Lima under date of March 17 , transmitting a 
request from the Colombian Minister for Foreign Affairs that the 
Embassy at Lima make a report for the Colombian Government 
concerning the circumstances surrounding the sacking of the Colom- 
bian Legation in that capital on February 16, last. Copies of your 
communication and of that of the Colombian Foreign Minister were 
transmitted to the Department by Ambassador Dearing with a re- 
quest for instructions in the premises. 

8 Infra.
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The Department desires you to take an early opportunity to discuss 

this matter informally with the Minister for Foreign Affairs and 

point out to him that while in the exercise of good offices this Govern- 

ment is glad of course to take all appropriate action on behalf of 

Colombian interests and nationals in Peru, it would seem improper 

for our Embassy to make a report concerning the sacking of the 

Colombian Legation prior to its assumption of good offices and dur- 

ing the time when a Colombian Minister duly accredited was still in 

Peru and a witness to all the circumstances of the attack on the 

Legation. 
You may also suggest to the Foreign Minister that should he desire 

to take up the alternative contained in his request under reference, 

namely, that the Apostolic Nunciature at Lima be requested to make 

such a report, it would seem more appropriate for him to take up 

the matter through the representative of the Holy See at Bogota. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
Francis WHITE 

[The American Embassy in Peru continued to represent Colombian 

interests in Peru until the arrival of the new Colombian Minister 

at Lima on August 3, 1934, and the consequent resumption of diplo- 

matic relations between the two countries. ]
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721.28/839 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[Wasurneron,]| January 4, 1933. 
The Ecuadoran Minister? called and told me that the Colombian 

Minister in Quito had opened negotiations with the Ecuadoran Gov- 
ernment for permission for Colombian troops to go down the Napo 
River by way of the Aguarico River. He said that when this matter 
was taken up the Minister of Foreign Affairs * inquired of the Colom- 
bian Minister whether he was acting under instructions and was told 
that he was not; the Minister had taken the matter up on his own 
responsibility. The Colombian Minister was told, in reply, that 
under those circumstances there was really nothing for the Ecuadoran 
Government to discuss. 

The Minister said that this shows the great interest that Ecuador 
has in the Leticia matter ¢ and how involved Ecuador is in the whole 
matter. He said that it now seemed inevitable that there would be an 
armed clash and that he hoped the United States would use its moral 
suasion with both countries so that third parties would not be affected. 
He wanted the fighting localized between Peru and Colombia. I told 
him that of course this was desirable and we are hoping that fighting 
will be avoided altogether; if it is not, then the next best thing of 
course would be to localize it. 

The Minister went on to say that negotiations are proceeding be- 
tween Ecuador and Peru on the basis of the Ponce-Castro Oyanguren 
Agreement.’ He said that under the terms of this Agreement, if the 
two parties can not settle their boundary dispute by direct negotia- 
tions, the matter will be brought to Washington. This, the Minister 
thought, was another reason why this Government should take an 
interest in the matter. 

I again inquired whether Colombia was informed of these nego- 
tiations. The Minister said he thought they were not but that I could 
be assured there was nothing in the negotiations hostile to Colombia. 

* Continued from Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. v, pp. 350-372. 
* Gonzalo Zaldumbide. 
7A. J. Quevedo, 
* See pp. 384 ff. | 
* Signed June 21, 1924, Foreign Relations, 1924, vol. 1, p. 305. 
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Ecuador and Colombia have settled their boundary matters. There 
is nothing in the present negotiations tending to line up Ecuador with 
Peru against Colombia; it is merely a straightforward out and out 

negotiation to settle the Ecuador-Peru boundary dispute. 
I told the Minister that I understood his Government’s position and 

had already explained to him clearly what our limitations may be but 
that I would continue to bear the matter in mind and do anything that 
was proper. | 

F[rancis| W[xurre] 

%22.2315/728: Telegram 

The Minister in Ecuador (Dawson) to the Secretary of State 

Qurro, January 9, 1933—3 p. m. 
[Received January 10—4:30 p. m.] 

1. The Minister of Foreign Affairs informs me that Ecuador is very 
desirous of being afforded an opportunity to participate in the nego- 
tiations to be held in Rio de Janeiro * in order to protect its interests 
and settle once for all pending boundary questions in the Amazon re- 
gion. To this end he desires that Brazil invite Ecuador and Peru 
to conduct their boundary negotiations in Rio de Janeiro simultane- 
ously with but separately from the negotiations for the settlement of 
the Leticia conflict unless of course the interested countries prefer that 
Ecuador participate in round table negotiations. In this connection 
the Minister informed me that when Ecuador recently proposed to 
Peru the resumption of boundary negotiations, Peru at first suggested 
tripartite conversations with Colombia but that Ecuador did not feel 
that it could make such a proposal to Colombia in view of the latter’s 

stand that the Leticia incident was a purely domestic question. He 
believes therefore that Peru will not oppose an invitation to Ecuador. 
The Minister for Foreign Affairs has taken the matter up with the 
Brazilian Government through the Brazilian Minister and has in- 
structed the Ecuadorean Minister in Washington to request the good 
offices of the Department in obtaining for Ecuador an invitation to the 
Rio de Janeiro negotiations. He asked me to cable the Department 

along the same lines and stated that he had reason to believe that a 
word from the Department in Rio de Janeiro, Lima and Bogota would 
prove most effective. He stated that if admitted to the negotiations 
it would be Ecuador’s aim to contribute in every way to a successful 
issue and to a lasting settlement in the Amazon region. Itseems to me 
that Ecuador’s participation might offer a favorable opportunity for 
an integral settlement of the Amazon situation and that Ecuador and 

* Negotiations between Colombia and Peru regarding Leticia.
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Peru would be more likely to reach an agreement under the eyes of 
other interested countries than if left wholly to themselves. Aside 
from our general interest in boundary settlements the Department 
would no doubt welcome an agreement between Ecuador and Peru 
which would make unnecessary the eventual reference of their dispute 
to our Government. Recent experience indicates that any Amazon 
settlement reached without Ecuador may contain the seeds of future 
discord. 

Dawson 

721.23/765 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[WasHinerton,| January 11, 1933. 

The Ecuadoran Minister called and I told him of the telegram we 
had sent to Lima yesterday ” instructing the Ambassador to present a 
note to the Peruvian Government backing up the Brazilian proposal 
and stating that we understood the proposal to include the possibility 
of Ecuador’s being invited to participate in the conversations to take 
place in Rio after Leticia has been restored to Colombia. The Min- 
ister said that that was what he wanted to come in about; that I had 
done in advance what he wanted to ask me to do, and he was very 
pleased. 

He then said the next point, in case hostilities should break out be- 
tween Colombia and Peru, is that influence should be exerted on the 
two countries to localize the conflict and to respect Ecuador’s neu- 
trality. He said that Brazil is able to protect its neutrality but that 
for Ecuador it would be very costly and would involve the sending of 
troops a long way just as it involves the sending of troops a long way 
for Colombia to retake Leticia. I asked the Minister what civilian 
populations there were anywhere near the probable scene of activity. 
He said there were none but that there were some frontier garrisons on 
the Aguarico and Napo Rivers. I pointed out to him that Colombian 
forces would go down the Putumayo which would bring them into the 
Amazon basin below Leticia and that other troops coming up the 
Amazon would come into conflict with Peruvian troops, if at all, very 
much to the east of any Ecuadoran garrisons. I said I did not see 
how there was much likelihood of a conflict taking place in Ecuadoran 
territory. The Minister mentioned again the inquiry which he said 
the Colombian Minister in Quito had made on his own initiative some 
time ago—whether Ecuador would permit Colombian forces to go 
down the Aguaricoand Napo Rivers. The Minister said that of course 
this was out of the question. I told him that I did not think that the 

"Telegram No. 5, January 10, 5 p. m., to the Ambassador in Peru, p. 400.
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Colombian Government would send troops through there without 
Ecuador’s permission and, as Ecuador, he said, was not going to give 
the permission, I thought that any possibility of a conflict in Ecua- 
doran territory was remote. I said that we are now bending all efforts 
to find a peaceful solution and that I would suggest that we leave this 
in abeyance until we see how that works out. 

F[Rancis| W[Htrre] 

721.23/695 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Ecuador (Dawson) 

WASHINGTON, January 11, 1933—5 p. m. 

1. Your 1, January 9,3 p.m. In a note presented to the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs of Peru yesterday * this Government, at request of 
Brazilian Government, supported Brazil’s proposal that Peru turn over 
to Brazil Leticia territory which after a short period will be restored 
by Brazil to Colombia on the understanding that both countries will 
then endeavor to settle their differences through conversations at the 
Brazilian Foreign Office, in which Ecuador might also be invited to 
participate. ThisGovernment therefore in writing supported Brazil’s 
proposal covering possibility of Ecuador being invited to participate. 
Department understands that Colombia has accepted the Brazilian 
proposal, including the participation of Ecuador. Ecuadoran Min- 
ister was this morning advised of above. 

CASTLE 

721.28/809 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[Wasuincton,] January 14, 1933. 

I telephoned Mr. Zaldumbide and told him that as he had asked 
me to keep him informed I would say, with reference to our con- 
versation the other day when I told him that we had supported in 
writing the Brazilian proposal which envisaged the possibility of 
including Ecuador in the conversations to take place in Rio, after 
Leticia is returned to Colombia, that while we had no written reply 
as yet to our note to the Peruvian Government, nevertheless our Am- 
bassador had been advised in Lima ® that the Brazilian, Colombian 
and Peruvian Governments had agreed not to include Ecuador in 
these negotiations. I told the Minister that it was my understanding 
that Brazil stands by her proposal which does envisage the inclusion 

* See telegram No. 5, January 10, 5 p. m., to the Ambassador in Peru, p. 400. 
° Information reported in telegram No. 10, January 11, 10 p. m., from the Am- 

bassador in Peru, not printed (721.23/707).
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of Ecuador in the conversations and that it had been repeated to me 
that Colombia is glad to have Ecuador included. I said that I was 
passing this information on to him in order that his Government 
might be advised and could endeavor to have the Peruvian Govern- 
ment accept also. The Minister thanked me very much for this in- 
formation and seemed very appreciative that I had informed him 
thereof. 

Francis] W| aire} 

721.23/756 : Telegram | 

The Minister in Ecuador (Dawson) to the Secretary of State 

Qurro, January 16, 1933—3 p. m. 
[Received January 17—12: 24 a. m.] 

9. The Department’s 1, January 11,5 p.m. The Minister for For- 
eion Affairs is advised that Brazil has withdrawn its suggestion that 
Ecuador be invited to participate in the Rio de Janeiro conference 

leaving the question of Ecuadorean participation solely to the deci- 

sion of Colombia and Peru and that such withdrawal is attributed to 

difficulties which arose subsequently to Colombia’s acceptance. He 

informs me that the Ecuadorian Minister at Lima has been advised 

by the Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs that Peru accepts the 

participation of Ecuador. Quevedo states that he has so informed 

the Brazilian Minister for Foreign Affairs. Since it appears that 

both Colombia and Peru are willing Quevedo requests that if prac- 

ticable the Department use its good offices with Brazil in order that 

Ecuador be invited. In spite of assurances given Ecuadorian Minis- 

ter by the Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs Quevedo fears that 

difficulties may have arisen in conciliation and would greatly appreci- 

ate any further assistance which the Department can render as re- 

spects the Peruvian Government. 
Dawson 

721.23/804 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[Wasuineton,| January 19, 1933. 

The Ecuadoran Minister called on me and said that his Government 

had instructed him to take up again the question of Ecuador’s par- 

ticipation in the conference at Rio between Colombia and Peru. 

He said that the Ecuadoran Government had taken this matter up 

with Peru and had twice received the definite answer that Peru would 

welcome Ecuador’s presence. The matter was taken up with Colom- 

bia and Colombia also assured Ecuador that Ecuador would be wel- 

comed by her in the conference. The Brazilian Government then, in
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view of this, was asked to include Ecuador in the conference when 
it made the proposal to both Governments. Since then there has been 
difficulty over this matter in Lima; the Peruvian Government, for 
some reason which is not yet clear to Ecuador, apparently now does 
not want to include Ecuador in the conference. Ecuador, the Minis- 
ter said, feels that it is important to have it understood that if there 
is to be a conference Ecuador should be invited; otherwise, the ques- 
tion of a conference would be agreed on in principle without making 
any provision for Ecuador and, when the conference was held, Ecua- 
dor would be told that there had been no agreement among the par- 
ties regarding the inclusion of Ecuador and that therefore Ecuador 
could not participate. The Minister said that his Government would 
like our help in this matter. 

I told the Minister that I thought the important thing at the mo- 
ment is that there should be an acceptance by Peru of the Brazilian 
proposal to turn over the territory first to Brazil and then have Brazil 
return it to Colombia in order that there may be a conference in 
Rio. When war is avoided and a conference assured, then would be 
the time to take up the matter of whether Ecuador shall be a par- 
ticipant or not. | 

The Minister said that he understood our point of view perfectly 
but repeated what he said before—that his Government thought it 
important that Ecuador’s presence at the conference should be defi- 
nitely agreed upon now, and he hoped that we would take the matter 
up with Peru on behalf of Ecuador in the sense that we hope that 
if there is to be a conference Ecuador will be included. 

I told the Minister quite frankly that we could not do so. I said 
that I felt it was necessary for us to reserve all the weight of our 
influence in trying to bring about peace and avoid war and that to 
take up any other matters before that important question is deter- 
mined might only complicate the situation. 

I told the Minister that after war is averted and a conference is 
to be held, then we will examine the situation to see if there is any- 
thing we can do along the lines that Ecuador requests. I told the 
Minister that I could not make any promise as to what we can do 
because I can not foresee what the situation will be. I said that the 
Peruvian Government might accept the Brazilian proposal with 
reluctance, only through the force of world public opinion, and might 
harbor resentment against this country for joining with the others 
in bringing about Peru’s acceptance, so that anything we might say, 
on behalf of Ecuador, would have a distinctly harmful effect and 

- produce just the contrary to what we both wanted. I said that I 
felt that Ecuador should be represented in this conference in order 
that the question of the upper Amazon might be settled once and for
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all and that if there is anything we can properly do to bring this 
about when the time comes we shall be glad to do so but I did not want 
to promise definite action because, as I said, the situation at that time 
might show that that would be the very worst thing we could do on 
behalf of Ecuador. I said that we will examine the situation when the 
time comes and do what we properly can. 

The Minister also stated that the territory given to Peru by the 
1922 Treaty * along the Sucumbios River was not really wanted by 
Peru. Peru had taken it merely to be able to give it to Ecuador later 
in order to help Peru in her boundary dispute with Ecuador. He 
said that Ecuador was not seeking either to get or to refrain from 
getting this territory; that its attitude regarding it would be deter- 
mined entirely by the course and progress of the negotiations. 

F[rancis| W[ Ire] 

721.28/1757 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

| [Wasuineton,|] May 18, 1933. 

The Ecuadoran Minister, Mr. Zaldumbide, called and said that he 
had received a further telegram from his Government along the lines 
of the ones which he had recently discussed with me, indicating that 
his Government felt that now was the time, in view of the negotiations 
going on in Lima between President Benavides and Sefior Lopez of 
Colombia," for this Government to indicate to the Peruvian Govern- 
ment that it felt that Ecuador should be included in the discussions. 

I told the Minister that we were disposed, as I have repeatedly told 
him in the past, to support in any proper way the Ecuadoran aspira- 
tion in this matter as soon as the time seems to be appropriate. I 
told him that I still did not feel that that time had arrived. 

I told him that we know nothing of the conversations in Lima nor 
have we been consulted regarding them. I said that therefore, while 
we had no intimation officially or otherwise as to what was being 
discussed in Lima, I presumed that the first thing to be settled by 
Colombia and Peru would be the means of bringing about the evacua- 
tion by Peru of the Leticia territory. There is the question of amour 
propre and political sensibilities in both countries to be taken into 
account. This point has been the stumbling block up to now. Once 
this question is solved, then I presumed arrangements would be made 
for further negotiations after Peru has evacuated Leticia and this 

“The Salomon-Lozano treaty, signed March 24, 1922, League of Nations 
Treaty Series, vol. txxIv, p. 9; see also Foreign Relations, 1923, vol. 1, pp. 351 ff, 
and ibid., 1925, vol. 1, pp. 461 ff. 

“ See telegram No. 141, May 12, 2 p. m., from the Ambassador in Peru, p. 529,
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territory has been taken over either by Colombia or by a commission 

of the League of Nations. When these further negotiations are en- 

tered into, then I thought would be the time for Ecuador to come into 

the picture. Ecuador does not enter the matter of the evacua- 
tion of Leticia and it would only complicate the issue for Ecuador 

to try to get into the negotiations before that matter is solved, and 

I thought any attempt to do so would only meet with a rebuff. 
When that point, however, is settled and the further negotiations 

are entered into or agreed upon, I thought it would then be possible 

for this Government informally to advise both Peru and Colombia 
that we had been apprised by Ecuador of her desire to be heard 
and to say that the two Governments might wish to include Ecuador 
in any negotiations for a settlement so that all questions connected 

with the territory in the upper Amazon and its tributaries might be 
settled once and for all. 

The Minister said that he agreed with me and that he would advise 

his Government in this sense. 
F[rancis|] W[urre] 

722.2315/738 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[WasHincTon,] June 2, 1933. 

The Minister of Ecuador called to discuss more fully than he had 

done with me by telephone on Wednesday the desire of Ecuador to be 
admitted to the negotiations regarding the Leticia matter. He said 
that while Colombia alleges that there will be no boundary questions 

discussed in these negotiations he thought that this matter was bound 
to be discussed and Ecuador would like to be in on those discussions. 

I showed the Minister a memorandum giving the text of a telegram 

which the Department was prepared to send to our Embassy in Lima 

and our Legation in Bogota instructing them to present the matter to 
the Peruvian and Colombian Governments, with a statement at the 
end that this was all this Government could do in the matter. The 
Minister read over the memorandum and said that he agreed fully 
with the text of the communications to Peru and Colombia,” and also 
agreed that in doing this this Government had done all it could do. 
I gave him a copy of the memorandum and then signed the telegrams 
to our Missions in Colombia, Peru, and Ecuador regarding the matter. 

| Francis] W[urre] 

* See telegram No. 53, infra. ,
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722.2315/737b : Telegram | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Colombia (Dawson)” 

WASHINGTON, June 2, 1933—3 p. m. 
538. Please present following as an aide-mémoire to the Minister of 

Foreign Affairs: | 

“The Government of Ecuador has advised the United States Gov- 
ernment of its very ardent hope that its boundary question with Peru 
may now be promptly settled and of its conviction that this can best 
be done in conjunction with the negotiation to take place between 
Colombia and Peru in settlement of the Leticia controversy. It was 
the thought of the Ecuadoran Government that a general settlement 
of all interests in the Upper Amazon at this time would be conducive 
to the best interests of all the parties concerned. 

The Ecuadoran Government has asked the Government of the 
United States to make known to the Governments of Colombia and 
Peru the desire of the Ecuadoran Government to be admitted to the 
conversations between the two Governments. 

The United States Government is glad to comply with this request 
of the Ecuadoran Government by bringing the desires of that Govern- 
ment to the friendly consideration of the Governments of Colombia 
and Peru feeling sure that they will want to hear and examine fully the 
point of view of the Ecuadoran Government”. 

For your information only, in advising the Legation in Quito of 
the above action it was instructed as follows: 

“Please advise the Minister for Foreign Affairs of the action taken 
by this Government, adding that the United States Government feels 
that in bringing in this way Ecuador’s views to the attention of the 
Colombian and Peruvian Governments the American Government has 
done all that it can do in the matter and that any further representa- 
tions concerning the matter in either Bogota or Lima must be carried 
on by the Ecuadoran Government itself. The American Government 
can do nothing further in the matter. A similar statement has been 
made to the Ecuadoran Minister in Washington”. 

| PHILires 

722.2315 /739 

The Chargé in Colombia (Dawson) to the Secretary of State 

No. 5634 Boeord, June 6, 1933. 
[Received June 10. |] 

Sir: With reference to the Department’s telegram No. 53 of June 2, 
38 p. m., concerning the desire of the Government of Ecuador to 
participate in the negotiations to take place between Colombia and 
Peru concerning the Leticia controversy, with a view to settling its 

“The same telegram was sent, June 2, 8 p. m., to the Ambassador in Peru as 
No. 67. 7
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boundary question with Peru, I have the honor to report that I pre- 
sented the aide-mémoire quoted in the telegram to the Colombian 
Minister for Foreign Affairs on June 3, 1933. 

Dr. Urdaneta informed me that he would take the question up with 
the Advisory Committee on Foreign Affairs at the earliest oppor- 

tunity and with President Olaya at a cabinet meeting to take place 

at Fusagasug4 on June 5. He said that he would endeavor to have 

areply ready by June%. Dr. Urdaneta indicated that, while Colom- 
bia had accepted a suggestion by Brazil that Ecuador participate in 

the negotiations to follow the evacuation of Leticia under the Brazil- 

ian suggestion for the settlement of the Leticia question, he felt that 
the present situation might necessitate a change in the Colombian 
Government’s attitude. He referred specifically to the fact that the 
March 18, 1933 recommendations of the League of Nations ™* did not 
indicate the scope of the negotiations which are to take place between 
Colombia and Peru and that the acceptance of an Ecuadoran request 
to be admitted to them to discuss boundary questions might be used 
by Peru as a precedent for insisting that revision of the Colombian— 
Peruvian boundary established by the Salomon-Lozano Treaty be 
considered thereat. | 

Dr. Urdaneta stated that Dr. Carlos M. Larrea, the Ecuadoran 

Minister to Colombia, had called on him several days ago to express 

orally Ecuador’s interest in being admitted to the Leticia negotia- 

tions but that Dr. Larrea had presented no formal request. He stated 
that he had answered Dr. Larrea in “the vaguest and most noncom- 
mittal terms” he could find, not having discussed the question with 
either the President or the Advisory Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

On June 4, 1933, President Olaya discussed the entire question with 
me in some detail. He stated that he thought that the consideration 
of the Ecuadoran request would at this time be premature; he felt 
that the first stage of the League recommendations of March 18, 
namely, the evacuation of Leticia, should be completed before the 
second stage, i. e., the negotiations, should be taken up. He remarked 
that the best time to consider Ecuador’s request would appear to be 
when the question of deciding as to the scope of the negotiations 
arose. He stated that he would be glad personally to have Ecuador 
participate in the negotiations but felt that the question was one 
primarily for Peru to decide. Colombia, he said, was principally 

' ‘Interested, of course, in settling its dispute with Peru and he did not 
wish to antagonize the Peruvian Government by supporting Ecuador’s 
desire to participate in the negotiations if Peru should be opposed to 
such participation. ) 

| oe telegram No. 154, March 18, 5 p. m., from the Minister in Switzerland, 
p. 506. |
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In this connection, President Olaya informed me that Dr. Alfonso 
Lopez, during his conversations with President Oscar Benavides of 
Peru in Lima, had suggested to the latter that the Peruvian—Ecua- 
doran boundary question might be settled at the same time as the 
Leticia controversy by a general conference, and that General Bena- 
vides had replied that it would be better to keep Ecuador out of it. 
Dr. Olaya suggested that General Benavides probably considered that 
Peru might be at a disadvantage in tripartite negotiations, whereas 
its superior strength would give it an advantage in direct bilateral 
negotiations with Ecuador should it eventually decide on these; he 
said that all indications were that the present line of occupation in 
the portion of the Amazon territory disputed by Ecuador and Peru 
was quite satisfactory to the latter. 

Respectfully yours, Attan Dawson 

722.2815/742 

The Chargé in Colombia (Dawson) to the Acting Secretary of State 

No. 5657 Bocord, June 18, 1933. 
[Received June 17.] 

Sir: With reference to the Department’s telegram No. 53 of June 2, 
3 p. m., concerning the desire of Ecuador to participate, with a view 
to settling its boundary question with Peru, in the negotiations to take 
place between Colombia and Peru concerning the Leticia controversy, 
and to the Legation’s despatch No. 5634 of June 6, 1938, in reply 
thereto, I have the honor to transmit herewith copies and translations 
of a memorandum dated June 12, 1933, from the Colombian Minister 
for Foreign Affairs, in reply to the aide-mémotre presented in compli- 
ance with the Department’s instructions. SO 

President Olaya informed me on June 10, 1933, that he had on 
June 5 instructed his Minister for Foreign Affairs to prepare and 
deliver the memorandum tome. He expressed surprise that I had not 
already received it.... 

Respectfully yours, AuLtANn Dawson 

[Enclosure—Translation] 

Lhe Colombian Minister for Foreign Affairs (Urdaneta Arbeldéez) to 
the American Chargé (Dawson) 

MeEmoraNDUM 

The Government of Ecuador has made known to the Government 
of the United States its hope that the pending differences regarding 
boundaries between Ecuador and Peru may be settled in conjunction 
with the negotiations to take place between the latter country and
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Colombia in fulfillment of the second of the recommendations made 

by the Council of the League of Nations on March 18 last. 

The Government of Ecuador has asked the Government of the 

United States to make known to the Governments of Colombia and 

Peru its desire to take part in the conversations between them. 

Up to the present the points which are to be the subject of the con- 

versations between the Governments of Colombia and Peru had not 

been completely defined, since the preliminary exchange of ideas to 

determine the points to be considered has not yet taken place. 

It would consequently be premature to give an opinion at the present 

time as to the opportunity that the Government of Ecuador take part 

in the negotiations mentioned. 

When the Brazilian mediation in the Leticia conflict began, the Gov- 

ernment of Colombia received a suggestion that a conference, at which 

Ecuador would be represented, take place once the conflict was termi- 

nated; the Government of Colombia accepted the idea with pleasure, 

but, for other reasons, it did not succeed. 

The Government of Colombia has the greatest desire that the pend- 

| ing territorial differences between Ecuador and Peru receive a prompt 

“and just solution and is disposed to cooperate as far as it may in this 

sense. 

Bogor, June 12, 1933. 

722.2315/747 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Acting Secretary of State 

No. 2891 Lima, June 27, 1933. 

- | | : [Received July 8.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s telegraphic in- 

structions No. 67, June 2nd, 3 p. m.,° directing me to present to the 

Peruvian Government an aide-mémoire on the subject of the desire of 

the Ecuadorean Government to take part in the negotiations for the 

settlement of the dispute between Peru and Colombia. I refer the 

Department to my despatches Nos. 2848 of May 26th, 2788 of April 

27th, 2859 of June 5th, 2875 of June 16th, and 2877 of June 18th on 

this subject.1¢ 

The Embassy has just received from the Foreign Office a memoran- 

dum commenting upon our aide-mémoire, in which the Peruvian Gov- 

ernment states that the circumstances do not permit of a tripartite nego- 

tiation but that it is prepared to negotiate directly with Ecuador re- 

garding the boundary between the two countries. 

*® See footnote 13, p. 569. 
1 None printed.
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The memorandum of the Peruvian Government in original and in 
translation is enclosed herewith. 

Respectfully yours, Frep Morris Drarine 

[Enclosure—Translation ] 

The Perwwian Ministry for Foreign Affairs to the American Embassy 

MrmoraNnpuM 

The Government of Peru has given careful consideration to the ex- 
position made by the Embassy of the United States of America in 
Lima, in a memorandum dated the 8rd instant, of the desires of the 
Ecuadorean Government that its boundary question with Peru may be 
quickly settled by taking part in the negotiations which are to take 
place between Colombia and Peru for the settlement of the Leticia 

question. 
The Peruvian Government animated by feelings toward Ecuador 

which are invariably friendly would have been disposed as it was in 
1894 to participate in a tripartite negotiation with Colombia and 
Ecuador for the arrangement of differences as to boundaries which 
were then pending between the three countries.1” 

But since the situation which existed in 1894 has changed funda- 
mentally on account of the fact that Colombia and Ecuador in 1916 
settled their boundary differences by a treaty ** which has been car- 
ried out in all its parts and Peru and Colombia also have reached 
similar agreement under the Treaty of March 24, 1922, it would not now 
be juridically possible to seek a joint solution of the question which has 
been partially solved by arrangements both special and direct on the 
part of some of the interested parties. 
Notwithstanding this the Peruvian Government is glad to confirm 

the declarations which it has made to the Government of Ecuador in 
the sense that it is disposed to proceed at once to the negotiation of a 
direct arrangement which in friendly and equitable form shall termi- 
nate definitely the agelong dispute about boundaries which continues 
pending. 

The Government of Peru desires to add that it appreciates in all its 
friendly significance the attitude of the Government of the United 
States in making the recommendation contained in the memorandum 
of the American Embassy of the 3rd of the present month. 

Lima, June 24, 1933. 

* See Foreign Relations, 1895, pt. 1, p. 250. 
% Signed July 15, 1916, British and Foreign State Papers, vol. cx, p. 826. 

738036—50——42 - re



574. FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV 

721.23/18793 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (White) 

[| WasuHrineaton,] June 28, 1933. 
The Ecuadoran Minister told me that he had been instructed by 

his Government to tell me how much it appreciated the action of 
the Department in bringing Ecuador’s desire to take part in the 
territorial settlement of the Upper Amazon to the attention of the 
Governments of Colombia and Peru. He added that his Govern- 
ment also directed him to express to me personally its thanks for 
the action taken. 

F[rancis] W[urre] 

%722.2315/749 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Lima, August 24, 1933—11 a. m. 
[Received 8:32 p. m.] 

183. Foreign Minister informs me it has been agreed he shall en- 
deavor to negotiate boundary settlement with Ecuador with Ecua- 
dorian Minister here simultaneously with Leticia negotiations at 
Rio de Janeiro. 

DEARING 

722.2315/751 | 

The Ecuadoran Minister (Zaldumbide) to the Secretary of State 

[Memorandum—tTranslation] | 

Wasuineton, August 29, 1933. 

The Minister of Ecuador at Washington had the honor in sev- 
eral interviews to express to the Honorable Mr. Francis White, then 
Assistant Secretary of State, the legitimate desire manifested by 
Kcuador to participate in the conversations or negotiations whereby 
the Governments of Colombia and Peru might attempt to arrive 
at a settlement of the conflict which originated at Leticia on Sep- 
tember 1, 1932. 

The reason for and the basis of the participation sought lies in 
the evident interest and the basic right which Ecuador has in close- 
ly scrutinizing everything connected with the region, the definitive 
international position of which will be the subject of the negotia- 
tions that the two countries which are neighbors and friends of 
Ecuador have fortunately undertaken. Ecuador’s own rights and 
interests, pending in the zone contiguous to the said region must in 

fact resolve themselves in their turn into a function of what may be 
decided in the contemplated negotiations for the adjustment of the
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Colombo-Peruvian controversy. The right of Ecuador to be pres- 
ent at these negotiations or to participate therein as a third party 
in a manner and spirit equally friendly toward both countries, is 
so much the more patent, as one of the points expressly mentioned 
by Peru in the present circumstances is the limited access of Ecuador 
tothe Putumayo. And the desire being cherished as it is by America 
that all the territorial problems susceptible of disturbing relations 
between American states should come to an end for the sake of the 
peace and tranquillity of the Continent, this occasion seems the most 
propitious, for the common welfare, for also solving the already 
old boundary problem of Ecuador. 

It appears natural, therefore, to desire that the latter Amazon prob- 

lem should now be solved in reasonable harmony and concord and in 
the manner that all the interested parties may consider the most suit- 
able, in discussing the matter. 

On June 2 last,° the Honorable Assistant Secretary of State, Mr. 
White, was good enough to advise the Legation of Ecuador of the 
cabled instructions that had been given on that same day to the diplo- 
matic representatives of the United States at Lima and Bogota, to sub- 
mit to the consideration of the two friendly chancelleries this peaceful 
desire on the part of Ecuador to participate. The Chancellery of 
Ecuador, having been informed by the Minister at Quito, His Ex- 
cellency Mr. Dawson, by means of a copy of the memorandum drawn 
up to that effect, duly appreciated it and expressed its official thanks. 

As it has been decided by the Governments of Colombia and Peru 
that the negotiations are to be carried on at Rio, the moment appears 
to have arrived for putting into effect the recommendation contained 
in the said memorandum, reference to which, on this occasion, 1s 
doubly grateful to the Minister of Ecuador. 

Although that memorandum stated that the friendly recommenda- 
tion made therein was the most that the Department of State could do, 
it is perhaps not too much to hope that that high recommendation be 
now recalled to mind in order that on this first occasion it may be duly 
taken into account. 

_ The interest which the Department of State is showing in conti- 
nental harmony would induce it to take this step now, [even] * if it 
had not already kindly consented to do so. 

The Department of State will no doubt see its way clear to recall to 
mind on this occasion its former friendly recommendation to the 
parties directly interested, before which, moreover Ecuador is con- 
tinuing very hopefully its efforts directed entirely toward seeking 
harmony through the solution of all the problems pending in that 
important region of common interest. 

7? See memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State, June 2, p. 568. 
7° Brackets appear in file translation.
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722.2315/750 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Caffery) 

[Wasuincton,] September 7, 1933. 

When Dr. Zaldumbide called yesterday in connection with Cuba,” 
I took the opportunity of informing him that the Department, while 
desiring to be helpful, did not feel itself in a position to take any 
further steps towards securing the inclusion of Ecuador in the 
boundary discussions between Colombia and Peru. I reminded Dr. 
Zaldumbide that at the time Mr. White called to the attention of the 
Colombian and Peruvian Governments Ecuador’s desire to be a party 
to the boundary discussions, he had given the Minister a memoran- 
dum which stated that the Department had now done all that it could 
and that any further representations must be carried on by the EKcua- 
doran Government itself. I also recalled to him that he had expressed 
his complete agreement with our views. I said that I believed that 
the action which the Ecuadoran Government desired us to take might 
not be well received; in fact, this action, if taken, might be detrimental 
to the Ecuadoran interests by proving to be “contraproducente”. 

J [eFrerson |] C[ arrery | 

721.23/1987 

The Minister in Ecuador (Dawson) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1138 Qurro, September 15, 1938. 
[Received September 28. ] 

Str: I have the honor to report as follows concerning eventual 
Ecuadoran participation in the negotiations to be held at Rio de 
Janeiro for the settlement of the Leticia incident, reference being 
made in this connection to my despatch No. 1132 of September 13 ” 
and earlier despatches dealing with the same subject. 

As noted in my despatch No. 1107 of August 28,” I was informed 
at that time by the Undersecretary for Foreign Affairs that, while 
Peru had opposed Ecuador’s direct participation in the negotiations 
with Colombia, former Foreign Minister Manzanilla had expressed 
himself as being willing that Ecuador be represented by an observer 
with the eventual right to make suggestions. From information fur- 
nished me by a member of the Advisory Board for Foreign Relations, 
it appears that Ecuador is now seeking admission as an “interested 
observer” and that recent conversations with Peru have revolved 
largely around this point as well as the scope of the activities of any 

** See section entitled “Revolution in Cuba”, vol. v, pp. 270 ff. 
= Not printed.
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Ecuadoran representative who might be admitted in such a capacity. 
The Ecuadoran viewpoint seems to be that an “interested observer” 
should not only be kept advised as to the course of the negotiations 
but also have the right to make suggestions and lodge protests. 

The foregoing information was confirmed by statements made to 
me this morning by the Chief of the Diplomatic Section of the Ecua- 
doran Foreign Office who expressed the personal and informal opin- 
ion that participation at Rio de Janeiro would hardly be worth while 
if it were to consist solely in the right to watch proceedings. Inci- 
dentally, Dr. Arroyo Delgado expressed the likewise personal opinion 
that the Peruvian Government is taking advantage of the perturbed 
domestic situation in Ecuador. 

In this same connection, Sr. José Gabriel Navarro (the member 
of the Advisory Board referred to above) informed me that Ecuador 
continues to be disposed to negotiate with Peru for a settlement of 
the boundary dispute between the two countries. It is apparently 
contemplated that Ecuadoran—Peruvian boundary negotiations shall 
be “simultaneous and parallel” with the approaching Colombian- 
Peruvian negotiations but that they shall not be conducted at Rio de 
Janeiro. Dr. Navarro tells me that, while it has been suggested and 
is expected in many quarters that the Ecuadoran—Peruvian negotia- 
tions will be held in Lima, he himself holds the view that Washington 
should be selected as their seat. I infer that he has made a recom- 
mendation to this effect to the Advisory Board. Dr. Navarro states 
that, aside from the advisability of adhering to the Ponce—Castro 
Protocol,”* he believes that the two countries would be more likely 
to reach an agreement at Washington than at Lima. He informs 
me that he was a close friend of Dr. N. Clemente Ponce, the Ecuadoran 
signer of the Protocol, and that from personal conversations he 
knows that Dr. Ponce felt that Peru would as in the past use dilatory 
tactics to postpone any agreement and that the best means of reaching 
a solution would be through negotiations in Washington under the 
auspices of a high-minded and impartial Government. According 
to Sr. Navarro, it was Dr. Ponce’s opinion that negotiations in Lima 
would lead to no result and that on the other hand negotiators meet- 
ing in Washington and removed from the vicissitudes of domestic 
political disturbances and changes would not separate without having 
reached a settlement. 

Respectfully yours, WuuxamM Dawson 

* Foreign Relations, 1924, vol. 1, p. 805.
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721.23/1984 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

No. 3042 Lima, September 20, 1933. 
[Received September 28. | 

Sm: With reference to the Leticia Conference at Rio de Janeiro and 
the unsettled boundary questions with Ecuador, I have the honor to 
enclose to the Department herewith copy of a memorandum of a con- 

versation I had with the Foreign Minister yesterday afternoon. 
Respectfully yours, Frep Morris Drartne 

| [Enclosure] | 

Memorandum by the Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) 

Lima, September 19, 1933. 

I spoke to Dr. Polo® about the Leticia negotiations in Rio de 
Janeiro this afternoon, remarking that I had noticed with interest 
the character of the speeches made by the departing Peruvian dele- 
gates (See Embassy’s despatches Nos. 3037 of September 19th * and 
3042 of September 20th), and saying that all the information I had 
from Colombia was to the effect that the Colombian delegates were 
inspired with an equal desire to find a friendly and satisfactory 

solution for the difficulties. Dr. Polo said he was glad to hear that. 
I asked whether he would take up the boundary negotiations with 
Ecuador on October 20th, the date the Conference convenes, to which 
he replied that he had told the Ecuadorian Minister that he was ready 
to take up the boundary negotiations whenever Ecuador desired, thus 
leaving the initiative with Ecuador. He noted the fact, however, that 
Ecuador’s action might be somewhat paralysed by the present situa- 

tion in Quito between the President and the Congress. 
Dr. Polo said the Ecuadorian Minister had requested that an Ecua- 

dorian observer should sit in at the real conference but that he had 
found this a very awkward and embarrassing matter and had frankly 

said so to the Minister. He said he had told the Minister he could well 
understand Ecuador’s interest and that it was immediate and direct 

but that he felt it would make matters difficult and be a cause of mis- 
understanding for an Ecuadorian observer to sit in. He wished, how- 

ever, he said to reassure Ecuador in any way possible and stated he 
was prepared, if the Ecuadorian Government wished, to give Ecuador 

a written statement that Ecuadorian interests would not be touched 
on at all during the conference which would concern itself solely with 
the Salomon-Lozano Treaty and the Leticia Trapeze. I reminded 
Dr. Polo that a great deal had been made in the Peruvian arguments 

** Sol6n Polo, Peruvian Minister for Foreign Affairs. 
* Not printed.
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regarding Colombia’s alleged failure to comply with the terms of 
the Treaty and to turn over the Sucumbios or San Miguel territory. 
Dr. Polo replied at once that if Ecuador had any concern on that 
account, Peru would be willing to turn the whole district back to 
Colombia so that Colombia could arrange the question with Ecuador 
as if in the first place implying that thereafter Peru and Colombia 
would settle all other questions directly between themselves and that it 
was the intention not to involve Ecuador in any way, but to leave all 

| Kcuadorian matters for settlement in the direct negotiations with 
Ecuador in case Ecuador acts and initiates the negotiations here in 
Lima. 

I asked Dr. Polo whether he thought the Leticia negotiations would 
extend through the time of the Seventh Pan American Conference 
at Montevideo.” Dr. Polo said he imagined the Leticia Conference 
at Rio de Janeiro would require some six months at least to reach 
final agreements, and I judge both from what he has told me and 
from a brief conversation I have just had with Dr. Belaunde, that 
Peru intends to make an exhaustive effort to secure a revision of the 
Salomon-Lozano Treaty and some change of the boundary lines in 
the vicinity of the Leticia Trapeze, with the idea of again incorpo- 
rating the northern bank of the Amazon in Peruvian territory. This 
aspiration and the certainty that Colombia will not be favorable to 
it as well as the certainty that Colombia will demand an indemnity 
which Peru will be unwilling to pay, make me feel that we should 
not be too optimistic regarding the Rio de Janeiro conference, and 
that the political situations in Colombia and Peru will have to be 
carefully watched in the meantime, as they will also contain some- 
what disturbing implications for the future relations between the 
two countries. The best reliance for success is the evident fair-mind- 
edness of the Presidents in both countries and the repugnance of the 
two peoples to go to war, now that they have some direct realization 
of what it really means, in addition to the terrible object lesson of the 
Chaco. 

F [rep] M. D[zarrne] 

721.23/1997 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American Affairs 
| ( Wilson) 

[Wasuineron,] October 4, 1933. 
Captain Alfaro, Minister of Ecuador, came in. He had just re- 

turned from New York, where he had gone to see Sefior Urdaneta, 
Colombia’s Foreign Minister, who is an old friend of his. Captain Al- 
faro showed me the text of a cable he had just sent his Government 

*" See pp. 1 ff.
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reporting his conversation with Urdaneta and stating that the latter 

had said that Colombia would welcome Ecuador’s participation in 

the Rio discussions with Peru and that, so far as Colombia was con- 

cerned, it was simply a question of Ecuador deciding upon the right 

moment and circumstances in which to raise the question formally. 

Captain Alfaro also showed me a cable received from his Govern- 

ment requesting that he advise us that the Ecuadoran Congress had 

voted a resolution calling upon the Congresses of all the countries 

of the world to recognize Ecuador’s right to participate in any ter- 

ritorial settlement in the Amazon Basin. 
Epwin C. WiLson 

722.2315/756 

The Peruvian Ambassador (Freyre) to the Secretary of State 

| Wasuineron, October 18, 1933. 

Your Excertency: I am instructed by my Government to inform 

Your Excellency, as I hereby have the honour to do, that the 

Minister for Foreign Affairs of Peru offered the Government of 

Ecuador a written assurance to the effect that the forthcoming Con- 

ference at Rio de Janeiro between Peru and Colombia would not 

overstep the terms of the Salomon-Lozano treaty and consequently 

would not affect territories belonging to, or claimed by Ecuador. 

As no reply has thus far been received to this offer from the Govern- 

ment of Ecuador, due probably to the internal situation of the 

country, the Minister for Foreign Affairs of Peru, wishing to prove 

the sincerity of our purpose on the eve of the said Conference at Rio 

de Janeiro, has addressed under this date a note to the Minister of 

Ecuador at Lima, ratifying his former assurance and formally in- 

viting the Government of Ecuador to initiate at once direct negotia- 

tions, in conformity with the Ponce-Castro Protocol. 

The Embassy of the United States at Lima presented, on June 

3rd, 1933, a Memorandum to my Government transmitting the wishes 

of the Government of Ecuador to participate in the Conference at 

Rio de Janeiro. On the 24th of June my Government replied, stating 

the reasons wherefor they did not deem it juridically possible to 

seek a common agreement on a question which had been already par- 

tially settled by special and direct understandings, between Ecuador 

and Colombia, in 1916, and between Peru and Colombia, in 1922. 

In view of the friendly concern thus shown by the Government of 

Your Excellency in the matter, my Government hasten to make Your 

Excellency acquainted with the step they have just taken to insure 

an amicable adjustment of the boundary question pending between 

Peru and Ecuador. 

I have [etc. ] M. ve Freyere yr S.
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722.2315/755 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Peru (Dearing) to the Secretary of State 

Tama, October 19, 1933—11 a. m. 
[Received 12:15 p. m.] 

199. 1. Foreign Minister has made public a note to Ecuadorean 

Minister inviting Ecuador to take up negotiations with Peru imme- 

diately in Lima for settlement of the boundary between the two 

countries in accordance with Quito protocol of June 21, 1924. 

9. Foreign Minister declares Rio de Janeiro conference will be con- 

fined to Salomon—Lozano treaty and will not “affect territories which 

Ecuador possesses or to which it alleges rights”. Forwarding text of 

note by airmail. 
3. Ecuadorian Minister somewhat regretfully feels Ecuador will 

be compelled by political situation in Ecuador to accept this proposal 

in lieu of participation in Rio de Janeiro conference. 
Drarina 

722.2315 /762 : Telegram OS 

The Chargé in Ecuador (Chapin) to the Acting Secretary of State 

| Qurro, November 8, 1933—10 a. m. 
[Received November 9—9: 55 a. m.] 

54. Referring to the Legation’s despatch No. 1181, October 22nd. 

Instructions were issued yesterday to Ecuadoran Minister at Lima 

to reply to Peruvian note of October 18th inviting Ecuador to enter 

into negotiations in Lima for settlement of the boundary question. 

Although the nature of the instructions has not been made public 

Undersecretary for Foreign Affairs told me unofficially last night 

that the Ecuadoran reply would state that negotiations should be 

held in Washington in accordance with Ponce-—Castro agreement of 

1924 and would suggest that meeting take place there during the last 

half of December. Ecuadoran Minister Washington has been in- 

formed to this effect. 
| CHAPIN 

722.2315 /767 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Latin Amercian 
Affairs (Wilson) 

[Wasuineron,| November 9, 1933. 

The Ecuadoran Minister, Captain Alfaro, called on the Secretary 
this morning to advise him, under instructions from the Ecuadoran 

7 Not printed.
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Government, of the reply made by Ecuador to Peru in relation to 
the boundary dispute between the two countries. 

Captain Alfaro said that Peru, in a note to Ecuador on October 
18, had invited Ecuador to negotiate on the basis of the Ponce- 
Castro Protocol of 1924, but to hold the negotiations in Lima and 
not in Washington as provided in the Protocol. He said that Ecua- 
dor had replied in the last few days, stating that she was prepared 
to appoint her delegation to negotiate in Washington and to ask 
the permission of the United States to that end, in accordance with 
the terms of the Protocol. Captain Alfaro said that his Govern- 
ment would appreciate anything which our Government could do, 
through our Ambassador in Lima, to support Ecuador in an effort 
to have the negotiations take place in Washington. 

The Secretary thanked Captain Alfaro for the information and 
said that he sincerely hoped the two countries would be able to reach 
a satisfactory settlement of their difficulty. While he would be glad 
to see that our Ambassador in Lima was informed of the present 
conversation he felt it would be a very delicate matter for this Gov- 
ernment to suggest to Peru that it should come to Washington for 
the negotiations and he did not feel that this Government could 
appropriately take such action. He reiterated, however, his hope 
that the two Governments would be able to work out some mutually 
satisfactory solution. 

Epwin C. Witson



NORTH AND CENTRAL AMERICAN REGIONAL RADIO 
CONFERENCE, MEXICO, JULY 10-AUGUST 9, 1933 

576.H 1/36 | 

_ Lhe Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Mexico (Clark) 

No. 730 WasHINGTON, July 20, 1982. 

Sir: The International Radio Conference, which is to convene at 
Madrid September 3, 1932,? will probably revise the International 
Radio Convention and Regulations signed in 1927 * and give them a 
form which will remain unchanged for a number of years. Within 
the framework of the International Radio Convention it may be 
desirable for the interested Governments of North America to enter 
into regional agreements respecting the use to be made of certain 
frequencies. | 

Since radio experts of the several Governments will probably be 
in attendance at the Madrid Conference, it would appear to be con- 
venient for them, at that time, to discuss the bases of a possible North 
American regional agreement on radio. The steps which it might 
be necessary to take after the Conference in order to conclude such 
an agreement could be determined after the results of the conversa- 
tions at Madrid are made known to the respective Governments. 

It is believed that representatives of the United States, Mexico, 
Cuba, Canada, and Newfoundland could profitably carry on conversa- 
tions at Madrid which would include the use of broadcast frequencies 
and such other frequencies which, because of their transmission 
characteristics, may cause interference in North America but not 
in other parts of the world. An arrangement similar to that 
suggested but relating only to high frequencies was entered into in 
1929 between the United States, Cuba, Canada, and Newfoundland. 
A copy of Treaty Series No. 777A containing the text of that arrange- 
ment is enclosed.* 

*The same, mutatis mutandis, July 20, to the Minister in Canada, the Ambas-_ 
sador in Cuba, and the Consul General at St. John’s, Newfoundland. 

* See Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. 1, pp. 865 ff. . 
*For text of this convention, signed at Washington, November 25, 1927, see 

tbid., 1927, vol. 1, p. 288. For text of the general regulations and appendixes 
to the convention, and for text of supplementary regulations (not signed by 
the United States), see Executive Document B, 70th Cong., Ist sess., pp. 11-75; 
or Department of State Treaty Series No. 767; or 45 Stat. 2760. 

‘Except for appendixes and a chart, the text of the arrangement, effected 
by exchange of notes signed February 26 and 28, 1929, is printed in Foreign 
Relations, 1929, vol. 1, pp. 6938-697. 
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While the United States believes that the conversations should be 

confined to those countries which will be likely to create or to suffer 

from interference occasioned by frequencies of the type mentioned, 

it has no desire to limit participation to the United States, Mexico, 
Cuba, Canada, and Newfoundland if any of those countries believe 
that others should be included. 

Please present the matter to the Government of Mexico, requesting 

its views as to the desirability of holding such conversations, and as 
to the Governments whose representatives should participate in them. 

State that similar inquiries are being made of the other Governments 

mentioned. | 

Should the Government of Mexico favor the holding of such 

conversations, it is suggested that the names of its representatives be 

sent to the Department as soon as convenient. The Department will 

inform you of the replies of the other interested Governments as soon 

as they are received and will send you the names of the American 

representatives when it is apparent that the holding of the suggested 

conversations is favored by the Governments to which the matter has 

been broached. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
Francis WHITE 

[Eprror’s Norn. A despatch of August 9, from the Consul General 
at St. John’s reported that Newfoundland was “interested in the 
matter” but, because the Dominion possessed “no official expert in 
radio matters”, the Government was “not in a position to cooperate 
in a practical manner” (576.E 1/46). The Canadian Secretary of 
State for External Affairs, in a note of August 17, advised the 
Minister in Canada that “the Canadian competent authorities also 
believe that representatives of the countries concerned could profit- 
ably carry on conversations at Madrid as proposed” (576.E1/49). 

Mexico’s willingness to participate in such a conference was reported 
by the Ambassador in Mexico in his despatch No. 1776 of August 19 
576.E 1/51). The Cuban Foreign Office advised the American 
Embassy in Habana that a Cuban delegate had “been authorized to 

. take part in conversations at Radio Conference” (576.E 1/63). 

At the Madrid Radiotelegraph Conference, the American, Cana- 
dian, Cuban and Mexican delegates agreed that regional arrangements 
under the new convention should be considered at a North American 

Radio Conference to be held at Habana in April, 1933 (576.EK 1/86). 
Subsequently, for “reasons not stated” the Cuban Government inti- 
mated that it did not favor the holding of a Conference at Habana



REGIONAL RADIO CONFERENCE 585 

(576.E 1/95). Prior to adjournment of the Conference at Madrid, the 
Mexican delegation, upon instructions from the Ministry of Commu- 
nications and Public Works, suggested the holding of the Conference 
in Mexico City (576.E 1/103, 104). This proposal was acceptable to 
the interested Governments. | 

576.H1/228 

The Mexican Minister for Foreign Affairs (Puig) to the American 
Ambassador in Mexico (Daniels)® 

[Translation] 

No. 9775 Mexico, May 23, 1933. 

Mr. Ampassapor: With reference to the antecedents of the case, and 
requesting Your Excellency to be good enough to transmit it to Your 
Government, I take pleasure in conveying the invitation of the Gov- 
ernment of Mexico to the Government of the United States to attend 
a North American and Central American Regional Conference to find 
a concrete solution of the various problems which the development of 
radio broadcasting has created, particularly between adjacent and 
neighboring countries. 

The invitation contained in this note is also being extended to 
Canada, Costa Rica, Cuba, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nica- 
ragua, Panama, and Newfoundland.® 

The Conference will deal with technical, legal, and political matters 
relating to radio which have or may have an international character, 
the program of the Conference being subject to the decision of the 
members. 

The representatives of the various countries will merely recommend, 
at the conclusion of their labors, to their respective Governments, the 
concrete points on which agreement may have been reached, or the sug- 
gestions of each delegation on those points on which no agreement 
may have been possible. 

Such recommendations shall be examined by the respective Govern- 
ments, and, in case they are approved, may be embodied in inter- 
national agreements by the procedure which may appear most 
expeditious. 

The Conference will be held beginning July 10th in the City of 
Mexico, and each country shall determine the number and character 
of its representatives. 

I avail myself [etc.] | Puia 

> Copy transmitted to the Department by the Ambassador in his despatch No. 
118, May 24; received May 31. 
~*The Governments of Newfoundland and Panama declined the invitation 
(576.H1/291, 292).
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576.61/237 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Mexico (Daniels) 

WASHINGTON, June 7, 1933—11 a. m. 

67. Your despatch No. 118 of May 247 and Department’s telegram 
No. 66 of June 4.° 

You may address a formal communication to the Minister for For- 
eign Affairs stating that you have been instructed to inform the Mexi- 
can Government that the Government of the United States accepts 
with great pleasure the courteous invitation extended by the Mexican 
Government in Dr. Puig’s note to you dated May 28, 1933. 

At the same time you may state that the delegates whom this country 
will send to the Conference are as follows: 

The Honorable Eugene O. Sykes, Chairman, Federal Radio Com- 
mission, Chairman; 

The Honorable Schuyler Otis Bland, Representative in Congress 
from Virginia; 

The Honorable Roy T. Davis, Minister to Panama. 

These delegates will be accompanied by a small staff whose names 
will be announced later. : 

PHi1ies 

576.H1/272 

The Acting Secretary of Siate to the Ambassador in Mexico (Daniels) 

No. 62 WASHINGTON, June 21, 1933. 

Sir: With reference to previous correspondence relating to the North 
and Central American Radio Conference, the Department desires the 
Embassy to ascertain the intention of the Mexican Government with 
reference to the admission of representatives of private organizations 
and companies to the meetings of the Conference and of its committees. 

The European Broadcasting Conference which met at Lucerne be- 
ginning May 15, 1933,° admitted representatives of only five specifically 
designated international organizations whose admission had been ap- 
proved five months in advance of the Conference, by all the countries 
involved. No national organizations or companies were admitted. 
The Department believes that the precedent set by the European con- 
ference is a good one for the North and Central American Conference. 

A number of organizations and companies in the United States have 

7 See footnote 5, p. 585. 
®Not printed. 
°Held at Lucerne, May 15-June 19, 1933. For text of the Convention signed 

at this Conference, and texts of other documents, see Documents de la Conférence 
européenne des radiocommunications, Lucerne, mai—juin 1983 (Berne, Bureau de 
V’Union internationale des Télécommunications, 1933); or League of Nations 
Treaty Series, vol. cLiv, p. 133. |
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indicated their desire to send representatives to the Conference. The 
Department does not support these requests as it is convinced that the 
problems to be settled at the Conference are solely for the determina- 
tion of the governments concerned. It would therefore be prepared 
to support a decision by the Mexican Government to exclude from the 
Conference all persons not members of the official delegations. If, 
however, the Mexican Government decides upon a different course, the 
Department would like to be advised in order that it may indicate what 
organizations and companies it wishes to have invited to the Confer- 
ence, 

The Department believes strongly that it is inadvisable to admit 
representatives of private organizations and companies to the confer- 
ence, and it desires the Embassy to use its discretion in determining 
how to secure the adoption of the same views by the Mexican Govern- 
ment. 

Please telegraph the decision of the Mexican Government on the 
point. 

Very truly yours, Witt1AM PHILLIPS 

576.B1/309 

The Acting Secretary of State to the American Delegation to the 
North and Central American Radio Conference 

WasHINGTON, June 29, 1933. 

Sirs: The North and Central American Radio Conference, to 
which you have been appointed as delegates on the part of the 
United States of America by the President, by commissions already 
delivered to you, has as its primary purpose the solution of exist- 
ing problems of interference between radio stations in territories 
of different participating governments and the determination of 
methods to prevent such interference in the future. 

The most pressing problem at this time is in connection with inter- 
ference to broadcasting stations in the United States by broadcasting 
stations in Mexico and Cuba. This problem will prove difficult of 
adjustment. There has been general agreement on the part of all 
interests concerned in the United States that some surrender of 
frequencies in the present broadcast band must be made. Broad- 
casting interests in this country wish this surrender to be com- 
pensated for by the widening of the broadcast band below 550 kilo- 
cycles. Such extension of broadcasting below 550 kilocycles has 
been strongly opposed by the services already occupying those bands. 

Following the hearings in the preparatory committee on this pro- 
posed extension, the chairman of the delegation informed the De- 

* Eugene O. Sykes, Chairman; Schuyler Otis Bland; Roy T. Davis.
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partment in his letter of June 1s, 1933,% that the hearings had 

shown that the bands below 550 kilocycles are at present so used 

by the Army, Navy and other government services and marine in- 

terests that it would not be advisable to extend the broadcast band 

below 550 kilocycles (except that the right of Canada to use 540 

kilocycles for a broadcasting station in Saskatchewan as provided 

in the exchange of notes of May 5, 1932, between the United States 

and Canada be recognized). The chairman of the delegation rec- 

ommended that the delegation be authorized within its discretion 

to agree to the extension of broadcasting to 1600 kilocycles without 

limitation of power and from 1600 to 1640 kilocycles with a limi- 

tation of power to about 100 watts. The recommendation with 

respect to the extension of the broadcast band is approved by the 

Department and the delegation is instructed to act accordingly. In 

connection with the extension of the broadcast band above 1500 kilo- 

cycles, however, it should be borne in mind that such extension is 

to be agreed to only as compensation to broadcasting for frequencies 

given up in the authorized broadcast band and is not to be used 

solely for an increase of the facilities available for broadcasting in 

the United States. | 

The decision not to extend the broadcast band below 500 kilo- 

cycles has not been concurred in by the broadcasters of the United 

States. Since the decision was made after full hearings, however, 

the delegation should not ask for authority to agree to permit broad- 

casting in North America otherwise than as indicated in these 

instructions, unless it has reason to believe that such extension can 

be made in a manner acceptable to the services now occupying the 

band which is desired for broadcasting. 

The Department understands that the preparatory committee was 

in unanimous agreement with respect to frequencies above 1500 

kilocycles. The Delegation will be guided by that agreement, a 

copy of which has been furnished to each of you. In particular 

the delegation should endeavor to have the bands assigned to ama- 

teurs under the present agreement respecting high frequencies in 

North America signed at Ottawa in 1929 continued as exclusive 

amateur bands. Any effort to diminish these bands should be op- 

posed by the delegation and should not be agreed to unless after 

specific authorization by the Department. 

There are a number of frequencies above 1640 kilocycles assigned 

to various government departments by executive orders of the Presi- 

dent. The interested departments desire the fullest protection for 

these frequencies, a protection which the Department understands 

11 Not printed. 
2 Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. m, pp. 92 ff. ,
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is afforded by the proposals of the preparatory committee, on frequen- 
cies above 1500 kilocycles. In the event that the delegation is unable 
to obtain the adoption of that proposal, the frequencies assigned by 
the executive orders should be protected in any understandings which 
may be reached. This protection is essential. In reply to requests 
by the interested departments that members of their respective staffs 
be designated as advisers to the delegation, the Department has indi- 
cated that such appointments would be unnecessary as the frequen- 
cies involved would be fully protected by the delegation. 

Within recent years several American citizens and others have 
constructed high power broadcasting stations in Mexico immediately 
across the border from the United States. In some instances these 
persons had been denied renewal of licenses by the Federal Radio 
Commission ; in all cases it is believed that the stations are designed 
primarily to reach American audiences. The Department sympa- 
thizes with the desire of other countries to have available frequencies 
which will enable them to establish adequate national broadcasting 
services. It does not believe, however, that any government should 
license facilities which are obviously intended to serve an audience 
in another country. Likewise the Department considers that it is 
unfortunate that American citizens can evade the effects of the oper- 
ation of American laws governing broadcasting by obtaining facili- 
ties in other countries which enable them to evade such effects. The 
delegation, therefore, should endeavor to reach an agreement with 
the other delegations that broadcasting facilities should be used only 
for national services. This agreement should make it impossible for 
American citizens to evade American laws as they have done in the 
case of certain of the broadcasting stations now on the Mexican 
border. 

The invitation extended by the Mexican Government apparently 
does not contemplate that the conference will conclude its labors by 
the signing of a treaty. Full powers, therefore, have not been issued 
to the delegates. If the conference deliberations do lead to a sub- 
stantial measure of agreement, however, the Department believes it 
advisable to make such agreement as definite as the circumstances 
permit. It may develop that it will be possible for the conference 
to draft a treaty. In that event, the Department will send full powers 
to the delegates; but before signing a treaty the delegation should 
inform the Department that a satisfactory convention has been agreed 
upon or is in sight and should request specific authorization to sign. 

In view of the fact that most of the frequencies involved are within 
the jurisdiction of the Federal Radio Commission, and that the Com- 
mission is represented on the delegation, the Department does not 
feel it necessary to give more elaborate instructions to the delegation. 

738036—50——43 |
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The delegation should endeavor to obtain the elimination of inter- 

ference to American stations with a minimum of sacrifice to the inter- 

ests of this country and to do this in a manner to forestall the crea- 

tion of additional interference in the future. The Department 1s 

confident that the delegation will exert every effort to accomplish this 

purpose. 

Very truly yours, Wir11amM PHItiirs 

576.H1/307 : Telegram 

The Ambassador in Mewico (Daniels) to the Acting Secretary of 

State 

Mexico, June 30, 19338—1 p. m. 

[Received July 1—12: 26 a. m.] 

139. Department’s instruction 62, June 21. Foreign Office informed 

the Embassy today that it is in agreement with views expressed by the 

Department and has suggested to Ministry of Communications that it 

concur. No reply yet received from communications. 

Foreign Office likewise reported further regarding countries in- 

vited as follows: 

“Canada and Cuba apparently intend to accept. Nicaragua to be 

represented by Chargé d’Affaires here.[’’] 

Mexican Legation in Honduras reports that Honduras will be rep- 

resented by William E. Beakes now in New York of Tropical Radio 

Telegraphic Company which is associated with United Fruit Com- 

pany. Foreign Office stated that although Beakes apparently is con- 

nected with private radio interests no objection can be made as each 

Government has obviously a right to appoint delegates it desires. 

Department may wish to make suitable representations to Govern- 

ment of Honduras in accordance with views contained in Depart- 

ment’s instruction 62.** 
DANIELS 

676.H1/345 

The Chairman of the American Delegation to the North and Central 

American Radio Conference (Sykes) to the Secretary of State 

Wasnineron, August 29, 1933. 

Sir: I herewith have the honor of transmitting my report as Chair- 

man of our Delegation to the North and Central American Radio Con- 

ference held in Mexico City. 

“In reply to this last paragraph, telegram No. 99, July 5, stated: “The De- 

partment does not believe that it can justifiably interfere in this selection par- 

ticularly if the nomination of Mr. Beakes by Honduras is agreeable to the Mexi- 

can Government.”
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I wish to say that the delegates and technical advisers worked most 
harmoniously and were in unanimous accord on all propositions 
presented. 

The Ambassador of the United States to Mexico and his assistants 
ably assisted us in all of our endeavors. 

Respectfully submitted, KucEne O. Sykes 

[Enclosure] 

The Chairman of the American Delegation to the North and Central 
American Radio Conference (Sykes) to the Secretary of State 

| Wasuineton, August 28, 1933. 

Siz: I have the honor to submit herewith the following report of 
the work of the North and Central American Regional Radio Con- 
ference which met at Mexico City from July 10, 1933, to August 9, 
193838. | | 

I. Personnet or DrELEeaarion 

The Delegation of the United States consisted of: 

Delegates: 

Hon. Eugene O. Sykes, Chairman, Federal Radio Commis- 
sion, Chairman of the Delegation 

Hon. Schuyler Otis Bland, Representative in Congress from 
Virginia 

Hon. Roy Tasco Davis, Minister to Panama 

Technical Advisers: 
Dr. Charles B. Jolliffe, Chief Engineer, Federal Radio Com- 

mission 
Dr. Irvin Stewart, Treaty Division, Department of State 
Mr. E. K. Jett, Chief Engineer, Communications Section of 

the Engineering Division, Federal Radio Commission 
Mr. Andrew D. Ring, Assistant Chief, Broadcast Section, 

Federal Radio Commission | 
Mr. Gerald C. Gross, Chief, International Relations Section, 

Federal Radio Commission a 

Secretary: | | 
Mr. Joseph C. Satterthwaite, Third Secretary of the Ameri- 

can Embassy, Mexico City. | 

_ The American Delegation, with the exception of Mr. Gross, who 
arrived on July 4, and Mr. Satterthwaite, arrived at Mexico City on 
J uly 8, 1933. 

: oo | First Prenary Session | | 

The first plenary session was held at 11:00, July 10, 1933, in Pan- | 
American Hall of the Ministry of Finance.
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The following countries were represented, Canada, Costa Rica, 

Cuba, El Salvador, United States of America, Guatemala, Honduras, — 

Mexico and Nicaragua: 

Canada: | 
Lawrent Beaudry 
C. P. Edwards 

Costa Rica: 
L. Grefias Gooding 
Ing. Ricardo Bravo | 

Cuba: 
Ramén de Castro Palomino 

El Salvador: 
Carlos Espinosa Herrera 

United States of North America: 
Eugene O. Sykes 
Schuyler Otis Bland 
Roy T. Davis 

Technical advisers: 
Charles B. Jolliffe 
Irvin Stewart 
KE. K. Jett 
Andrew D. Ring 
Gerald C. Gross | 

Guatemala: 
Manuel Echeverria y Vidaurre 

Honduras: 
William E. Beakes | | 

Mexico: ae 
Lic. Fernando G. Coronada 
Ing. Ignacio Avilez 
Ing. Enrique Vaca 

Technical advisers: 

Julio Prieto 
Francisco Castro Herrera 
Javier Stavoli 
Alfredo Alvarez 
Anselmo Mena 
Fernando Zubiria 
Manuel Sanchez Cuén 

| Juan Buchanan 
Nicaragua: 

Salvador Calderén Ramfrez 

The Secretary of Communications and Public Works, Miguel M. 
Acosta, delivered an address of welcome. Fernando G. Coronada, 
Chairman of the Mexican Delegation, also greeted the delegates. 

These addresses were replied to by the Chairman of the Delegation 
of the United States. The Chairman of the American Delegation 
moved that Mr. Coronada be elected Chairman of the Conference. 
(Unanimously carried.
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The Chairman of the Delegation of the United States was unani- 

mously elected as First Vice President and Mr. Manuel Echeverria y 

Vidaurre, delegate of the Republic of Guatemala, was elected as Second 

Vice President. 
The credentials committee was then selected, Mr. Gooding, delegate 

for Costa Rica, and Mr. Roy T. Davis, delegate of the United States, 
were the two members of this committee. 
Whereupon at 12: 10 the meeting was adjourned. 

Seconp PLenary SEssioN 

The second plenary session was held at 10:00 a. m., July 11. All 
delegates and technical advisers of the various countries were present. 
The rules for the internal regulations of the Conference, which had 
been presented by the Mexican Delegation were then adopted. (Copy 
of these rules is hereto attached as Exhibit A).* 

A committee was then appointed to report at the next plenary as- 
sembly what committees should be appointed for the Conference. The 
members of this committee were Dr. C. B. Jolliffe of the United States, 
Mr. Avilez of Mexico and Mr. Carlos Espinosa Herrera of El Salvador. 
This committee was allowed a maximum of three days for presenting 
its report to the plenary assembly. 

THirp PLENARY SESSION | 

On July 18, at 5: 00 p. m. the third plenary session was held and the 
following committees were established : 

1. Committee on General Matters. 
(All those of a nature other than technical) 
Chairman—Eugene O. Sykes, U.S. A. 
Vice Chairman—Luis Grefias Gooding, Costa Rica. 

Y. Technical Committee on Broadcasting. 
Chairman—Ignacio Avilez, Mexico. 
Vice Chairman—C. B. Jolliffe, U. S. A. 

8. Technical Committee on Services Other Than Broadcasting. 
Chairman—C, P. Edwards, Canada. 
Vice Chairman—kE. K. Jett, U.S. A. 

4, Drafting Committee. 
Chairman—Salvador Calderén Ramirez 
Vice Chairman—Ramén de Castro Palomino 

The real work of the conference was then begun in the meetings 
of these three committees, detailed reports of which are now set out. 

REPORT OF CoMMITTEE No. 1 on GENERAL Matters 

Committee No. 1 was organized to consider general matters not 
falling within the competence of the technical committees. The 

* Not printed. — Oe
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Chairman of the American Delegation was chosen as Chairman 
of the Committee and Mr. L. Grefas Gooding, delegate from Costa 
Rica as Vice Chairman. 

The committee held its first meeting after the other committees had 
begun their labors. The Chairman submitted the following list of 
suggested topics for the consideration of the committee: 

General | 
1. Each Government is entitled to adequate facilities so far as they 

are available. _. 
2. Frequency assignments shall be made so as to avoid interference. 
8. The International Telecommunication Convention and Radio 

Regulations shall be applicable except as to matters covered by re- 
gional agreement. 

4. Installations of national defense services shall be exempted as 
under Madrid Convention. (Art. 39 of Madrid) 

5. Provision for duration and denunciation of regional agreement. 

Broadcasting 

1. Broadcasting is a national service. oo 
2. No Government shall grant facilities to be used primarily to 

reach an audience in another country. 7 
3. No Government shall grant facilities to a person refused facili- 

ties by his own Government when the service sought to be established 
is substantially the same. : 

4. It is contrary to good international relations for a Govern- 
ment to permit a broadcasting station within its territories whose 
service area extends to the territories of another contracting govern- 
ment to broadcast for a national of such other Government a pro- 
gram which would not be permitted by such other Government. 

5. No Government shall authorize the construction or operation of 
a broadcasting station on board ship. 

At the request of the other delegations the American Delegation 
presented proposals for each topic, which proposals are contained in 
the minutes of the closing plenary session attached to the present re- 
port.” Committee sessions were then suspended to permit the other 
delegations to study the American proposals and also to permit the 
holding of informal discussions. It became apparent early that the 
Mexican delegation, in particular, intended to insist that broadcasting 
is an international service. The American position that broadcasting 
is a national service logically followed from Article 7, Section 6, of 
the General Radio Regulations annexed to the International Telecom- 
munications Convention of Madrid which had been signed on behalf 
of all of the countries represented at the Mexico City Conference with 

* For text of the Telecommunication Convention, signed at Madrid, Decem- 
ber 9, 1932, see Foreign Relations, 1932, vol. 1, p. 873; for analysis of the Conven- 
tion, see Report to the Secretary of State by the Chairman of the American 
Delegation, pp. 11-17. 

™ Post, p. 602. |
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the exception of Mexico. Unfortunately, however, with the excep- 
tion of those of Canada and the United States, the delegations were un- 
willing to accept the position assumed by their several governments 
in signing the Madrid regulations. 

After informal discussions had disclosed the inability of the Mexi- 
can and American Delegations to agree on the fundamental question 
of broadcasting as a national service, and the use of exclusive fre- 
quencies for border stations, the Committee again met to permit the 
several delegations to present written proposals on matters within 
the competence of the committee. It was the impression of your 
Delegation that these proposals would be submitted without sup- 
porting argument in order that agreement at a later date might not 
be made more difficult. Apparently there was a misunderstanding, 
for the Mexican Delegation presented a lengthy argument for in- 
clusion in the record. Your Delegation then indicated its intention 
to file a counter argument whereupon the Mexican Delegation agreed 
that its argument should be expunged from the record. As the record 
is issued by the Mexican Government it should, therefore, contain no 
arguments in support of the various proposals presented to Committee 
No. 1. The Mexican proposals*® are also contained in the minutes 
of the closing plenary session attached hereto. 

The Delegations of Cuba, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala and 
Nicaragua submitted a written statement 7 accepting the Mexican pro- 
posals without reservation. It is our understanding that these dele- 
gations had been in consultation with the Mexican Delegation and that 
the statement was written with the assistance of the Mexican Delega- 
tion. Honduras was not represented at the session at which the state- 
ment was filed. 

The Canadian Delegation took the position ® that in view of the 
difference of opinion between Mexico and the United States, agree- 
ment was clearly impossible. That delegation therefore took no stand 
with respect to the various proposals. 
Inasmuch as it was impossible for the committee to agree upon the 

proposals presented to it, those proposals were incorporated in the 
records of the Conference but were not made the basis of recommenda- 
tion by the Conference. 

Borper STAtTIons 

When it became apparent that agreement upon the allocation of 
exclusive broadcasting frequencies to countries was contingent upon 
an agreement between Mexico and the United States, formal commit- 
tee sessions were suspended and informal conversations between the 

* Post, p. 605. 
*” Post, p. 606. |
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two Delegations were held. Your Delegation took the position that 

an understanding with respect to border stations was a necessary 

preliminary to the assignment of frequencies. In our opinion the 

facts were clear that border stations were being operated to serve 

audiences in the United States rather than in Mexico. 

The Mexican Delegation first took the position that each Govern- 

ment should determine for itself what frequencies it should use for 

broadcasting and where it would locate the stations using such fre- 

quencies. Their basic contention was that there was an analogy be- 

tween the high seas and the air and that occupancy of broadcasting 

channels by stations authorized by one government could not affect 

the right of another government to use those channels. Your Dele- 

gation pointed to the provisions of the Washington and Madrid radio 

conventions and regulations as protecting prior established American 

stations from interference by Mexican stations. The respective posi- 

tions were not argued at length as the delegations sought to reach 

agreement upon a basis of compromise. 

Throughout, the Mexican position was that it was of no concern 

to the United States where broadcasting stations were located in 

Mexico. In the later stages of the informal conversations the Mexi- 

can Delegation intimated that the enforcement of the recently issued 

Mexican radio regulations ** would automatically lead to a change in 

the character of the programs broadcast from border stations. If 

those stations could not exist under the new regulations, they would 

disappear and with their disappearance the problem would be elimi- 

nated. The Mexicans, however, indicated that they could give no 

written assurance that their regulations would be enforced. 

They further stated that it would be impossible for them to elimi- 

nate border stations. When demanding twelve exclusive frequencies, 

they indicated that such frequencies were necessary to provide for 

stations authorized or operating. There were six such stations on the 

American border and the Mexicans insisted that an exclusive fre- 

quency must be provided for each of these stations. Your Delegation 

felt that it could not possibly justify a surrender of six frequencies for 

border stations even if an agreement upon other matters were satis- 

factorily arranged. As the Mexicans were adamant on the point, the 

informal discussion proved fruitless and formal meetings were 

resumed. 
Report oF Committee No. 2 on BroapcastTiIne 

The Committee on Broadcasting was organized as follows: 

Mr. Ignacio Avilez, Mexico, Chairman. 
Dr. C. B. Jolliffe, United States, Vice-Chairman. 

"1 Mexico, Direccién general de correos y telégrafos, Reglamento para el estab- 

tecimiento y operacién de estaciones radio fusoras y radio experimentales 

(México, D. F., 1933).
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Mr. Carlos Espinosa Herrera, El Salvador, Secretary. 
Mr. G. C. Gross, United States, Secretary. 
Mr. A. D. Ring, United States. 
Mr. Ricardo Bravo, Costa Rica, Cuba and Nicaragua. 
Mr. W. E. Beakes, Honduras and Guatemala. | 

At the request of the Chairman, each nation presented a list of the 
broadcast stations in operation and those contemplated in the im- 
mediate future. These lists are attached as Annex I.” In all liste 
except that of the United States, Canada and Mexico, the high power 
stations are only plans. The list of the United States stations gives 
the number of stations operating simultaneously at night, all stations 
being in operation. The list of Canadian stations includes only those 
now in operation with no reference to their national plan. The Mexi- 
can list includes stations in operation and certain high power stations 
which have been authorized as well as two stations for which requests 
have been made but no authorization granted. 

The representative of each nation except the United States stated 
the number of exclusive frequencies required for his nation assuming 
that a station of 5 kw or more required an exclusive channel. These 
requirements were as follows: 

Canada 8 (estimated, represent- 
ative not present) 

Cuba 8 
Guatemala 3 
Costa Rica 5 
El Salvador 3 
Honduras 2 
Mexico 20 
Nicaragua 2 

51 

Attempts were made to reduce this number without much success. 
On the basis that 5 kw stations could be duplicated in North America, 

' Mexico reduced their needs from 20 to approximately 15 channels. 
Canada submitted the national plan for radio of that country which 
is familiar to the United States and which includes six exclusive 
channels. Canada informally offered to permit the sharing of any 
of these channels provided protection was given up to the lImv/meter 
contour. 

The needs of Costa Rica, Nicaragua, and El Salvador for very high 
power stations were based on a desire for international broadcasting 
and the dissemination in the United States and Europe of national 
propaganda and advertising of their products, principally coffee. 

* Not printed.
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The characteristics of the propagation and service rendered by high 

power broadcasting stations were discussed at length. Technically 

it was explained that broadcasting in the frequency band 550 to 1500 

ke is suitable only for a national service and that it is impossible to 

accomplish effective advertising with a high power station at 1500 

miles or more from the listening public which it is desired to reach. 

The needs or hopes of these nations in obtaining international broad- 

cast service by means of high power stations were not based appar- 

ently on scientific facts but only upon the representatives’ ideas of 

what they would like to have and what would be ideal if it could be 

accomplished. The discussion also revealed a grave doubt as to the 

ability of these nations to build such stations if the frequencies were 

available. Informally it was learned that attempts have been made 

to interest outside capital in such a project. 

The question of border stations was discussed briefly in this Com- 

mittee but the arguments used were similar to those used in other 

committees which are given in more detail elsewhere in this report. 

The Committee was unable to make any progress on the assignment 

of frequencies so concurrently Mr. Avilez and Dr. Jolliffe attempted 

to work out an agreement informally which would meet the needs 

of Mexico and the United States. In these informal discussions it 

developed that the national needs of Mexico had not been well devel- 

oped. Mr. Avilez has a very vague plan for giving service to all 

the population of Mexico but it could not be developed as to the 

number of frequencies required or the method of use. It was clear, 

however, that the Mexican Government intended to protect the sta- 

tions located on the United States-Mexico border. 

In order to be definite, the United States offered to clear three 

channels in the band 550-1500 for the exclusive use of Mexico and 

to arrange for the shared use of six channels for stations of 5 kw, two 

of these channels to be shared with Canada. In addition it was 

pointed out that a large number of stations of 1 kw could be estab- 

lished in Mexico on the channels now used as regional channels in 

the United States. 

It was shown that this number of channels would give a primary 

service to all of the populous centers of Mexico and a secondary serv- 

ice to the sparsely populated districts. The populous centers could 

also be provided with alternate program service by stations on shared 

channels. ‘This service would be approximately as good as that given 

sn sections of the United States which have corresponding distribu- 

tions of population. 

This proposal of the United States was flatly refused and the 

Mexican delegation stated that their needs could only be met by 

twelve exclusive channels for the use of Mexico. All attempts to
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determine what was behind this demand were futile and there was 
no basis for agreement. Consequently, the informal negotiations 
were a failure and no agreement could be reached. 

Since it was impossible to reach an agreement between the United 
States and Mexico, it was considered useless to attempt to go further 
into the needs of the other nations. 

It was decided in the Committee to agree on those things which 
could be agreed upon and leave pending the assignment of broadcast 
frequencies to nations. 

The matters on which there was agreement are given under broad- 
casting in the final report of the Conference. Those points are of 
special interest to the United States. 

(1) The assignment of frequencies to broadcast stations on the basis 
of multiples of 10. 

(2) The maintenance of the operating frequency within plus or 
minus 50 cycles per sec. of the assigned frequency. 

(3) Exchange of information concerning the assignment of fre- 
quencies and power. 

These recommendations if put into effect will probably reduce the 
interference to stations of the United States. The exchange of infor- 
mation between nations will make it possible to get the information 
in advance and give opportunity for protest or suggestions for change 
in advance of construction. 

Probably the most important accomplishment of the work of this 
committee was the exchange of technical information. The United 
States made explanation of the engineering principles of assignment 
of frequencies to broadcast stations. It is believed that if these ex- 
planations are followed up by informative material from time to time 
that the technical men of the various countries may be given infor- 
mation which will be useful to them in making assignments without 
causing interference to stations of the United States. 

The present lack of technical information on broadcasting of the 
representatives of Mexico, Cuba and Central America made tech- 
nical discussions difficult and of little use. Sound technical reasons 
given by the representatives of the United States were either mis- 
interpreted or ignored. It is believed that a thorough understanding 
of the problem by all the countries is necessary before final and satis- 
factory agreements can be reached. 

Report or Commirree No, 3 

Technical Committee on Services other than Broadcasting. 
1. Personnel of the Committee.
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Committee No. 3 consisted of: 

Commander C. P. Edwards, Chairman, Canada. 
Mr. E. K. Jett, Vice-Chairman, United States. 
Mr. G. C. Gross, Secretary, United States. 
Mr. W. E. Beakes, Guatemala and Honduras. 
Mr. Enrique Vaca, Secretary, Mexico. 
Mr. Julio Prieto, Mexico. 

Dr. C. B. Jolliffe (United States) and Colonel Arthur Steel (Can- 
ada), members of Committee No. 2, also attended meetings of Com- 
mittee No. 3 and assisted with the formulation of the report of the 

Committee. 
2. This Committee was assigned the following subjects on the 

agenda, viz: | 

Subject 1. Technical Matters 
Frequencies to be assigned to the various services between | 

100-550 ke and 1500-6000 ke. 
Kinds of channels 
Width of channels 
Tolerance 
Power 

Subject 2. Needs of the various countries. 
Subject 8. Assignment of frequencies to the various countries. 

The results of these studies are given in Section A ** of the recom- 
mendations adopted by the Conference. 

Inasmuch as the United States was the only country represented 
that had prepared proposals to offer under the foregoing topics, it 
was decided to accept them as a basis for the work of the Committee. 

It was also decided that the Technical Committee on Broadcasting 

should advise this Committee of the frequencies outside the present 
broadcast band 550-1500 ke which might be required for broadcasting. 

In answer to this request the Chairman of Committee No. 2 advised 
that for the present it was not possible to give a categoric reply, 
but he would be glad to advise Committee No. 3 on this point as soon 
as the matter had been discussed. Since no further reply was re- 
ceived, and in view of the United States’ proposals to allocate fre- 
quencies above 1500 ke to broadcasting, it was decided “that the band 
of frequencies between 1500 and 1600 ke should be left unassigned 

pending a decision of Committee No. 2 (Broadcasting).” However, 

Committee No. 2 failed to take any action on this matter, whereupon 
it was the sense of this Committee that the band 1500-1600 ke should 
be left unassigned but would be available for use in accordance with 

the provisions of existing international regulations. 
Inasmuch as Mexico did not sign the General Radio Regulations 

annexed to the Telecommunication Convention of Madrid, 1982, the 

* Not printed.
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Committee agreed to omit specific reference to these regulations and 
in lieu thereof to attach to the report an exact copy of Articles 7 and 
19 of the Madrid Regulations. These are given as Appendices Nos. 
1 and 2,* respectively, of the Conference Report. 

There was considerable discussion as to whether frequency bands 
should be assigned to countries. The Canadian Delegation was of 
the opinion that the procedure followed in the Ottawa agreement of 
1929 in setting aside certain bands of frequencies for the exclusive use 
of Nations should be adopted by this Conference. However, the 
United States and Mexican Delegations stood squarely for the view 
that frequency bands should be allocated to specific services on the 
basis of shared use of all frequencies between the countries provided 
undue interference does not result to the service of another country. 
The Canadian Delegation later agreed to this proposition with the 
understanding that in certain bands to be specified, both the United 
States and Canada would exercise careful judgment before making 
frequency assignments to stations. 

The Committee made several minor changes in the allocation of 
frequency bands to services between 1600 and 3500 kilocycles proposed 
by the United States after it was shown by the Canadian representa- 
tive that the proposals were too restrictive to provide for the con- 
tinued operation of certain Canadian stations. For example, it was 
shown that Canada is using the band 1500-1600 ke for the maritime 
mobile service, and the stations now operating could not continue to 
operate their present equipment on frequencies above 1715 kc. Asa 
result it was agreed to designate the band 1600-1650 ke for the mari- 
time mobile service. 

After considerable discussion in the consideration of the Tolerance 
Table the Canadian representative moved to change the proposals of 
the United States so as to specify a tolerance of 0.03 per cent for new 
stations in the fixed service. The United States Delegation agreed 
to this after it was stated that Canada could not meet the more strin- 
gent requirements of 0.02 per cent. 

The report of the Committee is entirely satisfactory to the United 
States. 

In addition to our informal discussions with the Mexican Delega- 
tion in trying to reach some agreement with reference to border sta- 
tions of high power and also the number of exclusive channels to be 
used by Mexico, we were in constant communication with Ambassador 
Daniels and he discussed the matter fully with Dr. Puig, the Minister 
of Foreign Affairs, all with an effort to try to reach some agreement. 
In other words, your Delegation exhausted every possible means within 

* Not printed.
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its power to reach a fair agreement with the Delegation from Mexico 

about these matters. When we were satisfied that no such agreement 

could be reached, then we suggested that the committees report upon 

those matters upon which agreements had been reached, and that the 

records show no arguments but merely the various proposals upon 

which agreements had not been reached, that this was desirable because 

of possible further negotiations. We are glad to say that these sug- 

gestions were followed as is reflected by the last meeting of the plenary 

session wherein the reports of the various committees were adopted. 

Copies of the report of this meeting are herewith attached. 

It is also to be noted that in our informal conversations with the 

Mexican Delegation we were repeatedly told by them that 1t was 

their intention to strictly enforce their radio regulations. After the 

final plenary session and before the delegations had actually signed 

the minutes thereof, your writer was again assured by Mr. Avilez of 

the Mexican Delegation that these regulations would be strictly en- 

forced and that Mexico would as soon as possible put into effect the 

agreements reached by the Conference. If this is done it may result 

in a gradual elimination of the border stations. 

The final plenary session was held on August 9, 1933 (copies of the 

minutes in both Spanish and English are hereto attached). ‘These 

minutes were finally signed by the delegations on Friday, August 

11, 1938. Our Delegation left Mexico City by train the night of 

August 11 and arrived in Washington on the morning of August 

15, 1933. 
Respectfully submitted, Evucene O. SyYKzS 

[ Subenclosure—Extract] 

Minutes of the Closing Plenary Session of the North and Central 

American Regional Radio Conference Held August the 9th, 1933 

In the City of Mexico, at 11:35 a. m., August the 9th, 1933, the 

following Delegates and Advisors of the North and Central Ameri- 

can Regional Radio Conference met at the Panamerican Room of 

the Department of Finance and Public Credit: 

I.—The United States Delegation submitted the following pro- 

posals: 

1.—The following provisions are agreed upon in conformity with 

the terms of Article 13 of the International Telecommunications 

Convention signed at Madrid, December 9th, 1932. 
Except as to matters specifically covered by this Agreement, the 

provisions of that Convention and of the General Radio Regula- 
tions annexed thereto shall be applicable to the region of North and 

Central America. |
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2—The contracting governments retain their full freedom in re- 

gard to radio installations not covered by Art. 9 of the Telecommun1- | 

cation Convention signed at Madrid, December 9th, 1932, and par- 

ticularly the military stations of land, maritime or air forces. 

However, these installations and stations must so far as possible, 

comply with the regulatory provisions concerning aid to be rendered 

in case of distress and measures to be taken to avoid interference. 

They must also, so far as possible, comply with the regulatory pro- 

visions concerning the types of waves and the frequencies to be used, 

according to the nature of the service which the said stations carry 

on. 
Moreover, when these installations and stations exchange public 

correspondence or engage in the special services governed by the reg- 

ulations annexed to the Telecommunication Convention, they must, 

in general, comply with the regulatory provisions for the conduct 

of such services. 
3.—The assignment of frequencies to radio stations shall be made 

in such a way as to avoid interference between the radio stations 

and services of the North and Central American region. 

4,—It is the object of the present agreement to insure to each of the 

contracting governments radio facilities adequate to meet its needs, 

so far as such facilities are available. 
5.— With a view to making the most efficient use of the limited num- 

ber of frequencies available for broadcasting, the contracting govern- 

ments agree that broadcasting stations shall be licensed only to pro- 

vide a national service within the territories of the licensing govern- 

ment. Each government, therefore, agrees not to issue a license nor 

to continue in effect an existing license for any broadcasting station 

within its territories when it appears that such station is designed pri- 

marily to reach an audience within the territories of another contract- 

ing government. In determining the audience a station is primarily 

designed to reach, the following factors among others shall be con- 

sidered : the location and power of the station, the places from which 

the programs originate, the type of programs transmitted (including 

the language or languages used in connection with announcements and 

other spoken parts of the program), the nationality of the audience 

within the service area of the station, and the ownership and control 

of the ration and of its programs (including indirect ownership and 

contro! ). 
6.—When a person whose application for a license for a broadcast- 

ing station or for a renewal of such license has been denied by any of 

the contracting governments because the granting of such application 

would not be in the public interest, applied either directly or indi- 

rectly to another contracting government for the use of broadcasting 

frequencies covered by the present agreement, the government to which 

the application is made shall receive from the government which has 

denied the prior application evidence of such denial. If the latter 

government notifies the former that in its opinion the effect of the 

granting of the application would be to permit the applicant to carry 

on within the territories of the government which has denied the 

earlier application the service for which facilities have been denied, 

the application shall be denied.
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The term “person” as used in the preceding paragraph shall include 
uny person, firm, partnership, association or corporation filing an ap- 
plication for broadcasting frequencies, as well as any person having 
or who had an interest in the person, firm, partnership, association or 
corporation filing such application, and any firm, partnership, associa- 
tion or corporation in which one or more such persons are interested. 

The term “either directly or indirectly” as used in the first para- 
graph shall include all cases where a person, as previously defined, 
is an applicant or is interested in a firm, partnership, association or 
corporation which is an applicant for facilities, 
Where a government has already granted or hereafter shall grant 

facilities which would have been denied under paragraph 1 had it 
possessed information as to the prior denial of facilities by another 
contracting government, it shall revoke the license for such facilities 
as soon as possible under its laws and regulations upon receipt from 
such other government of information concerning such denial. 
¢.—Each government agrees that, in the absence of the written con- 

sent of the government of which the person concerned is a national, 
it will not permit a national of another contracting government to 
manage, operate, or control any broadcasting station within its terri- 
tories, when such national of the other government has, for any rea- 
son, been denied by the government of which he isa national, an appli- 
cation for the erection of a broadcasting station or an application for a 
license to operate a broadcasting station, or for the renewal of an exist- 
ing license. The foregoing provision shall apply equally when the 
denial was of an application made by a firm, partnership, association 
or corporation in which such person was interested. 

8.—It is hereby declared to be contrary to good international re- 
lations for a contracting government, in the absence of the written 
consent of the government of which the person concerned is a na- 
tional, to permit a national of another contracting’ government to 
broadcast over any broadcasting station within its territories when 
such national of the other government has, for any reason, been 
denied by the Government of which he is a national, an application 
for the erection of a broadcasting station or an application for a 
license to operate a broadcasting station, or for the renewal of an 
existing license. The foregoing provision shall apply equally when 
the denial was of an application made by a firm, partnership, as- 
sociation or corporation in which such person was interested. 

The provisions of the preceding paragraph include broadcasting 
from station studios, broadcasting from other places when the broad- 
cast is carried to the station either by radio or wire lines of any 
character, and the use of electrical transcriptions, phonograph rec- 
ords, or other devices by which programs may be recorded and later 
broadcast. 

9.—It is hereby declared to be contrary to good international 
relations for a contracting government to permit the broadcasting 
over any station within its territories, by or on behalf of persons, 
firms, partnerships, associations or corporations which are nationals 
of another contracting government, of programs of a type which 
have caused the administrative authorities of such other contract- 
ing government to deny an application for a station license or for 
a renewal thereof,
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10.—It is hereby declared to be contrary to good international 
relations for a contracting government to permit broadcasting sta- 
tions within its jurisdiction to broadcast programs advocating the 
sending of money or correspondence to or the purchase of commodi- 
ties or services at a place within the territories of another contracting 
government when such other contracting government has indicated 
that it objects to the broadcasting of such programs. 

11.—Each of the contracting Governments agrees that it will not 
permit the construction or operation of a broadcasting station upon 
any vessel under its jurisdiction. 

12.—The present agreement shall go into effect July 1, 1934. It 
shall remain in effect until January 1, 1939, and thereafter until the 
expiration of one year from the day upon which it shall be de- 
nounced by any of the contracting governments. Such denuncia- 
tion shall affect only the government in whose name it shall have 
been made. 

II.—The Mexican Delegation submitted the following proposals: 

1.—Each State has the right to use and utilize such broadcastin 
elements as are offered both by natural resources and technical devel. 
opment, without any limitations other than those established by inter- 
national agreement or treaties. 

9.—Each State maintains full liberty in connection with radio 
installations used for such services as are of a military character or 
for national defense. 

3.—Each State is free to use and avail itself of such frequencies 
as are assigned to it, through stations installed at any point of its 
territory. 

4.—The assignment of frequencies should be made with a view to 
eliminating interferences. 
5.—Any provison made covering radio communication, should be 

fully stated, without referring to the General Radio Communication 
Regulations derived from the International Telecommunications Con- 
vention of Madrid. 

6.—No government may permit the broadcasting of programs offend- 
ing public order, morals, good habits, institutions or officers of any 
other country. 
7.—No government may permit within its territory any broadcasting 

activities by any physical or moral persons, or by their dependents, to 
whom another government has denied permission to carry on such 
activities, provided that, in the opinion of the first government, such 
denial is justified or in accordance with its laws. 

8.—International agreements covering radio communication will 
be of limited duration, and they should contain such provisions as may 
be required for their denouncement. 

ITI.—The Delegations from Cuba, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guate- 
mala and Nicaragua submitted the following statements: 

“The Delegates from Cuba, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala and 
Nicaragua have carefully examined the proposals drawn up by the 
Delegations of the United States and of Mexico, and regret to state 
that they do not agree with those submitted by the former, as they 

738036—50——44 . .
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differ from their requirements and from the principles on which their 
institutions and laws are based. 

“They stated at the same time that the proposals made by Mexico 
are perfectly in accord with the requirements of their respective coun- 
tries and their fundamental principles. Therefore, they unanimously 
adhere to the proposals formulated by the Delegation of the United 
States of Mexico.” 

The Delegations from Mexico and the United States of America 
could not come to an agreement as to their respective points of view. 

The Canadian Delegation reserved judgment on the proposals sub- 
mitted by Mexico and by the United States of America.



INTERPRETATION OF ARTICLE IV OF HABANA CON- 
VENTION ON COMMERCIAL AVIATION ADOPTED 
FEBRUARY 20, 19282 

COSTA RICA 

711.1827/2 | 

The Chargé in Costa Rica (Trueblood) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1663 San José, October 13, 1933. 

[Received October 18. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to transmit herewith copies of the Legation’s 
notes to the Foreign Office Nos. 85 and 94, of August 14 and September 
14, 1933, together with copies and translations of the Foreign Office’s 
replies thereto, Notes Nos. 420-B and 461-B of September 8 and 
October 6, 1933? which appear to establish on the part of the Costa 
Rican Government complete agreement with the interpretation of the 
Convention on Commercial Aviation which the Government of the 

, United States desires to reach and which was outlined in the Depart- 
ment’s Instruction No, 291 of August 1, 1933.3 | 

In Note No. 420-B, the Foreign Minister stated that there was no 
objection on the part of the Costa Rican Government to granting 
permission, without recourse to the usual diplomatic procedure, for 
the entry into Costa Rica of private aircraft of United States reg- 
istry, subject to the laws and regulations which apply to the matter, 
and in compliance with the stipulations of the Convention on Com- 
mercial Aviation adopted by the delegates to the Sixth International 
Conference of American States, held at Habana, from January 16 to 
February 20, 1928. 

The Legation thereupon addressed Note No. 94 to the Foreign Office 
to establish with exactitude the regulations to which American private 
aircraft would be subject on entering Costa Rica and also to suggest. 
that Costa Rican authorities might be appropriately advised of the 
procedure agreed upon. Foreign Office Note No. 461-B then con- 
firmed the regulations for Costa Rica as they appear on page 563 of 
the Air Commerce Bulletin, Volume 3, Number 22, of May 16, 1932, 
and stated that the respective Costa Rican authorities had been in- 

*For text of the convention, see Foreign Relations, 1928, vol. 1, p. 585. 
* Enclosures not printed. 
* Not printed; this instruction was similar to instruction No. 150, January 27, 

to the Minister in the Dominican Republic, p. 609. The Habana Convention of 
February 20, 1928, did not become effective for Costa Rica until July 26, 1933. 
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structed to observe scrupulously such regulations when the need 
therefor should arise in connection with the entry into this country 
of American private aircraft in the same way as the authorities of 
the United States are to be instructed in cases involving Costa Rican 
private aircraft. 

It consequently appears that the Costa Rican Government acquiesces 
in toto with the interpretation of the Habana Convention outlined in 
the Department’s Instruction No. 291 of August 1, 1983; that Costa 
Rican regulations governing entry and departure of foreign civil air- 
craft are as given in the Air Commerce Bulletin, cited above; and 
that the appropriate Costa Rican authorities have been duly advised 
of the procedure agreed upon. 

At such time as the Legation is authorized to inform the Costa 
Rican Government that the appropriate American authorities have 
been given similar instructions with respect to the entry and clear- 
ance of private aircraft of Costa Rican registry, it would appear that 
the matter can be officially closed and the mutual operation of the 
interpretation outlined in Instruction No. 291 can thereby be definitely 
established. | 

' Respectfully yours, Epwarp G. 'TRUEBLOOD 

711.1827/2 | 

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

No. 9 WASHINGTON, January 38, 1934. 

Sir: In compliance with the request of Mr. Trueblood contained in 
the last paragraph of despatch No. 1663 of October 18, 1933, to be 
advised as soon as the appropriate American authorities have been 
instructed that no special authorization from the Government of the 
United States is necessary for the entry into the United States of civil 
aircraft of Costa Rican registry, you are informed that the appropriate 
authorities of this Government have been so instructed. 

In this connection there is enclosed, for transmission to the Govern- 
' ment of Costa Rica, a copy of Aeronautics Bulletin No. 7—-C of the 

United States Department of Commerce, entitled “Department of 
Commerce Regulations Governing Entry and Clearance of Aircraft, 
Effective as Amended April 7, 1931, and United States Airport of 
Entry Regulations, Effective November 1, 1931 [”]. | 

Very truly yours, For the Acting Secretary of State: 
R. Watton Moors
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711.1827/4 

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

No. 92 San Josh, January 16, 1934. 
[Received January 24.] 

Sir: Adverting to Instruction No. 9 of January 3, 1984 (File No. 
711.1827/2), I have the honor to transmit herewith a copy of my Note 
No. 7 dated January 15, 1934 to the Minister for Foreign Affairs of 
Costa Rica,‘ in which I informed Minister Pacheco that the appro- 
priate authorities of the United States have been instructed that no 
special authorization from the Government of the United States is 
necessary for the entry into the United States of civil aircraft of Costa 
Rican registry. 

With my Note No. 7, I transmitted to the Foreign Minister, for the 
information of the appropriate Costa Rican authorities, a copy of 
Aeronautics Bulletin No. 7-C of the United States Department of 
Commerce, entitled “Department of Commerce Regulations Governing 
Entry and Clearance of Aircraft, Effective as Amended April 7, 1931, 
and United States Airport of Entry Regulations, Effective November 
1, 1931”. | 

It would appear that this matter can now be considered officially 
closed and that the mutual operation of the interpretation, outlined in 
the Department’s Instruction No. 291 of August 1, 1933, of the Con- 
vention on Commercial Aviation adopted by the delegates to the Sixth 
International Conference of American States, held at Habana from 
January 16 to February 20, 1928, is now definitely established. 

Respectfully yours, Lzo R. Sacze 

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 

711.8927/A | 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in the Dominican Republic 
(Schoenfeld) 

No. 150 WASHINGTON, January 27, 1933. 

Sir: The Department has found that aviators desiring to make spe- 
cial or touring flights in American aircraft to countries which are par- 
ties to the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation, adopted at 
Habana on February 20, 1928, have been in a number of instances un- 
certain as to the procedure which should be followed by them in enter- 
ing these countries. They have in some instances approached the 
representatives of countries parties to the Habana Convention with a 

* Not printed. |
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view to having them take up directly with their governments the mat- 
ter of obtaining permission for American aircraft to be flown to these 
countries. This procedure is not required under the convention. 

The Department has refrained from taking up these cases through 
diplomatic channels for the reason that under the terms of the Habana 
Convention it is not required that the government of a contracting 
state shall make a request through diplomatic channels for permission 
for such flights to be made over the territory of another contracting 
state. 

The Department desires to reach an agreement with the govern- 
ments of countries parties to the Habana Convention on Commercial 
Aviation by which it will be recognized that, in accordance with the 
clear intention of the Convention, private American aircraft may enter 
these countries and that private aircraft of these countries may enter 
the United States under the general authorization contained in this 
Convention, subject to compliance with technical requirements regard- 
ing entry and with the regulations in force in the country to be visited, 
but without the necessity of requesting for a flight formal permission 
through the diplomatic mission of the country whose nationality the 
aircraft possesses or through the diplomatic mission of the country to 
be visited. | : 

It will be recalled that Article 4 of the Convention referred to con- 
templates that each contracting state shall in time of peace accord free- 
dom of innocent passage above its territory to the private aircraft of 
another contracting state. It has been the general practice to incor- 
porate a similar provision in all multilateral or bilateral air navigation 
treaties or agreements. Such a provision obviates the necessity for 
obtaining for aircraft of a country which is a party to such treaty 
or agreement special authorization for flights to be made over the ter- 
ritory of another country also a party to the treaty or agreement. 

In view of the fact that the United States and the Dominican Repub- 
lic are parties to the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation the 

Department will be glad to have you endeavor to reach an understand- 
ing with the Dominican authorities to the effect that private aircraft of 
United States registry shall under the general authorization contained 
in the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation be permitted to. 
enter the Dominican Republic subject to compliance with the technical 
requirements of the Government of the Dominican Republic regarding 
entry and clearance and the laws and regulations in force in that 
country, and that private aircraft of Dominican registry shall, under 
the general authorization contained in the Habana Convention on Com- 
mercial Aviation, be permitted to enter the United States subject to 
compliance with similar requirements of the Government of the United 
States and the laws and regulations in force in this country, without 
the necessity in either case of requesting through diplomatic channels
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that the flights be authorized. If this course is found to be agreeable 
to the Dominican Government, the Department will be glad to have you 
obtain from the Dominican authorities for communication to the 
Department a statement as to the requirements of the Government of 
the Dominican Republic concerning the entry and clearance of aircraft, 
and to request that the appropriate Dominican authorities be notified 
of the procedure agreed upon. | 

In connection with flights made in accordance with the provisions 
of the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation, the Department 
encloses copies in duplicate of Aeronautics Bulletin No. 7-C in regard 
to requirements of different agencies of this Government concerning 
the entry and clearance of aircraft. You may furnish a copy of the 
bulletin to the Dominican authorities. 

Aliens desiring to enter the United States should consult an Ameri- 
can consular officer in regard to the visa requirements for entry of 
aliens into this country. Under the regulations of the Internal 
Revenue Bureau aliens are required to show before departing from 
this country that they have paid any income taxes due this Govern- 
ment. These matters are not mentioned in the enclosed bulletin but 
should be called to the attention of the Dominican authorities when 
the bulletin is delivered to them. 

The Department hopes that any requirements that may be imposed 
by the Dominican authorities on the entry and clearance of aircraft 
will be as simple as possible, in order that international flights be- 
tween the United States and the Dominican Republic may not be im- 
peded any more than is necessary. Should you see no objection you 
may make such discreet use of this statement as may appear advisable. 

As you are aware, an air navigation arrangement has been in force 
between the United States and Canada since 1929.5 Under this ar- 
rangement the aircraft of each country are, subject to compliance with 
the terms of the arrangement, permitted to enter the other country 
without the necessity of obtaining formal permission from the govern- 
ment of the country to be visited. In this respect the arrangement is 
like the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation. The Depart- 
ment understands that the arrangement with Canada has been very 
satisfactory in its operation. An arrangement similar to the one with 
Canada has been concluded by this Government with the governments 
of several European countries. 

A similar instruction has been sent to the American diplomatic 
missions in Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama and Guatemala® in view of 

° Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. u, p. 111. 
*Not printed. For correspondence following the instructions to these missions 

ae 5 ee pp. 628 ff.; Nicaragua, pp. 634 ff.; Panama, pp. 635 ff.; Guatemala,
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- the fact that these countries are also parties to the Habana Convention 

on Commercial Aviation. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
| [File copy not signed | 

711.8927/2 

The Minister in the Dominican Republic (Schoenfeld) to the 

Secretary of State 

No. 971 Santo Domineo, May 11, 1933. 

| [Received May 15.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s instruction No. 

150 of January 27, 1933, (without file number); to the Legation’s 

despatch No. 801 of February 10, 1933; 7 and to the Department’s in- 

struction No. 163 of March 4, 1933, (File No. 711.3927/1),’ in regard 

to the Department’s instruction to this Legation to endeavor to reach 

an understanding with the Dominican authorities to the effect. that 

private aircraft of United States registry shall, under the general _ 

authorization contained in the Habana Convention on Commercial 

Aviation, be permitted to enter the Dominican Republic and that pri- 
vate aircraft of Dominican registry shall likewise be permitted to 
enter the United States, subject to compliance with laws and regu- 
lations in force in each country. The Department also instructed 
the Legation to obtain from the Dominican authorities a statement 
as to the requirements of the Dominican Government concerning the 
entry and clearance of aircraft, and to request that the appropriate 

Dominican authorities be informed of the procedure agreed upon. 
I beg leave to enclose copies of the Legation’s notes No. 104 of Feb- 

ruary 10, 1983 and No. 113 of March 238, 1933,° respectively, to the 
Dominican Minister of Foreign Affairs, and a copy with translation 

of the reply, to both those notes, note No. 272 of May 8, 1933, from 

the Acting Minister of Foreign Affairs. 
Also enclosed are the following: ° 

Gaceta Oficial No. 4484 of January 30, 1932, containing Decree 
No. 297 of January 27, 1932, in regard to the creation of the Avia- 
tion branch of the Dominican Army. No translation of this decree 
is enclosed since it was repealed by Law No. 283 and since the pro- 
visions of that law are identical with the provisions of the decree. 

Gaceta Oficial No. 4441 of February 24, 1932, containing Law No. 
283 of February 138, 1932, in regard to the creation of the aviation 

"Not printed. 
®* Neither printed. 
* None printed.
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branch of the Dominican Army and containing also Law No. 294 
of February 18, 1932, in regard to flights within the Dominican Re- 
public and the hours for arrival and departure at airports, with 
translations of these laws. 

Gaceta Oficial No. 4441 of February 24, 1932, containing Law No. 
295 of February 13, 1932, in regard to entry and clearance of air- 
craft, with translation of this law. 

Gaceta Oficial. No. 4458 of April 20, 1982, containing Resolution 
814 of the Dominican National Congress dated April 7, 1932, approv- 
ing the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation. No transla- 
tion of this Resolution is enclosed since a translation of the Conven- 
tion is given in the Report of the American Delegates to the Sixth 
International Conference of American States at Habana in 1928. 

In response to specific inquiry, the Acting Minister of Foreign 
Affairs stated orally to Minister Schoenfeld on May 10, that his note 
of May 8, 1933, was intended to mean that private aircraft of United 
States registry would not have to obtain a permit through diplomatic 
channels in order to enter the Dominican Republic. He stated also to 
Minister Schoenfeld that Law No. 295 of February 13, 1932 1s applica- 
ble to any private aircraft entering or clearing from the Dominican 
Republic. 

While Law No. 295 of February 13, 1932 contains the Dominican re- 
quirements for the entry and clearance of private aircraft, it will be 
noted that Law No. 295 also contains requirements which should be 
complied with by aircraft flying over or entering this country. It is 
understood that there are no Dominican laws or regulations concern- 
ing aviation other than those enclosed in this despatch. 

Respectfully yours, For the Minister: 
JAMES E. Brown, JR. 
Secretary of Legation 

{[Enclosure—Translation ] 

The Dominican Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs (Logrono) to 
the American Minister (Schoenfeld) 

No. 272 Santo Domineo, May 8, 1933. 

Mr. Minister: I have the honor to refer to your courteous notes 
dated February 10 last under the number 104, and March 23 last under 
the number 113. | | 

I am pleased to inform Your Excellency that the Dominican Re- 
public being, like the United States of America, a signatory of the 
Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation of February 15[20], 
1928, my Government is disposed to fulfill all the obligations which 
the international instrument referred to places in its charge. 

Consequently, and im accordance with what is established by Art. 4 
of the Convention mentioned, my Government will grant, in times of
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peace, full liberty of entry into the Republic and of inoffensive passage 
through its aerial dominion to the private aircraft of the United States, 
provided that they submit themselves to the fulfillment of the technical 
requirements established by my Government for the entry and clear- 
ance of the same and to the laws and regulations in effect in the 
Republic. 
Iam pleased to enclose for the Minister a list of the laws and regula- 

tions on aviation now in effect in the Dominican Republic. 
I take [etc. | Arturo LogroXo 

711.3927/2 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in the Dominican 
Republic (Schoenfeld) 

No. 187 WasHineron, June 7, 1933. 

Sir: The Department has received your despatch No. 971 of May 
11, 1938, in further relation to the Department’s instruction No. 150 
of January 27, 1933, in which the question was raised whether the Do- 
minican Government concurs in the interpretation that, under the 
terms of the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation, private 
aircraft of a country which is a party to the Convention are, subject 
to compliance with technical requirements as to entry and clearance 
and with the laws and regulations in force, entitled to enter the terri- 
tory of another contracting party without the necessity of obtaining 
special authorization for the flight from the Government of the coun- 
try to which the flight is to be made. 

The Department notes from your despatch that the Dominican Gov- 

ernment concurs in this interpretation. A statement to this effect has 
been sent to the Department of Commerce in order that it will be in a 
position to communicate the information to interested aviators. 

Very truly yours, For the Acting Secretary of State: 
Francis WHITE 

GUATEMALA 

711.1427/1 

The Minister in Guatemala (Whitehouse) to the Secretary of State 

No. 909 GuaTEMALA, March 29, 1933. 
[Received April 8.] 

Sir: In accordance with your instruction No. 260 of January 27th 
Jast,*° the Legation wrote to the Guatemalan Foreign Office with 
reference to reaching an agreement on commercial aviation with the 

* The same, mutatis mutandis, as instruction No. 150, January 27, to the 
Minister in the Dominican Republic, p. 609.
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parties to the Habana Convention, and I have the honor to report 
that I am now in receipt of a reply from the Guatemalan Govern- 
ment, dated March 27th, a copy and translation of which are en- 
closed. The substance of this reply is that in time of peace duly 
licensed airships have free passage over Guatemalan territory pro- 
vided they observe the rules laid down in the present regulations 
and, if the nationality of the airship is that of a country which has 
a treaty with Guatemala on aerial navigation, it will receive its 
clearance papers from the Guatemalan Consulate before departure. 

Respectfully yours, SHELDON WHITEHOUSE 

[Enclosure—Translation] 

Lhe Guatemalan Minister for Foreign Affairs (Skinner Klée) to 
the American Minister (Whitehouse) 

No. 2809 Guatremata, March 27, 1933. 
369.4 (73-0) 

Mr. Minister: Referring to your Legation’s courteous note, dated 
February 14 last, in regard to the Convention on Commercial Avia- 
tion which was entered into at Habana, Cuba, I have the honor to 
transcribe to Your Excellency the report given on the 24th of this 
month by the General Bureau of Aeronautics: 

Mr. Secretary: In compliance with your recent inquiry which re- 
sulted from the request made to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
by the Legation of the United States of America in this capital with 
the object of obtaining from the aeronautic officials a statement with 
respect to the requisitions which the Government of Guatemala de- 
mands for the entry and departure of airships, I have the honor 
to inform you that: in accordance with Article 13 of the Civil Avia- 
tion Regulations of Guatemala,—“In time of peace, airships of any 
nationality which are duly licensed shall have free passage above 
national territory, provided that they observe the rules laid down 
in the present Regulation”; and, based on that law, this Bureau 
states that one of the necessary formalities or requirements is, as 
stated in Article 55 of the above mentioned regulation, which literally 
says, “If the nationality of the civil airship which desires to fly 
over Guatemalan territory is that of a country which has a treaty 
with Guatemala on the subject of aerial navigation, it shall be cleared 
by the Guatemalan Consul at the point of departure, in accordance 
with the fixed agreement, it being specified that it is not an apparatus 
which is going to serve on a regular international aerial line in 
Guatemala and the purpose of the journey stated. Airships of com- 
panies which serve on regular lines duly controlled by the General 
Bureau of Aeronautics do not need to comply with the aforegoing 
requirement”. | 

I express my high consideration. (s) J. Victor Mejfa. 

I avail myself [etc.] | A. Sxinner Kutz
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711.1427/1 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Guatemala (Lawton) 

No. 276 Wasuineron, May 2, 1933. 

Sir: The Department has received the Legation’s despatch No. 909 

of March 29, 1983, in regard to the right granted by the Habana Con- 

vention on Commercial Aviation for aircraft of a contracting state 

to enter territory of another contracting state. 

In instruction No. 260, of January 27, 1933, the Department inter- 

preted the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation to mean that 

in accordance with the clear intention of the convention, private air- 

craft of a contracting state may enter territory of another contracting 

state without the necessity of requesting that the Government in 

whose territory the flight is to be made grant permission for the flight. 

It would of course be necessary to comply with technical require- 

ments as to entry and clearance and laws and regulations not incon- 

sistent with the rights granted under the convention. Although the 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Guatemala makes no specific reference 

to this interpretation, in its note of March 27, 1933, to the Legation, 

it calls attention to the fact that Article 55 of the Guatemalan air 

regulations provides that if the nationality of the civil aircraft to be 

flown over Guatemalan territory is that of a country which has a 

treaty with Guatemala on the subject of air navigation, the aircraft 

shall be cleared by the Guatemalan Consul at the point of departure, 

except that this provision in regard to clearance does not apply to 

aircraft employed on a regular international air line. 

It is requested that you ascertain and report whether it is to be 

understood that the Guatemalan Government concurs in the Depart- 

ment’s interpretation of the Habana Convention. If it does concur 

it is requested that you state that your Government would appreciate 

it if the Guatemalan authorities concerned with the entrance of air- 

craft could be informed of the interpretation. 

It may be remarked, in this connection, that the American Legation 

in Managua has recently reported that this interpretation has been 

accepted by the Government of Nicaragua” which is also a party to 

the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation. The matter has 

also been brought by the Department to the attention of other coun- 

tries which are parties to the convention, in connection with a request 

for information in regard to requirements as to entry and clearance. 

The Department would be glad to be informed in more detail as to 

what is contemplated by the provision in regard to clearance by 

Guatemalan consuls in Article 55 of the Guatemalan aviation regula- 

1 See pp. 634 ff. |
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tions, in view of the fact that “clearance” is a technical term usually 
applied to a function performed by customs officials. 

In connection with the foregoing it may be stated that this Govern- 
ment considers that it is desirable to determine as soon as possible 
the status of special or touring flights by American aircraft with re- 
spect to entrance into countries which are parties to the Habana 
Convention on Commercial Aviation. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
Francis WHITE 

711.1427/2 

The Minister in Guatemala (Whitehouse) to the Secretary of State 

No. 971 GUATEMALA, June 22, 1933. 
[ Received June 30.] 

Sir: With reference to your instruction No. 276 of May 2, 1933, I 
have the honor to transmit herewith copy and translation of Note No. 
5771 from the Guatemalan Foreign Office containing the report of 
the General Bureau of Civil Aeronautics on the points raised in the 
Department’s note. | 

The Department will see that the replies to its questions are not at 
all clear and the reason for it was explained to me by the Minister of 
Foreign Affairs as follows: Regardless of what may be the intention 
of the Habana Convention, the Guatemalan Government with four 
neighbors cannot allow planes to enter their country without being 
notified beforehand and, therefore, any airship, except those of regu- 
larly established lines like the Pan American, cannot enter Guate- 
mala without permission having been previously obtained from the 
Ministry of Foreign Affairs since neither the Legation in Washington 
nor the Guatemalan Consulates in the United States have authority 
to grant this permission. ... 

Respectfully yours, SHELDON WHITEHOUSE 

| [Enclosure—Translation] _ 

The Guatemalan Minister for Foreign Affairs (Skinner Klée) to the 
American Minister (Whitehouse) 

GUATEMALA, June 12, 1933. 
Mr. Minister: For your information and other uses I have the 

honor to transcribe for Your Excellency the opinion which was ren- 
dered to the Minister of Fomento by the General Bureau of Civil Avia- 
tion and the decision pronounced by that Ministry. These are as 
follows:



618 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV 

“General Bureau of Civil Aviation, Guatemala, eighth of June of 
Nineteen hundred and thirty-three. 

Mr. Secretary: 
In compliance with the foregoing decision I have the honor to report 

as follows: 
With reference to the data requested by the Legation of the United 

States of America and in order to decide with respect to them this 
Bureau considers it pertinent to give certain explanations based on 
the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation and on the Aviation 
Regulations of Guatemala. 

The above inserted note contains three points to be decided. 
1. The Government of the United States of America wishes to ascer- . 

tain specifically whether the Government of Guatemala concurs in 
the interpretation which the American Government gives to the Ha- 
bana Convention, to the effect that private aircraft of a contracting 
state may make flights over any territory they may desire without the 
necessity of requesting of the Government concerned its official per- 
mission to make them. 

2. In accordance with the provisions of Article 55 of the Aviation 
Regulations of Guatemala, the Government of the United States of 
America desires to be informed in greater detail as to the formalities 
which must be fulfilled in order to comply properly with that article. 

3. The above information is desired in order to regulate the condi- 
tions to which must be subjected special or tourist flights undertaken 
by American aircraft with respect to their entry into countries which 
are contracting parties to the Habana Convention on Commercial 
Aviation. , | | 

Referring to each one of the above three points, I have to state the 
following. 

First point : The Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation estab- 
lishes, in its Article XII, that the states affirm the principle that the 
aircraft of each one of the contracting states are free to carry on 
aerial commerce among themselves without being subject to the special 
licensing system of the state with which they are carrying on such 
commerce. ..;? but, this, as is fixed by the article in question, is for 
aerial commerce, and not for private and tourist aircraft on special 
flights; this is the judgment of this Bureau. 

Compliance with the system of special permits applies to aircraft 
already authorized to take part in aerial commerce; but these always 
and in every case must comply, as they are required to do by the avia- 
tion regulations of many countries including those of the United 
States of America, with notification by the pilot sufficiently in ad- 
vance and before departing from whatever point in a foreign country 
for another country to the customs authority of the port of entry, 
specifying the type of aircraft, its special marks or signs, the name 
of the pilot or owner and the approximate hour of its arrival; and 
there are states which require in addition the purposes for which the 
flight is made. | oe 

Second point: Article 55 of the Aviation Regulations of Guatemala 
supposes two categories or cases: the first for any civilian aircraft de- 

™ Omission indicated in the original. os
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siring to fly over Guatemalan territory, without specifying whether 
it is tourist or commercial; and the second for aircraft of companies 
that are in service on regular lines which are duly supervised. 

The first category or case supposes an agreement established be- 
tween the Guatemalan Consul or the competent authority in Guate- 
mala and the pilot of the aircraft which is undertaking the flight or 
the person who is in charge of any civilian aircraft as its owner or for 
any other reason. — 

This agreement to which Article 55 refers, and which is to be pre- 
sumed made ahead of time, gives the right to undertake any flight 
in the form prescribed in the article, and in no other manner. And 
such procedure is thereby Justified for each case by the right held 
by every country, including Guatemala to grant or deny authoriza- 
tion to fly over its territory, to land or descend on waters within its 
jurisdictional limits to private aircraft, whether of Guatemalan or 
foreign nationality. Such a right is guaranteed to her and sanctioned 
by Article I of the Habana Convention, when it states that: “The 
High Contracting Parties recognize that every state has complete 
and exclusive sovereignty over the air space above its territory and 
territorial waters.” ‘The agreement to which I refer may give the 
necessary authorization to fly, land, or descend on water within the 
territory subject to the agreement itself and to the Regulations on 
Civil Aviation, in a general manner, to the aircraft of any particular 
nation or, especially, to one or more aircraft. 

Such is the interpretation which this Bureau gives to the above- 
mentioned Article 55, and that, based on it, it is impossible to lose 
sight of that which it itself provides, until such time as the law in 
question is reformed, or at least the article under reference modified, 
amplified or added to, in the sense of providing for or setting forth 
in more detail other formalities designed to give due effect to Article 
55 in the manner requested. 

Third Point: In order to carry out practically the desire to regulate 
the conditions to which must be subjected special or tourist fiights 
undertaken by American aircraft, it is the opinion of this Bureau 
that, for the Guatemalan Government to cooperate with that of the 
United States in the desired regulation, it is possible to add to Article 
55 in accordance with the suggestions which this Bureau makes in its 
reference to points one and two or in the form which is considered 
most convenient. 

I assure you of my high consideration and respect. 
(signed) Victor M. Mejia” 

Ministry of Fomento: Guatemala, June eight of nineteen hundred 
and thirty-three. 

The preceding opinion of the General Bureau of Civil Aeronautics, 
with which this office is in accord, is to be returned to the Ministry 
of Foreign Affairs for whatever may be necessary. 

(signed) H. Aparicio I 
(signed) Avelino Mariscal 

I take [etc. ] A. SKINNER KLEE
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711.1427/2 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Guatemala (Lawton) 

No. 296 Wasuineton, August 25, 1933. 
Sir: The Department has received your Legation’s despatch No. 971 

of June 22, 1933, in further relation to the right of entry of aircraft 
under Article [IV of the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation. 
Your Legation reports that the Guatemalan authorities do not agree 
with the interpretation of this Government to the effect that Article 
IV accords to aircraft of a contracting state the right to enter terri- 
tory of other contracting states, subject to the conditions laid down 
in the Convention, without the necessity of obtaining an authoriza- 
tion for each flight. 

The Department desires to have you assure the Government of 
Guatemala that this Government has no intention of insisting upon 
any procedure that would render it difficult for the Government of 
Guatemala to maintain a check upon the entry of foreign aircraft. 
It would seem that the requirements as to entry and clearance would 
afford an opportunity to maintain a check on the movements of for- 
eign aircraft within its territory. You may add that it is hoped that 
the two Governments will be able to agree upon a solution of this 
matter that will be satisfactory to both Governments. 

With reference to the points raised by the Guatemalan Government, 
the Department makes the following observations: 

In support of their position the Guatemalan authorities make refer- 
ence to Article I of the Habana Convention which states that the high 
contracting parties recognize that every state has complete and ex-_ 
clusive sovereignty over the air space above its territory and territorial 
waters. This principle is now well recognized whether it appears in 
international conventions or is omitted therefrom. It is found in 
the International Convention for the Regulation of Aerial Navigation, 
signed at Paris on October 13, 1919.% However, under the terms of 
that Convention, the parties thereto consent to a limited derogation of 
sovereignty and accord liberty of innocent passage over their territories 
to aircraft of other contracting states. In Article IV of the Habana 
Convention the parties to the Convention mutually consent to a 
limited derogation of sovereignty by providing that each contracting 
state shall undertake in time of peace to accord freedom of innocent 
passage above its territory to the private aircraft of other contracting 
states. 

A declaration that the Government of the United States of America 
has complete sovereignty over the air space above its territory is con- 

* Treaties, Conventions, etc., Between the United States of America and Other 
Powers, 1910-1923 (Washington, Government Printing Office, 1923), vol. 111, p. 3768.
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tained in Section 6 of the Air Commerce Act of the United States."4 
Nevertheless, this Government has taken the position that as soon as 
the United States enters into an air navigation agreement with a 
foreign country the aircraft of the foreign country concerned may 
enter the United States subject to compliance with the regulations in 
force in this country without the necessity of obtaining authorization 
for each flight. This Government has such agreements with Canada 
and several European countries. | 

The Guatemalan Bureau of Civil Aviation, in its report to the 
Ministry of Fomento, approved by that Ministry, states that the pro- 
vision of Article XII of the Convention which affirms the principle 
that the aircraft of each contracting state shall have the hberty of 
engaging in air commerce with the other contracting states without 
being subjected to their licensing system refers to aircraft engaged 
in “aerial commerce” and not to private or tourist aircraft on special 

flights. | 
All international air navigation agreements of which the Depart- 

ment is aware provide that aircraft duly licensed in a contracting 
state shall be permitted to enter the territory of another contracting 
state without being subjected to the licensing system of the state entered 
and the Habana Convention constitutes no exception, except to the 
very limited extent hereinafter mentioned. It is not seen why such 
a provision is not just as applicable to non-commercial civil aircraft 
as it would be to aircraft engaged in aerial commerce. It would ap- 
pear that one of the main purposes of such agreements is to facilitate 
international air navigation by exempting the aircraft of each party 
from the licensing requirements of the other party. On the other 
hand, if the aircraft of one country may not enter another on this 
basis, the carrying on of international air navigation would seemingly 
be greatly hampered. 

As the Department reads it, the Habana Convention does not re- 
quire that aircraft of one of the parties entering territory of another 
party shall be subjected to the licensing system of the latter, except 
to the very limited extent provided for in exceptional circumstances 
in the fifth paragraph of Article XII. That paragraph accords to a 
contracting state the right to refuse to recognize as valid certificates 
of airworthiness of a foreign aircraft, if inspection by a duly author- 
ized commission of such state shows that the foreign aircraft is not 
at the time of inspection reasonably airworthy in accordance with the 
normal requirements of the state making the inspection. Such air- 
worthiness requirements would presumably be part of the licensing 
system of the state making the inspection. 

“ 44 Stat. (pt. 2), 572. 

738036—50-——45
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Under Article IV of the Convention, each contracting state accords 

freedom of innocent passage over its territory to the private aircraft 

of other contracting states, subject to the conditions laid down in the 

Convention. This, of course, means aircraft having the nationality 

of any one of the other contracting states. . 

Article VIL provides that aircraft shall have the nationality of 

the state in which they are registered. ) 

Article VIII provides that the registration of aircraft referred to 

in Article VII shall be made in accordance with the laws and special 

provisions of each contracting state. In connection with Article VIII, 

attention is invited to Section 7 of the Air Commerce Regulations of 

the United States, effective as amended January 1, 1932, which defines 

the meaning of the term “registration”. Section 7 reads: 

“Registration means entry of licensed aircraft in an official license 

registry of the Secretary of Commerce as aircraft of the United 

States. Unlicensed aircraft, though entered of record for purposes of 

identification as required by law, are not registered aircraft within 

the meaning of these regulations.” | | | 

Licenses, as referred to in Section 7 of the Air Commerce Regula- 

tions of this Government, are issued by the Department of Commerce 

not only for aircraft engaged in air commerce but for aircraft operat- 

ing for non-commercial purposes, such as pleasure aircraft. 

Article X of the Habana Convention provides in part that every 

aircraft engaged in international navigation shall carry with it in the 

custody of the aircraft commander a certificate of registration, duly 

certified to according to the laws of the state in which the aircraft 1s 

registered. 

Considering Article IV of the Convention, in connection with the 

other articles referred to above, it seems clear to the Department that 

the framers of the Convention intended that a contracting state should 

permit the entry of both commercial and non-commercial aircraft of 

the other contracting states, subject to the right of inspection provided 

for in the fifth paragraph of Article XII, without subjecting the air- 

craft to the licensing requirements of the state entered. 

With reference to Article XII of the Convention, it may be stated 

that in construing the words “air commerce” appearing in the fifth 

paragraph of the article, the meaning intended by the entire article 

should be taken into consideration. The entire article relates to air- 

worthiness requirements in connection with aircraft engaged in “in- 

ternational navigation” as the term is used in the first paragraph of 

this article. It seems clear that the term “air commerce” appearing 

in the fifth paragraph was intended to have the same meaning as 
“international navigation” which appears in the first paragraph and 
covers both commercial and non-commercial aircraft. The fifth para-
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graph of Article XII relates to a possible situation where aircraft of 

a contracting state engaged in international navigation are found not 

to be reasonably airworthy. 

The fact that Article XII is the only article of the Convention 

that deals specifically with airworthiness requirements and that it 

is the general practice in the adoption of air navigation agreements 

to provide that all classes of aircraft covered by the agreement must 

carry certificates of airworthiness would appear to be a further indi- 

cation that the term “air commerce” in the fifth paragraph of Article 

XII was intended to be used in the sense of “international navigation”. 

It is of interest to note in this connection that airworthiness require- 

ments and licenses are dealt with in Article 20 of the Guatemalan Air 

Navigation Regulations and that no distinction is made in the article 

between commercial and non-commercial civil aircraft. The article 

reads: | 

“Certificates of airworthiness and licenses, issued or approved in 

the country of origin of the aircraft or crew, shall be recognized as 

valid, as well as the same documents issued or approved in Guatemala 

but as to the certificates and the licenses of the crew, they shall be 

only for the service of aircraft registered in their own country. In 

order to make exceptions to this general rule, an authorization from 

the Bureau of Aeronautics shall be necessary.” 

Article 13 of the Civil Aviation Regulations of Guatemala contains 

a declaration of principle in favor of the freedom of air navigation 

similar to Article IV of the Habana Convention, since Article 13 of 

the Regulations provides that in time of peace airships of any nation- 

ality that are duly licensed shall have free passage above national 

territory, provided that they observe the rules laid down in the 

Regulations. © 
| However, Article 55 of the Regulations apparently contemplates 

that, with respect to entry into Guatemalan territory, a distinction 

shall be made between aircraft of a country that has a treaty with 

Guatemala and aircraft of a country that does not have such a treaty. 

If, under the Guatemalan regulations, the aircraft is of a country 

that has a treaty with Guatemala on the subject of air navigation, the 

aviator must obtain a clearance from a Guatemalan consular officer 

while such clearance would not be necessary if the aircraft should 

be of a country that does not have such a treaty and in the latter 

case the aircraft would merely have to comply with the requirements 

as to entry on entering Guatemalan territory. It would seem that 
the practical effect of Article 55 would be to discriminate against 
aircraft of countries parties to the Convention, notwithstanding the 
fact that the purpose of the Convention is to facilitate and encourage 
the development of civil aviation among the countries which are 

parties thereto.
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If, in the case of aircraft of countries parties to the Habana Con- 
vention, authorization must be obtained in advance from the Guate- 
malan Government before the aircraft can enter Guatemalan territory, 
there would seem to be little advantage in entering into the Convention 
so far as flights over Guatemala are concerned and possibly a dis- 
advantage, since the Convention imposes upon the countries parties 
thereto a number of duties and obligations which would not be appli- 
cable to countries not parties whose aircraft enter Guatemalan terri- 
tory. This disadvantage would be emphasized if there should be 
umposed upon aircraft of the parties requirements as to entry more 
onerous than those imposed upon aircraft of countries that are not 
parties. The Convention was designed to permit international air 
navigation between the countries parties thereto, subject to the regu- 
lations in force in these countries not inconsistent with the terms 
of the Convention, without the necessity of seeking special authoriza- 
tion for each flight. 

If, under the Guatemalan regulations, the operators of aircraft 
must, within a reasonable period before entering Guatemala, notify 
the appropriate customs authority in that country of the intended 
arrival, this Government would not be disposed to raise any question 
concerning the matter. However, it is considered that the giving of 
a notice should not imply that the aviator should be subject to the 
delay and uncertainty of being required to have the entry of the air- 
craft depend upon the receipt of the formal authorization from the 
Guatemalan Government. 

If the requirements of Article 26 of the Guatemalan Regulations 
in regard to entering at customs airports have to be complied with 
by all aircraft entering the country, it is not clear why there should, 
in addition to this custom requirement, be the additional requirement 
that the operator of the foreign aircraft must obtain “clearance” 
from a Guatemalan consular officer before proceeding to Guatemala 
if the aircraft is of a country that has a treaty with Guatemala on 
the subject of air navigation. This Government would not be dis- 
posed to raise any question with respect to a requirement of Guate- 
mala that in the case of all civil aircraft entering Guatemala the 
aviator must obtain clearance from a Guatemalan consular officer in 
the country from which the aircraft starts. However, it is believed 
that in the case of aircraft of a country that is a party to the Habana 
Convention such clearance should be limited to the observance of 
such formalities not inconsistent with the terms of the Convention 
as would be intended to facilitate entry, and that the aviator should 
not be required to obtain through the Consul a special authorization 
from the Government of Guatemala for American registered aircraft 
to enter Guatemalan territory.
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A considerable burden is placed upon the Department of Com- 
merce, the Department of State and American diplomatic missions 
abroad on account of the necessity of handling correspondence in 
obtaining special authorizations for flights abroad by American air- 
craft. It is the desire of this Government to eliminate this procedure 
which is considered to be unnecessary in cases where the United States 
has an air navigation agreement with a foreign country establishing 
the general right of aircraft of each country to enter territory of the 
other. Taking Canada as an illustration, it may be noted that numer- 
ous flights are being made by Canadian aircraft into the United 
States and by American aircraft into Canada in accordance with the 
terms of the air navigation agreement in force between the two coun- 
tries.* If a special authorization had to be obtained for each flight 
a very heavy burden would be imposed upon this Government and 
the Canadian Government. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
Harry F. Payer 

711.1427 /2 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Guatemala (Lawton) 

No. 8 WasHINGTON, January 38, 1934. 

The Acting Secretary of State refers to instruction No. 296 of Au- 
gust 25, 1933, and informs the Legation that according to a despatch 
from the American Chargé d’A ffaires in Tegucigalpa, the Government 
of Honduras is in accord with the interpretation given to Article 4 of 
the Habana Convention by the United States, namely, that private 
aircraft of a contracting party may, subject to the technical require- 
ments regarding entry and clearance and the laws and regulations in 
force, enter territory of another contracting party without the neces- 
sity of requesting formal permission for the flight through the diplo- 
matic mission of the country whose nationality the aircraft possesses or 
through the diplomatic mission of the country to be visited. 

The following countries parties to the Habana Convention have 
agreed to the above procedure with respect to the entry and clearance 
of foreign civil aircraft: the United States, Costa Rica, Dominican 
Republic, Honduras, Nicaragua and Panama. 

Should the Chargé d’Affaires deem it advisable in his discussions 
with the Guatemalan authorities to make use of the above information, 
he may do so. 

* Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. 11, p. 111.
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HAITI 

711.8827/1 | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Haati (Armour) 

No. 61 WaAsHINGTON, June 7, 1933. 

Sir: | 

The Governments of Nicaragua and the Dominican Republic have 

concurred in the interpretation of the Habana Convention on Com- 

mercial Aviation given in this instruction. The governments of other 

countries parties to this Convention have not yet made definite replies. 

For your information, it may be stated that this Government does 

not contemplate entering into formal agreements with the countries 

parties to the Habana Convention supplementing the Convention. it- 

self. This Government merely desires to reach an understanding with 

these countries in regard to the interpretation of the Convention so far 

as concerns the right of private aircraft of one of the parties to enter 

territory of the other parties without the necessity of obtaining an 

authorization for the flight from the government of the country in 

which the flight is to be made. 

Very truly yours, For the Acting Secretary of State: 

Francois WHITE 

711.8827/1 Supplemental 
| 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Minister in Haiti (Armour) 

No. 106 Wasuineton, November 27, 1933. 

The Acting Secretary of State refers to instruction No. 61 of June 

7, 1983, and informs the Legation that according to despatches from 

the American Chargé d’A ffaires ad interim in San José and the Amer- 

ican Minister in Panama City the Governments of Costa Rica and 

Panama are in accord with the interpretation given to Article 4 of 

the Habana Convention by the United States, namely, that private 

aircraft of a contracting party may, subject to the technical require- 

ments regarding entry and clearance and the laws and regulations in 

force, enter territory of another contracting party without the necessity 

of requesting formal permission for the flight through the diplomatic 

mission of the country whose nationality the aircraft possesses or 

through the diplomatic mission of the country to be visited. | 

The omitted paragraphs at the beginning of this instruction are the same, 
mutatis mutandis, as instruction No. 150, January 27, to the Minister in the Domin- 

ican Republic, p. 609.
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The following countries, parties to the Habana Convention, have 

now agreed to the above procedure with respect to the entry and clear- 

ance of foreign civil aircraft: the United States, Costa Rica, Domin- 

ican Republic, Nicaragua, and Panama. | 

Should the Minister deem it advisable in his discussions with the 

Haitian authorities to make use of the above information, he may do so. 

HONDURAS 

711.1527/2 _ 

 - The Chargé in Honduras (Higgins) to the Secretary of State 

No. 960 a TraucigaLpa, December 1, 1933. 
| | [Received December 6.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s instruction No. 

481 of September 9, 1933,7 and to report that the Honduran Govern- 

ment has stated that it is in agreement with the proposition of the 

Government of the United States regarding the interpretation to be 

given to Article IV of the Habana Convention on Commercial Avia- 

tion, to which Honduras is a party. Accordingly it has agreed that 

henceforth private (not Government owned) aircraft of United States 

registry shall, under the general authorization contained in the Habana 

Convention, be permitted to enter Honduras subject to compliance 

with the technical requirements of the Government of Honduras 

regarding entry and clearance and the laws and regulations in force 

in this country, without the necessity of requesting through diplomatic 

channels that the flights be authorized. 

Moreover it has, at the suggestion of this Legation, decided, to the 

end of facilitating air travel and commerce to and from Honduras, to 

dispense altogether with the requirement, heretofore in force, that 

permission be obtained from the Honduran Government for each flight 

of American private aircraft to Honduras, and has stated that here- 

after it will be necessary for the American pilot before taking off from 

a foreign place for Honduras only to comply with a requirement simi- 

lar to that prescribed for entry of foreign aircraft into the United 

States as stated in “Chapter II—Entry” of the Department of Com- 

merce Regulations, effective as amended April 7, 1931 (Aeronautics 

Bulletin No. 7-C), viz. to advise the Chief of the airport (Jefe del 

Aeropuerto) at the place of first landing, which must be an airport of 

entry unless permission for landing elsewhere is secured in advance, of 

the intended flight, stating the type of aircraft, the markings thereon, 

Not printed. This instruction was similar to instruction No. 150, January 
27, to the Minister in the Dominican Republic, p. 609. The Habana Convention 

of February 20, 1928, did not become effective for Honduras until August 22, 1933.
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the name of the pilot, and the approximate time of arrival: and that 
such advice must be given sufficiently in advance and by such means 
of communication as to insure the chief of the airport having adequate 
time to assemble the appropriate authorities (immigration, customs, 
etc.) at the field prior to arrival. 

It is gratifying that the Honduran Government has come to this 
decision which should materially simplify and facilitate international 
travel for American private aircraft. 

With reference to the second paragraph of page 3 of the Depart- 
ment’s instruction, the Ministry of Aviation states that there are no 
laws or regulations in force regarding civil aviation other than Decree 
No. 217 of April 8, 1930,—the Law of Aviation (which was forwarded 
with translation under cover of the Legation’s despatch No. 366 of 
December 9, 1931) ,'* but that regulations are being prepared for sub- 
mission to Congress for approval, and that they will not be issued for 
six or seven months to come. 

Respectfully yours, Lawrence Hieerns 

MEXICO | 
711.1227/28 

The Ambassador in Mewico (Clark) to the Secretary of State 

No. 2270 Mzxico, February 9, 1983. 
[Received February 15.] 

Sir: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of the Department’s 
instruction number 912 of January 27, 1933 (no file number), re- 
questing me to obtain from the Mexican authorities for communication 
to the Department a statement as to the requirements of the Mexican 
Government covering the entry and flights of aircraft, and to request 
that the appropriate Mexican authorities be notified of the procedure 
agreed upon, this being in connection with the Habana Convention of 
February 20, 1928, Article 4 of which, according to the Department, 
contemplates that each contracting State shall in time of peace accord 
freedom of innocent passage above its territory to the private aircraft 
of another contracting State. 

This matter was taken up informally yesterday by the Counselor 
of this Embassy with the Chief of the Diplomatic Department of the 
Foreign Office, and a copy of the bulletin enclosed with the Depart- 
ment’s instruction (Department of Commerce, Aeronautics Branch: 
Aeronautics Bulletin No. 7-C: Department of Commerce Regulations 
Governing Entry and Clearance of Aircraft Effective as Amended 

* Not printed. 
” Not printed ; it was similar to instruction No. 150, J anuary 27, to the Minister 

in the Dominican Republic, p. 609.
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April 7, 1931, and United States Airport of Entry Regulations Effec- 
tive November 1, 1931: Washington, 1931) was handed to Mr. Sierra. 

Mr. Sierra stated that it was his understanding that it is the inten- 
tion of the Habana Convention that American private aircraft may 
enter Mexico and Mexican private aircraft may enter the United 
States subject to compliance with the technical requirements and 
regulations in force in the respective countries, but without it being 
necessary to request permission through diplomatic channels. He 
added, further, that at the present time it is not necessary to obtain 
permission through diplomatic channels for the flights of private 
American aircraft to Mexico, but that it is only necessary for the inter- 
ested party to obtain permission by applying direct to the Department 
of Communications in Mexico City. 

Mr. Lane said that, as he understood the situation, such procedure 
would not seem to be required by the Habana Convention. 

Mr. Sierra then stated that he would look the matter up and let us 
know in due course. In the meantime, he said, he would have the 
abovementioned bulletin translated and referred to the Department of 
Communications for its information. 

The Embassy will follow this case and will report further to the 
Department in due course. 

Respectfully yours, J. RevuBEN CiarK, JR. 

711.1227/380 

The Ambassador in Memico (Daniels) to the Secretary of State 

No. 44 Mexico, May 12, 1933. 
[Received May 17.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s instruction 
number 956 of March 14, 1933 ° and to previous correspondence in 
regard to the procedure which should be followed by aviators who 
desire to make special or touring flights in American civil aircraft to 
countries which are parties to the Habana Convention on Commercial 
Aviation and to enclose herewith a copy and translation of a letter 
number 08022 of April 25, 1933 ®° from Licenciado Manuel J. Sierra, 
Chief of the Diplomatic Bureau of the Foreign Office in which it is 
stated that Chapters 2, 4 and 5 of Book Four of the Law of General 
Lines of Communication of August 29, 1932 (published in the Diario 
Oficial No. 22, vol. LX XIV, of September 28, 1932) contain every- 
thing referring to the entrance of airplanes into the country, and also 
stating that all the crews and passengers, as well as the airplane itself, 
are subject to the prescriptions established by the laws of Customs, 

| 7° Not printed.
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Migration and Transportation of Fruits, issued respectively by the 

Ministries of Finance, Gobernacién and Agriculture. 

While Licenciado Sierra does not state in this letter that Article 4 , 

of the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation is applicable, and 

that, therefore, it is not necessary for flights of private American air- 

craft to Mexico to obtain permission by applying direct to the Depart- 

ment of Communications in Mexico City, it is assumed that this is the 

case, since Article 418, Chapter II, Book Four, of the Law of General 

Lines of Communication states: | 

“Aircraft belonging to countries which have or which may make 

special aviation agreements with Mexico are excepted from the provi- 

sions of the preceding Articles, and shall be governed by the conven- 
tions now in force.” 

However, in order that this point may be definitely cleared up, the 

Embassy is again addressing the Foreign Office requesting a definite 

decision on this point. 

There is also transmitted herewith a translation of the Law of 

General Lines of Communication referred to above.” 
Respectfully yours, _ JosEPHUS DANIELS 

711.1227/30 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Mexico (Danels) 

No. 51 | WasnHineron, June 9, 1933. 

Sir: The Department has received your despatch No. 44 of May 12, 

1933, in further relation to the desire of this Government to have it 
understood that in accordance with the clear intention of the Habana 

Convention on Commercial Aviation the private aircraft of a party 
to the Convention are entitled to enter territory of other parties to 
the Convention, subject to compliance with technical requirements as 
to entry and clearance and to the laws and regulations in force in such 
territory not inconsistent with the terms of the Convention, without 
the necessity of obtaining an authorization for the flight from the 
government of the country in which the flight is to be made. _ 

The Department notes that the Embassy has received a communi- 
cation from the Chief of the Diplomatic Bureau of the Foreign Office 
in which reference is made to provisions relating to aviation in the 
Law of General Lines of Communication of August 29, 1932, but that 
the Mexican Government has not replied to the specific inquiry as to 
whether it concurs in the interpretation concerning the right of entry 
under the Habana Convention given above, and that the Embassy has 

* Not printed. i
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again addressed the Foreign Office requesting a definite decision on 
this point. The Embassy’s action in this matter is approved. 

Operators of American registered aircraft desiring to make special 
or touring flights to countries which are parties to the Habana Con- 
vention on Commercial Aviation are at present subjected to delays and 
inconvenience because of being uncertain whether the Convention 
gives them a general right to enter these countries without seeking an 
authorization for the flight in each case or whether they should re- 
quest the government of the country in which the flight is to be made 
to grant a specific authorization for the flight. ven in cases where 
operators of American registered aircraft have decided to request 
authorization for a flight they have, in a number of instances, been 
uncertain as to what procedure should be followed in obtaining action 
on the request for an authorization by the government of the country 
in which the flight is to be made. 

This Department is not taking up through diplomatic channels the 
matter of obtaining authorization for such flights by American regis- 
tered aircraft to countries which are parties to the Habana Conven- 
tion on Commercial Aviation for the reason that it does not consider 
that such procedure is required under the Convention. As stated in 
the Department’s instruction No. 912 of January 27, 1933,?* Article 4 
of the Habana Convention contemplates that each contracting state 
shall, in time of peace, accord freedom of innocent passage above its 
territory to the private aircraft of another contracting state. It has 
been the general practice to incorporate a similar provision in all 
multilateral or bilateral air navigation treaties or agreements. As 
also stated in the Department’s instruction of January 27 last, such 
a provision obviates the necessity of obtaining aircraft of a country 
which is a party to such treaty or agreement special authorization for 
flights to be made over the territory of another country also a party to 
the treaty or agreement. 

In connection with the principle of the right of entry of aircraft 
under international treaties and agreements, attention is invited to 
the air navigation agreement which has been in force between the 

United States and Canada since 1929. This agreement has greatly 

facilitated flights by Canadian registered aircraft to the United States 

and United States registered aircraft to Canada. The agreement with 

Canada has rendered it possible for each country to permit the en- 

trance of civil aircraft of the other country without the necessity of 
requiring that special authorization be obtained for each flight, and 
it has been possible at the same time to require proper observance of 
the pertinent laws and regulations governing the entrance of aircraft. 

7 Not printed. 
4 Foreign Relations, 1929, vol. 1, p. 111.
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A requirement by which operators of American aircraft would have 
to obtain special authorization in each case for flights to Canada and 
operators of Canadian aircraft would have to obtain a like authoriza- 
tion for flights to the United States would greatly hamper the develop- 
ment of international air navigation, the promotion of which is the 
main object of international air navigation treaties and agreements. 
Such a requirement would also impose a heavy burden upon the admin- 
istrative authorities of the United States and Canada. The Habana 

Convention on Commercial Aviation was, like the air navigation 
agreement between the United States and Canada, intended to facili- 
tate air navigation between the countries parties to the Convention. 

The governments of two of the countries which are parties to the 
Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation have indicated to this 
Government that they concur in the interpretation of this Conven- 
tion concerning the right of entry under the Convention given in in- 
structions to the American diplomatic missions in these countries which 
were the same as the Department’s instruction No. 912 of January 27 
last to the Embassy. The governments of other countries parties to 
the Convention, with which this matter was taken up, have not yet 
made definite replies. 

Should you find it necessary to take up this question again with the 
Mexican Government, you may make use of the observations in the 
present instruction to such extent as you may consider advisable. 

Very truly yours, For the Acting Secretary of State: 
Francis WHITE 

711.1227/39 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Mewico (Daniels) 

No. 184 WasHineton, November 8, 1933. 

The receipt is acknowledged of your despatch No. 737 of October 
27, 1933, in which you report that the Mexican authorities are still 
giving consideration to the request of this Government for an inter- 
pretation of Article 4 of the Habana Convention on Commercial Avia- 
tion with respect to the right of entry. 

The Department has been informed by officials of the Department 
of Commerce that a number of Mexican aviators have recently re- 
quested authorizations to fly Mexican aircraft in this country. While 
the officials of the Department of Commerce are disposed to permit 
such flights under the terms of the Habana Convention on Commer- 
cial Aviation without the necessity of requiring the Mexican aviators 
to obtain formal authorizations for the flights, they do not feel that 
they should take such action unless the Mexican Government is dis- 

7° Not printed.
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posed to permit American aircraft to enter Mexico without the neces- 
sity of obtaining from the Mexican Government formal authorizations 
for the flights. 

The Department encloses a copy of despatch No. 1663 of October 18, 
1933, from the American Legation at San José, Costa Rica,” reporting 
that the Government of Costa Rica, which is a party to the Habana 
Convention referred to, has agreed to the interpretation that, subject 
to compliance with the conditions stipulated in the convention and with 
the technical requirements as to entry and clearance, private aircraft 
of a country that is a party to the convention may enter territory of 
another country also a party without the necessity of obtaining special 
authorization from the government of the latter country. In your 
discussions with the Foreign Office you may in your discretion refer 
to the despatch from San José and add that the Governments of Nica- 
ragua and the Dominican Republic, which are parties to the Habana 
Convention have also agreed to the interpretation mentioned above. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
JEFFERSON CAFFERY 

711.1227/42 

The Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Mexico (Daniels) 

No. 208 WasHinetTon, December 2, 1933. 

With reference to instruction No. 184 of November 8, 1933, there is 
enclosed a copy of despatch No. 16 of October 27, 1933, from the 
American Legation at Panama City,” in which the Minister states that 
he has been informed by the Panamanian Minister of Foreign Affairs 
that the Government of Panama is in accord with the interpretation 
given to Article 4 of the Habana convention by the United States, 
namely, that private aircraft of a contracting party may, subject to 
the technical requirements regarding entry and clearance and the 
laws and regulations in force, enter territory of another contracting 
party without the necessity of requesting formal permission for the 
flight through the diplomatic mission of the country whose nationality 
the aircraft possesses or through the diplomatic mission of the country 

to be visited. 
The following countries parties to the Habana convention have 

agreed to the above procedure with respect to the entry and clearance 
of foreign civil aircraft: the United States, Costa Rica, Dominican 

Republic, Nicaragua and Panama. 
Should the Ambassador deem it advisable in his discussions with 

the Mexican authorities to make use of the above information, he may 

do so. 

8 Ante, p. GOT. 
"7 Post, p. 639.
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NICARAGUA ) 

711.1727/1 | 
Lhe Minister in Nicaragua (Hanna) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1164 - Managua, March 1, 1933. 
| [Received March 15.] 

Sir: I have the honor to acknowledge the receipt of the Depart- 
ment’s instruction No. 513 of January 27, 1933,% requesting that the 
Legation reach an understanding with the Nicaraguan Government 
to the effect that private aircraft of United States registry shall under 
the general authorization contained in the Habana Convention on 
Commercial Aviation be permitted to enter Nicaragua subject to com- 
pliance with the technical requirements of the Government of Nica- 
ragua regarding entry and clearance and the laws and regulation in 
force in this country, and that private aircraft of Nicaraguan registry 
shall, under the general authorization contained in the Habana Con- 
vention on Commercial Aviation, be permitted to enter the United 
States subject to compliance with similar requirements of the Gov- 
ernment of the United States and the laws and regulations in force 
in that country, without the necessity in either case of requesting 
through diplomatic channels that the flights be authorized. 

On February 18, 1933, I handed the Nicaraguan Minister for 
Foreign Affairs a memorandum containing the substance of the 
Department’s instruction, and in reply received a pro-memorandum 
dated February 20, 1933, stating that the Government of Nicaragua 
finds the Department’s suggestion acceptable, and transmitting a 
copy of the Nicaraguan Commercial Aviation Regulations of August 
31, 1929. <A copy and translation of this pro-memorandum, and a 
pamphlet containing the Nicaraguan regulations, are enclosed.?® 
There is also enclosed a copy of the Legation’s memorandum of 
March 1, 1933, to the Minister for Foreign Affairs, in reply to his 
pro-memorandum of February 20.?° 

It would appear that this Government is now prepared to make 
an agreement in the sense desired by the Department. I will post- 
pone further action awaiting the Department’s instructions in the 
matter. 

Respectfully yours, Marrurew E,. Hanna 

* The same, mutatis mutandis, as instruction No. 150, January 27, to the Minis- 
ter in the Dominican Republic, p. 609. , 

*° Not printed.
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T11.1727/1 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Nicaragua (Hanna) 

No. 560 WasHiIneton, May 2, 1933. 

Sir: The Department has received your despatch No. 1164 of March 
1, 1933, in regard to the right granted by the Habana Convention on 
Commercial Aviation for private aircraft of a contracting state to 
enter territory of another contracting state. 

It is understood from your despatch that the Nicaraguan Govern- 
ment concurs in the interpretation in instruction No. 513 of January 
27, 1983, to the effect that in accordance with the clear intention of 
the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation private aircraft of 
a contracting state may enter territory of another contracting state 
without the necessity of requesting that the Government in whose 
territory the flight is to be made grant permission for the flight. It 
would of course be necessary to comply with the technical require- 
ments as to entry and clearance and laws and regulations not incon- 
sistent with the rights granted under the convention. There is no 
necessity for entering into any further agreement in regard to the 

matter. 

It is requested that you inform the appropriate authorities that 
the Government of the United States would appreciate it if the Nica- 
raguan authorities concerned with the entrance of aircraft could be 
informed of the interpretation agreed upon by the two governments 
with respect to the right of entry under the Habana Convention on 

Commercial Aviation. 
Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 

| | Francis WHITE 

PANAMA 

711.1927/5a 

The Secretary of State to the Minister in Panama (Davis)*° 

No. 480 WASHINGTON, February 6, 1933. 

Sir: 

A similar instruction has been sent to the American diplomatic 
missions in Mexico, Nicaragua, Guatemala and the Dominican Re- 
public in view of the fact that these countries are also parties to the 
Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation. The Department has 

expressed the hope that any requirements that may be imposed by 

*® The omitted paragraphs at the beginning of this instruction are similar to 
instruction No. 150, January 27, to the Minister in the Dominican Republic, p. 609.
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the authorities of those countries on the entry and clearance of private 
aircraft, under the general authorization contained in the Habana 
Convention on Commercial Aviation, will be as simple as possible in 
order that international flights by such aircraft between the United 
States and those countries may not be impeded any more than is 
necessary. For your information and guidance it may be stated that 
while the Department would also like to see this principle applied, 
so far as practicable, to special or touring flights by private aircraft 
between the United States and the Republic of Panama, it should, 
nevertheless, be understood that the Department is not advocating 
any relaxation of the restrictive regulations in force in the territory 
of the Republic of Panama governing the operations of civil aircraft 
in that territory put into force on the recommendation of the Joint 
Aviation Board having control of private aviation in the Republic 
of Panama. The Department is merely seeking a recognition of the 
right of American registered aircraft to make flights in the Republic 
of Panama on a reciprocal basis, under the conditions stipulated in the 
Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation. 

In this connection the Legation’s attention is invited to Article 31 
of Decree No. 147 of August 23, 1932, * concerning aviation in the 
Republic of Panama, issued by the President of Panama, a copy and 
translation of which were enclosed with the Legation’s despatch No. 
1234 of September 14, 1932.2 Article 31 appears to have reference 
to flights such as those made under the authority of the Habana Con- 
vention on Commercial Aviation, and provides that when civil air- 
crait of the Republic of Panama obtain permission to fly over a 
foreign country without registration, et cetera, the registered civil 
aircraft of that country may operate over territory of the Republic 
of Panama without registration, et cetera, subject to compliance with 
certain requirements of the Republic of Panama. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
Francis WHITE 

711.1927/6 

Lhe Minister in Panama (Davis) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1520 Panama, May 11, 1933. 
[Received May 22. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s instruction No. 
480, dated February 6, 1933, with reference to the desire of the Depart- 
ment to reach an agreement with the Panamanian Government, as a 

*? Not printed.
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party to the Habana Convention of Commercial Aviation, with respect 
to the conditions under which the aircraft of each country may enter 
the territory of the other, within the terms of the Convention and 
without recourse to diplomatic channels, and to report that, since 
this question is one which concerns the Joint Aviation Board of 
Panama, a copy of the Instruction under reference was sent to the 
Governor of the Panama Canal on February 20, 1933. 

On March 17, 1933, the Governor recommended that, in endeavoring 
to reach an agreement with Panama on this subject, the matter be re- 
ferred to the Panamanian Government with the request that it be pre- 
sented to the Commercial Aviation Commission for consideration. 

Accordingly, on April 5, 1933, I handed the Secretary for Foreign 
Affairs a Memorandum, dated April 3, 1938. A copy of this Memo- 
randum is enclosed for the Department’s information.* 

The matter of reaching the desired agreement will be pursued fol- 
lowing the receipt of information as to the action taken by the Com- 
mercial Aviation Commission. | 

Respectfully yours, Roy T. Davis 

711.1927/8 

The Chargé in Panama (Finley) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1559 Panama, June 21, 1938. 

[Received June 26. | 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s instruction No. 
480 dated February 6, 1933, concerning the desire of the United States 
to enter into an agreement with Panama respecting the entry into 
each country of the private aircraft of the other, and to report that I 
am informed by the Governor of the Panama Canal that the American 
members of the Commercial Aviation Commission have recommended 
to the President of the Commission (the Secretary of Government 
and Justice of Panama) that the United States and Panama enter 
into the proposed agreement. I have no doubt that the Panamanian 
members of the Commission will concur and that the Legation will be 
notified in the near future of the willingness of Panama to conclude 
the proposed agreement. 

Respectfully yours, H. D. Finiey 

711.1927/8 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Chargé in Panama (Finley) 

No. 564 Wasuineton, August 23, 1933. 
Sir: The Department has received the Legation’s despatch No. 1559 

of June 21, 1933, in further relation to the Department’s instruction 

* Not printed. 

738036—50——46
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No. 480 of February 6, 1983, concerning the right of civil aircraft of 

a country which is a party to the Habana Convention on Commercial 

Aviation to enter territory of another contracting state on special or 

touring flights, without the necessity of obtaining formal permission 

for the flight from the government of the country in which the flight 

is to be made. | 

The Legation reports that the Governor of the Panama Canal has 

stated that the American members of the Commercial Aviation Com- 

mission have recommended to the President of the Commission (the 

Secretary of Government and Justice of Panama) that the United 

States and Panama enter into an agreement in regard to the entry of 

aircraft under the terms of the Habana Convention. 

In taking up this matter with the governments of countries which 

are parties to the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation, the 

Department did not contemplate entering into special agreements sup- 

plementing the Habana Convention, since such procedure would seem 

to be unnecessary. The Department merely desired to reach an agree- 

ment with respect to the interpretation of the Habana Convention to 

the effect that the aircraft of a contracting state may enter territory of 

another contracting state, subject to technical requirements as to 

entry and clearance and compliance with the regulations in force in the 

country to be visited, without resorting to the formality of having each 

flight made the subject of a special request that the government of the 

country in whose territory the flight is to be made grant special author- 

ization for the flight. ‘The Governments of Nicaragua and the Domin- 

ican Republic, which are parties to the Convention, have informed the 

Department that they agree to this interpretation. If it is also agreed 

to by the Panamanian Government, all that will be necessary will be 

for the Foreign Office to inform the Legation that it agrees to the same 

interpretation. 

As the Legation is aware, a burden is placed upon the Department 

of Commerce, the Department of State, and American diplomatic 

missions in the matter of obtaining permission for American aviators 

to make flights in foreign countries, An American aviator desiring to 

make a flight in a foreign country is required to submit the matter to 

the Department of Commerce and furnish certain data for the con- 

sideration of that Department. When the request is acted upon by 

that Department and referred to the Department of State, it must 

communicate with American diplomatic missions in the countries 

over which the flight is to be made in order that they may, in turn, sub- 

mit the matter to the foreign governments concerned. When the 

requests for authorizations for flights abroad are handled by tele- 

grams, which is very often the case, the aviators must make a deposit 

with the Department of State to guarantee the cost of telegrams ex-
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changed between the Department of State and the American diplo- 

matic missions concerned. This procedure not only involves expense 

and delays to the aviator, but, as stated, imposes a burden upon agen- 

cies of this Government in the matter of handling the necessary cor- 

respondence required in obtaining permission for the flight. One of 

the main purposes of air navigation agreements is to do away with 

this cumbersome procedure. 
The Department will be very glad to have the Legation confer again 

with the Canal Zone authorities and, if they perceive no objection, to 

submit this matter to the Panamanian Government in order to see 

whether it agrees to the interpretation of the Habana Convention 

referred to above. 

If the Panamanian Government should care to furnish information 

as to entry and clearance requirements, and'as to any restrictive regu- 

lations governing air navigation within the Republic of Panama, the 

Department would be very glad to receive such data for transmission 

to the Department of Commerce, and to recommend to that Depart- 

ment that the data be published in the semi-monthly Air Commerce 

Bulletin issued by the Aeronautics Branch. However, if the data 

should be lengthy, it seems doubtful if it would be practicable for the 

Department of Commerce to publish it unless it should be submitted 

in the form of a summary. The Department of Commerce now pub- 

lishes summaries of air navigation requirements of foreign countries 

governing the entrance of American civil aircraft. Ifa summary of 

the Panamanian regulations should be furnished, there would be no 

objection to calling attention to the fact that the data with regard to 

the entrance of aircraft into Panamanian territory is furnished only 

in summarized form and that aviators desiring to enter the Republic 

of Panama are cautioned to comply with all the regulations in force 

therein pertaining to the navigation of civil aircraft. 

Very truly yours, For the Secretary of State: 
Harry FI’, PAYER 

711.1927/9 HR 

——- The Minister in Panama (Gonzalez) to the Secretary of State 

No. 16 Panama, October 27, 1933. 
[Received November 6. | 

Sir: Referring to the Department’s Instruction No. 480 dated 

February 6, 1933, and to subsequent correspondence concerning the 

desire of the Department to reach an agreement with the Panamanian 

Government with respect to the interpretation to be applied by both ~ 

Governments to the Convention on Commercial Aviation, adopted at 
Habana on February 20, 1928, I have the honor to enclose copies of
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this Legation’s Note No. 817, dated September 19, 1933, as well as 
copies and translations of Foreign Office Note D. D. No. 1788, dated 
October 23, 1933 concerning this subject. 

The Legation will assume, in the absence of contrary instructions, 
that this exchange of notes covers the desired agreement on the inter- 
pretation of the Habana Convention. The summary of the aviation 
regulations of the Republic were not received and the Department has 
already received copies and translation of Decree No. 150 of August 
23, 1982, to which the Foreign Office Note refers (see Despatch No. 
1234 dated September 14, 1932 *). 
Respectfully yours, Antonio C. GONZALEZ 

[Enclosure 1] 

The American Chargé (Burdett) to the Panamanian Secretary of 
State for Foreign Affairs (Arosemena) 

No. 817 Panama, September 19, 1933. 

Excettency: With reference to Your Excellency’s Note D. D. No. 
1598 dated September 15, 1933, and to previous correspondence re- 
garding the interpretation given by the United States and Panama 
to the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation, adopted at Ha- 
bana on February 20, 1928, I have the honor to inform Your Excel- 
lency that my Government considers that, in accordance with the clear 
intention of the Convention under reference, private American air- 
craft may enter the Republic of Panama and that private aircraft 
of Panama may enter the United States, both under the general au- 
thorization contained in that Convention, subject to technical require- 
ments regarding entry and clearance and the laws and regulations in 
force in the country to be visited, but without the necessity of request- 
ing formal permission for a flight through the diplomatic mission of 
the country whose nationality the aircraft possesses or through the 
diplomatic mission of the country to be visited. 

If the Government of Your Excellency agrees with the interpreta- 
tion of the Habana Convention stated above, it is assumed that no 
special agreement supplementing the Convention will be necessary. 
I shall be pleased, notwithstanding, if Your Excellency will state 
whether the above interpretation of the Habana Convention is in 
accordance with the interpretation placed thereon by the Panamanian 
Government. 

In this connection I may state that, should Your Excellency’s Gov- 
ernment desire with its reply to furnish this Legation with a brief 
summary of the air navigation requirements of the Republic, the 

* Not printed.
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Department of State of my Government would recommend to the 
Department of Commerce that such summary be published in the 
semi-monthly Air Commerce Bulletin for the information of aviators 
who may contemplate flights over the territory of the Republic, to- 
gether with a statement that this data is published in summarized 
form only and that aviators desiring to enter the Republic of Panama 
are cautioned to comply with all the regulations in force therein 
pertaining to the navigation of civil aircraft. 

Accept [etc.] Wiruiam C. Burverr 

{Enclosure 2—Translation] 

Lhe Panamanian Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs (Arosemena) 
to the American Minister (Gonzalez) 

D. D. No. 1788 Panama, October 23, 1933. 
Mr. Minister: I have the honor to refer to the courteous note of 

your Legation No. 817 dated September 19, last, relative to the in- 
terpretation given by the United States and the Republic of Panama 
to the Habana Convention on Commercial Aviation adopted February 
20, 1928. 
Annexed I permit myself to send you Decree No. 150 of August 

23, 1932, and to transcribe the contents of Note No. 1381—A of the 
Secretary of Government and Justice concerning this subject: 

“I refer to your courteous communication D. D. No. 1740 dated 
the 18th instant, in order to manifest to you that the Government of 
the Republic of Panama is in accordance with the interpretation given 
by the Government of the United States of America to the Convention 
on Commercial Aviation, signed in Habana February 20, 1928, in 
the sense that ‘private American aircraft may enter the Republic of 
Panama, and private Panamanian aircraft may enter the United 
States, [’] both under the general authorization contained in that Con- 
vention, subject to the technical requirements regarding entry and 
clearance and the laws in force in the country to be visited, but with- 
out the necessity of requesting formal permission for a flight through 
the diplomatic mission of the country whose nationality the aircraft 
possesses or through the diplomatic mission of the country to be 
visited.” 

Accept [ete. | J. D. ArosrmEnA



ARGENTINA : 

PRELIMINARY DISCUSSIONS RESPECTING A TRADE AGREEMENT 

BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND ARGENTINA 

611.8531/128 : 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[Wasurneron,] March 16, 1933. 

The Argentine Ambassador * came in and propounded three or four 

inquiries, one of which related generally to the matter of steps looking 

towards the improvement of commercial relations between his country 

and mine. A second inquiry related to the question of whether this 

Government would undertake to negotiate individual reciprocity trea- 

ties very soon, to which I replied that it would probably be found a 

wiser policy for all countries to join in making the forthcoming World 

Economic Conference? a real success, and that with a program of 

economic policies thus agreed upon, it would be all the easier for indi- 

vidual nations to agree upon reciprocity arrangements. 

I expressed the view that our country would, at least for some years, 

need a substantial amount of flaxseed, hides and possibly wool, and cer- 

tain other commodities produced by his country, to supply the defici- 

ency of our domestic production, or to supplement the qualities of our 

production with the different qualities of the Argentine production. 

Another inquiry related to the time when a new Ambassador would 

probably be appointed to Argentina, to which I replied that the matter 

had not yet been taken up. : 

| | C[orpett] H[ vi] 

611.003/2744 | 

| Memorandum by the Secretary of State 

[Wasurneton,] March 23, 1933. 

The Argentine Ambassador came in and indicated a special interest 

sn the matter of reciprocal commercial agreements based on mutual 

tariff concessions. I told him I wished to correct a possibly erroneous 

statement recently made to him to the effect that this Government 

Felipe A. Hspil. 
2¥or correspondence concerning the World Monetary and Heonomic Confer- 

ence, see vol. I, pp. 452 ff. 
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would be ready to consider such commercial treaties after the World 
Economic Conference, whereas I had intended to say that it would be 
ready thus to proceed after the enactment of certain proposed legis- 
lation authorizing the President to negotiate such treaties. 

The Ambassador then offered the suggestion that if by some ar- | 
_ rangement the Argentine could export 2% of its meat production to 

the United States, that that would solve their domestic meat problem. 
He indicated that his Government was specially interested in the 

coming Economic Conference. 

C[orpett] H[ vx] 

611.3531/187 

Lhe Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Acting Secretary of State 

No. 2093 Buenos Airss, June 2, 1933. 
[Received June 12.] 

Sir: I have the honor to report that in conversation today with the 
) Minister for Foreign Affairs on another matter, he asked me whether 

during my period in charge of the Embassy I could not begin with him 
negotiations for a commercial agreement. I told him that my under- 
standing was that the President of the United States was seeking au- 
thority from Congress to make a new type of commercial treaty and 
also that I presumed our Government, before embarking upon any 
fresh commercial negotiations, would await the issue of the World 
Economic Conference, which is to start in a few days. 

The Minister said he thought it would be quicker to negotiate such 
an agreement as he mentioned by ordinary diplomatic channels than 
to send a commission to the United States. He said that there was 
talk of sending the Chief Justice of Argentina to the United States on 
a mission, and the name of the Minister of Agriculture is still promi- 
nently mentioned in this connection. | 

I merely mention the above to demonstrate the extreme anxiety of 
the Argentine Government to gain greater access to the American 
market. | 

Respectfully yours, J.C. Waite 

611.3531/143 

| Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State 

[Wasuineton,] June 22, 1933. 
_ The Argentine Ambassador came in to discuss the prospects of a 
reciprocal trade agreement between the Argentine and the United 
States. He supposed that, now that any such agreement had to go
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to the Senate for confirmation, there is very little chance of accom- 

plishment. I said that, under the present conditions, it was of course 

necessary to confine any such negotiations to those countries which 

could reciprocate without upsetting the American production, which, 

in other words, would meet with no hostility from the Senate. I 

thought that we should probably find two or three countries with 

which we could negotiate along these lines during the summer. I 

said that so far as the Argentine was concerned, it seemed unlikely 

that we could undertake negotiations this summer at least. 
WiiuiAM PHILLIPS 

611.8531/145 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Caffery) 

[Wasuineron,] July 1, 1933. 

The Argentine Ambassador called and showed me a telegram he 

had received from his Government pointing out that the Argentine 

Government was awaiting a reply from him as to what progress he 

had been able to make in regard to beginning negotiations for a 

reciprocal commercial treaty, and inviting attention to his previous 

reports concerning President Roosevelt’s declarations that he was 

desirous of entering into a reciprocal commercial treaty with 

Argentina. 

The Argentine Ambassador stated that, up to very recently, he 

had assumed that the State Department was in favor of beginning 

these negotiations at an early date. However, he had gathered the 

impression from a recent conversation with the Under Secretary that 

perhaps there had been a change of opinion in that regard. The 

Under Secretary had spoken of early negotiations of a Cuban treaty 

“and perhaps two or three others”, but implied that it would not 

be possible to begin negotiations for a reciprocal commercial treaty 

with the Argentine Government at an early date. Sefior Kspil said 

that he had not communicated anything in regard to these remarks 

of the Under Secretary to his Government, hoping that the impres- 

sion he received from the conversation with Mr. Phillips was un- 

warranted. Now, in view of the telegram he has received from 

his Government, he is anxious to know exactly what the present 

situation is. He would like to have a brief conversation with the 

President as soon as possible (in view of the President’s early dec- 

larations that he was desirous of proceeding with these negotiations). 

In the telegram above mentioned, the Argentine Minister of Foreign 

Affairs stated that the British Government had proposed that the 

method of computing tariff rates on automobiles be changed to a 

method basing rates on cylinder capacity. (Seftor Espil said that
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he believed that the present method of computing those rates is favor- 
able to the United States, and that the method proposed by the British 
would be unfavorable. ) 

The Minister of Foreign Affairs commented on the fact that during 
the first five months of this year, United States purchases in the Argen- 
tine have reached 16.6 million pesos, while the United States has 
received foreign exchange in the amount of 107.4 million. 

611.8531/161 

Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State 

[Wasuineron,] July 6, 1933. 
The Argentine Ambassador showed me a lengthy telegram which 

he had recently received from his Government asking him to ascertain 
the view point here with respect to a commercial agreement, between 
Argentina and the United States. The message referred to the con- 
cessions which were being given to the British Government? and to 
negotiations with one or two other European Governments looking 
towards mutual reciprocal trade benefits and said that it was important 
for the Argentine Government soon to make up its mind the attitude 
it would have to assume towards the United States in the future. 

I gathered that there was a veiled threat, although the Ambassador 
did not convey it as such, that if there were no prospects of trade nego- 
tiations with the United States, the United States would suffer in con- 
sequence. he Ambassador mentioned in particular the proposed deal 
with the British in respect to automobiles which would seriously affect 
the export of American automobiles to the Argentine; Mr. Espil said 
that he had already discussed this matter with officials in the Depart- 
ment of Commerce, who admitted that American automobile trade 
would suffer. 

The Ambassador assured me that he had, at various times, explained 
to his Government that they must not overlook the movement here to 
raise prices which carried with it, of course, a continuation of the high 
tariff and that the recent rise of prices in the Argentine might be 
explained, in part at least, by the rise in prices in the United States; he 
said he did not want his Government to overlook the fact that the 
Argentine was already receiving benefits from the renewal of pros- 
perity in this country. 

I replied that I did not wish the Ambassador to carry away the im- 
pression in anything which I might say or left unsaid that we were 
not desirous of negotiating a commercial treaty with the Argentine. 
He understood, however, the position in which the Executive was now 

*For correspondence regarding the Anglo-Argentine (Roca) Agreement, see 
pp. 722 ff.
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placed and that a three-fourths [two-thirds?] vote in the Senate was 
still necessary to carry into efiect any commercial treaty, that in these 
circumstances the Executive must necessarily proceed cautiously in 

initiating reciprocal trade agreements so as not to arouse the fears, 
especially of the agricultural districts; that we were, therefore, pro- 
posing to start our negotiations with a few countries where there 

would be almost no danger of competition and that once these treaties 
were effected, we could much more easily approach other countries 
where the problems to be overcome were more difficult. ‘The Ambas- 

sador said he fully understood; however, he felt that he would like 
to have a definite reply to convey to his Government and had, therefore, 
asked to be received by the President at the latter’s convenience. He 

said there was no hurry in this connection. | 
The Ambassador seemed to think that a very limited reciprocal 

treaty, that is, limited in its scope of reciprocal changes in tariff, might 

be feasible. | | 

| | - Winiiam Priniies 

611.3581/152 : 

Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State 

| | | [Wasuineron,| July 12, 1933. 

The Argentine Ambassador called upon me this morning and re- 

ported to me his conversation with the President yesterday. 
(The President had already told me of his conversation with the 

Ambassador; he had said to Espil that we were ready to sit around 

a table and explore the possibilities of reaching some sort of a trade 

agreement with the Argentine; that he had mentioned Paraguayan 

tea as something that might well be imported into the United States, 

but that with reference to Patagonian meats he felt that there might be 

Senatorial difficulties.) | | 
The Ambassador seemed a little doubtful as to how he was to 

proceed ; he suggested that it would be wise for him to send a telegram 

to his Government which would be on all fours with the telegram which 

we sent to our Embassy in Buenos Aires; it was necessary, he said, to 

make sure that his Government understood the conversations to be 

purely exploratory. I agreed entirely and asked him to draw up the 

telegram he proposed to send to his Government and I would go over 

it with him and see that our instructions were along similar lines. 
| | Witii1am Pris
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611.35381/146a : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Argentina (White) 

[WasHineron,]| July 12, 1933—6 p. m. 

52. The President yesterday informed the Argentine Ambassador 
that he would authorize the Department of State to begin an explora- 
tory study of the possibilities of our negotiating a trade agreement 
with the Argentine Government, and also to undertake preliminary 
conversations with the Argentine Ambassador here in that connection. 
I desire to emphasize that the studies and discussions would be purely 
informal and of an exploratory character, and that it is not contem- 
plated to undertake formal negotiations unless both governments are 
convinced that beneficial trade agreements can in fact be reached. 
The Ambassador has informed me that, if his Government is sympa- 
thetic to this plan, he may ask to have someone sent to Washington 
from Buenos Aires to cooperate with him in the conversations. You 
may bring this informally and orally to the attention of the Minister 
for Foreign Affairs and report promptly his comments. 

PHILLIPS 

611.8531/147 : Telegram : 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Buenos Airzs, July 13, 19383—5 p. m. 
[Received 5:50 p. m.] 

67. Your 52, July 12, 6 p. m., communicated to Minister for Foreign 
Affairs who read me message from Espil couched in similar terms. 
Minister for Foreign Affairs replied that he welcomed the initiative 
with the greatest cordiality. 

As for collaborator for Argentine Ambassador in Washington the 
most appropriate person would be Le Breton‘ but inasmuch as his 
designation would attract attention greater than President Roosevelt 
might at the present time desire, he would authorize Espil to begin 
conversations alone together with any technical experts whom the 
latter may desire sent. Should conversations reach stage where con- 
crete results might appear hopeful Le Breton could then be 
summoned. 

WHITE 

“Tomas A, Le Breton, Head of the Argentine Delegation to the London Monetary 
and Economie Conference; Argentine Ambassador in France.
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611.3531/154 

Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State 

[Wasuineton,] July 14, 1933. 

The Argentine Ambassador called me on the telephone to say that 
he was in receipt of a telegram from his Government expressing satis- 
faction at the desire of the United States to explore the possibilities 
of a new trade agreement between the two countries. His telegram 
coincided with the telegram which we have received this morning 
from our Embassy in Buenos Aires, No. 67. 

Mr. Espil said, however, that he was going to ask his Government 
to send one or two experts to assist him in the preliminary conversa- 
tions. These experts are now in London with Le Breton and could 
easily be here in the course of three or four weeks. The Ambassador 
did not wish to begin his conversations until the arrival of these 
experts. He referred to them as men without any particular rank 
but as having the information which he would require. 

Witw1am Pires 

611.3581/172 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American Affairs 
(Wilson) 

[Wasuinetron,| August 10, 1938. 

Ambassador Espil came in and asked when we would be prepared 
to open our conversations with him regarding a commercial treaty. 
I said that we had been waiting to hear from him as to the date of 
arrival of his experts. He said that it was precisely in order to know 
when to advise his Government to send experts that he wanted to 
inquire when we would be ready to begin the conversations. I said 
that I did not know the exact status of our preparation of data for the 
Argentine conversations, but would inquire of those who had it in 
charge and advise him. I said that, as he doubtless knew, the Portu- 
guese representatives were arriving in a few days and would be the 
first to begin negotiations with us.5 The Colombians were arriving a 
few days later,* and we were also expecting the Brazilians at an early 
date.” Since we had been advised by these Governments of the early 
arrival of their representatives in Washington for conversations, we 
had of course concentrated our efforts in preparation for the talks with 
these countries. I said, however, that we would do everything we could 
to meet the views of the Argentine Government regarding the date for 

* See vol. 0, pp. 640 ff. 
* See vol. v, pp. 217 ff. 
” See ibid., pp. 18 ff.
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beginning our conversations with Argentina, although of course it 
would be appreciated that if the Argentine experts should arrive 
shortly after we had opened discussions with the other countries we 
would have our hands very full and there might be some delay. 

After talking with Mr. Caffery, Dr. McClure * and Mr. Donnelly of 
the Commerce Department, I phoned to Ambassador Espil and said 
that the situation was just as I mentioned it to him earlier. The other 
countries had, as it were, gotten under the wire first by sending their 
delegations here at an early date, and we had concentrated on our work 
to get ready for them. However, whenever the Argentine experts 
could come here we would do our best to be prepared to enter on dis- 
cussions with them, although, as I had explained, there might be a 
little delay in view of the fact that our discussions would have already 
begun with others. Dr. Espil said that he thought he would suggest 
that his experts arrive here by the middle of September. He said there 
would, of course, be no hurry in beginning the discussions, as he would 
want a little time to go over matters with the experts. He also men- 
tioned that he was looking around to find an American expert to assist 
him who was thoroughly familiar with our tariff matters. 

Epwin C. Wiison 

611.8531/169 

Memorandum by the Secretary of State - 

[Wasutneton,] August 10, 1933. 
The Argentine Ambassador called merely to pay his respects and 

to speak kindly and approvingly of my course and activities at the 
London Conference. 

We both indicated our mutual interest in the coming reciprocity 
negotiations between our two Governments. I suggested to him that 
we should not expect to go too fast or too far at the outset; that we 
were not to take the serious risk of bringing on a reaction among 
the political elements. I suggested that these complicated economic 
conditions have been growing worse for twelve years and more, and 
that they could not be disentangled over night but that it is necessary 
to proceed gradually with a certain number of commodities and then 
contemplate enlarging the list from time to time. I added that this 
course would prevent opposition elements from organizing farmers 
and other groups against the whole policy of commercial reciprocity. 

C[orpett] H[v] 

* Wallace McClure, Assistant Chief of the Treaty Division, Department of State.
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611.8581/175 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Secretary of State 

No. 2194 Buenos Ares, August 16, 1933. 
[Received August 28.] 

Sie: I have the honor to refer to the memorandum of the con- 

versation between the Acting Secretary of State and the Argentine 

Ambassador, as reported in the memorandum of July 6° attached 

to Confidential Instruction No. 729 of July 27.” 

In this there occurs the following passage: 

“T gathered that there was a veiled threat, although the Ambassador 

did not convey it as such, that if there were no prospects of trade 

negotiations with the United States, the United States would suffer 

the consequences.” 

Ever since I have been in this country I have noticed the almost 

instinctive tendency of Argentines—not necessarily of officials—to 

endeavor to play the United States off against Great Britain, and 

vice versa, as such a competitive spirit leads to the comforting sensa- 

tion that foreign countries are falling over each other in their endeavor 

to secure Argentine trade. Possibly deriving from this tendency is 

a sentiment that the present balance of trade in favor of the United 

States can be used as a club to extort favors for Argentine exports. 

Presumably Dr. Espil is too well aware of the imperviousness of 

agricultural interests in the United States to arguments of this 

nature to have made any threat on his own initiative. But I can quite 

imagine that Dr. Saavedra Lamas” might have sent instructions 

along such lines, with a view to obtaining reactions from Washington 

that might be of service in his negotiations with Great Britain or 

Ttaly. | 

When the idea of clubbing the United States into reciprocity arises, 

measures against the American automobile trade are the first to suggest 

themselves. Here, however, the difficulty occurs that there are no other 

cars so suitable for Argentine “camp” (i. e. rural) work as those from 

the United States. So that endeavors to injure this branch of Amer- 

ican trade would give little satisfaction to the Argentine automobile 

public. | | 

In connection with the foregoing, I may refer to the Department's 

telegraphic instruction No. 50 of J uly 5, 6 p. m., in which it is 

stated that the Argentine Ambassador had been instructed by his 

Government to inquire whether the reclassification of automobiles in 

° Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State, p. 645. 

Not printed. 
1 Carlos Saavedra Lamas, Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs.
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the Argentine tariff now sought by the British Government would 
prejudice American autos, and I may also refer to this Embassy’s 
despatch No. 2170 of July 28, page 2, confidential section, in which 
it was stated that the Commission negotiating for the tariff clauses 
of the Roca Agreement proposed to change the basis of valuation of 
automobiles so as to favor cars with small cylinder space. 

The informant to whom I am indebted for the information con- 
tained in this confidential section on page 2 of despatch No. 2170 of 
July 28 told me a day or so ago that a fresh attempt had been made 
by the British to obtain advantages in the automobile field in the 
course of the tariff discussions connected with the Roca agreement. 
He stated to me that the British had threatened to abandon the whole 
Roca agreement unless valuations upon imported cars should in future 
be effected on the basis of weight, to the end that American cars, 
being heavier than the British models, might pay a higher duty. My 
informant stated that such an arrangement, if put into effect, would, 
however, also in certain cases create unjust discrimination between 
different types of British cars. I told him I felt sure that the threat 
to rescind the Roca agreement on this ground was a bluff as the British 
would hardly spurn the Roca agreement at this late stage on such a 
pretext. 

Enclosed herewith is further press comment ” in regard to negotia- 
tions for commercial agreements between Argentina and various 
Powers. 

Respectfully yours, J.C. WHITE 

611.3531/183 | 

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

No. 1 Buenos Arres, September 8, 1933. 
| [Received September 18.] 

Sir: I have the honor to transmit, as of possible interest to the 
Department, a memorandum of a conversation which I had this day 
with Seftor Luis Fiore concerning trade relations between the United | 
States and Argentina and with further reference to the proposed 
trade agreement between this country and Great Britain. 

The Commercial Attaché informs me that Sefior Fiore is a promi- 
nent member of the Argentine business community, a graduate of 
Cornell University, and friendly to the United States. 

Respectfully yours, | ALEXANDER W. WEDDELL 

* Not printed.
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[Enclosure] 

Memorandum by the Ambassador in Argentina (Weddell) of a 
Conversation With Senor Luis Fiore Regarding Trade Relations 

I received this morning a call from Sefior Luis Fiore, a member of 
the Governmental Commission which has under study the proposed 
tariff to be concluded between the Argentine Republic and Great 
Britain. Sefior Fiore is also a member of the Sub Committee of the 
Commission above referred to which will be called on to advise the 
Argentine Government relative to any commercial understanding 

which may be arrived at with the United States. Sefior Fiore said 
that he had been told that it would doubtless be necessary for him to 
proceed very shortly to the United States with a view to advising with 
Ambassador Espil concerning reciprocal trade relations between the 
two countries; that he himself felt that this voyage at the present time 
would be premature. In reply to my question why he thought so, he 
said “Because of the repercussion” on any arrangement to be studied 
between the United States and Argentina arising out of the antici- 
pated ratification of the Anglo-Argentine treaty. 

He further seemed to feel that his trip to the United States might be 
fruitless and asked me what I thought of the possibility of our two 
countries arriving at an understanding. I told him I felt that the 
matter of the relations between the United States and the Argentine 

was something that was very close to the mind of the President but 
that since the treaty making power was shared by him with the Senate, 
it was impossible for anyone to predict the final outcome. 

I then referred to the matter of exchange, saying that various Argen- 
tines had spoken to me concerning the amount of exchange available 
to release American credits in this country, their attitude being that 
the amount of exchange available to American sellers should be limited 

to approximately the amount of American purchases in this country. 
I said I felt this was a narrow viewpoint, that exchange was in a sense 
a triangular matter. He promptly supplied the illustration to but- 
tress my statement—the trade balances between Holland, Argentina 

: and the United States. 
He then referred to the question of shipments of Argentine meat and 

other products, declaring that he quite understood that the United 

States produced many things which were directly in competition with 
Argentine products, but said that although recognizing the existence 
of foot-and-mouth disease in the northern sections of the Republic, he 
thought the discrimination against Patagonian mutton was unreason- 
able and unjustified. 

Sefior Fiore then asked whether the American tariff on certain 
Argentine products might not be reduced. I told him that the final



ARGENTINA 653 

answer to that could only be given by the treaty making power, but 
that perhaps the decline in the value of the American dollar on Euro- 
pean exchanges was in itself in practice a tariff reduction. 

He returned again to the matter of mutton sales and seemed to 
intimate that were any arrangement made for the admission of a lim- 
ited amount of this product, in return an amount of exchange equiva- 
lent to, say, “fifty or sixty per cent.” of American sales over purchases 
in Argentina might be ear-marked for the United States. 

He then said that our conversation was, of course, informal and 
unofficial, in which I concurred, pointing out that I had not yet en- 
tered on my duties as chief of this mission. He then said would I 
tell him frankly what I thought of the possibility of some form of 
reciprocal trade agreement. I told him I was no prophet but that I 
felt and believed that the influence and prestige of the Administra- 
tion was at present very great, and that on the assumption that this 
would continue, the outlook for the conclusion of a mutually satis- 
factory agreement was good. 

I asked Sefior Fiore what was the situation with regard to the 
Anglo-British arrangement. He replied that the Argentine Govern- 
ment had made every concession it could, that the matter was now 
before London, whence an answer was expected tomorrow morning, 
and that if it was not received tomorrow, he believed this silence 
would be an indication that the treaty had failed. 

A[uexanper| W. W[EDbpELL| 

| Buenos Arres, September 8, 1933. 

611.8531/196 

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

No. 9 Buenos Aires, September 19, 1933. 
[Received October 2. | 

Sir: I have the honor to inform the Department that I this day 
called at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs and presented to Dr. 
Saavedra Lamas the incoming Naval Attaché, Commander E. W. 
Strother. In the course of the brief conversation which ensued, the 
Minister emphasized his belief that the moment was propitious for 
the conclusion of a reciprocal trade agreement between Argentina and 
the United States and that he was preparing to instruct Dr. Le Bre- 
ton, Argentine Ambassador to France, to hold himself in readiness 
to proceed to Washington as soon as the time seemed ripe. 

Dr. Saavedra Lamas went over some of the ground reported in my 
despatch No. 3 of September 9,5 and spoke of President Roosevelt’s 

** Not printed. 

7380386—50——47 i ee
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interest in the conclusion of a reciprocal agreement. He went to his 

desk and brought back a memorandum which he said was a Spanish 

translation of an interview granted by the President to Mr. J. H. 

Drumm, Manager of the National City Bank of New York. 

The interest shown by the Argentine Government in this conver- 

sation is manifest in the fact that President Justo showed great im- 

patience to receive it when it was offered to him by the Sub Manager 

in this city of the Bank named (see my despatch No. 5 of Septem- 

ber 15.1%) A copy of Mr. Drumm’s interview is attached hereto, and 

it seems evident from Dr. Saavedra Lamas’ comments that the re- 

marks of the President as quoted by Mr. Drumm have greatly en- 

couraged the Argentine Government. 

In this connection, I have the honor to report a talk I had today with 

Dr. Carlos A. Pueyrredén, a Deputy, and a member of the Argentine 

mission which recently went to Italy to effect the trade agreement with 

the Italian Government. Dr. Pueyrredén came home earlier than the 

other members of the mission in order to be present at the sessions of 

the Argentine Congress. He expressed himself at length and with 

extreme emphasis concerning what he insisted was an unfounded or 

unjustified exclusion of Argentine beef on the ground of the existence 
of foot-and-mouth disease, urging very earnestly that the quarantine 

provision was merely a pretext since chilled beef could not transport 

the germ of the disease! I asked him if this could be scientifically 

demonstrated. With added earnestness he urged that it could and 
further expressed a belief, which seems to be on the minds of many 
Argentines with whom I have talked, that a small quantity of beef, 

equivalent to 2 per cent. of the American consumption, might be sup- 
plied from Argentina with resulting advantage to both countries. I 
may add here that Mme. Pueyrredén is a sister of Dr. Carlos Saavedra 
Lamas. 7 

Respectfully yours, ALEXANDER W. WEDDELL 

[Enclosure] 

Résumé Prepared by Mr. James H. Drumm of Interview With 
President Roosevelt on August 15, 1933 

Two weeks ago, at the request of Mr. Phillips, Acting Secretary of 
State, I went over to Washington and gave him a complete résumé on 
conditions prevailing in the Argentine at the present time and espe- 
cially the problem confronting American business. I presented him 
with a very clear picture of our exchange problems and the difficulty 

in obtaining exchange from the Control Board due to the fact that we 
were not buying any products from the Argentine and thereby not 

* Not printed. | |
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creating exchange. I carefully explained to the Acting Secretary of 

State that it would be absolutely impossible to work out any unfreezing 

arrangement of American balances blocked in the Argentine at the 

present time, which I estimated to be from 90,000,000 to 100,000,000 

pesos, unless the unfreezing arrangement could be accompanied by a 

reciprocal agreement. He quite agreed with me in this respect and 

suggested that I spend a half hour with Mr. Caffery, Assistant Secre- 

tary of State in charge of Latin America. I went over the problem 

again with Mr. Caffery and advised him that I would be only too glad 

to furnish complete statistics or any other information they might 

desire in order that they might have a clear understanding of the 

Argentine situation. Mr. Caffery promised to call on me again some- 

time about the first of September. 

Mr. and Mrs. Bliss” invited me to lunch at their home in Washing- 

ton to meet the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Tugwell, one 

of the well-known members of the “Brain Trust”. Mr. Tugwell ap- 

peared to be quite interested in my exposé of agricultural and trade 

conditions prevailing in the Argentine at the present time and espe- 

cially the problem of an interchange of products between the two 

countries. | 
When I came back from Washington I went to Newport for a two 

weeks stay with some friends but received a telegram on Saturday, 

August 12, from Mr. Early, Secretary to President Roosevelt, stating 

that the President had definitely fixed an appointment for me at 

11:30, August 15. I cut my vacation short and promptly returned 

from Newport and went over to Washington on Monday night. I 

had an early morning breakfast at the Mayflower Hotel with Dr. 

John Lee Coulter, member of the Tariff Commission, and discussed 

with him the possibilities for various Argentine products coming into 

the United States, especially from a tariff point of view, and gained 

some very valuable information. I might say here that the Tariff 

Board has been very considerate in giving me information that has 

been very helpful in my presentation of the Argentine problem. 

T arrived at the White House at 11:15 and President Roosevelt re- 

ceived me at about 11:45. I emerged, after a very lengthy conversa- 

tion, from the President’s office at 12:45, thereby having practically 

a full hour with him. The President was very cordial in his reception 

and immediately put me at my ease by asking me how things were 

going in Buenos Aires. He then asked me to give him a close-up pic- 

ture of the entire set-up and problem confronting American business, 

both from an American standpoint and an Argentine standpoint. In 

opening my remarks, I pointed out to the President that at the present 

time I estimated that American concerns had on deposit in Argentine 

Robert Woods Bliss was Ambassador in Argentina until April 1933.
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banks approximately 100,000,000 pesos in blocked funds. I then 
pointed out to him that it was absolutely impossible to work out an 
untreezing arrangement similar to the one that had been recently 
effected in Brazil,* owing to the fact that we did not create any dollar 
exchange through purchase of Argentine products. He then asked me 
why the old triangle was not working. I told him that in normal years 
the triangle undoubtedly worked to the entire satisfaction of every- 
body. However, in abnormal times the triangle has not worked be- 
cause Great Britain and other European countries have taken the pre- 
caution to see that their currencies are earmarked for their own im- 
porters. I carefully explained to the President that prior to the Ot- 
tawa Conference and the recent Anglo-Argentine Agreement, we had 
been able to arbitrage sterling, French francs, Swiss francs, guilders 
and other currencies into dollars, but since the Control Commission 
has been operating, European countries have insisted that their cur- 
rencies be held at the disposition of their importers. I advised him 
that the recent Anglo-Argentine Agreement ensured Great Britain of 
approximately 30% of all Argentine exchange. In other words, Great 
Britain bought approximately 30% of all Argentine exports. I then 
explained to him that following Great Britain’s lead, France, Ger- 
many, Spain, Italy, and other European countries insisted on similar 
treatment and that, therefore, there is a very limited amount of cur- 
rencies available for arbitraging the dollars. For this reason, it is 
absolutely impossible to unfreeze blocked pesos into dollars, and, fur- 
thermore, it is impossible to even come anywhere near taking care of 
the current requirements of American exporters to the Argentine. I 
took occasion to point out that many American exporters were forced 
to restrict their shipments to the Argentine owing to the fact that they 
already have more funds tied up in pesos than they wished to carry in 
the Argentine. He immediately understood, that naturally we were 
losing many sales of American products even though the Argentines 
were desirous of buying these products. I carefully emphasized all 
the various points in this picture and made it so clear to the President 
by examples, such as the automobile industry, agricultural machinery, 
and many other lines, that he could not fail to realize the seriousness 
of our present predicament. It is wonderful the way he absorbs in- 
formation and the many intelligent questions that he puts to one in 
order to get the picture clearly in his mind. He has a wonderful mem- 
ory and appeared to be quite familiar with general conditions all 
through Central and South America. 

Following my first presentation, as indicated in the above para- 
graph, I then explained to the President the excessive carrying charge 

** For correspondence concerning the agreement for the release of blocked funds in Brazil, see vol. v, pp. 80 ff.
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on the bonded indebtedness in the Argentine externally and internally. 
The President asked me more or less the service charge on dollar bonds 
and I advised him approximately US $20,000,000, and approximately 
the equivalent of US $17,000,000 on the sterling bonds. I took occa- 
sion to point out to the President that the Argentine had continued to 
pay her interest service in full, as well as her amortization payments 
on all of her external indebtedness, but at a tremendous sacrifice. I 
informed President Roosevelt that President Justo was most desirous 
of continuing the foreign service in full and thereby preserve the 
credit prestige of the Argentine. I also took occasion to point out to 
the President that the Argentine was one of the outstanding nations 
of the world in living up to their obligations and that in view of the 
fact that the Argentine at a tremendous sacrifice had continued to pay 
their interest to American bondholders, we ought to use our utmost 
ingenuity in working out a reciprocal trade agreement whereby the 
Argentine could place her products in this market and thereby create 
the necessary exchange to make dollars. 

The President indicated that he was most sympathetic and asked 
me to get right down to business and name the products that I figured 
could be brought in for discussion for a trade agreement. I mentioned 
linseed first and suggested that we could protect our American pro- 
ducers of flax from the Dakotas by allowing them say 50% of the 
American market and setting aside the balance of 50% of the American 
market for the Argentine on a no-duty basis. I carefully explained 
to the President that I believed if the Dakota producers of flax sent 
their product to the interior crushers that the Argentine could send 
their flax to the United States Coast crushers. By such a procedure 
the Dakota growers could avoid the carrying charges to the Coast and 
still be assured of 100% distribution of their product. The President 
said he was very much interested in this suggestion and thought that 
something might be worked out on linseed. I then followed up with 
the suggestion that the United States eliminate the duty on casein. 
The President thought something might be done on this also. We then 
discussed mutton and I pointed out to the President that under the 
Ottawa Agreement, Argentine lamb and mutton imports into the 
United Kingdom for the quarter ending March 31, 1933 had been 
cut 10% under the 1931 imports, and a 5% additional reduction would 
follow for each succeeding quarter until a 35% reduction is reached. 
I told him that this meant a loss to the Argentine sheep raiser of ap- 
proximately 55,000,000 pounds reduction in their exports. I pointed 
out that if the United States imported the equivalent of one-half of this 
loss we would be importing all the lamb and mutton coming from the 
South Coast, from a zone which is absolutely free from foot-and- 
mouth disease. I told him that such a quota would only represent about



658 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV 

1% of a pound per United States inhabitant for the yearly consumption 

is 644 pounds. I informed the President that we were not producing 

enough mutton in the United States and that I understood we were 

forced to import from countries like Australia who have already been 

protected by the Ottawa Agreement. I admitted to the President that 

this would be a delicate matter to handle in view of the fact that our 

Hoof-and-Mouth Disease Act prohibits all meat from the Argentine. 

However, I suggested that if he could have the law interpreted to 

read “Zone” rather than “Country”, he could treat with Patagonia as a 

zone separated from the Argentine. J advised the President that I con- 

sidered Patagonia as separate from the Argentine as Alaska is from 

the United States, and I told him that if the position were reversed 

and the Argentine had a law similar to ours prohibiting United States 

meat from going into the Argentine because of hoof-and-mouth dis- 

ease that it would be absolutely ridiculous to say that meat emanating 

from Alaska, where no hoof-and-mouth disease existed, could not 

come in. The President thought this point was well taken and he 

intimated that he would promptly ask the Attorney General of the 

United States if the law might not be interpreted on a zone basis rather 

than a country basis. , 
Following the discussion on mutton I pointed out to the President 

that we had a very high tariff on Argentine tinned corned beef 
amounting to 6¢ per pound. I informed him that I had recently 

ascertained that we did not produce enough tinned corned beef in the 

United States to anywhere near meet the demand of the consuming 

public. He said that he would look into this possibility. Follow- 
ing these remarks the President asked me about Argentine fruit and 
I told him that we were already exporting grapes to the United States 
and that shipments had been increasing in recent years, but that said 
grapes only came up here in the off season when our grape producers 
were unable to supply the product. I pointed out to the President 

that there was a small duty of 10% a box which did not amount to 
anything as far as revenue for the United States was concerned but 
it was a source of annoyance to Argentine exporters. I suggested that 
this duty be waived entirely. Following the discussion on grapes I 
pointed out to the President that Argentina was the fifth ranking 
country in the world in the production of wine and that owing to the 
depression in the last four years, she had accumulated large stocks 
of wine at Mendoza and San Juan which, naturally, she was anxious 
to export. I took the opportunity of pointing out that undoubtedly 
Prohibition would terminate by the end of the year and that I noted 
since my arrival in the States that both France and Italy had already 
sent representatives to the United States to organize selling agencies, 
distribution service, and also propaganda for their wine. In connec-
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tion with the propaganda I informed the President that I had noted 
that France is going to put on an educational program to educate 
the Americans to drink wine with their meals, in other words, a table 
wine. I took the opportunity of pointing out that a defaulting country, 
such as France, should put on some other kind of an educational pro- 
eram by paying their just debts to the United States, and that the 
Argentine was not in that class and, therefore, should be given some 
consideration. This could be accomplished by placing the wine im- 
ports to this country on a quota basis, setting a quota for France, Italy, 
Argentina and Chile. The President asked me if the wine was good 
and I informed him that it was a very good table wine but naturally 
in the better class wines the Argentine would be unable to compete 
with France and Italy. The President appeared very much inter- 
ested in this suggestion and said that he would give the matter imme- 
diate study. 

At this juncture of the conversation I advised the President that 
I had taken up a good deal of his time and felt that I should be on 
my way but he requested me to prolong my visit and he interrupted 
the conversation by showing me some pictures that were taken of him 
during his recent holiday at Hyde Park and also some pictures that 
had been sent to him from the Reforestation Camps. 

In summing up all the possibilities that I had mentioned, the 
President appeared anxious to know how near we could balance our 
trade if he could obtain action along the lines suggested by me. I 
advised him that this was rather a hard question to answer but that 
quite possibly it might be sufficient. He asked me if I could suggest 
any other means of effecting a satisfactory trade balance with the 
Argentine. I then suggested that in view of the fact that our Euro- 
pean friends had taken the precaution to see that the rule of the old 
triangle did not work during these years of depression, we might be 
able to effect some triangular reciprocal trade agreements that would 
hold water. In this respect I advised him that I understood that he 
intended to open up discussions with the Scandinavian countries in 
the near future, particularly Sweden who happened to be in first 
place. I suggested that in the case of Sweden or any other Scandi- 
navian country, he might be able to bring Argentina in on the same 
discussions and form a triangle. We, the United States, could arrange 
to reduce duties on certain imports coming from Sweden provided 
Sweden would extend a preferential tariff to Argentina, thereby 
forming a triangle and holding the exchange within the triangle. We 
are very big importers from the Scandinavian countries and Great 
Britain and her Colonies are heavy sellers to the Scandinavian coun- 
tries. Such a triangle would enable us to force a tremendous reduc- 
tion of buying from Great Britain and her Colonies by the Scandi-
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navian countries and probably open up that market for Argentina 

on certain products, such as wheat, corn and barley. I also suggested 

that I understood that discussions would be carried on with Portugal 

and possibly Spain and Italy in the near future. A similar triangle 

could be formed between Portugal, Argentina and the United 

States whereby we could reduce duties substantially on olive oil and 
cork and other products provided Portugal or Spain or Italy would 
give Argentina a preferential tariff on Argentine products. The 
President seemed to be greatly interested in this suggestion and said 
that it offered very wide possibilities. In fact he said it was the first 
suggestion that had been made regarding triangular reciprocal trade 
agreements and that he would put this suggestion in the hands of 

Secretary Hull immediately upon the Secretary’s return from 
vacation. 

In closing my conversation with the President I pointed out that for 
years everybody has discouraged the suggestion or possibility of a 
trade agreement between Argentina and the United States but I felt 
that if the matter were given intelligent study and consideration we 
could conclude a satisfactory agreement which would go a long way 
toward balancing our trade. I also pointed out that we had never been 
able to make one indication or give any concrete evidence of our desire 
to cooperate with the Argentine and become a buyer instead of a 
seller. 

The President talked with me on other subjects which will not be 
necessary to include in this memorandum and he has requested his 
secretary to introduce me to some of his other men in Washington. 
In closing the President asked me when I intended to return to the 
Argentine and I told him about the end of September or the first of 

October. He then requested that I drop down to Washington again 

and see him before my departure to the Argentine. 
James H, Drumm 

611.3581/198 
Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Caffery) 

[Wasurineton,| October 2, 19383. 

I had a visit this afternoon from Sefior Espil, the Argentine Am- _ 

bassador, who came to talk to me about the treaty conversations. He 

and I agreed that the best first step on his part would be to give us a 

memorandum setting out the general ideas of the Argentine Govern- 

ment in pertinent connection. He said that he would hand it to me 

on Thursday next. 
J [eFFeRSON | C[AFFERY |
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611.3531/199 

Memorandum by the Assistant Secretary of State (Caffery) 

[Wasuineton,]| October 5, 1933. 
The Argentine Ambassador, Sefior Dr. Felipe A. Espil, came to see 

me this morning to hand me informally a memorandum ” prepared by 
his Embassy setting out the general views of the Embassy in connec- 
tion with the possible negotiations looking to the signing of a reciprocal 
commercial agreement between the United States and the Argentine 
Republic. 

I told Senor Espil that his memorandum would be given proper at- 
tention at once in the Department and an informal memorandum con- 
taining the observations of the Department thereon would be handed 
to him as soon as practicable. 

J [EFFERSON] C[aFrery | 

611.3531/199 

The Argentine Embassy to the Department of State 

[Wasnineton, October 5, 1983. ] 

MrmoranpuM RE ARGENTINE-AMERICAN TRADE AND RECIPROCITY 

The Government of the Republic of Argentina is happy to hold 
informal conversations with the Government of the United States, at 
the latter’s invitation, for the purpose of exploring the possibilities 
of arriving at some reciprocal understanding which might restore and 
stimulate the commerce of their countries, and thus also foster and 
promote the cordial amity and good-will so long existing between the 
two nations. | 

It is recalled that the treaty of friendship, commerce, and naviga- 
tion of 1853, between the United States and Argentina,?° mutually 
assuring conditional most-favored-nation treatment, has been in force 
for more than three-fourths of a century, and that during that time 
there have been many interesting developments. There were, for 
example, the efforts to arrive at especially favorable mutual tariff 
treatment in the 1880’s and again under the provisions of the United 
States Tariff Act of 1890; # and the renewal of these endeavors under 
the Act of 1897 ” resulted in an agreement but this was not ratified. 
Meanwhile the United States has found in its export trade with Argen- 
tina an actually, and still further potentially, increasing market for 

* Infra. 
” Signed July 27, 1853, Hunter Miller (ed.), Treaties and Other International 

Acts of the United States of America, vol. 6, p. 269. 
* 26 Stat. 567. 
” 30 Stat. 151.
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many of the products of the industries which it has so successfully 

developed, these sales in recent times amounting to a much greater 

total than the purchases from Argentina. In addition Argentina has 

welcomed many American enterprises which have thrived within her 

borders. In turn, Argentina has offered her own products to the 

American market. | 

Indeed such imports into the United States in certain fairly recent 

times, tended to flourish along natural and mutually beneficial lines, 

particularly until 1921. Unfortunately, however, the series of 

progressively increasing tariff rates adopted during the post-war 

regime, under the United States Tariff Acts of 1921 and 1922,% the 
proclamations under Section 315 of the latter, and under the Act of 

1930,2° in addition to certain other restrictions, have served to place 
peculiar burdens upon this trade; burdens apparently falling with at 
least equal force upon American as upon Argentine citizens. In some 
instances these barriers have become nearly or wholly insurmountable. 

To a noteworthy extent this has caused a diversion of the trade to 
other countries, and if this has in turn led to some reorientation of 
Argentine commercial policy in other directions such economic rap- 

prochements can scarcely occasion surprise. 
However, in view of certain inherent economic forces, and with 

restoration of a regime similar to that of an earlier, more favorable 

era, there would appear to be prospects for a mitigation of the com- 
mercial impediments and for a revival and still greater future growth 

of the Argentine-American trade along the natural lines previously, 

and subsequently more fully, indicated. With these factors in mind, 
and looking toward the goal of reciprocal exchange of truly equitable 

and favorable treatment, not alone in technical adjustments but in 
spirit as well, Argentina contemplates the possibilities of mutually 

pleasant and profitable conversations, and submits the following pre- 

liminary remarks. 7 

I, AmErtcan PRONOUNCEMENTS 

Attention should first be called to certain pronouncements of the 
distinguished statesmen at present happily guiding the policies of the 

American Government. 
It is assumed that it will be in the temper of the ideals and objec- 

tives thus so ably and eloquently expressed, that the present conver- 

sations will be held. 
The President of the United States, even before taking office, ex- 

pressed opposition to the high United States tariff and to its further 

*° 42 Stat. 9. 
** 42 Stat. 858, 941. 

Wor lists of proclamations issued under the tariff acts of 1922 and 1930, see 
Miller, Treaties, vol. 1 (short print), pp. 168-169. | :
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raising under the so-called cost-equalization formula of 1922 and 1930, 
and definitely indicated his desire for reciprocal agreements. He has 

stated : * | 

In the past the proposition has been laid down with great boldness 
that high tariffs interfere only slightly, if at all, with our export or 
our import trade; that they are necessary to the success of agriculture 
and afford essential farm relief; that they do not interfere with the 
payments of debts to us—that they are absolutely necessary to the 
economic formula for the abolition of poverty. | 
The experience of the last four years has unhappily demonstrated 

the error of every single one of these propositions; that every one of 
them has been one of the effective causes of the present depression, and 
finally that no substantial progress of recovery from the depression, 
either here or abroad, can be had without forthright recognition of 
these errors. | 

I ask effective action to reserve [reverse] these disastrous policies. 
(p. 178). 

Ostensibly for the purpose of enacting legislation for the relief of 
agriculture, the Congress was called into special session. The dis- 
astrous fruit of that session was the notorious and indefensible Grundy- 
Smoot-Hawley Tariff. The net result was a barbed wire entanglement | 
against our economic contests [contacts] with the world at large. 
(pp. 179-180). - 

Almost immediately international commerce began to languish, and 
especially the export markets for our industrial and agricultural sur- 
pluses began to disappear. The Grundy Bill was passed in June, 
1980; in that month our exports were three hundred and ninety-four 
million dollars in value and our imports two hundred and fifty mil- 
lions. In an almost uninterrupted decline, this foreign trade dropped 
away so that, two years later, in June, 1932, our exports were worth 
one hundred and fifteen millions and our imports seventy-eight mil- 
lions. ‘These facts speak for themselves. (p. 182). 

_ There was a secondary and perhaps even more disastrous effect of 
this tariff. Billions of dollars of debts are due to this country from 
abroad. If the debtor nations cannot export goods and services, they 
must try to pay gold. We started such a drain on the gold reserves of 
the principal commercial countries as to force practically all of them 
off the gold standard. Whathas happened? The value of the money 
of each of these countries, relative to the value of the dollar, declined 
alarmingly. It took more Argentine pesos to buy an American plow. 
It took more English shillings to buy an American bushel of wheat or 
bale of cotton. (p. 184). 

To avoid this, as well as other evils in tariff making, a Democratic 
[ Congress in 1916 passed and a Democratic] President approved a bill 
creating the bi-partisan tariff commission,” charged with the duty of 
supplying the Congress with accurate, and full information upon 
which to base tariff rates. It functioned as a scientific body until 

* Roosevelt, Hon. Franklin D., Looking Forward, 1933, Chapter X. [Footnote 
in the original. ] 

° 39 Stat. 756, 795.
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1922, when by the incorporation of the so-called flexible provisions of 
the act of that year, it was transferred into a political body. 

Under these provisions, reenacted in the Grundy Tariff of 1930, the 
Commission reports not to the Congress but to the President, who is 
empowered upon its recommendation to raise or lower the tariff rates 
by as much as fifty percent. How ineffective this method of removing 
from the tariff some of its inequities—a wag said, “its iniquities”— 
need not detail. (pp. 188-189). 

| The ink on the Grundy Bill was hardly dry before the foreign mar- 
kets commenced their program of retaliation. Brick against brick 
they built their walls against us. They learned their lesson from us. 
“The villainy you teach me I shall practice.” 

While the Grundy Bill was before the Congress, our State Depart- 
ment received one hundred and sixty protests from thirty-three 
nations,?” many of whom after the passage of the bill erected their own 
tariff walls to the detriment or destruction of much of our export 
trade. (p. 183). 

How is this reduction to be accomplished ? 
By international negotiation as the first and most desirable method. 

In view of present world conditions; by consenting to reduce to some 
extent some of our duties in order to secure a lowering of foreign 
walls that a larger surplus may be admitted from abroad. 

It is worth remembering that President McKinley, in his last public 
address in 1901, said: “The period of exclusion is past. The period 
of expansion of our trade and commerce is the present problem. Re- 
ciprocal treaties are in harmony with the spirit of the time; measures 
of retaliation are not.” 

I have none of the fear that possesses some timorous minds that we 
should get the worst of it in such reciprocal arrangements. I ask if 
you have lost faith in our Yankee tradition of good old-fashioned 
trading? Do you believe that our early instincts for successful barter 
have atrophied or degenerated? Idonot think so. (pp. 187-188). 

The Secretary of State, while a member of the United States Senate, 

expressed the following opinions: + 

First. The Republican administration would continue to build 
our tariff and commercial policy around the sole idea of safeguarding 
the home market, in the face of our actual or potential annual over- 
production capacity of 20 to 25 billion dollars. The opposing view 
recognizes the patent fact that such surplus producing capacity has 
become so great as to constitute an additional and dominant factor 
in determining our tariff and commercial policy. 

Second. The Republican administration would adopt as a perma- 
nent policy virtually embargo tariffs, designed to eliminate not only 
direct foreign competition, but that which is indirect or remote as 
well, despite the fact that we are exporting $2,000,000,000 of finished 
manufactures compared with like dutiable imports of $560,000,000. 

7 See Foreign Relations, 1930, vol. 1, pp. 246 ff. 
+ United States Congress, Minority Views—Tariff Readjustments 1929. To 

Accompany H. R. 2667: (“Mr. Hull, of Tennessee, from the Committee on Ways 
and Means, submitted the following”). [Footnote in the original. ]
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The opposing view recognizes that the tariff is a tax and can only 
bestow full benefits on some, less on others, and none at all on still 
others, besides seriously obstructing surplus exports. This country, 
therefore, in lieu of the Republican policy of superprotection, should 
gradually embrace a policy of moderate tariffs, reasonably competitive, 
with liberal trade policies, designed to increase healthy production, 
maintain wages, and find world markets for our ever-increasing 
surpluses. 

Third. Under its policy of concededly excessive or prohibitive tar- 
iffs, the Republican administration would make the trend of tariff 

_ revision always upward as to the measure of benefits bestowed, al- 
though our abnormal! tariff level is now the highest in the world save 
that of Spain and Russia. Two-thirds of the present rates and clas- 
sifications are prohibitive of direct competition. Yet it is seriously 
proposed that, as this country increases its superiority in productive 
efficiency and output, tariffs shall be correspondingly raised rather 
than lowered. The opposing view, deeming this issue most vital, 
would work in the direction of a tariff and commercial policy calcu- 
lated to avoid retaliation, promote a sounder domestic structure, aug- 
ment our exports, now hopelessly falling behind those of Europe, and 
secure more equitable taxation. To this end there should at once 
be substituted a policy by which the trend of tariff revision would be 
downward, to a level of moderate or competitive rates—rates which 
would guard against domestic monopoly on the one hand and abnor- 
mal imports against an efficient industry on the other. Naturally, as 
domestic industries become self-sustaining, tariffs should be corre- 
spondingly reduced, with the view to their ultimate removal, espe- 
cially when there arises substantial exports and no material competi- 
tive imports. In the meantime, many will plausibly insist that rates 
on commodities not on a parity with the general tariff structure may 
be made so, if the facts so warrant. 

Fifth. The Republican administration would not only retain sec- 
tion 315, the flexible tariff provisions, but would considerably enlarge 
and expand it for purposes of broader tariff legislation by the execu- 
tive department. The President would thereby be enabled to change 
the whole objects and purposes of the tariff law enacted by Congress. 
The opposing view insists that, as administered thus far, the flexible 
provision has been utterly Cisappointing and failed to [of] its pro- 
fessed purposes. It has only been used unfairly to revise tariffs upward 
in most all instances. Its operation has been productive of national 
scandal. It is clearly unsound, unwise, impracticable, subversive of 
the plain functions of Congress, and should be speedily repealed. 

Seventh. The Republican administration falsely pretends that in 
addition to the tariff benefits already secured by agriculture, there yet 
remains still other possible tariff benefits substantial enough to afford 
an important basis for present farm relief. The pretense is that their 
enactment, and it would be most desirable if feasible, will place agri- 
culture on an economic equality with industry. This barefaced and 
belated suggestion ignores the fact that crops planted to near 90 per 
cent of all tillable lands, derive and can derive either no appreciable 
tariff benefits or none at all.
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... The farmer could again be reminded that the demonstrated 

failure of the farm tariffs of both 1921 and 1922 to bestow benefits upon 

agriculture at all proportionate to those enjoyed by industry, 1s now 

beyond the pale of controversy. This lengthy test of actual tariff ex- 

perience consigns any new and third farm tariff proposal to a minor 

place in any sound and comprehensive program for farm relief. - 

This country could have utilized, as it could yet, the bargaining 

method, along with the unconditional favored-nation doctrine; but the 

former only as a present means of checking and gradually lowering 

many abnormally high tariff and trade barriers. Our country could 

also lend its moral influence, as it heretofore should, in the direction 

of gradual readjustment downward of excessive tariffs by all nations, 

and so participate, separately and independently, in such downward | 
movement. | 

Il. Tue Trave or rHe Two Counrrizs as Arrecrep By UNITED 

Sratrs TARIFFS AND RESTRICTIONS, AND PossiBiLiries oN Irs DEvELor- 

MENT UNDER FAvoRABLE ARRANGEMENTS 

That the United States may well be interested in closer economic 

relations with Argentina, especially in view of the definite trend of 

the United States national economy toward greater imports of food 

stuffs and raw materials, and therefore in the large ultimate potential- 

ities of the trade with Argentina, is broadly indicated both by the 

high place of Argentina in world commerce and by the specific nature 

of that trade. A standard book published and well-known in the 

United States reads in parts: “Argentine trade developments during 

the last fifty years have attracted the attention of the commercial 

world and have raised Argentina from a secondary position among 

the republics of South America to undisputed first rank, far ahead 

of all former rivals. These developments have also placed it among 

the first ten commercial nations of the world.... Argentina sup- 

plies bread and meat in ever increasing quantities [amounts] to the 

hungry millions toiling in the densely populated centers of industry, 

and ships larger and larger quantities of raw materials used in the 

industries to the factories of northwestern Europe and east-central 

North America. It constitutes the largest single surplus food-pro- 

ducing area in the world.”{ And it must be especially noted that 
Argentine production is becoming steadily more diversified, so that, 
aside from the well-known staples, it yields increasing varieties of sup- 
plies, many of them of much actual as well as potential importance to 
the import trade of the United States. Argentina is also a large pur- 
chaser of manufactured and other articles of the type exported by the 
United States; and if the United States expects to increase its markets 

t Jones, C. F., Commerce of South America, Boston and New York, 1928, pages 
86-92. [Footnote in the original. ]
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there, it may logically hope to do so only through reciprocal trade and 

agreements reciprocally favorable to such trade. 
The lack of such reciprocity, in the commerce and in the United 

States policy, is revealed in many ways in a study of the trade be- 
tween the two countries. Such a study may begin with an examina- 
tion of the trade of Argentina and the proportion of it which is car- 
ried on with the United States. <A statistical table, given below,” 
covers this. The proportion of Argentine exports going to the United 
States was 4.7% in 1918. In 1919 it was 18.9%, which was larger 
than in any subsequent year. In 1919 the United States Tariff Act 
was still in effect. By 1924, after the Act of 1922 had become fully 
effective, the proportion had fallen to 7.1%. After minor fluctuations 
it stood at 9.7% in 1930, and declined to 6.1% in 1931, after the Tariff 
Act of 1930 had become law. In 1982 it was merely 3.4%, which was 
even less than in 1913 and less than one-fifth of what the proportion 
had been in 1918. Whatever may have been the general influences 
affecting Argentine total trade from time to time, such as the early 
post war stimulation, the depression of 1920-21, and the great recent 
depression (which lowered the prices of raw materials with peculiar 
severity), these influences had no effect upon the facts just mentioned ; 
since these percentages are ratios of a total, whatever were the ups 
and downs on the total itself. 

Obviously, then, whether the total exports of Argentina were in- 
creasing or decreasing, a goodly share of them were moving to the 
United States under the relatively favorable treatment of the United 
States Tariff of 1913,” while the Emergency Tariff Act of 1921, the 
Act of 1922, the application of Section 315 thereof, and finally the 
Act of 1930, were diverting Argentine exports to other countries. 
Unable to flow over the barrier, they flowed around it. 

If the percentage of total Argentine imports coming from the 
United States also was greater in 1919 than in 1918 and declined con- 
siderably from 1930 to 1932, the decline was proportionately far less 
rapid. Nor could Argentina persist in an exchange which was de- 
creasingly reciprocal, nor entirely refrain from defensive measures 
which followed (as, say, in 1931), rather than preceded, the pro- 
gressively mounting barriers in the United States, barriers which 
moved upward toward a prohibitive level; and even yet the propor- 
tion of her imports coming from the United States was several times 
greater than the proportion of her exports going to the United States. 

In sharp contrast to this, the position of other leading countries 
in Argentina’s foreign trade moved chiefly in the opposite direction. 
As is shown in the following table * of Argentina’s trade with prin- 

** Not printed. 
” 38 Stat. 114. .
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cipal countries and of Argentina’s imports for consumption, the pro- 
portion from Italy was 9.3% in 1980, and 9.2% in 1931, and increased 
to 10.7% in 1932; the proportions from France and Germany did not 
change very greatly from 1927 to 1932; and the proportion from the © 
United Kingdom was 19.8% in 1930, and moved up to 21.0% in 1931 
and 21.5% in 1982, thus easily passing the dwindling percentage from 
the United States. As for Argentina’s exports, the proportion from 
Germany declined from 1927 to 1932, but those from Italy and France 
increased somewhat, and that from the United Kingdom rose from 
28.8% in 1927 to 36.5% in 1930, 39.0% in 1931, and was still 35.5% 
in 1982, as against 3.4% for the United States. 

Such statistical evidence of the deterring effects of the commercial 
“Chinese Wall” built up in post-war United States tariffs, and of lack 
of reciprocity in commercial policy, upon a trade which had just previ- 
ously flourished and shown signs of further mutually profitable 
growth, is striking. Conversely, the opportunities for revival and 
expansion are equally indicated, once a more favorable treatment be 
accorded. 

Turning to an analysis of the Argentine-United States trade, upon 
the basis of United States statistics, substantially the same points as 
some of those mentioned above appear. Below are tables *™ showing 
United States total exports and proportions to Argentina for 1918, 
and 1919 to 1932 inclusive; and United States total imports and pro- 
portion from Argentina for those years as well as by months from 
January 1927 to June 1932 inclusive. 

In 1919 the United States was shipping 1.98% of its exports to 
Argentina, in 1929 this was 4.00%, in 1932 it was 1.92%. But the 
ratio of imports from Argentina was 1.48% in 1913, as high as 6.85% 
in 1919, and never again so great, being 1.85% for 1932 and 1.45% 
for June 1933. These facts speak for themselves. 

Under appropriate arrangements there would seem to be no reason 
why Argentina’s share should not again increase, in a market which 
she could supply to the benefit of the market itself should policy 
permit it. 

The trade balance between the two nations is of interest. It is 
consistently “in favor of” the United States, by a large margin. A 
table following * shows that Argentina’s exports to the United States 
were only 45% of her imports from the United States in 1928, and 
89%, or a little over a third, in 1982. Knowledge of the trade itself 
indicates that natural conditions, unhampered by the United States 
tariff, would produce a closer approach to parity. In the case of the 
four other principal countries in Argentine trade, as shown in a 
further table below,*1 the balance is “favorable” to Italy only, whereas 

* Not printed.
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it is nearly always favorable to Argentina in the cases of France, 
Germany, and the United Kingdom. In 1932 Argentina’s exports to 
Germany were 145% of her imports from that country, and the similar 
percentage was 248 in the case of France and 255 in the case of the 
United Kingdom. 

It is, of course, fully recognized that the merchandise transactions 
between two countries need not equalize each other in total value, 
that in “pure theory” no attempt should be made to make them so 
equalize, and that, regardless of “theory” there is such a thing as 
“triangulation”. On the other hand, the practical conditions of 
present-day international economic relationships must be taken into 
account, with the nearly universal existence of artificial restrictions 
upon the natural flow of international commerce. Indeed, it is upon 
the basis of the fundamental principles referred to, that this problem 
must be viewed. Such principles assume an absence of restrictions, 
and they cannot operate in the face of the impediments of prohibitive 
tariffs and the further special exclusions which sometimes accompany 
them. It is, in a fundamental sense, the very moderation of such 
impediments andthe restoration of the natural flow of her commerce, 
that Argentina looks toward in contemplating reciprocity. These 
concepts have already been ably stated, with reference to the United 
States tariff and commercial policy, by the President of the United 
States and by the Secretary of State. 

The matter of the trade balance between the United States and 
Argentina suggests also the more comprehensive question of the 
total balance of payments between the two countries. While estimates 
of the total balance of payments of the United States in recent years 
have been compiled by the United States Department of Commerce, 
and while somewhat similar estimates have been made for Argentina 
by Sefior Carlos A. Tornquist,§ there is no known estimate of the 
balance of payments as between the United States and Argen- 
tina, alone. Nevertheless, one or two observations may be made in 
this connection. In the Argentine total balance of payments, aside 
from the merchandise trade, much the largest items have to do with 
capital movements and services upon them. So far as the United 
States is concerned, a significant fact is that it has a very appreciable 
share in the capital and enterprise situation, i. e. with respect to both 
“portfolio” and “direct” investments. Its citizens and corporations 
normally receive a yield on both public and private instruments in 
Argentina, some of them involving large scale United States enter- 

$ Tornquist, Carlos A., Balance of Payments of the Argentine Republic for the 
Economic Year 1928-1929 and Balance of Payments of the Argentine Republic, 
in the economic years 1929-1930 and 1930-1931, published by S. A. Imprenta 
Lamb y Cia. Ltd.— Acevedo 445, Buenos Aires. [Footnote in the original.] 

738036—50——48
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prise in the fields of utilities, meat packing, and machinery. When 
this is added to the fact that the trade between the two countries is 
of such a ratio that Argentina is under the necessity of paying the 
United States far more for its purchases than the United States pays for 
imports of Argentine products, the peculiar and distinctive need of 
a more favorable United States trade policy toward Argentina is 
given heightened emphasis. Argentina has welcomed United States 
enterprise, but in her balance of international payments has practically 
no appreciable “invisible exports”, and consequently must rely upon 
her sales of merchandise. If these merchandise sales are accorded 
reasonable trade policy treatment in the countries whose migrating 
enterprises she has sheltered, the natural economic processes can 
bring in large measure her needed adjustments, as indeed is true, 
as seen above, in her trade with a number of leading countries. The 
United States, even from a strictly “business viewpoint,” should 
be willing, for these reasons as for others, not to impede such Argentine 
exports. | 

Before proceeding to a more detailed consideration of the Argen- 
tine commodity trade as affected by the United States tariff, there 
may be presented a further general view of that trade, classified ac- 
cording to representative periods under a number of the modern tariff 
acts of the United States. In an average period from 1898 to 1905, 
purchases from Argentina comprised 1.04% of the total import trade 
of the United States by value. In an average period from 1910 to 
1918 the ratio rose slightly to1.8%. In the average period from 1914 
to 1918 inclusive, the percentage increased strikingly to 5.18%. Aside 
from any other influence that may have operated in this period, there 
can be little question that this noteworthy development of Argentine 

: exports to the United States, a development arising out of natural 
economic conditions in both countries, was permitted by the reason- 
able treatment of products typical of the Argentine export trade 
under the United States Tariff Act of 19138. In 1921, the Emergency 
Tariff Act was passed, and in 1922 the Fordney-McCumber Act. In 
the ensuing period of 1923 to 1929, average, the percentage of imports 
from Argentina declined to approximately half the proportion just 
mentioned, namely, to 2.834%. In 1930 the Hawley-Smoot Bill be- 
came a law and for the average period from 1930 to 1932 inclusive, 
the percentage of United States imports from Argentina still further 
declined to 1.78%. 7 

There follows a table * showing these changes. 
It should be especially emphasized in this connection, not only that 

the general tariff rate level of the United States progressively in- 
creased through the Act of 1921, the Act of 1922, the increases of the 

*8 Not printed. |
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flexible provision under the Act of 1922, and the Act of 1930, but that 

these increases were of such a nature that they had a peculiar effect 

upon Argentine shipments to the United States, since throughout these 

periods of heightening of the tariff, some of the most striking in- 

creases of individual rates, and indeed some of the most noteworthy 

transfers from the non-dutiable category to the dutiable schedules 

at increasingly high rates, had to do with the very products which 

were of outstanding importance in the total composition of the im- 

port trade from Argentina. Nothing could show more definitively 

the directly adverse effect of those postwar tariff changes of the 

United States upon Argentina, and the obvious need for the exten- 

sion by the United States of the reasonable treatment which it had 

previously accorded, as for example, under the Act of 1913, to 

Argentina. | 

Viewing the trade of the two countries as a whole and the trade 

between them, therefore, the needs and possibilities of a more natural 

development of that trade are indicated in more than one way; they 

are indicated by the greater purchase by Argentina of United States 

products than the United States purchases of Argentine products 

which are permitted by the United States tariff; by a similar further 

situation in the balance of payments relations between the two coun- 

tries; and by the obviously unfavorable effects of the United States 

tariff since 1921 as compared with the tariff of 1918. | 

Ill. Tue Unrrep Srares Tartrr Rares on Arcentine Propucts 

Closer examination of individual commodities of significance in 

this import trade of the United States trade from Argentina reflect 

the conclusions stated above in still more specific and detailed manner. 

The height of United States rates upon certain commodities exported 

by Argentine, and the degree and rapidity of the post-war increase 

in such rates, is most striking. 

Below is a series of statistical tables ** concerning selected com- 

modities imported into the United States from Argentina. They cover: 

items of major present importance; items of relatively minor total 

value but of potential significance; some non-dutiable items; rates of 

duty under the various United States Acts; the ad valorem equiva- 

lent of specific duty rates; the wool rates (because of the complex 

nature of their classification); and the post-war increases in ad 

valorem equivalents of specific rates. 

It goes without saying that the United States should accord far more 

favorable treatment to the items of present major importance than it 

now does. But the items here designated as “of potential importance” 

demand equal consideration, for various reasons: some of them (e. g. 

* Not printed.
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butter, fruits of various kinds, turkeys, and eggs) are seasonably non- 
competitive with United States products; some of them (e. g. fresh 
meats and alfalfa seed) are now discriminated against by special 
United States regulations and restrictions; and some (e. g. butter) 
were formerly of much more importance but have been practically de- 
barred from the United States as a result of increases in tariff rates to 
truly prohibitive levels, that is, by what amount to disguised em- 
bargoes. The United States, if it wishes to accomplish the purposes of 
the conversations, and to expect substantial favors from Argentina, 
should be prepared to deal liberally with at least these items, as 
enumerated in the table entitled “Commodity List”. 

The table on “Some Argentine Commodities Entering United States 
Free of Duty” indicates the last vestiges of what was once (under the 
Act of 1918) a reasonably favorable treatment of Argentine products. 
The United States should undertake that these be continued in the 
non-dutiable category,|| when coming from Argentina, during the 
period the proposed agreement remains in force. 

The tables on “Some Argentine Products Imported by United States: 
(1) Rates of Duty under Various Tariff Acts; and (2) Ad Valorem 
Equivalent of Specific Rates of Duty”, show the great recent height of 
the duties on significant commodities, and the enormous post-war 
increase in many of the specific duties’ ad valorem equivalent—which, 
after all, is one of the truest indices of their present burden. The 
United States Senate, in connection with the question of reciprocity 
and as expressed in a resolution, has recently indicated interest in 
possible reductions where the duty is over 50%. Yet, disguised by 
specific rates, which do not adjust themselves to prices, the 1932 com- 
puted ad valorem equivalents of the rates on many Argentine products, 
were far beyond 50%. They were, for example: 53.0% on cheese: 
63.3% on corn: 68.5% on canary seed: 75.4% on canned meats: 101.5% 
on flaxseed : 110.0% on dried beans and on “dead poultry” (e. g. tur- 
keys) : 142.5% on combing wool: 22-.0% on carpet wool: 225.0% on 
clothing wool: and 310.0% on casein! 

To say, therefore, that some of these rates are prohibitive puts it 
mildly. Obviously the trade with Argentina cannot flourish unless 
the most comprehensive and complete readjustments be assured to 
Argentina in the proposed agreement in matters of this sort. 

It is highly significant, moreover, that this is a situation, to a very 
considerable extent, which has developed in tle past fifteen years; 
that not so long ago the treatment of Argentine products was far more 
reasonable. In the table “United States Tariff Rates: Post-War In- 
creases” the steep and rapid rise in the rate level is shown. The ratio 

|| The term “non-dutiable category” is used here to avoid confusion with the 
term “free-list”, which has a narrower connotation. [Footnote in the original. ]
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of ad valorem equivalents in 1932 to that of an earlier (indicated) 
year was: over 150% for clothing wool (in the grease) and combing 
wool (in the grease) (as against 1921) : between 200% and 300% for 
clothing wool (scoured) (as against 1921), canary seed (1922), grapes 
(1922), and cheese (1922) : 337% for corn (1920) : 890% for butter 
(using 1929 as against 1920, as 1929 was the last year any entered) ; 
301% for canned meats (against 1921) : 366% for carpet wool (in the 
grease) (1922) ; 400% for pickled and cured beef and veal; 450% for 
dead poultry (1924); 1,560% for flaxseed (1919); and 1,570% for 
casein (as against 1922)! Moreover, many of these commodities had 
once been non-dutiable entirely. Such enormous increases, in this 
period, surely justify the opinions which have been so forcibly ex- 
pressed by those statesmen now at the head of the United States Gov- 
ernment in their public pronouncements upon tariff and commercial 
treaty policy. If the proposed agreement with Argentina is to yield 
logical results it must offer a restoration of truly reasonable treatment 
of the type enjoyed during the similar wise statesmanship of that 
earlier American regime. No small adjustments can lighten the yoke 
and ease the burden of these rates which have been imposed by the 
post-war regime upon her trade with the United States. No fractional 
reductions can divert the trend of her trade from its growth in the 
direction of other countries nor allay the indifference thus engendered 
in policy relationships. Only comprehensive substantial reformation 
of the United States tariff and trade restriction policy toward Argen- 
tina’s products can fully refresh the mutually profitable flow of com- 
merce between these two countries. 

At the conclusion of this memorandum, there will be presented a 
series of special analyses of commodities in the United States import 
trade from Argentina. At this point, however, there may be offered a 
summary of the conclusions to which such commodity analyses point. 

On the basis of such analyses of individual commodities exported 
from Argentina to the United States and of the apparent effects of the 
tariff rates levied upon them, regardless of other general influences 
which may have been operative in world commerce, it is obvious that 
one or more of the following facts exist and that one or more of the 
following results, unfavorable to either the United States or Argentine 
producers, traders, and consumers, or in many instances both, have 
occurred. Nor is it to be forgotten that many of the commodities, 
while of some actual or potential importance to Argentina in finding 
natural export markets, are often of far greater importance to the 
United States in its import position, being vitally needed there by 
ultimate consumers, or by manufacturers for the domestic market, or 
by manufacturers for the United States export market, or by all of 
them ; indeed this is likely to become even more true in the future,
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In most, if not all, instances the supposed competition between the 
imported Argentine and the domestic product is either not apparent, 
or if apparent, not real. This is due to differentiation in the type of 
the product (e. g. casein for certain manufactures, and carpet wool), 
to the specialization and freight rates of the market area within the 
United States, which is served by the import, (e. g. flaxseed, wool, corn, 
butter, etc.), or to the negligible proportional relation to United States 
production (e. g. corn, butter, canned meats, turkeys). There are of 
course also the cases of insufficient United States production (e. g. 
sausage casings, flaxseed, wool, hides and skins.) : 

This is also true, in many instances, because of the seasonal nature 
of the production and trade, (e. g. grapes, peaches and other fruits, 
eggs.) That is, in such cases, the Argentine production and export 
occurs at a time of the year when there is no United States production. 
In a few of these cases it might be contended that the United States 
output can be carried over by packing or by cold storage, but in few 
if any cases is this practicable, as particularly in cases where the prod- 
uct is highly perishable and must be consumed during the season of 
production and where storage or packing is too expensive or reduces 
the quality of the product. Indeed, it is understood that certain 
producing interests in the United States would welcome such a seasonal 
supplementing of their product, in order to insure a steady, year-round 
domestic demand for the commodity. 

As for the United States tariff rates, in some cases they have been 
so high as to cause a very great decline in, or a practical disappearance 
of, the otherwise natural importation of the Argentine product, to 
the detriment of both countries. Under the nearly or completely 
prohibitive increases in tariff rates, a very heavy decline has occurred 
in United States imports of Argentine casein and canned meats, cloth- 
ing and combing wool have almost disappeared, and the butter and 
alfalfa seed trades have been completely eliminated. | 

The withering or killing of some of the commodity trades is shown 
in the following table. 

_ In some cases, even if it be supposed that the rate has benefited a 
limited number of United States Agriculturalists, it has proved a 
burden to other, sometimes vast, numbers of United States farmers, 
who produce some other product, but who, directly (e. g. at times corn 
for feeding poultry in certain seaboard areas) or indirectly (e. g. paint 
containing linseed oil) are unfavorably affected, in costs, by the duty 
on the Argentine product. 

In certain instances, it is apparent that the producing and marketing 
conditions are such that the United States tariff duty has been shifted 
in its incidence to the Argentine producer, to his detriment, and often 

* Not printed. | | |
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at, the same time, without benefiting the United States producer. (This 

is obvious at least in the cases of disappearance of trade mentioned 

above, that is, until the disappearance was completed, and doubtless 

in other cases. ) , | 

In other cases there is evidence that part or all of the incidence of 

the import tax has been borne by the United States ultimate consumer, 

thus increasing his cost of living. (E.G., quebracho extract and flax- 

seed). | 
Again there are cases where it is quite apparent that the United 

States tariff rate was intended to create and foster the growth of an 

“Infant Industry”, but that this purpose was not accomplished. 

(E. G. canary seed). 
There are cases where the incidence may have been borne partly by 

the ultimate consumer in the United States and partly by a United 

States manufacturing industry, or in some instances, entirely by the 

latter, thus increasing that industry’s cost, decreasing its profits, and 

reducing its employment of domestic labor, or perhaps at the same 

time passing the burden of the tax on to the domestic ultimate con- 

sumer. (KH. G. flaxseed for paint and linoleum, quebracho extract for 

leather, and the Argentine type of casein for use in manufacturing 

galalith and products, special glues, cotton print, and paper). 

Indeed, in some instances this effect upon the United States manu- 

facturing industry, using the raw material imported from Argentina, 

would appear to have been so great as to cause it to lose foreign mar- 

kets in third countries for its output. (KE. G. casein for galalith.) 

Moreover, in at least one instance these consequences seem to have 

been so far reaching that the manufacturing industry utilizing the 

Argentine raw material has lost in part, or in whole, even its domestic 

market, to manufacturing industries exporting from third countries. 

A case in point would be the industry manufacturing imitation ivory 

objects of galalith from the particular type of casein which without 

tariff restriction could be obtained, and formerly was obtained from 

Argentina, but which is not of the type available in the United States. 

It is in just such cases, as well as others, where it becomes particularly 

obvious that the United States tariff rate has not benefited United 

States interests, while, of course, not benefiting Argentine interests. 

Again, in certain somewhat similar cases, as for example, linseed 

and linseed oil, the unduly high United States tariff rate has appar- 

ently served simply to divert the Argentine exports of a raw material 

to third countries, which in turn process or manufacture it and, to 

greater or less extent, ship the semi-finished or finished product to the 

United States. (E. G. galalith objects from Japan and Germany, 

linseed oil from Holland.) In such cases the injury to Argentina is 

more difficult to discover, while that to the United States is apparent
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including a further rise in consumer price (paint) due to a further 
tariff rate increase on the processed article (linseed oil). The United 
States, therefore, suffers both alone and doubly the consequences of 
its duty upon the Argentine product. 

Examples might be multiplied, but the principles are clear. 
Added to many of the above undesirable consequences, is the fact 

that in a considerable number of cases, the United States duty takes 
the form of a specific, rather than ad valorem rate, with all the usual 
results by way of lack of synchronization of the tariff with the changes 
which are constantly occurring in world prices and trade, at times pro- 
viding the United States interests with far more protection than they 
themselves requested at the time the rate was determined, and at other 
times greatly multiplying beyond even any original intent, the burden 
placed upon the import trade. As so many of Argentina’s products 
are raw materials, and as it is well known that raw material prices on 
the whole have suffered even greater declines during the present world 
depression than has been true of other categories of products, the effects 
of this interrelationship between duty and prices have been most 
striking in the United States import trade from Argentina. There 
are many cases of most surprising increase in ad valorem equivalent, 
as has been shown so clearly in facts cited above. 

It may be remarked incidentally at this point that despite the above 
mentioned facts, showing so great a burden upon producers and con- 
sumers in both the United States and Argentina, the revenue obtained 
by the United States Government from the import duties levied upon 
imported Argentine articles is not of any appreciable importance in 
the budget of that Government, which incidentally, is very different 
from the budgetary aspect of the tariff in Argentina, where the 
Government must necessarily depend more upon customs as a source 
of revenue. The total revenue collected by the United States Govern- 
ment by import duty upon Argentine products was only 2.2% of the 
total customs and tonnage revenue in 1927 and only 2.4% in 1932. 
Indeed, when this revenue is considered from the viewpoint of the 
total budget of the Federal Government of the United States, it 
becomes almost completely negligible. In the years 1927 to 1932 the 
total of revenues from duties on Argentine products ranged from 
0.33% to 0.42% of the grand total of revenue of the Federal Govern- 
ment of the United States and for 1932 was 0.37%. 

Two tables follow,®* covering this matter. Moreover, it may be ob- 
served that to the extent that the increasingly high duties on the Ar- 
gentine products have served to shrivel the import trade from Ar- 
gentina, and this has occurred in many instances, even the possible 
revenue objective of the United States tariff has not been attained 
with regard to this trade, for the simple reason that when the duty 

*° Not printed.
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has reduced the trade, the revenue has increasingly declined. Thus 
the United States Government has accomplished no appreciable gain, 
even from the fiscal viewpoint, while at the same time, as pointed out 
above, in so many particulars, the net effect of the rates has been to 
impose a burden upon Argentine economic interests and probably to 
an even greater extent upon various consumers and certain types of 
producers, or both, in the United States, and at the same time, has 
failed to yield the too often illusory benefit to still other United States 
producers. If, therefore, in the case of the Argentine trade, the 
United States tariff has accomplished neither wise nor true protec- 
tion, nor worthwhile fiscal results, the excuse for its existence in the 
Argentine case is difficult to discover, while its evils in the domestic 
order and in the relationship with Argentina, are only too apparent. 

A special aspect of the post-war increases in United States tariff 
rates which has had peculiarly unfavorable significance for Argen- 
tina has been the so-called flexible provision of the Tariff Act of 1922 
(Section 815) (which is repeated, legislatively, as Section 336 of the 
1930 Act’s [szc] and 1930 (Section 336), and its application. No de- 
scription of the nature of this provision nor of its failure to operate in 
a balanced or truly ultimate scientific fashion is needed here, nor is it 
necessary to supplement the existing literature in the United States 
which shows the lack of such attainment of the competitive tariff 
principle, nor of the admitted difficulty—indeed impossibility—of 
any satisfactory utilization of the so-called cost equalization formula. 

It is of interest, however, to note here certain statements which have 
been made by officials of the United States Government. 

The following quotation is from the Annual Report of the United 
States Secretary of Agriculture to the President, 1926: 

The experiences of recent years have convinced me that the system 
of basing tariff rates on differences in production costs is inapplica- 
ble to agricultural products. It is quite impossible to obtain trust- 
worthy production costs, weighted either for the total crop or for the 
bulk of it. A certain cost of cultivation and overhead, a certain agri- 
cultural effort, may in one year be rewarded with twice the crop that 
is obtained in another year. Therefore costs of cultivation can not 
be relied upon to indicate costs of crop units in a particular year. 

The following is a comment by the Vice-Chairman, (Mr. Dennis) 
of the United States Tariff Commission, in Report on Flaw Seed, 1929, 
pages 38, 42: 

The ascertainment of correct agricultural costs is beset with diffi- 
culties. ... Costs as ascertained by interrogating farmers as to their 
expenses are bound to be inflated. In 1928 this commission, with 
painstaking and conscientious efforts, set about to obtain the domestic 
costs of producing butter. The costs so obtained pointed to the dis- 
concerting conclusion that our dairy farmers were consistently mar-
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keting their butter below its cost of production, whereas we know | 

that our dairy industry was actually expanding in the year 1923 and 

was regarded by experts as the most importantly remunerative branch 

of American Agriculture. In other words, the presumptively high 

coefficient of error which inheres in farm cost accounting is corrobo- 
rated by actual experience in obtaining costs. 

The futility of the enterprise ... How the production cost for- 

mula breaks down when applied to farm products is abundantly illus- 
trated by the flaxseed case. 
,.. attention of the constituted authorities may be drawn to the 

baffling limitations which hamper the commission in the administra- 
tion of the flexible provision of the tariff act. It is a case of making 
bricks without straw. With the best efforts and best intentions 
accompanied by an inordinate expenditure of time and money we find 
ourselves compelled to accept inferences for actualities, suppositions 
for certitude. | 

Thus viewed in these various respects, it is obvious that the present 

rates on Argentine products are indispensable, and that the relief 

which should be accorded by the United States to Argentina would 
be mutually profitable to the two countries, whether considered from 

the governmental viewpoint or, particularly, from the viewpoint of 

the welfare of producing and consuming interests, for which govern- 

ments exist. | 
Not only is it true, therefore, that the so-called cost equalization 

principle has both imposed a peculiar burden upon the Argentine 
import trade and proved impracticable from the United States view- 
point, but it may be remarked that the narrow criteria implied in some 
of the recent documents published by the United States Government 

(for example that less than 5% of the article is imported, or that the 

present duty is more than 50%) might serve too greatly to delimit 

the possible elimination of the favors which should be accorded as 

a result of the present conversations. Only a broad and liberal ap- 

proach to the problem is likely to yield such benefits that the results 

of the conversations may prove to be substantial and helpful. 

Finally, it may be added that, entirely aside from the immediate 

and direct economic benefit of any such changes which might be 

accorded by the United States to Argentine, the general effects would 

be psychologically favorable, and that indirectly, as well as directly, 

this could well produce still more profitable, as well as friendly 
relations between the two nations. 

A. reasonable, fair, and mutually profitable arrangement for the 
elimination of the rate difficulties and the accomplishment of the bene- 
fits mentioned above, would be a restoration of the Argentine import 
trade into the United States, to the sensible treatment which in most 
respects was accorded to it, and under which it flourished in a largely 
natural manner, not so many years ago, namely under the Act of 

1913.
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IV. Unrrep Staves Sprcran Recu.ations anp Restrictions 

Entirely aside from the ordinary tariff schedules and other provi- 
sions of tariff acts, there exist certain special legislative and adminis- 
trative regulations and restrictions in the United States which have 
an unduly adverse effect upon certain Argentine products, and which 
have been arbitrarily applied in such a manner as to be in fact both 
discriminatory and prohibitive customs measures, under disguise. 
One of these restrictions is the “hoof and mouth disease” meat quaran- 
tine which affects shipments from Argentina. Yet, even if no other 
contention be made at this point, it is well-known that mutton from 
Patagonia is in no sense affected by this disease, particularly as that 
region is geographically entirely distinct. Another is the law of 1997 
regarding imports of alfalfa seed and the administrative regulations 
for its enforcement, which have affected exports of Argentine alfalfa 
seed. Yet the grade produced in one section of the United States 
itself and yet not subject to the discriminatory coloring regulation, is at 
least not superior to that exported from Argentina. These regula- 
tions, in their application, are both unnecessary and unfair, being in 
fact, if not in theory, discriminatory against the commerce of Argen- 
tina. Detailed analyses of these regulations and restrictions will be 
presented in the subsequent, individual commodity studies. These 
restrictions should be removed, and there should be assurance that they, 
nor any similar ones, will not be imposed in future. | 

That sanitary quarantine on animal and vegetable products should 
apply by zones rather than by entire countries was agreed at the 
Fourth Pan-American Commercial Conference in Resolution 
XXVIII. The Conference resolved that in the application of all 
restrictions of a sanitary nature in the inter-American traffic in animal 
and vegetable products, the term “infected zones” be used instead of 
“infected countries”. It is to be noted that the United States delegate 
to that conference subscribed to and signed the resolutions, 

The text of Resolution XXVIII follows: 

1. To acknowledge as fundamental principles that sanitary police 
regulations effective at the present time, or enacted in the future to regulate the inter-American traffic of vegetable and animal products, must not have in their practical application the character of protective 
customs measures. 

2. That in the application of all restrictions of sanitary nature in 
the inter-American traffic of animal and vegetable products in order 
to determine the origin of the product, the term “infected zones” be used instead of “infected countries”; upon condition that the country 
of origin give all necessary facilities to determine its sanitary 
condition. |
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3 To recommend to the American countries the negotiations of 

agreements for the regulation of the foregoing principles.{ 

In the matter of special regulations impeding trade, it may be 

remarked that when the United States complained of the effect of 

certain Argentine wrapping requirements upon United States ship- 

ments of apples some months ago, an Argentine commission visited 

the United States and as a result the restrictions were removed, as has 

been indicated by the United States Department of Agriculture.** 

V. Unrrep Srates Emercency Laws, ProcLaMatTions AND RULINGS 

Argentina notes that since March 4, 1933, many new emergency 

laws have been passed, administrations created, and proclamations and 

rulings issued, having to do with economic recovery in the United 

States. Notable among them are the National Industrial Recovery 

Act ®and the Agricultural Adjustment Act,” which contain sweeping 

authorizations for special measures in respect, not only of domestic 

matters, but also of quotas, licensing systems, etc., applicable to the 

import trade, and also with regard to nominally internal taxes upon 

imported commodities. 

Argentina is in full sympathy with the general purpose of the 

United States to bring about economic recovery. But it also believes | 

that this should not be done at the expense of other countries, for the 

economic recovery cannot be a real one if it rests upon a purely nation- 

alistic basis. It is noted especially, that the various laws and rulings 

above-mentioned might be employed in a manner both highly arbitrary 

and discriminatory, and most deleterious to Argentina’s imports. 

Such imports could be controlled, reduced, or presumably debarred, 

and, even if they were duty-free in the tariff, could be taxed in any 

desired amount, even to the extent of a prohibitive effect. 

It is obvious that if any such steps should be taken with respect 

to the Argentine import trade during the conversations, these con- 

versations would be much embarrassed or perhaps rendered futile. 

It is also obvious, if an Argentine-American reciprocal agreement were 

concluded, there should be complete assurance embodied in the instru- 

ment, that any favors therein granted could not later be lessened or 

entirely nullified by such measures. Should such nullification occur, 

this would not only destroy the favorable effects of the agreement, but 

{ Pan-American Union, Fourth Pan-American Commercial Conference, October 

5th-18th, 1931, Final Act with annexes and a summary of the work of the Con- 

ference. [Footnote in the original.] 
** United States Department of Agriculture, World Trade Barriers In Relation 

to American Agriculture, [Senate] Document No. 70, 73d Congress, 1st session, 

1938, page 233. [Footnote in the original. ] 

7 Approved June 16, 1933; 48 Stat. 195. 

8 Approved May 12, 1933; 48 Stat. 31.
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might also aggravate the irritations which it is the purpose of the 
agreement to allay and to convert to further good will. 

It is clearly essential that any agreement which may be concluded 
should contain commitments that these United States emergency laws, 
proclamations, and rulings, and any similar ones of present or future, 
shall not be so applied as in any manner to lessen or destroy in princi- 
pal or in fact, the favorable undertakings of such agreement. 

VI. Conciustons 

In view of all of the obvious facts and clear truths above set forth, 
The Argentine Government proposes the following undertakings by 
the American Government on its part as a basis for the conversations: 

(1) Restoration of all Argentine products to the tariff-rate treat- 
_ ment accorded to them by the United States Tariff Act of 1913; this 

to occur as of the date of the coming into effect of the proposed agree- 
ment. 

(2) Assurance be given that, so long as the proposed agreement re- 
main in effect, no changes in rates under Section 336, Title ITI, of the 
United States Tariff Act of 1930, nor under any valuation provisions 
of that act, nor under any similar present or future laws, proclama- 
tions, or rulings, which would in any manner lessen or nullify the 
benefits accorded to Argentina in the proposed agreement. 

_ (8) Removal of the discriminatory, special regulations and restric- 
tions affecting alfalfa seed, and mutton from Patagonia; and, after 
appropriate investigation, a fair and reasonable consideration of 
further modification or removal of American sanitary regulations in 
respect of meats exported from other regions of Argentina; and, fur- 
ther, assurance in the proposed agreement that no such discrimina- 
tory regulations be imposed or reimposed in the future upon any 
Argentine products without a frank exchange of views and a bi-na- 
tional scientific investigation; all such matters to be considered in 
terms of zones rather than of the entire territory of the nation. 

(4) Assurance that during the conversations, no special United 
States emergency or other similar laws, proclamations, or rulings, (as 
for example under the National Industrial Recovery Act or the Agri- 
cultural Adjustment Act), nor similar measures of any kind, be so 
enforced as to impose any additional burdens, not now existing, upon 
Argentine commerce; and assurance, by a clause in the proposed 
agreement, that no such measures of any kind shall, during the period 
the proposed agreement remain in force, lessen or nullify, in technical 
interpretation or in fact, the various other undertakings of the agree- 
ment. 

Upon such a basis, both nations could restore and stimulate a waning 
commerce to wholesome proportions along lines both economically 
natural and sound, and mutually and reciprocally beneficial to their 
nationals; and could contemplate the future, with confidence in eco- 
nomic recovery and in the still further enhancement of the warm 
friendship and cordial good-will happily existing between the two 
Republics.
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611.3531/225 

Memorandum by Mr. Harry Hawkins, of the Treaty Division, of a 
Conversation Between the Assistant Secretary of State (Sayre) and 

the Argentine Ambassador (E'spil) 

| | [WasHineton,] December 11, 1933. 

The Ambassador called to inquire regarding the reply of this Gov- 
ernment to the proposal submitted by the Argentine Embassy on 
October 5 with respect to concessions on Argentine agricultural prod- 
ucts in connection with the proposed reciprocal trade agreement be- 
tween Argentina and the United States. 

The Ambassador stated that he merely wished to inquire as to the 
progress being made and to ascertain about when a reply could be 
expected. He said that the expert from Argentina who was sent here 
in connection with the proposed negotiations has now been here two 
months with nothing much to do; that he desired to find out the status 
of the matter so that it would not appear to his Government that it was 
being neglected. 

Mr. Sayre replied that the experts of this Government have been 
working steadily on the matter; that they are spending several hours 
a day on the subject and that it was hoped that it would be possible 
to say something to the Argentine Ambassador on it in about ten days. 
Mr. Sayre reminded the Ambassador that a long list of products has 
to be given consideration and that the studies involve a very large 
amount of detailed statistical and other work. The Ambassador re- 
plied that he quite understood this. | 

The Ambassador then referred to the matter of liquor importations. 
He expressed no dissatisfaction with the amount of the temporary 
quota allotted to Argentina but expressed concern as to the rate of 
duty which would be levied on wine from Argentina. Mr. Sayre’s 
inquiry elicited the response that the Ambassador was referring to 
the treatment of Argentine wine after the period during which tem- 
porary quotas are being granted. He inquired whether provision 
could be made in the agreement on this point. Mr. Sayre informed 
him that careful consideration would be given to the matter. 

611.3581/234 

Memorandum by Mr. Harry Hawkins, of the Treaty Division, of a 
Conversation Between the Assistant Secretary of State (Sayre) and 
the Argentine Ambassador (Espil) . 

[Wasuineron,] December 29, 1933. 

Mr. Sayre referred to the Argentine Embassy’s memorandum of 
October 5 to which the Ambassador had so long been awaiting a 
reply and stated that he desired to explain frankly and confidentially
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to the Ambassador just how matters stand. He said that the Ambassa- 
dor would of course realize the difficulty of the problem from the 
standpoint of this Government in view of the agricultural situation 
in this country. He thought something could eventually be put 
through but that the matter was of such importance that it seemed 
necessary to discuss it with the President. Accordingly, a draft 
reply to the Argentine Ambassador’s note of October 5 was discussed 
with the President. The President is anxious that something sub- 
stantial be done to promote commerce with Argentina, but feels that 
because of the serious political difficulties involved premature action 
would defeat the ends in view. The President therefore has suggested 
that there be further exploration of the subject and that there should 
be some consultation with leaders in Congress in order carefully to 
prepare the way for the agreement before going ahead with it. 

Mr. Sayre stated that he would like to see a real treaty under which 
real concessions would be granted by each country, and not a mere 
“shadow” treaty. The way to get a real treaty is to proceed slowly 
and carefully. 

The Ambassador said that he shared fully Mr. Sayre’s desire for a 
real and not a “shadow” treaty. He indicated that he had given some 
thought to the political problem which the proposed agreement 
presents from the standpoint of this Government and that he fully 
understood this Government’s position. Without definitely saying 

so he gave the impression that he thought it would be wise to proceed 
slowly and cautiously. The Ambassador suggested that perhaps 
Congress might give the Executive authorization to lower duties by 
executive agreement. He thought that this would greatly facilitate 
matters. Mr. Sayre, without indicating that there were any definite 
plans for obtaining executive authority, said that he hoped some 
development of this kind might take place. 

H|[arry] H[awx1ns] 

REPRESENTATIONS AGAINST APPARENT VIOLATION BY ARGENTINA 

OF MOST-FAVORED-NATION CLAUSES IN TREATY OF JULY 27, 
1853 ” | 

625.3531/8 
The Ambassador in Argentina (Bliss) to the Secretary of State | 

No. 1865 Buenos Arres, November 18, 1982. 
[Received December 1.] 

Sir: With regard to my despatch No. 1601 of April 22, 1932, re- 
porting to the Department the closure of the Transandine Railway, 

* For text of treaty, see Miller, Treaties, vol. 6, p. 269. For previous cor- 
respondence regarding apparent violation of this treaty, see Foreign Relations, 
1932, vol. v, pp. 380 ff. 

“ Not printed.
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as a result of the prohibitive tariffs raised by both countries against 

each other which stifled all commercial exchange between them, and 

to a more recent reference in my General Conditions Despatches con- 

cerning a commercial agreement to be entered into by Argentina and 

Chile which would enable the Transandine Railway to be reopened, 

I have the honor to report that on November 12, Doctor Saavedra 

Lamas, Minister for Foreign Affairs, and Sefior Jorge Silva Joacham, 

Chilean Chargé d’Affaires, signed a commercial agreement between 

the two countries, translation of which is transmitted herewith 

enclosed. 

The preamble of the agreement expresses the desire that commer- 

cial relations between the two countries should be resumed, and that 

the measures agreed upon are of a temporary nature, but serve as the 

basis for an ample and definite future agreement. 

The agreement is based, for the most part, on a return to the 1930 

tariffs as regards imports of Argentine cattle into Chile, while Argen- 

tina reduces by 50% customs duties on certain Chilean products. 

Article 1 deals with Chilean imports from Argentina and provides 

that the tariffs in force on June 30, 1930 shall be applied to Argentine 

cattle and quebracho extract. Chilled, salted and canned meat will 

be subjected to the duties in force on June 30, 1926. 
Article 2 makes provision for Argentine imports from Chile which 

are granted a reduction of 50% on the import duties. These include 

many types of wood, certain vegetables, fruit, fish and minerals. 

The agreement provides that it shall remain in force for the space 

of six months from November 15, 1982. 
The agreement was signed by the Argentine Government in accord- 

ance with authorization contained in Article 76 of the Customs Law, 
and therefore does not require parliamentary ratification. 

In this connection there are transmitted herewith enclosed, sum- 

marized translation of editorial comment * upon the agreement which 
appeared in the Buenos Aires Herald of November 2, La Prensa of 

November 18 and La Nacion of November 13. 
The Buenos Aires Herald in commenting on the proposed re-open- 

ing of the Transandine Railway complains that probably no compen- 

sation will be offered to the unfortunate victims of the dispute, the 
much abused British shareholders, for heavy losses will have to 
be met. The Herald believes that the shareholders have a good case 
against the Argentine Government for the losses inflicted. 

La Nacion, on the subject of the agreement with Chile, states that 

it is the first agreement of reciprocity signed in the express and docu- 
mental form of an international protocol and that it will probably 

“Not printed.
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form a precedent for other equally necessary agreements with other 

countries to further Argentine international commerce. | 
La Prensa, on the subject, states that the Transandine Railway will 

not be able to maintain itself exclusively on the proceeds of its traffic 
but depends on the million peso subsidy of the Chilean Government. 

The temporary nature of the agreement and general insecurity make 

the future of the railway uncertain and Za Prensa therefore finds the 
proposed renewal of the railway services encouraging but not com- 
plete. The situation requires a permanent treaty based upon free 
trade. 

As a result of the signing of this agreement it is expected that the 
first train (freight only) for Chile over the Transandine Railway will 
leave Buenos Aires on November 19. According to report it would 
appear that trains will be limited to one a week in each direction until 
traffic justifies a more frequent service. 

In connection with the resumption of train services, however, it is 
of interest to state that a recent press despatch from Santiago, Chile, 
asserts that the Chilean Government desires and has raised the ques- 
tion of establishing a joint administration over the entire length of 
the Transandine Railway. This is not a new question, for in past 
years the Chilean Government has endeavored unsuccessfully to have 
this brought about. The Argentine Government has consistently 
opposed this arrangement for military reasons, it is believed. The 
raising once more of this question at this time may possibly delay the 
present intended resumption of the train services. 

Respectfully yours, Rosert Woops Buiss 

{Enclosure—Translation] 

Commercial Agreement Between Argentina and Chile, Signed 
November 12, 1952 

The Governments of the Argentine Republic and of the Republic 
of Chile, in consideration of the general desire to encourage reciprocal 
trade between the two nations and the traffic which unites them, have 
resolved, by common accord, to negotiate a “modus vivendi” which, 
by immediately establishing the most adequate provisional measures 
for the purpose and through the observation and experience thereof, 
may provide a practical basis for the preparation of a broader agree- 
ment which may definitely regulate Argentine-Chilean commercial 
relations, for which purpose they have appointed their respective 
plenipotentiaries; i. e., The President of the Argentine Republic has 
appointed his Minister for Foreign Affairs and Cult, and the Vice- 
President of the Chilean Republic has appointed Sefor Don Jorge 
Silva Joacham, his Chargé d’Affaires in the Argentine Republic; after 

7 738036—50——49
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having exchanged their respective full power, found to be in due form, 
they agreed upon the following points: 

Article 1. Beginning on the 15th instant, the Custom-house of the 
Chilean Republic will cancel the import duties on Argentine products 
indicated as follows: 

a) The introduction of cattle will be subject to the tax in force on 
June 30, 1930, established by Law 4121 of January 24, 1927; 

°) The introduction of quebracho extract will be subject to the tax 
in force on June 30, 1930, established by Law 4321 of February 22, 
1928; 

c) "The introduction of chilled and preserved meats, corned beef, 
salted meat and meat preserves, will be subject to the tax in force on 
June 30, 1926, established by Law No. 3066 of March 1, 1916, with 
subsequent modifications until the date indicated in the present clause. 

Article 2. Beginning on the 15th instant, the Custom-house of the 
Argentine Republic, within the attributions granted to the Executive 
Power in Article 76 of Law 11,281, will liquidate with a 50% discount 
the existing duties (Laws 11,281 and 11,588, not including those men- 
tioned in Article 4 of the present law) regarding the introduction of 
the following Chilean merchandise: | 

Coigiié, rauli, laurel-whitewood, lingiié, mafifo, pellin and larch- 
tree woods, whether in boards, planks, beams, logs, posts for wire- 
netting, empty cases, unmounted casks or barrels. 

Peas, split-peas, chick-peas, lentils, beans, haricot-beans, garlic and 
onions; tomato paste and red pepper ; malted barley, barley and oats. 
Hemp seed, undressed hemp; fresh apples, pears and alligator- 

pears; grapes for wine-making; dried apples and plums; nuts; tinned 
fruit ; tinned peas and asparagus. 
f Centollas, lobsters, and oysters in tins. Live lobsters, cockles and 

sh. 
Sulphur, industrial nitrate of sodium, impure sulphate of copper, 

carbonate of copper, plaster of paris, tartaric acid, quillay, common 
glue, and boldo leaves. 

Article 3. The present “modus vivendi” will be in force for six 
months beginning on November 15 as indicated above. 

In proof of which the abovementioned plenipotentiaries, signed 
and sealed the present “modus vivendi”, in duplicate form, on the 
twelfth day of the month of November of the year nineteen hundred 
and thirty-two. 

625.3531/13 | 

Lhe Ambassador in Argentina (Bliss) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1877 Buenos Atres, November 25, 1932. 
[Received December 5.] 

Sir: Referring to my despatch No. 1865 of November 18, reporting 
on the modus vivendi recently agreed to between the Governments of
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Argentina and Chile, for a mutual reduction of certain items in their 
respective custom tariffs, I have the honor to report that I called 
yesterday afternoon on the Minister for Foreign Affairs and requested 
that there be extended a like treatment to importations from the 
United States into Argentina. The Minister requested that I write 
him a note on the subject to which he said careful consideration would 
be given. I was not able to obtain from him any expression of opinion 
as to what decision would be made. 

I beg leave to transmit herewith a copy of my note of yesterday’s 
date which was delivered today at the Foreign Office in compliance 
with the Minister’s desire for a written communication on the subject. 

The Department will see that I have adduced the provisions of 
Article 4 of the Treaty of 1853 as grounds for claiming similar treat- 
ment for American products brought into Argentina. Without going 
into a lengthy discussion of the subject, I desire, however, to express 
the view that whereas Article 3 of the said treaty may be called a con- 
ditional most-favored-nation clause, it refers to matters of commerce 
and navigation only, whereas Article 4 specifically refers to duties, 
providing that “no higher or other duties shall be imposed on the 
importation into the territories of either of the two contracting parties 
of any article of the growth, produce or manufacture of the territory 
of the other contracting party, than are, or shall be, payable on the like 
article of any other foreign country.” From this it would appear to 
me that it was the intent of the two Governments at the time the treaty 
was negotiated and signed, that Article 4 was considered as an uncon- 
ditional most-favored-nation clause applying to customs tariffs. 

As already reported in my said despatch No. 1865, the provisions of 
the modus vivendi have been extended to the importations into Argen- 
tina of goods proceeding from Great Britain, Northern Ireland, 
France and Italy. Several of the foreign diplomatic representatives 
accredited to this Government (notably the German Minister and the 
Belgian Chargé d’Affaires) have made representations to the Minister 
for Foreign Affairs to obtain the same treatment for their nations’ 
products as that granted in the modus vivendi between Argentina and 
Chile, but to none of these, so far as I have been able to learn, has a 
definite reply been made by the Foreign Office. cn 
- Inasmuch as the question seemed of urgent importance, I have acted 
in the above manner without first consulting the Department of State, 
and hope that my action will receive its approval. I shall, of course, 
however, inform the Department by telegraph as soon as I have ob- 
tained any definite answer from the Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

_ In the conversation with Doctor Saavedra Lamas yesterday after- 
noon, he was very emphatic in telling me, confidentially, that the 
unlimited most-favored-nation clause, existing in his Government’s 
treaties with Great Britain, France and Italy, was a source of consid-



688 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV 

erable annoyance and that it was his intention to denounce these 
treaties at the earliest possible moment. He also said that practically 

. all other nations of America had eliminated the unconditional most- 
favored nation clause from their international treaties and that Argen- 
{ina was consequently seriously handicapped in maintaining treaties 

which embodied it. Oo | 
Respectfully yours, => Roserrt Woops Briss 

[Enclosure] 

The American Ambassador (Bliss) to the Argentine Minister for 
Foreign Affairs (Saavedra Lamas) 

No. 845 Buenos Arres, November 24, 1932. 

Excettency: Complying with the request Your Excellency made in 
the conversation we had at the Foreign Office this afternoon, I have 
the honor to request that the reduction in certain items of the Argen- 

tine tariff as contained in the modus vivendi recently enacted between 

the Governments of Argentina and Chile be accorded in like manner 

to importations into Argentina from the United States. 
In our conversation, I observed that the reductions provided in the 

said modus vivendi had already been accorded to the products of 
several countries other than Chile. You explained that this had 
automatically followed because of the unconditional most-favored- 
nation clauses in the treaties between Argentina and those countries. 

As pointed out to Your Excellency, it appears to me proper and just, 
as a matter of equity and in view of the provisions of Article 4 of the 
Treaty of 1853 between our two countries, that a similar treatment 

should be vouchsafed to the products of the United States involved. 

I also beg to recall my having told Your Excellency that a shipment 

of dried prunes (cirwelas secas) arrived in this port from the United 

States on the 23rd instant and that unless it can be cleared from the 
Customhouse under the benefit of the reduced tariff on dried fruit, it 
will not be possible for that shipment to be sold in competition with 
like commodities from those countries to which the provisions of the 
modus vivendi have been applied. No previous notice having been 
given of the contemplated reduction in the Argentine tariff, the im- 

porters of the said shipment had no inkling of the prejudice which 
the application of the modus vivendi would impose on the shipment. 

The same is true of other shipments already en route to Argentina 
from the United States. 

I therefore have the honor to request Your Excellency kindly to 
cause the necessary orders to be given to accord to products from the 
United States imported into Argentina the reductions in duties pro- 
vided in the modus vivendi mentioned above. 

I avail myself [etc.] Rosert Woops Buiss
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611.3531/107a : Telegram 

Lhe Secretary of State to the Ambassador in Argentina (Bliss) 

Wasuineron, November 30, 1932—noon. 

(. Department informed by Department of Commerce that re- 
ductions in customs duties granted by Argentina to Chile under 
modus vivendi recently concluded between these countries have also 
been accorded to United Kingdom and Northern Ireland, France and 
Italy. 

In order to determine whether it would be possible to request similar 
reductions for American commerce under pertinent provisions of the 
Argentine-American Treaty of 1853, please ascertain which treaties 
the aforementioned countries invoked in order to obtain treatment 
similar to that granted to Chile by Argentina. Report by cable to- 
gether with any recommendations or observations you may desire to 
submit. 

STIMSON 

611.3531/108 : Telegram 

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

Buenos Aires, December 1, 1982—noon. 
[Received 4:04 p. m.] 

104. Your 77, November 30, noon. In communicating to Minister 
of Finance informing him of the text of the modus vivendi with Chile, 
Minister of Foreign Affairs stated that in accordance with existing 
treaties the same concessions must be conceded to merchandise pro- 
duced or manufactured in the United Kingdom of Great Britain and 
Northern Ireland, Italy and France. French Ambassador in note 
to Minister of Foreign Affairs formally invoked article 1 of treaty 
1852 [1853] *? but neither British nor Italian Embassies have made 
representations. 

Learning that several European diplomats had formally requested 
similar treatment for imports from their countries, I called on Min- 
ister of Foreign Affairs November 24 requesting that concessions 
granted in modus vivendi be extended to importations from the United 
States. At his request I followed up my conversation by a note, copy 
forwarded to Department in my No. 1877, November 25. Minister 
has since told me he has referred my note to Ministry of Finance for 
consideration. I invoked article 4 of the treaty of 1853, pointing out 
that the reduction in duties provided in the modus vivendi had already 

“Treaty between France and Argentina, signed July 10, 1853, A. J. H. and 
Jules de Clercq, Recueil des Traités de la France, tome v1, p. 377.
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been accorded to products of several countries other than Chile. Min- 

ister intimated that our treaty of 1853 did not provide unconditional 

most-favored-nation treatment. 
In my opinion the conditional most-favored-nation treatment ap- 

plies, under article 3, only to matters of commerce and navigation while 

article 4 specifically provides that no higher or other duties shall be 

| imposed on importation into Argentina from the United States than 

on similar importations from other countries and vice versa. — 

Request Department’s instructions whether it desires me to press 

this point of view. 
Dried fruit from the United States can not compete in this market 

with similar product from Italy and France under concessions of 

modus vivendi nor American sulphur with Chilean sulphur. 
Biss 

625.3531/14 

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

No. 1882 Buenos Atres, December 2, 1932. 
[Received December 12. ] 

Sir: Confirming my telegram No. 104 sent in answer to the Depart- 

ment’s telegraphic inquiry No. 77 of November 380, 12 noon, I have the 

honor to report that the Censor Administrativo, a semi-official publi- 

cation devoted to matters pertaining to the customs and customhouse, 

published in its edition of November 21 a communication from the 

Minister for Foreign Affairs to the Minister of Finance, giving the 

text of the modus vivendi with Chile. The communication closes with 

the following paragraph: 

“T also have the honor to inform the Minister of Finance that in 
accordance with existing treaties these same concessions should be 
conceded (deben reconocerse) in favor of merchandise in the said list 
when it is the production or manufacture of the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland, of Italy and of France.” 

I ascertained from the British Ambassador and from the Italian 

Chargé d’Affaires that the provisions of the modus vivendi having 

thus been automatically conceded to importations from the countries 

named in the above quotation, neither one of them had made repre- 

sentations to the Minister for Foreign Affairs in the premises. The 

latter told me that he had on various occasions in which commercial 

relations between Italy and Argentina had been discussed between 
him and officials of the Foreign Office always maintained that as long 
as the present treaty between the two countries was in existence, he 

would have to insist on the application of the unrestricted most- 

favored-nation clause which it contains. The French Ambassador,
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who may not have been aware of the Minister for Foreign Affairs’ 
action, has told me that he called on Doctor Saavedra Lamas to de- 
mand the application, as regards the modus vivendi with Chile, of the 
most-favored-nation clause contained in their treaty; that he was 
asked to put his request in writing and that he had received an answer 
to his note, after a lapse of four or five days, stating that his request 
had been granted. 

Practically all of the diplomatic representatives of the more im- 
portant European countries here represented have requested of the 
Foreign Office that the importations into Argentina from their respec- 
tive countries receive the advantages granted to the products men- 
tioned in the modus vivendi. Some of them have conditional most- 
favored-nation clauses in their treaties and others have none. 

Article 3 and Article 4 of the Treaty of Friendship, Commerce and 
Navigation of 1857 between Germany and Argentina “ are identic in 
phraseology (in the Spanish text) to the same two articles in our 
treaty of 1853. 

So far as I have been able to ascertain none of my colleagues (except 
the French Ambassador) has so far obtained satisfaction in the 
representations he has made. 

I shall await with interest the Department’s instructions (requested 
in my said telegram No. 104) as to whether it desires me to sustain 
the point of view that the United States Government considers 
Article 4 as unconditional most-favored-nation clause in so far as 
applied to customs duties. It seems to me, as reported in my despatch 
No. 1877 of November 25, that the intent of the two Governments at 
the time of negotiating the treaty of 1853 was to provide for just such 
a contingency as that which has arisen in the agreement recently signed 
between Argentina and Chile. The present situation is aggravated 
by the fact that the provisions of this treaty have been conceded to 
other foreign nations, whose products can be sold in this market at a 
lower price—thus eliminating fair competition—than similar prod- 
ucts from the United States. 

As an illustration, it may be recited that 150 to 200 tons of Chilean 
dried prunes have been sold in this market since the modus vivendi 
became effective at a price of $1.20 U.S. gold per case of twenty-five 
pounds. These dried prunes are being sent to Buenos Aires from 
Chile through the Straits of Magellan and are expected to arrive in 
about one month. The best price that the American prunes can be 
offered on this market is $1.30 per case. The normal Argentine tariff 
on dried prunes is four pesos per case so that the Chilean prunes would 
only pay a duty of two pesos per case, making the price on the whole- 
sale market approximately $2.30 and $1.70, respectively. I am in- 

“pigned September 19, 1857, British and Foreign State Papers, vol, xivn, 
p. 127%,
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formed that the Chilean prunes are packed according to American 
methods imitating as nearly as possible the Californian product though 
their quality is inferior. I am also told that offers have been made on 
the market of dried prunes from France, though I am unable to give 

any details in regard thereto. 
I cannot believe that the two Governments at the time the treaty 

of 1853 was negotiated, had any expectation or intention that the 

products of either country would be placed at a disadvantage under 
conditions such as those presented today, or that either Government 
would refuse to apply the provisions of Article 4 were they invoked 
to obtain similar treatment to that granted other countries. 

I am very desirous of maintaining this thesis in discussing the sub- 
ject with the Minister for Foreign Affairs, believing it to be the only 
just and equitable one, but shall await the Department’s telegraphic 
instruction before seeking another interview on the subject with the 
Minister. 

As of particular interest in this matter, I beg to enclose herewith, in 
copy and translation, an editorial “ from Za Prensa in which that 
organ of the press recommends closer commercial relations between 
Argentina and the United States and the advisability of the coun- 
tries of America seeking a commercial union to offset the tendency 
in Europe to shut out products from the American Republics. 

Respectfully yours, Rosert Woops Buss 

611.8531/108 : Telegram 

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

Wasuineton, December 9, 1982—3 p. m. 

79. Your 104, December 1, noon. If the tariff reductions ex- 
tended by Argentina were confined to those granted Chile under 
modus vivendi, Department would stand on position in regard to 
American-Argentine treaty of July 27, 1853, taken in its 13, ebru- 
ary 5,10 a. m.*® But these reductions have been extended to Great 
Britain, France and Italy under most-favored-nation clauses, not for 
equivalent concessions. This Government regards such extension of 
favors as gratuitous within the meaning of Article III, Treaty of 
1853. Consequently American products are entitled under the treaty 
to the treatment accorded the countries receiving concessions by virtue 
of any most-favored-nation clause, conditional or unconditional. 

Please press representations, in accord with foregoing interpre- 
tation. 

STIMSON 

“Not printed. 
© Foreign Relations, 1982, vol. v, p. 886.
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611.3531/112 

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

No. 1897 Buenos Arres, December 15, 1932. 
[Received December 27.] 

Sir: I have the honor to enclose herewith a copy of the note which 
I handed to the Minister for Foreign Affairs yesterday afternoon in 
compliance with the Department’s telegraphic instruction No. 79 
of December 9,3 p.m. The Minister being out of town over the 
week-end, I was unable to see him until yesterday at the regular 
weekly diplomatic reception. 

I beg leave further to enclose a copy of the memorandum of my 
talk with Dr. Saavedra Lamas from which it will be seen that he 
promised to give careful study to the considerations of the American 
Government as set forth in my note, and explained by me in more 
detail during our conversation. 

Respectfully yours, Rozert Woops Buss 

[Enclosure 1] 

Lhe American Ambassador (Bliss) to the Argentine Minister for 
Foreign Affairs (Saavedra Lamas) 

No. 850 Buenos Atres, December 10, 1932. 
Excettency: In my note No. 845 of November 24 last, I had the 

honor to request that the reduction in certain items of the Argentine 
tariff conceded in the modus vivendi recently signed between Your 

. Excellency’s Government and that of Chile be accorded in like manner 
to importations into Argentina from the United States. 

Therein I referred to a conversation had with Your Excellency 
the same day in which I had pointed out that the said reductions 
were not confined to imports from Chile but had already been ac- 
corded by Your Excellency’s Government to the products of several 
other countries than Chile under most-favored-nation clauses, not for 
equivalent concessions, and that I therefore considered importations 
from the United States were entitled to like treatment. 

In reverting to our conversation, I beg to inform Your Excellency 
that the extension of those favors to the three other Governments is 
regarded by my Government as gratuitous within the meaning of 
Article 8 in the treaty between our two countries of J uly 27, 1853. 
These reductions, which have been extended to Great Britain, to 
France and to Italy under the most-favored-nation clauses in the 
treaties between those countries and Argentina, are not granted for 
equivalent concessions on the part of the Governments of those three 
countries and consequently like products of American origin are, in



694 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV 

the views of my Government, entitled, under the above mentioned 

treaty between our two countries, to the treatment accorded to the 

countries receiving concessions by virtue of the most-favored-nation 

clause whether conditional or unconditional. 
In view of the foregoing, I have the honor to request again that there 

be accorded to products of the United States imported into Argentina 

the reductions in duty provided in the modus vivendi between Argen- 

tina and Chile. 
I avail myself [etc. | Rosert Woops Buiss 

[Enclosure 2] 

Memorandum by the American Ambassador (Bliss) of a Conversation 

With the Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs (Saavedra 

Lamas) 

In calling on the Minister for Foreign Affairs at the weekly diplo- 

matic reception this afternoon, he at once started to talk of the justi- 

fication or non-justification of permitting goods to come in under the 

provisions of the modus vivendi with Chile which had been in transit 

at the time the agreement was put into effect. He brought from his 

desk several large files on the subject and read to me from them for a 

considerable time while trying to find a decision made by Foreign 

Minister Bosch in 1931 in reply to a reclamation which I had made 

to permit fresh fruit to enter the country under conditions applying 

before the new tariff rates had been put into effect by the Provisional 

Government. Failing to find the particular communication he sought, 

he talked theoretically on the subject for a considerable time, ending 

by saying that the considerations I had set forth in my note on the 

matter of the modus vivendi with Chile had been referred to the 

Ministry of Hacienda, the question really being one for decision of 

the customhouse authorities and that the Ministry of Hacienda had 

not yet made its answer. 
He expounded to me the reasons why he had decided to make the 

modus vivendi immediately applicable rather than giving a period 

for its entering into effect, going over some of the ground which he 

had covered in the Senate interpellation on December 6 ** and repeat- 

ing other considerations he had expressed to me in our previous talk. 

After saying that I wished to call his attention to one phase of his 

reference to the usage in the United States, he launched forth on the 

subject again and it was ten minutes before I was able to interrupt 

to say that I had no fault to find per se with the statement he made in 

the Senate but that I wanted to observe that, although it was the cus- 

Reptblica Argentina, Diario de Sesiones de la Camara de Senadores de la 

Nacion, 57th Reunion, 3d extraordinary session, December 6, 1932, pp. 1719-1750 

and 1754-1761.
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tom for United States tariff laws to be put into effect as soon as signed, 
importers always had an opportunity, sometimes lasting for a period 
as long as two years, to present their cases to Congress and that they 
were fully cognizant of what was to happen long before the pro- 
visions of the bill went into effect. Consequently, importers of goods 
into the United States were able to make their dispositions accordingly, 
whereas the modus vivendi with Chile had been negotiated without 
public knowledge of the terms and immediately put into effect, giving 
no opportunity to importers to make the necessary arrangements 
growing out of the application of the changes in the tariff which the 
modus vivendi involved. 

After several attempts, I told the Minister that when I had talked 
with him on the subject of the modus vivendi and presented my note, 
I did so without instructions from my Government; that I had since 
informed it fully of my action, and that I was now instructed to 
present its views, which I explained to him. He replied that the pro- 
visions of the modus vivendi had been extended to like imports from 
Great Britain, France and Italy because of the most-favored-nation 
clause in Argentina’s treaties with those countries, to which I rejoined 
that I perfectly understood this but that such being the case, my 
Government considered this was a gratuitous action on the part of 
Argentina which the United States was likewise entitled to enjoy. 
After some further exchange of views, the Minister said he would | 
study my note with every consideration. 

In the course of the conversation, the Minister again reverted to 
what he had told me on several previous occasions, that unless Italy 
and France agreed to an amicable readjustment of their commercial 
treaties with Argentina as regards the most-favored-nation clause, he 
had every intention of denouncing those treaties. He also told me of 
the difficulties and annoyances which the study of commercial questions 
and consequent interviews and discussions with commercial organiza- 
tions and business men gave him and that he had finally told the Presi- 
dent that in order to handle the pertinent questions successfully it 
would be necessary to appoint a tariff commission, asking if I could 
give him data concerning the creation and composition of the United 
States Tariff Commission. I replied that I would be glad to send 
him all information available at the Embassy. 

Before I took my leave, the Minister also reverted to what he had 
brought up in other conversations, that the time was never so pro- 
pitious for the United States to obtain a preponderant influence in 
South American countries, that with the change of government and 
the inauguration of the Democratic Party’s regime, this opportunity 
ought not to be lost in which the United States could dislodge Great 
Britain. I at once stated that there was no desire on the part of my
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Government nor of American business men to dislodge England or 

anybody else from the positions they might have obtained in the 

commerce of foreign countries. That we did, of course, want to con- 

solidate and increase our markets and also to bring the peoples of the 

various South American countries to the realization that the United 

States was most friendlily disposed to them in every way and not 

inimical, as was thought in a number of the continental republics. 

Buenos Arres, December 14, 1932. 

611.8531/118 : Telegram 

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

, WasHINGTON, January 17, 1933—4 p. m. 

6. Department’s 79, December 9,3 p.m. The Argentine Ambassa- 

dor came to the Department on January 12 and under instructions 

from his Government asked that this Government desist from pressing 

its point of view that under our Treaty of 1853 with Argentina we 

are entitled to the tariff reductions of the Chilean modus vivendt 

which were extended to Great Britain, France and Italy. The reason 

for this request appears to be mainly to help Argentina out of its 

difficult situation with Germany, which is apparently asserting the 

same rights under its Treaty with Argentina as are being asserted by 

the United States, and is threatening to penalize Argentina with its 

maximum tariff. The Ambassador was advised that this Government 

must stand on the position set out in its telegram to you above referred 

to. 

The instructions received by the Ambassador referred to a reply 

of the Argentine Government to you which “was being studied in 

Washington”. Has any reply been received, and if so when was it 

forwarded to Washington ? 
STIMsoNn 

611.8531/119 : Telegram 

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

Burnos Arres, January 18, 1983—5 p. m. 

| [Received January 18—4: 52 p. m.] 

9. Your 6, January 17, 4 p. m. Minister for Foreign Affairs has 
only replied with generalities in conversation. Today he expressed 

surprise that I had not yet received his written reply to my notes 
and said it would be delivered without delay. 

BLIss
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611.8531/121 | 

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

No. 1939 Buenos Aires, January 19, 1933. 
[Received January 30. ] 

Sir: With reference to the Department’s telegraphic instruction 
No. 6 of January 17, 4 p. m., and to my telegram No. 9 of January 
18, 5 p. m., both relating to the position taken by the American Gov- 
ernment with relation to the modus vivendi between Argentina and 
Chile, I have the honor to report that I talked again with the Min-_.” 
ister for Foreign Affairs regarding this subject yesterday afternoon, 
and in this respect beg to enclose a copy of the memorandum of our 
conversation.“ I had also brought up the matter with the Minister 
the week previous but without obtaining, I regret to say, a more 
satisfactory answer than he gave in our talk yesterday afternoon. 

I have indicated to him on two occasions my impression that his 
attitude was one of procrastination, an attitude assumed because of 
the short duration of the modus vivendi, with the desire to prolong 
the discussion of the matter until the expiration of the life of the 
modus vivendi. I am hopeful, however, that the answer he has 
promised me will be forthcoming within the next few days. 

In this connection, I beg leave to forward (in copy and translation) 
an editorial from La Prensa** censuring the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs for having concluded the modus vivendi with Chile. Other 
newspapers have also attacked him on this ground and numerous 
Argentines, including officials, have expressed to me their opinion 
that the modus vivendi with Chile was a mistaken action on the part 
of the Government. | 

There are also enclosed a brief summary, in translation,“ of an 
editorial from La Nacion on the modus vivendi. La Prensa of January 
13 urged in an editorial the establishment of a customs union with 
Chile, advancing the argument that one of the advantages to be 
obtained would be the opening to free trade of a territory greater than 
that of the United States, with the result that commerce in the two 
countries would increase as it has done in the United States. 

Respectfully yours, Rosert Woops Buiss 

611.3531/119 : Telegram 

The Secretary of Stute to the Ambassador in Argentina (Bliss) 

WASHINGTON, January 25, 1933—5 p. m. 

¢. Your 9, January 18,5 p.m. If you have not yet received the 
written reply from the Minister of Foreign Affairs you are requested 

“Not printed.



698 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV 

to point out to him immediately that the continued delay of the Argen- 
tine Government in granting to the United States the tariff reductions 
of the Chilean-Argentine modus vivendi is occasioning discrimination 
against American commerce and to express the hope that you 
will receive promptly a definite and favorable answer to your 
representations. 

STIMSON 

611.3581 /122 | 
The Ambassador in Argentina (Bliss) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1947 Buenos Arres, January 27, 1933. 
[Received February 6. ] 

Sir: Confirming my telegram No. 14 of yesterday’s date,®° I have 
the honor to enclose herewith, in copy and translation, the note which 
the Minister for Foreign Affairs handed me yesterday at the Foreign 
Office in answer to the one I addressed him under date of December 
10 last, a copy of which was forwarded to the Department in my 
despatch No. 1897 of December 15. 

On opening our conversation, I said to the Minister that my Govern- 
ment was very surprised he had not answered the representations I 
had made on its behalf and that I had received instructions by tele- 
graph to request an immediate and favorable reply. The Minister 
then handed me the note above referred to. 

He said to me that he expected to discuss with the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs of Chile, in the meeting they were to hold in Mendoza 
next week, details of a permanent commercial agreement to replace 
the existing modus vivendi and that it was his understanding that 
Chile would not desire to repeat in the new agreement the products 
included in the modus vivendi which were exported to Argentina by 
foreign countries, experience having shown that Chile could not com- 
pete on an equal basis with European producers of those products. 
To this I replied that I did not see how that affected the claim of my 
Government, that the prejudice caused to American interests by the 
extension of the provisions of the modus vivendi to three European 
countries still continued and furthermore that the question of prin- 
ciple involved concerning the gratuitous extension to other countries 
of the provisions of the modus vivendi could not be put aside by a sub- 
sequent commercial treaty between Chile and Argentina. The Min- 
ister’s only reply was to say that the modus vivendi had been made 
by Argentina as a gesture of friendly neighborliness in a desire to 
come to the assistance of Chile at a time when that country was in 

dire distress. 

° Not printed.
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I again referred to the desire of my Government that a favorable 
response be given to its request to place its nationals on an equal footing 

with those of France, Great Britain and Italy and that his rejection 
of this request, he having confirmed that his note was to this effect, 
seriously injured American commercial intercourse with Argentina. 

The Minister said that I had previously spoken to him about goods 
in transit as being prejudiced by the application of the modus vivendi, 
to which I rejoined that not only were those goods affected, but that 
since then the American exports affected by the extension of the pro- 
visions of the modus vivendi to other countries than Chile had prac- 
tically ceased and that he could realize the seriousness which this situ- 

ation had produced. 
The Minister then spoke, as he has in several previous conversations 

with me, of the representations being made by the German Chargé 
d’Affaires in regard to this question of the modus vivendi, insinuating 
that it was unsatisfactory for him to deal with a Chargé d’Affaires 
who was evidently trying to make a record for himself and that he 
had intimated to the German Government, through the Argentine 
Minister in Berlin, his hope that a German Minister would speedily 
be sent to Buenos Aires. In this respect, it may be noted that the 
newspapers announced some days ago the appointment of a German 
Minister but I am, of course, unable to state whether the German 
Government made the appointment previous or subsequent to the al- 
leged informal representations by the Argentine Minister to Germany. 
In this respect, I also desire to state that in my opinion Dr. Hemmen, 
the German Chargé d’A flaires, is not the type of diplomat who would 
be disposed to exceed his instructions or be unreasonable in presenting 
them merely in a desire to improve his standing with his Foreign Office. 
He impresses me as an intelligent, hard-working German with char- 
acteristic meticulous methods of approach to a difficult question and 
hardly capable of presenting it in the way the Foreign Minister would 
have me believe. 

Dr. Hemmen tells me that some years ago his Government desisted 
from concluding a commercial treaty with a foreign power because 
of representations made in Berlin by the Argentine Minister to the 
effect that the Argentine Government considered the provisions of 
Articles 3 and 4 of the treaty between it and Germany were of an uncon- 
ditional nature and entitled Argentine products to the same tariff 
reductions granted by Germany to other countries and that the Ger- 
man Government obtained from the Argentine Government a written 
interpretation of the Treaty of Commerce between the two countries 
(Articles 3 and 4 of which are identic with the similar articles in our 

Treaty of 1853 with Argentina) as being unconditional in most- 
favored-nation treatment,
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I shall endeavor to obtain from the German Legation, for the infor- 
mation of the Department, a copy of such communication as may have 
been made by the Argentine Government in this respect. 

Respectfully yours, Rosert Woops Biss 

[Enclosure—Translation ™] 

The Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs (Saavedra Lamas) to the 
American Ambassador (Bliss) 

Buenos Arrss, January 23, 1933. 

Mr. Ampassapor: I take pleasure in acknowledging receipt of Your 
Excellency’s notes of November 24th and December 10th 1932, No. 845 
and 850, referring to the modus vivendi effected on November 12th 
last between Argentina and Chile. In those notes Your Excellency 
requests that the reductions granted to Chile and subsequently ex- 
tended to France, Great Britain and Italy, be conceded in like manner 
and on a gratuitous basis to similar products of American origin. 
You base your request on article 4 of the Treaty of Friendship, Com- 

merce and Navigation of 1853, in force between the United States and 
Argentina, and on the circumstance that the reductions were extended 
to the said European countries without demanding any compensation 
in return, which makes applicable article 3 of the treaty in question 
by virtue of which privileges granted gratuitously to products of third 
powers must be conceded without equivalent compensation to similar 
products of the United States. 

In reply, I must inform Your Excellency that the modus vivendi 
with Chile was effected by way of an experiment (ensayo) and for a 
short period which will terminate within some three and a half months. 
It is an agreement intended to give economic assistance to a neighbor- 
ing country passing through a great crisis, in order to reestablish its 
severed communication with the Atlantic, by resuming Transandine 
Railway traffic which is the only means of communication. The re- 

_ duction granted to Chile was extended to similar products of France, 
Great Britain and Italy, because the treaties with France and Italy 
stipulate the treatment of the most favored nation “without any restric- 
tion whatever”, and the treaty with Great Britain is absolutely 
unconditional. 

The advantages of the modus vivendi have been extended to France 
by virtue of the text of article 1 of the Commercial Convention supple- 
mentary to the Treaty of July 10, 1853, signed with Argentina in 1892, 
which sets forth that: 

* File translation revised. 
xe ead of August 19, 1892, De Clercq, Recueil des Traités de la France, tome
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“Whereas the Treaty of July 10, 1853, provides that the Argentine 
Republic shall not accord any favor or immunity to the flag or com- 
merce of another nation unless it be likewise accorded in France to the 
flag or commerce of another nation, it shall be made equally extensive 
to the Argentine commerce or flag. It is understood that in virtue of 
the application of this provision and of that contained in article 8 
of the Treaty of 1853, the nationals as also the products and ships of 
each of the two countries shall have right to the most-favored-nation 
treatment, without any restriction, especially in the matter of tariffs.” 

Equal advantages have been extended to similar products of Italy, 
in fulfillment of the Argentine-Italian Convention of 1894, whose 

article 1 reads as follows: 

“Argentine citizens, products and ships in Italy and Italian citizens, 
products and ships in Argentina, shall be entitled without any restric- 
tion to the most-favored-nation treatment and shall consequently be 
entitled to the enjoyment of any favor, privilege or immunity that 
shall be accorded in the Argentine or in Italy to the citizens, products 
and ships of any other nation.” 

The same concession was granted to similar products of Great 
Britain, because in the Treaty of Friendship, Commerce and Naviga- 
tion in force with Argentina since 1825,4 the most-favored-nation 
treatment for citizens, ships or products, is absolutely unconditional. 
In effect, its article 4 establishes that: 

“No higher or other duties shall be imposed on the importation into 
the Territories of His Britannick Majesty of any articles of the 
growth, produce, or manufacture of the United Provinces of Rio de la 
Plata, and no higher or other duties shall be imposed on the importa- 
tion into the said United Provinces of any articles of the growth, 
produce or manufacture of His Britannick Majesty’s Dominions than 
are or shall be payable on the like articles being the growth, produce 
or manufacture of any other foreign country; nor shall any other or 
higher duties or charges be imposed in the territories or dominions of 
either of the Contracting Parties on the exportation of any articles to 
the territories or dominions of the other than such as are or may be 
payable on the exportation of the like articles to any other foreign 
country ; nor shall any prohibition be imposed upon the exportation or 
importation of any articles the growth, produce or manufacture of 
His Britannick Majesty’s Dominions or of the said United Provinces 
which shall not equally extend to all other Nations.” 

The situation is different in the Treaty of Friendship, Commerce 
and Navigation signed between the United States and Argentina on 
July 27, 1853. The articles mentioned by Your Excellency are the 
8rd and 4th. 

* Convention of June 1, 1894, Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores y Culto de la 
Republica Argentina, Tratados y Convenciones Vigentes en la Nacion Argentina 
(Buenos Aires, 1925), tomor (acuerdos bilaterals), p. 581. 
“Signed February 2, 1825, British and Foreign State Papers, vol. xu, p. 29. 

738036—50——50
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Article 3 establishes that: 

“The two high contracting parties agree that any favor, exemption, 
privilege, or immunity whatever, in matters of commerce or naviga- 
tion, which either of them has actually granted, or may hereafter 
grant, to the citizens or subjects of any other government, nation, or 
state, shall extend in identity of cases and circumstances, to the citizens 
of the other contracting party gratuitously, if the concession in favor 
of that other government, nation or state shall have been gratuitous— 
or, in return for an equivalent compensation, if the concession shall 
have been conditional.” 

Article 4 says: 

“No higher or other duties shall be imposed on the importation into 
the territories of either of two contracting parties, of any article, of 
the growth, produce or manufacture of the territories of the other 
contracting party, than are or shall be payable on the like article of 
any other foreign country; nor shall any other or higher duties or 
charges be imposed in the territories of either of the contracting 
parties on the exportation of any article to the territories of the other, 
than such as are or shall be payable on the exportation of the like 
article to any other foreign country; nor shall any prohibition be im- 
posed upon the importation or exportation of any article of the growth, 
produce or manufacture of the territories of either of the contracting 
parties, to or from the territories of the other, which shall not equally 
extend to the like article of any other foreign country.” 

Before beginning to study the interpretation of articles 3 and 4 of 
the Treaty of 1853 between Argentina and the United States, I must 
inform Your Excellency that this Chancellery regrets that it does 
not share the opinion expressed in the note of December 10th last, to 
which I am now replying, in which the same gratuitous extension of 
the reduction which was granted to the products of France, Great 
Britain, and Italy by virtue of the modus vivendi with Chile is re- 
quested for products of the United States: the most-favored-nation 
clause cannot produce that effect; it establishes a relation between 
three entities, that is, between two contracting Powers and a third 
State; any commercial or tariff favor or advantage granted by one 
of the contracting Powers to the third State may be claimed by the 
other contracting State, gratuitously or conditionally, according to 
the form applied to the clause; but the treatment of the most favored 
nation is limited to those three entities, and not to the immediate 
consequences resulting from the co-existence of other treaties signed 
with other powers. Were such an interpretation admitted, negotia- 
tions would be impossible and the immediate object sought in contract- 
ing the most-favored-nation clause would be exceeded. For these rea- 
sons, it is not possible for this Chancellery to accord to the products 
of the United States gratuitously the reductions granted to similar 
products of France, Great Britain and Italy. Any claim must be 
in connection with privileges granted to Chile.
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To return to the interpretation of the clause contained in the Treaty 

of 1853, it is indispensable that articles 3 and 4 which constitute an 

indivisible whole, be considered together (combinar). Unlike the 

agreements with the three above-mentioned European countries, the 

Treaty with the United States is expressly conditional and requires 

equivalent cases and circumstances in order to invoke the treatment 

of the most favored nation. The extension of privileges granted to 

Chile requires the offer of an equivalent compensation, not only 

according to article 3 of the Treaty, but also because it is so required 
by article 76 of the Customs Law in virtue of which the reduction 
granted to Chilean products was established. In treaties such as ours 
with the United States, which contains two most-favored-nation 
clauses, one of which has a conditional form as that in article 3, and 
the other an unconditional form as that in article 4, it is understood 
that the former stipulates the general principle or—as the North 
Americans say—constitutes the “covering clause”, that is to say, 
that the general principle covers the particular principle, in such a 
way that if the general rule is conditionality the special rule is too, 
although the latter may not say anything in this respect. That is the 
real interpretation given not only by the Argentine Government, 
but also by the United States during all of the XIXth century and 
the first quarter of the XXth to the clause drafted in unconditional 
form. 

This interpretation was supported by great men of the United States 
such as Adams in 1817, Monroe in 1821, Gallatin in 1823, Livingston 
in 1832, Frelinghuysen in 1884, Bayard in 1886, Sherman in 1898, 
and other American statesmen.” 
During the incident brought about by the Anglo-American Treaty of 

July 3, 1805 [2875 ],°* when France claimed the treatment of the most 
favored nation for its ships by virtue of its own treaty with the United 
States of 1803,°7 Mr. Adams declared on December 23, 1817: 

“Tt is true that the terms of the eighth article are positive and 
unconditional; but it will readily be perceived that the condition, 
though not expressed in the article, is inherent in the advantage 
claimed under it”. | 

The United States believe that when there is conceded gratuitously 
to one country that which is not obtained by another except through 
compensation, the first is not given equal treatment but a more favor- 
able treatment than is granted to the second. 

* See John Bassett Moore, A Digest of International Law, vol. v, pp. 257 ff. 
“Miller, Treaties, vol. 2, p. 595. 
"" Tbid., p. 498. 
% American State Papers, Foreign Relations, vol. v, p. 152.
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Thus, in a note addressed to Mr. Hubbard on July 17, 1886, Mr. 

Bayard, Secretary of State, said: °° | 

“You will doubtless have understood that where the words quali- 
fied and unqualified [are applied] to the most-favored-nation treat- 
ment, they are used merely as a convenient distinction between the two 
forms such a clause generally assumes in treaties, one containing the 
proviso that any favor granted by one of the contracting parties to a 
third party shall likewise accrue to the other party, freely if freely 
iven, or for an equivalent if conditional—and the other not so ampli- 

Fed. This proviso, when it occurs, is merely explanatory and is in- 
serted out of abundant caution. Its absence does not impair the rule 
of international law that such concessions are only gratuitous and so 
transferable as to third parties when not based on reciprocity or mutual 
interests of the contracting parties. This principle has been long and 
consistently maintained by the United States. It was held by two of 
my predecessors, Mr. Clay and Mr. Livingston, that a covenant to ex- 
tend to third parties the privileges granted to a most-favored nation 
refers to gratuitous privileges and does not cover privileges granted 
on the condition of a reciprocal advantage, i. e., for a consideration 
expressed.” 

And the same opinion was expressed on January 11, 1898, by the 

Secretary of State, Mr. Sherman, in a circular to various North 
American Legations and also to the Minister in Buenos Aires, Mr. 
Buchanan. He said: 

“It is clearly evident that the object sought in all the varying forms 
of expression is equality of international treatment, protection against 
the wilful preference of the commercial interests of one nation over 
another. But the allowance of the same privileges and the same sac- 
rifice of revenue duties, to a nation which makes no compensation, 
that had been conceded to another nation for an adequate compensa- 
tion, instead of maintaining destroys that equality of market priv- 
ileges which the most-favored-nation clause was intended to secure.” 

Besides the reasons thus expressed in favor of the restrictive inter- 
pretation, there is a special condition in the modus vivendi with 
Chile that derives from its position as a neighboring country and 
another condition connected with communication by the Transan- 

dine Railway that is a factor for which no substitute can be found. 
From this point of view, priority likewise belongs to the United 

States as regards the doctrine which was subsequently adopted by 
several European countries in their recent commercial treaties. I 
refer to the idea that it is expedient to except favors granted by 
countries that are neighboring or have a common boundary from the 
most-favored-nation clause, and that this exception is found to be 
implicit in the treaties containing a conditional clause. The afore- 

* Moore, Digest, vol. v, p. 273. 
© Tbid., p. 278.
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mentioned note from the Secretary of State, Mr. Bayard to Mr. Hub- 

bard, in 1886, said: © 

“That propinquity and neighborliness may create special and pecul- 
iar terms of intercourse not equally open to all the world”. 

This is a conception which the Secretary of State, Sherman, in his 
communication to Buchanan expressed as follows, in 1898: ® 

“The neighborhood of nations, their border interests, their differ- 
ences of climate, soil, and production, their respective capacity for 
manufacture, their widely different demands for consumption, the 
magnitude of the reciprocal markets, are so many conditions which 
require special treatment. No general tariff can satisfy such demands. 
It would require a certainty of language which excludes the possi- 
bility of doubt to justify the opinion that the government of any com- 
mercial nation had annulled its natural right to meet these special 
conditions by compensatory concessions, or held the right only on 
condition of extending the same to a nation which had no compensa- 
tion to offer. The fact that such concessions if made would inevi- 
tably insure to the equal benefit of a third competitor would often 
destroy the motive for, as well as the value of, such reciprocal con- 
cession.” 

As I said, these ideas of the United States regarding countries hav- 
ing common boundaries were incorporated in many commercial post- 
war agreements, thereby giving origin to different formulae intended 
to connect neighboring countries more closely. 

It was not only the Secretaries of State but also the Supreme Court 
of Justice of the United States which with its lofty prestige consid- 
ered that treaties containing a double Clause, one of which is a “Cov- 
ering Clause”, must be interpreted jointly and in a conditional form. 
This double Clause figures in numerous treaties signed by the United 
States, such as the Treaties with Denmark in 1826 ® renewed in 1857, 
the Treaty with Austria on 1829,° and other subsequent ones among 
them the Treaty of 1853 with the Argentine Republic. The applica- 
tion of the Treaty with Denmark gave rise to a judicial case, when in 
1875 the United States granted Hawaii exemption from duties on 
the introduction of sugar. The constitutionality of the tax imposed 
on sugar from Denmark having been questioned, invoking the Clause 
in its unconditional part, the Supreme Court declared: 

“Our conclusion is, that the treaty with Denmark does not bind the 
United States to extend to that country, without compensation, priv- 
ileges which they have conceded to the Hawaiian Islands in exchange 
for valuable concessions. On the contrary, the treaty provides that 

* Moore, Digest, vol. v, p. 278. 
@Tbid., p. 278. 
® Miller, Treaties, vol. 8, p. 239. 
“ Ibid., vol. 7, p. 519. . 
* Tbid., vol. 3, p. 507.
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like compensation shall be given for such special favors.” (Bartram 

v. Robertson, 122 U.S. 121). 

The Argentine Government has repeatedly shown itself in favor 

of the conditional interpretation given by the United States to the 

most-favored-nation clause. 

In 1891, during the negotiation of a convention of reciprocity be- 

tween the United States and the Argentine Republic, the then Min- 

ister for Foreign Affairs, Doctor Estanislao S. Zeballos, stated that : °° 

“Compensation is the universal rule to combine the customs inter- 

ests, and the countries which can not recompense the favors which 

they claim, are not justified in hindering the sovereign action of 

the others by invoking, on a gratuitous basis, the most-favored-nation 

clause.” 

Doctor Eduardo Costa, Minister for Foreign Affairs, expressed the 

same opinion in Congress when the commercial treaty with Italy was 

discussed in 1894, at which time he said : 

“Jurisprudence establishes that it (the clause) only extends to 

favors having no compensation; it may be claimed solely with regard 

to such concessions as do not involve an equal or a similar burden upon 

the nation to which they are granted. This is the doctrine which pre- 

vailed in the United States and that which the Argentine Government 

supports.” 

A declaration in the same sense was made in 1912 by the Minister 

for Foreign Affairs, Doctor Ernesto Bosch, during the negotiation of 

a commercial treaty with a European country, stating: 

“The Argentine Government is obliged to maintain its ideas owing 

to the onerous character of the most-favored-nation clause, it being 

understood that in so doing it does not restrict its broad meaning but 

that it simply defines its interpretation and its functions in accord- 
ance with equity.” 

These Argentine and North American antecedents and others which 

I do not enumerate in order not to make the present note too lengthy, 

strengthen the opinion of this chancellery to the effect that articles 

3 and 4 of the Treaty of Friendship, Commerce and Navigation of 

1853, in force between the United States and Argentina, do not justify 

a claim in favor of similar products of North America, without offer- 

ing an equivalent compensation, for the reductions granted to prod- 

ucts from Chile, France, Great Britain and Italy, as a consequence of 

the modus vivendi signed with Chile on November 12th, 1932. — 

At present, this Government is preparing a decree creating a quali- 

fied Commission to study commercial policy, and I can assure Your 

® See Argentine Republic, Memoria del Ministerio de Relaciones Hxteriores y 
Culto, 1891—92, pp. 391, 397. |
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Excellency that one of the first treaties to be studied will be that which 

ties us with the United States with whom we believe the day has come 

to make even closer our commercial relations for reciprocal benefit. 
Accept [etc. ] CARLOS SAAVEDRA LAMAS 

611.3581/126 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American Affairs 

(Wilson) 

[WasHIneron,] January 28, 1933. 

Dr. Espil, Ambassador of Argentina, came in and showed me a cable 

from his Government which stated that Ambassador Bliss, under in- 

structions from the Department, had pressed our point of view 

regarding the concessions of the Chilean modus viviendi which Argen- 

tina had extended to Great Britain, France and Italy. The cable said 

that a reply had been sent by the Foreign Office to Mr. Bliss stating 

that Argentina was unable to accept the point of view of the United 

States. (Telegram No. 14, January 26, 6 p. m., from Buenos Aires 
relates to this reply). The cable went on to say that the Argentine 
Government was alarmed at the possibility of “reprisals”; that the 

modus vivendi with Chile, which expires May 12, was being carefully 

studied in the Foreign Office, and that it was “probable” if it should 
be renewed it would be done with the omission of any features which 
could lead to a claim on the part of the United States. The cable told 
the Embassy to discuss the matter with us and again urge that we 
refrain from pressing our point of view. 

I read Espil the cable No. 14 of January 26 from Buenos Aires. He 
said that from the study he had made of the matter he felt that on a 
basis of treaty interpretation our position could not be justified, but 
that he quite frankly wanted to put the matter on another basis, that 
of the broad ground of relations between Argentina and the United 
States. He said there was no doubt but that the Argentine Foreign 
Minister had made a great mistake in negotiating the modus vivendi 
with Chile without having studied the matter carefully and realized 
the consequences which would flow from such action. The debate in 
the Argentine Senate on December 6 last had brought out that certain 
concessions granted Chile, such as lower duties on tomato paste, which 
were of no important value to Chile, had been of the greatest value to 
Italy, to which country had been extended the concessions given Chile, 
and that Italian tomato paste was being sold in Argentina at a price 
which was ruining the Argentine industry which manufactured that 

* Not printed. , a



| 708 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1938, VOLUME IV 

article. Espil said that the Argentine Foreign Office was setting up 
a commission to study commercial policies and that one of the first 
things they would take up would be a new treaty with the United States 
to improve commercial relations between the two countries on the 
basis of reciprocity. He said that it seemed to be understood that the 
new administration which will take office in this country on March 4 
will be prepared to consider reciprocity treaties. In view of the fore- 
going, he earnestly asked “as a favor to Argentina” that we should not 
press our position. To do so, he said, would cause the greatest embar- 
rassment to the Argentine Foreign Minister, In short, he asked us 
to help Saavedra Lamas to get out of the embarrassment which he had 
so injudiciously contrived for himself. 

I told Espil that he was now putting the matter on a different basis. 
So far as the legal position was concerned, we had just now received 
the summary of the Argentine reply. We had been trying to obtain 
a reply from Argentina for some time and we would now, in view of 
the numerous citations to American authorities given by Argentina, 
study the whole question most carefully. 

Before seeing Dr. Espil, I talked briefly by ‘phone with Mr. 
Flournoy ® and with Mr. Barnes,” who both expressed a certain doubt 
as to the position we had taken on this matter, and a desire to study 
the question thoroughly in the light of the Argentine reply. 

Epwin C. WILson 

685.6231/10 OO 

Lhe Ambassador in Argentina (Bliss) to the Secretary of State 

No. 1954 Burnos Armes, February 1, 1933. 

[Received February 13.] 

Sir: With reference to my previous reports regarding the repre- 
sentations made in an endeavor to obtain the extension to American 
products of the reductions conceded by Argentina in the commercial 
modus vivendi with Chile, I have the honor to forward herewith, for 
the very confidential information of the Department, a copy of an 
instruction sent in 1892 to the German Minister in Buenos Aires by 
his Government and other communications ” relative to the interpre- 
tation by the Governments of Germany and Argentina of the most- 
favored-nation clause as applied to Article 4 of the Treaty of 1857 
between those two countries. The Department will note from these 
communications that the Argentine Government at that time appeared 

* Richard W. Flournoy, Jr., assistant to the Legal Adviser of the Department 

On Chacles M. Barnes, Chief of the Treaty Division, Department of State. 
® Not printed.
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to be of the opinion that the Treaty of 1857 provided for unconditional 

most-favored-nation treatment as regards customs tariffs (Article 4). 

In this respect, I beg to call the Department’s attention to the state- 

ment in the penultimate line on page 5 of the copy of the note addressed 

me by the Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs ™ (transmitted in my 

despatch No. 1947 of January 27) in which he asserts that Article 4 

of our Treaty with Argentina of 1853 is unconditional, although in so 

asserting he adds that Article 3 is conditional and, being considered 

the “covering clause” of the following article, limits the application of 

Article 4 as though it were in phraseology conditional. 

I have learned from the German Chargé d’Affaires that the Minister 

for Foreign Affairs informed him that he expected, during the conver- 

sations with Dr. Cruchaga Tocornal at Mendoza on the modus vivendi, 

to eliminate from a new commercial agreement he hoped to effect all 

products included in the existing modus vivendi exported to Argentina 

by foreign countries. As reported in my said No. 1947, this same idea 

was given to me by Dr. Saavedra Lamas. The German Chargé 

d’A ffaires outlined also a suggestion made to him by the Minister for 

Foreign Affairs as a possible way of satisfying Germany’s claim for 

equal treatment with Chile, that the Minister would propose to Chile 

that all products in which Germany has an interest in exporting be 

eliminated from the new commercial agreement with Chile. The 

Chargé d’Affaires rejected this proposal on the grounds that it would 

not settle the principle involved in Germany’s claim and that he was 

of the opinion his Government would only consider a proposal involv- 

ing the inclusion in a trade agreement between Argentina and Chile of 

products peculiar to the latter country. 

The Chargé d’Affaires further said that in a recent interview with 

the Minister, he had shown him correspondence which demonstrated 

that in 1892 the Argentine Government had shared the point of view 

of the German Government regarding the unconditional character of 

Article 4 of the Treaty of 1857; that the Minister appeared momen- 

tarily embarrassed but had said he would examine the papers pre- 
sented by the Chargé d’Affaires and give him a definite answer 
whether or not the Argentine Government considered Article 4 as 
conferring unconditional most-favored-nation treatment. Since the 
German Legation had not requested a decision of this nature and since 
a categorical answer in the sense promised by the Minister might em- 
barrass the Minister, the Chargé d’Affaires was prepared, he said, for 
the evasive declaration made him by the Minister in a subsequent in- 
terview. 

I beg further to report that I showed to the Chargé d’Affaires Dr. 
Saavedra Lamas’ note to me of January 23 and he has requested a copy 

™ See first paragraph, penultimate sentence, p. 703.
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of it for the confidential information of his Government. Although 
I see no objection to giving him confidentially a copy of this note, I 
request the Department’s authorization by telegraph to do so.” It 
seems to me this would be advisable as an earnest of good will in ex- 
changing information regarding our respective representations on a 
similar subject. 

There is also enclosed herewith (in copy and translation) an edi- 
torial from La Nacion of January 21, which was omitted from my 
last despatch. Its comments on the treaty with Germany are not un- 
like some of those in Dr. Saavedra Lamas’ note to me of January 23 
when contending that Articles 3 and 4 of the Treaty with Germany 
of 1857 are exactly the same as Articles 3 and 4 of our Treaty of 1853. 

The same newspaper on January 5 commented on Argentina’s com- 
mercial policy in relation to the Chilean modus vivendi and claimed 
that Great Britain, France, Italy and Persia are the only countries 
whose treaties with Argentina embody the absolute most-favored- 
nation clause. It considers that there are very few articles of mer- 
chandise which that clause does not affect. The editorial refers to 
“monopolies” like coffee and yerba mate from Brazil, salt petre from 
Chile and, to a certain extent, cocoa from Bolivia and expresses the 
opinion that the supposed advantages which Chile was to have ob- 
tained from the modus vivendi have been lost because they were ex- 
tended to other countries beyond the Atlantic with whom Chile is 
unable to compete. 

Respectfully yours, Rosert Woops Buss 

625.38531/25a : Telegram 

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

WasHIncTON, February 14, 1933—5 p. m. 
11. An Associated Press despatch from Berlin dated February 13 

states that it has been officially announced that the difficulties between 
Germany and Argentina arising out of the Argentine-Chilean modus 
vivendi have been settled; that Argentina has modified the modus 
vivendi with Chile eliminating features which Germany regarded as 
discriminating against German trade; and that Argentina has agreed 
to include Germany “in the list of most-favored nations” as of Feb- 
ruary 9. 

Please inquire regarding the foregoing at Foreign Office and cable 
report. 

, STIMSON 

“ Permission to give the German Chargé in strict confidence a copy of the note 
was Not printed No. 14, February 21, 2 p. m. (611.3531/125).
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625.3531/26: Telegram 

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

Busnos Aires, February 15, 1983—6 p. m. 

[Received February 15—5: 46 p. m.] 

20. Department’s telegram No. 11, February 14, 5 p. m., and my 

despatches 1961 and 1966 of February 9 and 10." | 

Signature of Argentine President is still needed to give force to 

decree ™ based on exchange of notes between Argentina and Chile 

signed by Ministers of Foreign Affairs in Mendoza and recently 

published, which, pending consummation of definite commercial 

treaty, modifies the commercial modus vivendi of November 12 (see 

enclosure 1 to despatch No. 1865 of November 18) by suppressing 

therefrom the following articles: 

Onions, tomato paste, red pepper, malted barley, crushed oat seeds, 

hemp seed, undressed hemp, dried plums and apples in any container, 

canned or preserved fruit whether in natural juice or cooked (enagua) 

canned peas and asparagus raw or boiled, preserved oysters, sulphur 

whether unrefined, powdered or prepared according to Frasch or 

similar systems, industrial nitrate of soda, impure sulphate of copper, 

carbonate of copper, plaster of paris, common glue, tartaric acid; 

also chilled, preserved and salted meat beef and meat preserves. 

The elimination of these articles will give Germany practical satis- 

faction. I understand, however, that German Government will 

probably reaffirm its interpretation of most-favored-nation clause for 

duration of treaty of 1857, at the same time initiating negotiations 

for a new treaty. 
Buss 

625.3581/36 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Secretary of State 

No. 20738 Buenos Arrss, May 19, 1933. 
[Received May 29.] 

Sir: Referring to the Embassy’s despatch No. 2021 of March 31,” 

entitled “New Argentine-Chilean Commercial Treaty”, I have the 

honor to report that, a special Chilean mission having arrived in 

Buenos Aires, the modus vivendi which was originally signed on 

™ Despatches not printed. 
* By telegram No. 22, February 16, 6 p. m., the Ambassador informed the 

Department that “subsequent information indicates that decree was signed and 

took effect February 10th”. (625.3531/27) 

8 Signed February 2, 1933. 
™ Not printed.
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November 12, 1932 between the Argentine Republic and Chile, has been 
renewed, as modified on February 2, 1933, for the space of sixty days. 
It will be noted that this renewal is to permit the ratification of a 
new commercial treaty at present under study and of which it is 
hoped that the draft will be ready by the middle of next week. 

I am informed at the Foreign Office that considerable difficulty was 
encountered at one time by reason of the refusal of the Chilean Govern- 
ment to reduce the duty on Argentine flour. A special provision has 
been inserted in Article II, Clause B, covering this point. 

It will also be noted that in Article IT, fresh apples are eliminated 
from the rebates accorded under the modus vivendj. I enquired of 
the Under-Secretary as to the reason for the special mention of apples, 
but the only answer I received was to the effect that this was to protect 
Argentine production. If so, however, it will be seen that other 
fruits should also be mentioned, but possibly, the season for grapes 
being well advanced, apples may have been the principal consideration 
during the period in which the modus vivendz is to run. 

Respectfully yours, J.C. Wuite 

611.8531/120 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Argentina (White) 

No. 709 Wasuineton, May 238, 1933. 
Sir: The Department refers to your telegram No. 14 of January 

26, 1933, 6 p. m.,”* and to your despatch No. 1947 of J anuary 27, 1988. 
The Department has postponed its reply to these communications for 
the reason that the modifications reported to have been made in the 
Argentine-Chilean modus vivendi appear to have removed therefrom — 
the practical inconveniences to American exporting houses, and be- 
cause the Department was disposed to avoid, as far as possible, action 
which would discourage the Argentine Government in its policy of 
trade promotion with another country. 

The foregoing considerations, however, in no sense reduce the im- 
portance which the Department attaches to a correct interpretation 
of the most-favored-nation clause, Indeed, at the present moment, 
in view of possible developments in the commercial policy of the 
United States, the Department is more than ever anxious that the 
principles of equality of treatment, maintained through the most- 
favored-nation clause, shall be confirmed and established. 

You are requested, accordingly, to reply to the note of the Argentine 
Foreign Office, dated J anuary 23, 1933, and to seek orally to impress 
upon the Minister for Foreign Affairs the correctness of the position 
which the Department has taken in the case at issue. 

*® Not printed.
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With reference to the note of January 23, it must be observed that 

the point raised by this Government has not been met. The argu- 

ments of the Argentine Government are for the most part directed to 

the maintenance of the position that the most-favored-nation clause 

contained in Articles 3 and 4 of the treaty of 1853 is conditional and 

not unconditional. This is, of course, likewise the position of the 

American Government. The proposition maintained by this Gov- 

ernment is that the favors accorded by Argentina to Chile for a com- 

pensation were generalized to Great Britain, France, and Italy 

gratuitously; that as a consequence they must be accorded, without 

compensation, to the Uuited States under Article 3 of the treaty. It 

is of no concern, therefore, that the favors were granted to Chile on a 

reciprocal basis. 
The Government of Argentina, in overlooking this fundamental 

position, has advanced no argument in opposition to it. In impress- 

ing upon the Minister of Foreign Affairs the soundness of the Amer- 

ican contention you may avail yourself of the following discussion. 

In doing so you should stress the proposition that it is immaterial that 

the treaty between the United States and Argentina is of the condi- 

tional type. 
Under the facts in this case (the favor having been gratuitously 

conferred) no distinction lies between the conditional and the uncon- 

ditional most-favored-nation clause. It is the purpose of the most- 

favored-nation clause to ensure commercial equality and to level arti- 

ficial inequalities. Thus it has been stated by the Economic Com- 

mittee of the League of Nations (C.427.M.177.1931 ITB, p. 9)— 

“Tn the first place, it should be pointed out that the most-favoured- 
nation clause has two objects: (a) to secure to the country enjoying 
its benefits a total of the advantages represented by all the customs 
concessions and privileges granted to third countries and by all the 

concessions made by autonomous act and (0) to ensure absolute equal- 
ity of treatment by guaranteeing to all countries which enjoy its 

benefits equal terms in all matters covered by commercial treaties and, 

as a result, the free development of their economic aspects.” 

This government seeks no more than the benefit of the commercial 

advantages conceded to the European States and the guaranty of 

equality of treatment. | 

There can be no doubt but that the favors accorded Great Britain, 

France, and Italy were gratuitous, that they are enjoyed without 

compensation. Reciprocity was not contemplated. Secretary of 

State Bayard wrote in an instruction to Japan (5 Moore, Digest, 

273)— 

“ |. . concessions are only gratuitous (and so transferable) as to 

third parties when not based on reciprocity or mutually reserved inter- 
ests as between the contracting parties.”
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Further, it seems clear that the compensation contemplated by the 
conditional type of treaty must be of a special nature and that it must 
respond directly to the grant of favor. Thus, Secretary of State Hay 
stated (Yor. Fel., 1899, p. 301) — 

“If the compensatory privileges should be extended to any third 
nation, which has given no special compensation for them, it is evident 
that as to that nation the grant would be gratuitous, and, by the express 
provision of Article X XVI, ‘shall immediately become common to 
the other party, freely.’ ” 

The provisions of the conditional type of treaty contemplate, more- 
over, a particular and distinct reciprocity in each particular case. 
Thus, a favor can not be said to be in return for compensation simply 
because of the mutual obligations incurred by the parties in entering 
into the treaty. The Argentine Government can not maintain that 
the general obligations assumed by Great Britain, for example, in 
their treaty are compensation for the present grant of favor. 

It follows, in the present case, that the grant of favor must be con- 
sidered gratuitous because: no equivalent was required by Argentina; 
there was no special compensation relating directly to the grant in 
issue; the provisions of conditional treaties contemplate a particular 
and distinct reciprocity, not present in this case. 

This conclusion finds further support in general statements and 
precedents. In his work entitled “La Clause de la Nation la plus 
Favorisée”, Ried! has stated, p. 49 [p. 7]— | 

“La clause conditionelle de la nation la plus favorisée a dominé la 
politique commerciale des Etats-Unis avant la guerre et a également 
passé, en grande partie, dans les traités des Etats de l’Amérique du 
Sud et de l’Amérique centrale. En raison de son imprécision qui a 
encore été accrue par l’obscurité de la formule employée, le sens et 
Vinterprétation de la clause ont donné lieu & un grand nombre de diver- 
gences d’opinions et de différends. De toute maniére, la clause entrai- 
nait de sérieux désavantages pour les Etats qui, ayant accordé le traite- 
ment conditionnel de la nation la plus favorisée & l’Amérique, concluai- 
ent avec des Etats d’Europe des traités renfermant la clause incondi- 
tionnelle de Ja nation la plus favorisée. En effet, tout avantage que 
ces Etats étaient tenus d’accorder & un autre pays quelconque en vertu 
de la clause inconditionnelle de la nation la plus favorisée, était ainsi 
consenti sans compensation, du moins dans le cas visé; en conséquence, 
cet avantage n’était plus susceptible de motiver une demande de com- 
pensation vis-a-vis des Etats-Unis qui ne concluaient que de traités 
comportant la clause conditionnelle de la nation la plus favorisée, 
e’est-A-dire des ‘traités de réciprocité’.” | - 

" Translation: 7 | - | | 
“The conditional most-favored-nation clause dominated the commercial policy 

of the United States before the war and has likewise gone, to a great extent, 
into the treaties of the South American and Central American States. - By reason 
of its indefiniteness, which has further been increased by the obscurity of the 
formula employed, the sense and the interpretation of the clause have given rise
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Hornbeck (The Most-Favored-Nation Clause—3 Am. Jour. Int. 
Law, 1909, 395, 619, 797, at 822), states— 

“One of the first impulses among those European nations which in 
recent years have felt themselves suffering on account of the interpre- 
tation placed upon the clause by the United States, was to accept the 
American interpretation in their dealings with the United States, 
while retaining the European usage in their dealings with their nearer 
neighbors. This, however, was impossible, for if they first use the 
American interpretation in dealing with European states, then follow 
the American interpretation in dealing with the United States, they 
have to give the latter all the advantages which they give ‘freely’ to 
other Europeans, and therefore their [szc] neither save themselves, nor 
do they retaliate on the United States. To illustrate: the German 
treaties concluded between 1903 and 1906 with the central European 
states were based on reciprocity, with mutual concessions, but later 
Germany, in fulfilling her favored-nation obligations, extended the 
conventional rates made up from these concessions, to Great Britain, 
France, and other states ‘freely’.” 

In 1850 the United States entered into a treaty with Switzerland.®° 
This treaty was later held to be of the unconditional type and consti- 
tuted one of the few exceptions, until recent years, to the accepted 
American practice of executing only treaties of the conditional form. 
In 1898 Switzerland claimed the benefits of a reciprocity agreement 
between the United States and France. The soundness of the Swiss 
position was admitted by this government. Claims were preferred 
by other governments. The treaty was promptly denounced. Al- 
though the exact position of the various governments involved is hard 
to ascertain, it seems clear that the treaty would not have been de- 
nounced if this government had not felt itself to be under the neces- 
sity of yielding to countries having conditional treaties the concessions 
freely granted to Switzerland under the treaty of 1850. (See 5 Moore, 
Digest, 283; Reciprocity and Commercial Treaties—U. 8S. Tariff Com- 
mission—pp. 41, 208, 429; For. Rel. 1899, p. 748.) 

The commercial relations between the United States and Germany, 
around the turn of the century, gave rise to similar issues. This gov- 
ernment did not take full advantage of its treaty rights but the follow- 
ing quotation from Leciprocity and Commercial Treaties (p. 425) 
indicates the legal position which could be properly maintained. 

to many differences of opinions and disputes. At any rate, the clause involved 
serious disadvantages for the States which, having accorded the conditional most- 
favored-nation treatment to the United States, concluded with Huropean States 
treaties containing the unconditional most-favored-nation clause. In fact, any 
advantage that these States were obliged to accord to any other country by virtue 
of the unconditional most-favored-nation clause was thus consented to without 
compensation, at least in the case under reference: consequently, that advantage 
eould no longer justify a request for compensation from the United States which 
concluded only treaties bearing the conditional most-favored-nation clause, that 
is, ‘treaties of reciprocity’.” 

° Miller, Treaties, vol. 5, p. 845.
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“During the years 1891, 1892, and 1893, Germany concluded with 
European countries a series of bargaining treaties which became known 
generally as the ‘Caprivi treaties’* If the United States—Prussia 
treaty of 1828 was still in force, the concessions granted by Germany 
in these new treaties to a number of the important countries of Europe 
should have been extended immediately to the United States. This 
was true no matter which interpretation of the most-favored-nation 
clause Germany chose to apply. Under the unconditional interpreta- 
tion there could be no question: the United States would be entitled to 
any concessions granted to any other country under any circumstances 
whatsoever. Under the conditional interpretation, if Germany chose 
to apply that in dealing with the United States, the following con- 
siderations were applicable in support of the claim that the United 
States was entitled to the benefit of the concession. Germany had 
undertaken, by the Frankfurt treaty,® to extend to France immediately 
and unconditionally all concessions which she made to England, Bel- 
gium, Holland, Switzerland, Austria, and Russia. With or without 
compensation, it may be argued either way, Germany did so extend 
to France the concessions which she made to those countries. Further, 
Germany generalized her concessions in favor of European countries, 
among them Great Britain, even though on the part of Great Britain 
there was no giving of concessions in return by way of compensation. 
Hence, in Germany’s most-favored-nation treatment either of France 
or of Great Britain, or of both, there was a ‘free’ granting of favors 
without compensation. It would follow that even under the condi- 
tional interpretation of the most-favored-nation pledge the United 
States was entitled to the concessions—which Germany generalized in 
Europe—of the Caprivi treaties.” 

The translation of the note accompanying the Embassy’s despatch 
of January 27, 1933, contains the following passage: 

“... I must inform Your Excellency that this Chancellery regrets 
that it does not share the opinion expressed in the note of December 
10th last, to which I am now replying, in which the same gratuitous 
extension of the reduction which was granted to the products of 
France, Great Britain and Italy by virtue of the modus vivendi with 
Chile is requested for products of the United States: the most- 
favored-nation clause cannot produce that effect; it establishes a 
relation between three entities, that is, between two contracting Pow- 
ers and a third State; any commercial or tariff favor or advantage 
granted by one of the contracting Powers to the third State may be 
claimed by the other contracting State, gratuitously or conditionally, 
according to the form applied to the clause; but the treatment of the 

* The Caprivi treaties : treaties signed December 6, 1891, with Austria-Hungary, 
Belgium, and Italy, British and Foreign State Papers, vol. LXxx1u, pp. 47, 169, and 
259; treaty signed December 10, 1891, with Switzerland, ibid., p. 548; treaty 
signed August 21, 1892, with Serbia, ibid., vol. LxxxvI, p. 577; treaty signed Octo- 
ber 21, 1893, with Rumania, ibid., vol. Lxxxvul, p. 977; the treaty negotiated with 
Spain in 1892 was ratified by the German Reichstag but proved unacceptable to 
the Spanish Cortes. 

®@ Miller, Treaties, vol. 3, p. 427. 
* Signed May 10, 1871, between France and Germany, De Clercq, Recueil des 

Traités, tome x, p. 472.
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most favored nation is limited to those three entities, and not to the 
immediate consequences resulting from the co-existence of other 
treaties signed with other powers. Were such an interpretation ad- 
mitted, negotiations would be impossible and the immediate object 
sought in contracting the most-favored-nation clause would be ex- 
ceeded. For these reasons, it is not possible for this Chancellery to 
accord to the products of the United States Gratunous'y the reduc- 
tions granted to similar products of France, Great Britain and Italy. 
Any claim must be in connection with privileges granted to Chile.” 

In the view of the Department this position is unsound. Not only 
is it opposed to the practice of nations, as shown by the quotations set 
out above, but also to the express language of the treaty itself. Article 
III expressly declares that the parties agree that any favor which 
either of them may grant to any other nation shall extend to the other 
party. There is no suggestion that such extension must be by treaty, 
whether a treaty of reciprocity or otherwise. It applies to the fact, 
not the manner, of extension. There is no question but that as a fact 
Argentina accorded certain favors to Chile and extended them to 
France, Great Britain, and Italy. It is difficult to read the language 
of Article IIT of the treaty of 1853 in any other way than as requiring 
such extension also to the United States, gratuitously if extended 
gratuitously to another country. The favors to Chile were extended 
for equivalent compensation, those to the other countries without com- 
pensation. But if extended to any country without compensation, the 
extension to the United States must be without compensation. 

The expression “identity of cases and circumstances” in Article IIT 
appears to be fulfilled in the present case in view of the fact that the 
same varieties of goods from the United States are the ones competing 
with the goods from Europe to which the favors in question have been 
gratuitously extended by the Argentine Government. 

With reference to the suggestion in the note of the Argentine Gov- 
ernment of the fact that the treaty with Chile is a treaty with a border- 
ing country, it should be observed that this exception to the most- 
favored-nation clause is not to be read into a treaty, but is applicable 
only if the treaty in question expressly states that it is to be regarded 
as an exception to the most-favored-nation clause. This Government 
has uniformly included in its treaties and agreements with other 
countries during recent years a specially stated exception in favor of 
its commerce with Cuba and also in favor of its commerce with its own 
dependencies. Further, in maintaining this position the Argentine 

_ Government again overlooks the true basis of the present claim for 
favor. This Government does not ask for the favors extended to 
Chile; it claims the benefit of the favors freely and gratuitously con- 
ferred on Great Britain, France, and Italy. 

738036—50-——51
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The Department is interested in continuing to receive full informa- 
tion with reference to the Argentine Commission created to study com- 
mercial relations, to which you refer in the last paragraph of your 
telegram under acknowledgment. It is the hope of the Department 
that no position will be taken by this Commission which might con- 
flict with a possible reciprocity agreement with the United States in 
conjunction with an agreement under the terms of which each party 
would promise to accord to the other unconditional most-favored- 
nation treatment. The policy of reducing import duties by reciprocal 
agreement has, as you know, customarily been carried on upon the 
basis of obligation to generalize the lowered duties. Although the 
practice of exclusive reciprocity agreements has in the past made some 
headway in the Western Hemisphere, the requirements of the present 
complex economic situation can, it is believed, be met only by a con- 
tinuation of a policy that is based fundamentally upon the principle 
of equality. 

While you are not requested at the present time to discuss the fore- 
going questions of policy with the Argentine Government, you are 
authorized, in your discretion, on favorable opportunity, to mention 
them as constituting the principle upon which your Government may 
be in a position to negotiate with the Government of Argentina. 

Very truly yours, Corvett Huu 

625.3531/38 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Secretary of State 

No. 2087 Bournos Arres, May 31, 1933. 
[Received June 12. | 

Sir: I have the honor to enclose herewith a notice from the Buenos 
Aires Herald of May 30 * in regard to the signature of the preliminary 
draft of the Argentine-Chilean commercial treaty. 

The clauses concerning favored treatment for merchandise of the 
two countries have been settled, but publicity has been withheld pend- 
ing the signature of the whole treaty. 
Asa result of a conversation which I held with my Chilean colleague 

and of a similar conversation between Dr. Dye ® and a member of the 
Argentine Tariff Board, the following would appear to be the 
situation : : | 

Chilean timber entering Argentina is to pay various differing rates 
of duty. Some of it when cut into logs (rollizos) and beams (vigas) 
I understand will be exempt to the extent of 50 per cent. There are 

** Not reprinted. 
* Alexander V. Dye, Commercial Attaché in Argentina, |
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specifications as to types of wood, as for instance, raul, some of which 
will obtain a 28 per cent. reduction and others a 35 per cent. reduction. 

Fresh fruit is not included among the articles subject to reduction. 
Likewise, I understand prunes are not included. Dried peaches from 
Chile will obtain a 35 per cent. reduction; garlic 28 per cent. or a 35 
per cent. Chilean lobsters will enter free. Other fresh seafood will 
obtain a reduction of 28 per cent. or 35 per cent. 

Chilean nitrate will obtain favored treatment but not copper. 
The foregoing, being based on conversations, is somewhat lacking 

in precision and is of no use for publication, the more so as it was 
communicated in strict confidence. It will, however, serve to show 
that the Argentine Government has been very careful to avoid the 
question of the most-favored-nation clause, such as occurred in the 
first Chilean modus vivendi. I understand that the Chileans are not 
very satisfied with what they have obtained and were particularly 
annoyed with the uncompromising attitude displayed during the 
negotiations by Sefior Pifiedo, the head of the Argentine Customhouse. 

Respectfully yours, J.C. WHITE 

611.3531/139 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Secretary of State 

No. 2101 Buenos Arss, June 9, 1933. 
[Received June 19.] 

Sir: Referring to the Department’s Instruction No. 709 of May 28, 
setting forth the Department’s views in regard to the Argentine claim 
that the unconditional most-favored-nation clause of the United 
States-Argentine treaty of 1853 did not apply in regard to reductions 

in the Chilean modus vivendi extended to Great Britain, France and 

Italy, I have the honor to enclose herewith the copies of the text of a 

note sent to the Minister of Foreign Affairs * which is based upon the 

Department’s Instruction and is in great part a quotation of the same. 

In the course of my interview with the Minister for Foreign Affairs 

referred to in despatch No. 2100, the latter stated that he understood 

from Dr. Le Breton ® that the United States, if they failed to obtain 

a general adoption of the most-favored-nation clause at the Economic 

Conference, would be obliged to abandon this and make reciprocity 

treaties. I told him that it was my understanding that for the present 

my Government favored reciprocity treaties but with the uncondi- 

tional most-favored-nation clause. He replied that he was quite sure 

that the unconditional most-favored-nation clause would not work. He 

8 Not printed. 
* Post, p. 740. 
®&Tomdis A. Le Breton, Head of the Argentine Delegation to the London 

Monetary and Economic Conference; Argentine Ambassador in France.
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asked me whether I was authorized to enter into negotiations for a 
commercial treaty with him. ‘This I think he said more to express 
his desire to do so than with any idea that I might have the instructions. 

As for the attitude of the Argentine commission to study inter- 
national relations, Dr. Dye tells me that in the course of his conver- 
sations with a member of that body, he gathers that nothing will be 
done about the most-favored-nation clauses until after the Economic 
Conference. 

Respectfully yours, J.C. Warts 

625.8531 /47 

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

No. 37 Burnos Ares, October 6, 1933. 
[Received October 16. ] 

Sm: With reference to Mr. White’s despatch No. 2208 of August 
25, 1933,°° in which he made reference to the commercial treaty be- 
tween Argentina and Chile,* I have the honor to report that the Senate 
on September 29 sanctioned the treaty already passed by the Chamber 
of Deputies. 

The Department is already in possession of a translation of the 
treaty which accompanied despatch No. 1486 of June 21, 1933 from 
the Embassy at Santiago, Chile. For the original text the Depart- 
ment is referred to the Diario de Sesiones of the Senate, September 
29, 1933, Forty-eighth Reunion, continuation of the Thirtieth Ordinary 
Session, pages 1694-1697. 

As the treaty had already been approved by both Chambers of the 
Chilean Congress, it only remains for the final ratifications to be ex- 
changed in Santiago, Chile, in accordance with Article 14 thereof. 

It is to be presumed that the exchange of ratifications will not be 
unduly delayed, in order to enable Argentina and Chile to avail them- 
selves, as soon as possible, of such benefits as the treaty confers. 

Respectfully yours, ALEXANDER W. WEDDELL 

635.4181/151 : Telegram 

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

Busnos Arrss, November 7, 1983—11 a. m. 
| [Received 12:05 p. m.] 

102. Argentine Government yesterday afternoon issued decree pub- 
lished this morning providing that “valuation duties and other pro- 

” See pp. 642 ff. 
© Not printed. 
* Signed at Buenos Aires, June 8, 1933. The treaty was promulgated on 

October 4, 1983, as Law No. 11753. For text of the treaty, see British and 
Foreign State Papers, vol. cxxxv1, p. 554. .
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visions contained in” Roca agreement and its annexes shall apply to 
the merchandise enumerated therein “whatever its source of origin.” *? 

A second decree declares that the reduction and facilities accorded 
to Chilean merchandise under the recent treaty “shall be recognized 
in favor of the same goods when they have been produced in the 
United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, Italy or 
France.” 

In this connection I refer to White’s despatch No. 2201 [2201] of 
June 9, 1933, transmitting copy of note to Foreign Office regarding 
correct interpretation of the most-favored-nation clause to which Em- 
bassy has received no reply. 

| WEDDELL 

635.4131/158 

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

No. 90 Buenos Arres, November 10, 1933. 
[Received November 20. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to enclose for the Department’s information 
a copy of a letter received from the Argentine Minister for Foreign 
Affairs, dated November 8, 19338, together with a translation thereof, 
in which the Minister for Foreign Affairs makes known that the 
provisions of the commercial agreement between the Argentine Repub- 
lic and Great Britain are extended to merchandise enumerated in the 
annexes to the agreement without regard to the country of origin, etc. 
The Minister adds that despite the foregoing, his Government main- 
tains its previously expressed interpretation that the most-favored- 
nation clause existing in our Treaty of 1853 with Argentina is of a 
conditional character, adding that “This generalization is made while 
awaiting a new commercial agreement which may be of such great 

benefit to our reciprocal interests.” 
Perhaps this note may be considered as an acknowledgment of the 

Embassy’s note of June 9, 1933, to which hitherto no reply has been 
made. | 

Respectfully yours, ALEXANDER W. WEDDELL 

[Enclosure—Translation ] 

The Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs (Saavedra Lamas) to the 
American Ambassador (Weddell) 

Buenos Ares, November 8, 1933. 

Mr. Ampassapor: I have the honor to inform Your Excellency that 
the Commercial Agreement between the Argentine Republic and the 

’ For correspondence concerning the Anglo-Argentine (Roca) Agreement, see 
pp. 722 ff.
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United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland, approved 
by the Honorable Congress by law 11823, has been extended in its 
effects by decree issued on the 6th inst., to merchandise enumerated 
in the annexes of the Agreement, whatever the country of origin be. 

I therefore take pleasure in communicating to Your Excellency 
that the same rates of appraisal, duties and other provisions con- 
tained in the Anglo-Argentine Agreement, will be extended to similar 
goods imported from the United States, in spite of the fact that this 
Government maintains its interpretation in the sense that the most- 
favored-nation clause stipulated in the Treaty of Friendship, Com- 
merce and Navigation of July 27, 1853, which binds us to the country 
Your Excellency represents, is of a conditional character. This 
generalization is made while awaiting a new commercial agreement 
which may be of such great benefit to our reciprocal interests. 

I renew [etc. | CarLos SAAVEDRA LAMAS 

REPRESENTATIONS REGARDING THE EXCHANGE PROVISIONS OF 

THE ANGLO-ARGENTINE (ROCA) AGREEMENT OF MAY 1, 1933, AND 

ARGENTINE EXCHANGE REGULATIONS 

835.51/897 : Telegram 

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

Buenos Arrss, March 31, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received 7:50 p. m.] 

29. I have just learned from reliable source that, whereas percentage 
of exchange (presumably as between 20 and 33 percent) to be reserved 
for British interests in Roca Mission * negotiations is still in dispute, 
it has been settled that when agreement reached there should be a 
20-year loan of 10,000,000 sterling at 4 percent interest without amorti- 
zation in first [5] years. The proceeds would become available in 
England to holders of blocked pesos which at this end would be 
applied to reducing Argentine Government internal floating debt now 
bearing higher rate of interest. My informant was of opinion that 
American interests in this country would be well advised from their 
point of view to take similar action, as British agreement will place 
them at a disadvantage. 

IT am further informed that Ministry of Finance has at last admit- 
ted, albeit in confidence, that amortization payment on national ex- 
ternal debt may have to be suspended. 

Bu iss 

* The mission headed by Dr. Julio M. Roca, the Vice President of Argentina, 
departed from Argentina on January 12, 1933, to “return the visit of the Prince 
of Wales and to converse with the Government of Great Britain regarding the 
commercial relations between the two countries.” (641.38515/15) |
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835.51/897 : Telegram 

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

Wasuineton, April 1, 1933—3 p. m. 
18. Your 29, March 31,5 p.m. Department desires to obtain your 

views as to whether there is any possibility that the amount of British 
held pesos thus released would exceed the amount of the loan. 

Last sentence, first paragraph. Why would American interests 
be placed at a disadvantage by this loan ? 

Hot 

835.51/899 : Telegram 

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

Buenos Arres, April 4, 1933—7 p. m. 
[Received 7:55 p. m.] 

30. My 29, March 31,5 p.m. Your 18, April 1,3 p.m. It should 
be borne in mind that opinion here is not unanimous that Roca Mis- 
sion will not be able to reach agreement. The amount of the loan 
and period of repayment also appear to be subject to modification. 

Estimates of arrears of British blocked pesos vary from 180 to 
150 million paper pesos. The object of the loan is to cover these ar- 
rears. How exactly this result will be achieved remains to be seen 
if and when settlement reached. 

Moreover, it is not this phase of operation that would be prejudicial 
to us but the projected allotment for the future of a fixed percentage 
of exchange for British interests when the total amount available 
this year is so far, and is expected to continue to be, considerably less 
than last year. One effect of this would be that the exchange needs of 
the British importers would be far more nearly met than those of 
their competitors. 

In connection with the granting of foreign exchange to United 
States interests, informed that reports of disposition on the part 
of the United States to negotiate reciprocity treaties are having 
beneficial effect. | 

Buiss 

835.51/903 

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

No. 2027 Buenos Arres, April 7, 1933. 
| [Received April 17.] 

Sir: Referring to my telegrams No. 29 of March 31, 5:00 p. m, 
and No. 30 of April 4, 7:00 p. m., and to the Department’s No. 18 of
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April 1, 3:00 p. m., I have the honor to report that the information 
conveyed in the first named communication was given me by an emi- 
nently responsible person who had just had an interview with the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs, in the course of which the statements in 
regard to the British loan were made. As indicated, however, in the 
telegram, the issue of this loan depended upon the settlement of the 
percentage of exchange to be allotted to British interests. This point 
has not been settled and most recent reports indicate that the pros- 
pects for an agreement are not good. Yesterday it was reported that 
the Prince of Wales was intervening in the negotiations; today that 

the Argentine Government has sent its final instructions. 
As to the sterling loan, later reports indicate that it might be for 

twenty-six years instead of for twenty years as telegraphed. Pre- 
sumably there would be no amortization payment for the first five 
years. The working of the loan, if it is made, would be somewhat as 
follows. The bankers in London would create a sterling credit for 
the Argentine Government, and the latter would issue four percent 
sterling bonds which would be given to holders of the blocked pesos 
owned by British interests. The pesos thus received by the Argentine _ 
Government would be applied by it to pay off some of its internal float- 
ing debt which at present pays a higher interest than four percent. 

The holders of the blocked pesos could take their sterling bonds and 
discount them with English banks. In this way it is supposed that 
the problem of finding a market for the ten million pound loan would 
be overcome. Such an arrangement, however, represents a gamble in 
exchange for the Argentine. If sterling appreciates quicker than 
pesos, this country will be the loser. 

I have heard the fear expressed in responsible quarters that were a 
similar arrangement attempted in the United States it would be more 
difficult to reach an agreement, as it is doubtful if the American con- 
cerns would so readily take further Argentine bonds. 

In connection with the Roca Mission negotiations, Za Prensa of 
April 2 contained a special despatch to it from London of the previous 
day to the effect that the British millers were opposed to an Argentine 
proposal for grading wheat, although they were disposed to cooperate 
in the establishment of a freer market, such as would free the Argen- 
tine from the dominion of the few big export houses, but that this 
should be done in a cautious manner. One English proposition to this 

_ effect is stated to have been that an Anglo-Argentine wheat exporting 
company should be created with a capital of £1,000,000 sterling, sub- 
scribed one-half by the Argentine Government, and the rest by the 
British millers. The Argentine idea appeared to be that a system of 
wheat certificates would be the best solution. 

Respectfully yours, Rosert Woops Briss
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P. S. Though relatively little has been said as to this aspect of the 
situation, I learn from a source that should be well informed that the 
British demands in connection with customs tariff reductions would 
cost the Treasury here some 14,000,000 pesos a year. In return the 
British could give nothing but promises not to place the products of 
this country in a less advantageous position than at present. 

835.51/899 : Telegram 

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

Wasuincton, April 7, 1933—5 p. m. 

19. Your 30, April 4, 7 p. m., and your despatches 2001 and 2007. 
Do you believe that the proposed allotment of 33% of all available 
exchange to Great Britain represents a fair proportion for that coun- 
try taking into consideration (a) Argentina’s purchases of British 
goods, (6) remittances to Great Britain of income from investments, 
et cetera, and (c) frozen credits? 
Would the 33 percent include the service of the proposed loan of 

10,000,000 pounds? 

What percentage of exchange should be allotted to the United States 
if placed on a similar basis? 

If this allotment is granted to the British do you consider it advis- 
able to ask for an allotment for the United States, as set forth in the 
preceding paragraph? 

Hou 

835.51/900 : Telegram 

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

Buenos Azres, April 11, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received 6:11 p. m.]| 

82. Your 19, April 7, 5 p.m. British imports into Argentine for 
the years 1926 to 1930 inclusive (the latest years for which figures 
available for comparison) represent less than 22 percent of the total. 
There has not, however, been any notion here of basing exchange on 

imports. 
An allotment of 34 to 35 percent to British interests would corre- 

spond to percentage of British imports from Argentine according to 
provisional official figures for the year 1932. It has been impossible to 

obtain reliable estimate amount of remittances from British invest- 
ments. Same reliable sources of information on which amount of 
British blocked pesos based now consider 120 to 1380 millions likely 

* Despatches Nos. 2001 and 2007 not printed.
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figure. Impossible ascertain accurate estimate. Not enough known 
of terms of proposed loan to say whether British exchange allotment 
would cover its interest service, but probably it would charge no 
amortization for several years. 

If percentage of exports were taken as criterion for allotment of 
exchange according to national interests then on the basis of 1932 
figures above referred to United States would come after Holland, 
Belgium, France, Germany and Italy with 3.4 percent. While it is 
reported that Control Commission increasingly favors awarding ex- 
change in amounts corresponding to exports, there is also possibility 
that Argentine Government is disposed to make special reservations 
with British with a view to facilitation payment of its dollar debt 
service. 

American banking interests here consulted since sending my number 
29, March 380 [37], 5 p. m., express doubt American firms would accept 
Joan arrangement similar to suggested British one to release American 
held pesos as long as existing Argentine bonds are quoted in United 
States far below par. Possibly some different arrangement might 
subsequently be worked out but it is unlikely that any proposition 
would be given serious consideration by this Government until Lon- 
don negotiations terminate. 

| Buiss 

835.51/905 : Telegram 

Lhe Ambassador in Argentina (Bliss) to the Secretary of State 

Buenos Arrss, April 21, 1983—10 a. m. 
[Received 11:50 a. m.] 

34. My telegram No. 29, March 31, 5 p. m., and subsequent reports. 
Minister for Foreign Affairs confirms that full powers telegraphed 
Roca to effect final arrangement and sign agreement the exact terms 
of which will be left to his judgment. If press reports are correct 
question of future exchange is likely to be settled by granting permits 
in proportion to the value of British purchases from Argentina for 
next 3 years. 

Buiss 

635.41381/81 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) to the Secretary of State 

Lonpon, May 2, 1933—noon. 
[Received May 2—8: 35 a. m.] 

93. Embassy’s 81, April 28 [278], 5 p. m.*° Anglo-Argentine trade 
agreement signed yesterday. Text will be forwarded immediately 

* Not printed.
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available * but press correspondents understand this will not be until 
after Washington-Argentine discussions are completed. I am told 

details of agreement are substantially as follows: Government secures 
a loan of 10,000,000 pounds in London for the purpose of releasing 
British frozen credit deposits in the Argentine. Argentine duties on 
large number of items to be reduced with certain changes in the cus- 
toms classifications designed to benefit British exports especially tex- 
tiles, motor vehicles and agricultural machinery. British Govern- 
ment guarantees to the Argentine Government up to 15% of frozen 
beef quota. This 15% can be allocated only to state and municipally 
owned slaughterhouses. Argentine Government is at present availing 
itself of only 316%. 

This morning’s press announces that Government has invited Japa- 
nese Government to send a delegation to discuss British Empire trade 
with Japan. It is also reported that the agreements with Norway 
and Sweden will be signed within the next 10 days ” and preliminary 
arrangements for trade negotiations with Finland are under way.” 

ATHERTON 

611.8531/134 

Press Release Issued by the Department of State, May 4, 1933 

The representatives of the Argentine *® and the Government of the 
United States had an extensive exchange of views on the questions of 
commercial policy scheduled for discussion at the Economic Confer- 
ence, and upon the relation of the proposed British-Argentine treaty 
to those questions and to the trade between Argentina and the United 
States. 

635.4181/84a : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Great Britain (Atherton) 

Wasuineton, May 5, 1933—9 p. m. 
96. For Norman Davis. As Under Secretary Phillips just ex- 

plained to you over the telephone: 

“It seems to the Government necessary that it take note of the terms 
of the treaty now in process of negotiation between the British Gov- 
ernment and the Government of the Argentine Republic, because of 

* The text was transmitted in despatch No. 853, May 5 (not printed) ; for text 
of agreement, see League of Nations Treaty Series, vol. Cxxi1I, p. 67. 

” For texts of the treaties, signed May 15, 1983, see League of Nations Treaty 
Series, vol. cxLv, p. 187, and vol. cxt, p. 317. 

** For text of the treaty signed September 29, 1933, see ibid., vol. cxLIx, p. 167. 
”i.e., the representatives of Argentina attending the conversations at Washing- 

ton preliminary to the London Monetary and Economic Conference; see vol. 1, 

PE Ameriean representative on the Organizing Committee for the Monetary and 
Economic Conference.
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its bearing on the Economic Conference program and upon American 
trade. 

The Department has discussed with the Argentine representatives 
now in Washington the possible significance of the terms of the treaty, 
particularly in regard to (a) the operation of the foreign exchange 
rationing arrangements and (0) the ultimate effect on American trade 
of the contemplated tariff changes. 

The American Government realizes that the British Government 
may, in the light of the plans for the Conference and the conversations 
that have taken place here, wish to hold the final conclusion of this 
treaty in abeyance pending the outcome of the Economic Conference. 
Still, in accordance with the spirit of candor in which our recent con- 
versations with the Prime Minister were carried on, this Government 
desires to express the judgment that the proposed treaty, certainly 
as a consequence of the exchange arrangements which are laid down 
and possibly as a consequence of its tariff features, contains elements 
of discrimination in favor of British trade which are inconsistent with 
the aims of world cooperation which alone can give meaning to the 
Economic Conference and to the preliminary conversations in which 
the American Government is engaged.” 

The Department leaves to your judgment the decision as how this 

view is to be brought before the British Government and in what form, 
and leaves further to your judgment the question of the exact language 
which had best be employed. | 

It realizes the importance of acting in such a way as to strengthen 
MacDonald’s position and not weaken it. 

The Department feels very strongly that some action should be 
taken to present this point of view clearly because if this treaty is com- 
pleted without a clear indication of our position it may easily lead to 
a succession of other treaties between other nations which will render 
the idea of a tariff truce illusory and give rise to so much criticism as 
to defeat the other objects of the Conference. 

Hoy 

635.4131/82 : Telegram 

The Secretary of State to the Chargé in Argentina (White) 

WasHINGTON, May 5, 1938—7 p. m. 
24, In examining article 2, clause 1, of Anglo-Argentine agreement,® 

°'The text of article 2, clause 1, is as follows: 

‘“‘Whenever any system of exchange control is in operation in Argentina, the 
conditions under which foreign currency shall be made available in any year 
shall be such as to secure that there shall be available, for the purpose of meeting 
applications for current remittances from Argentina to the United Kingdom, 
the full amount of sterling exchange arising from the sale of Argentine products 
in the United Kingdom after deduction of a reasonable sum annually towards 
the payment of the service of the Argentine public external debts (national, 
provincial and municipal) payable in countries other than the United Kingdom.” 
(635.4131/87)
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Department has reached following tentative statement of amounts of 
exchange affected: 
Assuming exchange available in 1933 as 870,000,000 paper pesos, the 

“full amount of sterling exchange arising from the sale of Argentine 
products to the United Kingdom” will be about 300,000,000 paper 
pesos. From this there may be a deduction of a reasonable sum an- 
nually toward payment on service of Argentine public external debts 
in countries other than the United Kingdom. The total of the latter 
charges we estimate as 100,000,000 paper pesos, taking public debt 
charges payable in United Kingdom as about 80,000,000 more. The 
300,000,000 pesos less a reasonable part of the 100,000,000 service 
charges payable outside the United Kingdom “shall be available for 
the purpose of meeting applicants for current remittances from Ar- 
gentina to the United Kingdom.” 

1932 requirements for current remittances to the United Kingdom 
are estimated as 180,000,000 pesos for imports into Argentina, nearly 
160,000,000 for account of public utility companies, and 20,000,000 for 

_ shipping companies. 
Apparently agreement would not insure current transfers without 

further freezing of British accounts, which agreement was designed 
to obviate. 

Telegraph verification or criticism of these estimates with such 
appropriate comment as you may desire to make. 

Hou 

635.4131/86 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Secretary of State 

Buenos Arrss, May 10, 1933—6 p. m. 
[Received 6: 44 p. m.] 

40. Your 24, May 6 [5], 7 p. m. Before submitting telegraphic 
criticism of Department’s figures would like to collect estimates from 

further sources. Am forwarding figures so far available by air-mail 
pouch this week. 

Consider it as most unlikely that provisions of article 2, clause 1, of 
Roca Agreement will meet British exchange requirements. 

These, I hear, Argentine authorities propose to honor in the follow- 
ing order of precedence: 

1st. Argentine Government sterling debts. 
2nd. Merchandise payments, 
8rd. Debenture interest. 
4th, Private remittances. 
5th. Dividends. 

| WHITE
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635.4131/95 | 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Secretary of State 

No. 2063 Buenos Arres, May 12, 1933. 
[Received May 22. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s telegram No. 24 
of May 5, 7 P. M. in regard to the application and effect of Article 
II, Clause I, of the Anglo-Argentine (Roca) Agreement. 

I have taken up the question of the figures in which the Department 

is interested with the Commercial Attaché—Doctor Dye—and with 
the local branch of the National City Bank of New York, which has 
been following the exchange control question closely and which 
recently had a temporary representative attached to the Exchange 
Control Commission, and both of these have supplied opinions and 
figures which are enclosed herewith.t I have also interviewed the 
President of the Exchange Control Commission, Doctor Celedonio 
Pereda, who has promised me some figures, and I also intend, when 
a suitable moment presents itself, to broach the matter to the British 
Embassy. I enclose herewith (Enclosure #1) a copy of a com- 
munication from Doctor Dye; (Enclosure +2) the pertinent por- 
tion of a conversation held between the Manager of the National City 
Bank and a former high Argentine banking official, which was con- 

sidered by the City Bank and also by Doctor Dye as containing the 
best approximation to the figures in which the Department is inter- 
ested and which Doctor Dye embodies in the text of his note; (Enclo- 
sure #£3) figures supplied by the National City Bank in regard to the 
service requirements of the National Debt for the year 1932; (Enclo- 
sure #4) some figures for exchange offerings for the present year; (En- 
closure +5) a table prepared by Doctor Dye showing the difference 
between export values in 1932 and exchange sold in the same year; 
(Enclosure #46) excerpts from the Buenos Aires Herald of May 11 
giving export figures for the first four months of the present year. 

With the assistance of the foregoing, I have the honor to submita 

tentative consideration of the Department’s tentative figures as 
follows: 

870 Mitxi0on Parser Pesos For Excuancr AvAILaB_e In 1933 

While foreign exchange for sale 1s based on Argentine exports, a 
reference to Enclosures 1 and 5 reveals that there was a considerable 
discrepancy between the totals for the two figures in 1932. Last year 
the value of exchange sold exceeded that of the exports. This year, 
so far, the reverse is the case. The discrepancy however presents one 
of the numerous uncertainties inherent in making a forecast. 

“Enclosures to despatch not printed.
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Exports for last year amounted to 1,286,237,000 Pesos. For the 
first four months of the present year the value of exports is 80.1% less 
(see enclosure #5). If we take 30% as the probable ratio of reduction, 
the total exports upon which exchange is based would be roughly 900 
Millions. If we take the ratio of decline for the first quarter of 
approximately 26% then this figure would be somewhat in excess of 
950 Millions. Turning to the actual exchange. Last year, taking 
Doctor Dye’s figures, 1,339 Millions were sold. For the first four 
months of this year, according to figures supplied in despatches Nos. 
2030 of April 7 and 2056 of May 5,° about 33% less has been sold. If 
this ratio is maintained, then comparing exchange figures with ex- 
change figures, that for the present year would be slightly under 900 
Million Pesos. 

The Departmental figures of 870 Millions, as considered in the light 
of the preceding, would not appear to err on the side of optimism. 

800 Mitiions as THE Furi Amount or Stertine Excuancr ARISING 
From THE SALE or ARGENTINE Propucts To THE Unrrep Kinepom 

In 1932 Great Britain took 35.6%, in 1931, 39% of the total Argen- 
tine exports (according to Argentine figures). Doctor Dye very nat- 
urally takes as a basis 85% on 950 Million Pesos which, roughly, would 
be somewhat in excess of 330 Millions; 35% of 900 Millions would be 
approximately 315 Millions. It will be noted, however, that in En- 
closure #2 the higher figure of 400 Millions is indicated, allowing for 
the re-export of part of the British imports from Argentina. This 

- re-exportation suggests a factor affecting this estimate. Another, as 
pointed out by Doctor Dye (see page 2 of Enclosure 1) is the very 
considerable discrepancy between Argentine figures for their exports 
and those of the corresponding British figures for imports. 

Pusiic Dresr CHarces to Countries Orner THan tHe Unrrep 
Kinepom, 100 Minions 

According to Enclosure #3, 68,703,682 (United States currency) 
were needed in 1932 for the service of the external debt, of which it 
would appear that $23,716,718 are for sterling. When one comes to 
translate this into Argentine Paper Pesos, the question arises as to 
exchange. Of late the United States Dollar has been fluctuating 
widely. Another important factor in this calculation is the partial 
or total defaults of certain provinces, notably Buenos Aires and 
Santa Fe. Of much less importance is the reduction effected by yearly 
amortization. Ihave been told that this last amounts to 1% a year, but 
a closer analysis in regard to amortization might, if it were of sufficient 

* Neither printed.



732 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV 

importance, be made on the basis of the debt service figures supplied 
in Despatch No. 1566 of March 18, 1932 and No, 1579 of April 1, 19382 ° 
(both entitled “Financial Data”). 

Last year National Public Financial Services absorbed 154,982,000 of 
exchange; Provincial and Municipal 43,029 ; National Mortgage 6,382; 
making over 204 Millions. I am told that 200 Millions is the figure 
which the Exchange Control Commission contemplates for the externa] 
debt service this year. According to the figures in Enclosure #3 it 
would appear that sterling would take up 35% of the total. 65% of 
200 Millions would be 180 Millions. 

Pustic Desr Cuarces PAyaBLe IN THE Untren Kinepom, 
80,000,000, m/n 

If the sterling indebtedness takes 35% of the total, the figure would 
be 70 Millions. Of the sterling, over four million dollars worth is 
Provincial and nearly all of this for the Province of Buenos Aires. 
According to the memorandum (page 2) attached to Despatch No. 
1940 of January 19,’ there would be a 12% reduction on this item. As 
will be seen from Enclosures Nos. 1 and 2, sixty millions would appear 

to be the figure contemplated. 

Current Remirrances TO THE Unrrep Kinepom—180 Muzxions; 
Pusuic Urinirms—160 Minxi0ons 

The only figures which I have so far on these two items are those 
in Enclosure No. 2 repeated in Enclosure No.1. ‘They are 150 Millions 
for merchandise. (Nore: Imports of British merchandise last year 
amounted to roughly 180 Million Paper Pesos. According to British 
figures £10,663,101 exclusive of re-exports. The Buenos Aires Herald 
of May 12 publishes British Board of Trade figures for British exports 
to Argentina for the first quarter of the years 1931, 1982 and 1933 as 
follows in the order named: £5,033,260, £2,621,016; and £3,317,272, 
which would give this year an increase of from 26% to 27% over last, 
which probably corresponds to the fall in the Pound Sterling. ) 

For Account or Surerine Compantiss, 20 Miniions 

This figure does not appear to be included in the calculations made 
here. Doctor Pereda seemed to consider that it did not concern the 

Exchange Commission. 
The authority for the statement contained in my telegram No. 40 

of May 10, 7 [6?] P. M., establishing the order of precedence for 

* Neither printed. 
7 Post, p. 773.
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British payments, was Doctor Pereda. According to Article I, 
Clause IT of the Roca Agreement the distribution of Sterling exchange 
is to be settled by agreement between the Argentine and British Gov- 
ernments. 

I will transmit further information whenever the same may become 
available. 

Respectfully yours, J. C. Wurrs 

635.4131/1038 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Secretary of State 

No. 2076 Buenos Arrss, May 19, 1933. 
[Received June 9.] 

Sir: Referring to previous despatches, I have the honor to state 
that according to La Nacion, May 19, the Under-Secretary of Com- 
merce of Great Britain, Mr. Fraser, has been designated to discuss 
with the Argentine Government, the customs tariff portion of the Roca 
Agreement. It states that Mr. Fraser is due to arrive in Buenos Aires 
on June 11, and that the Board of Trade hopes that conversations may 
be initiated not later than four days after his arrival. 

The Argentine Government will be represented by the Director Gen- 
eral of Customs, Sehor Agustin Pinedo, the Director General of the 
Bureau of Statistics, Sefior Alfredo Lucadamo, together with experts 
from the Ministries of Foreign Affairs, Agriculture and Finance. 

In arranging the tariff agreement, the Argentine Government will 
endeavor to obtain advantages for its butter and hides. 

The final phase of the convention will concern the credit operation 
and in particular the fixing of the date for the emission of the bonds 
by the Argentine Government for the equivalent of blocked British 
owned pesos. | 

La Nacion carries an Associated Press despatch stating that the 
British Association of Chambers of Commerce have written Mr. Run- 
clman ® requesting that tariff reductions be discussed for British prod- 
ucts shipped to Argentina in proportion to Argentine exports con- 
sumed by Great Britain. 

The letter urges that there should be a system of bonus or rebates 
which should be applied to all nations on the basis of the excess of 
the volume of Argentine exports consumed by individual countries 
in an amount greater or less than the importations which Argentina 
receives from them. 

Such a system could be based on the figures of the last three years 
and thereby the difficulties presented by the most-favored-nation 
clauses in treaties might be obviated. 

Respectfully yours, J. C. Wuits 

* Walter Runciman, British M. P., President of the Board of Trade, 
738036—50——52
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635.4131/105 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Secretary of State 

No. 2085 Buenos Arrss, May 31, 1983. 
[Received June 12.] 

Sir: I have the honor to recall that in my despatch No. 2063 of 

May 12, page 2, I stated that I had hoped to get an estimate of the 
distribution of the British exchange in which the Department ex- 
pressed interest in its telegram No. 24 of May 5, from the President 
of the Exchange Control Commission, and also from the British 
Embassy. I have spoken to the British Ambassador and also to the 
British Commercial Attaché, but have not succeeded in obtaining 
any definite estimates from them. As they did not appear to have any 
available information, and as all these figures are in the nature of 
guesses, I saw no good in pressing them further. 

Yesterday Doctor Celedonio Pereda, President of the Exchange 
Control Commission, gave me, orally and from memory, the follow- 
ing figures. 

Paper pesos 

Government External Debt Service with the coun- 
tries which do not supply sufficient exchange to 
cover this payment, £30,000,000 sterling, which 
would be roughly at present rate of exchange_. 39, 500, 000 

Public Debt Charges, payable in the United 
Kingdom_______-__--__----------------------. 75,000, 000 

For remittance on account of trade.-._..._------- 150, 000, 000 
Payments on account of British Debentures------- 80, 000, 000 
Private Remittances.__-_.-------.----_...-. 20 to 380,000, 000 
Dividends___----_-_--_------------------------- 90, 000, 000 

As the total of the foregoing amounts to 454,500,000 to 464,500.- 
000 paper pesos, it is well in excess of the 400,000,000 reported to have 
been used as an estimate in the negotiations of the Roca Agreement. 
It will also be seen that the sum allowed for dividends by Doctor 
Pereda is less than the amount given in enclosure two of despatch 
No. 2063. 

Inasmuch as these figures do not change the general conclusions 
which I telegraphed to the Department as of date May 10, 7:00 
[6: 007] p. m. No. 40, I am sending this additional information by 
airmail instead of by telegram. 

Respectfully yours, J. C. Wurts
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635.4131/106 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Acting Secretary of State 

No. 2090 Buenos Airss, June 2, 1933. 
[Received June 12.] 

Sir: A well informed person has communicated to Dr. Dye and 
myself that he had been told by someone who had seen the actual 
dossier, that in the files of the Roca Mission was the memorandum of 
a conversation in which Dr. Roca was informed by the British author- 
ities that any agreement entered into within a period of six months 
prior to the beginning of the World Economic Conference in London 
must be considered as provisional and that should subsequent arrange- 
ments be made, for instance, between the United States and Great 
Britain, or between the United States and Argentina, the Roca agree- 
ment would be subject to modification. 

This statement lends additional color to the circumstance that the 
whole of the Roca agreement is made subject to the conclusion of the 
tariff negotiations which are to start this month. (See despatch No. 
2076 of May 19.) 

Respectfully yours, J.C. WuiTe 

835.5151/124 : 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Acting Secretary of State 

No. 2097 Buenos Arrzs, June 2, 1933. 
[Received June 12. ] 

Sir: I have the honor to report that the dissatisfaction which has 
existed during the past months with the Exchange Control Commis- 
sion has been greatly intensified of late, at least in so far as American 
business and banking is concerned, by the hindrances which it is 
placing in the way of securing dollar exchange. 

The theory which is finding ever greater acceptance with the Argen- 
tine financial authorities is that it is the sale of Argentine produce 
which originates exchange, and the countries which buy most will 

_ get most permits. Whatever may be thought of this policy, it at least 
affords a working rule. 

Since the month of April, the American demand for Argentine hides 
and wool has greatly increased, so that it is expected that for the past 
month the ordinary norms of trade will be reversed and Argentine 
exports to the United States will exceed imports from our country. 
Notwithstanding that this situation ought to be viewed favorably 

here, the Exchange Control Commission has done nothing to help the 
movement, but rather the reverse. This body is composed of one or
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two specialists, who really control its administration, and some other 
citizens of prominence, who not being specialists, and having other 
business to attend to, let things go their way. None of the members of 
the Exchange Committee can devote all their time to its work, While 
each bank is represented sooner or later in turn on the Exchange Com- 
mission, these temporary members are in fact merely spectators. 

Among the specialists is one non-Argentine, an officer of an European 
bank, who is freely charged by Americans with being Anti American 
and using his position to give business to his institution. Whether 
this accusation is just, I am not in a position to pronounce; but the 
mere fact of the inclusion of such a foreigner is sufficient to give rise 
to such charges. This individual has recently had additional power, 
by reason of the illness of another expert who usually has most to say 
in matters of United States exchange. 

On May 3ist, there appeared a circular to all banks, which is quoted 
in theenclosure. This places the dollar in a position of inferiority with 
other currencies. It is claimed by the Commission that this was not its 
intention; but the terms none the less are sufficiently clear. 

Although I understand that the Minister of Finance has been made 
alive to the situation and is considering means of remedying it, this 
particular circular is still in force, so, with the approval of the two 
American banks, I requested as of urgency an interview with the 
Minister of Foreign Affairs and left the enclosed memorandum with 
him. He promised that it would be forwarded to Doctor Hueyo in 
half an hour’s time. 

Respectfully yours, J.C. Warts 

[Enclosure—Translation ] 

Lhe American Embassy to the Argentine Ministry for Foreign Affairs 

-  Mermoranpum 

The following circular instruction was addressed by the Exchange 
Control Committee to all the banks of the city on May 31: 

“Please be informed that from this date on, all permits of exchange 
granted by this Committee to be applied to transfers in United States 
Dollars, must be exclusively covered with dollars which the Bank 
buys through exportations to the United States. 

“Furthermore, it is established that permits granted for the pay- 
| ment of collections or other transfers in Dollars, may be liquidated 

solely in that currency, it being necessary to obtain previous permis- 
sion from this Committee in order to apply them to sales in other 
currencies. 

“Should the Banks encounter difficulties in acquiring the amount of 
Dollars necessary to cover the permits granted, they will inform the 
Committee.” |
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This circular is prejudicial to the United States because it places the 

dollar in a position which makes it the only currency in which it is not 
possible to operate freely. 

It imposes the application of dollar exchange arising from the 
purchase of Argentine products by the United States to the hiquida- 
tion of drafts drawn in Dollars covering Argentine importations of 
Kuropean and other products. 

It also permits the arbitrage of dollars into other currencies but does not permit the inverse operation. For example, an obligation in dol- 
lars must be covered with dollars and dollars only, unless special per- 
mission is obtained which would not only be difficult but also 
inconvenient to obtain. 

On the other hand an obligation in any other currency may be 
covered by the purchase of drafts of the same currency or by buying 
foreign export bills in dollars arising from United States purchases 
in Argentina and converting them abroad in the currency required. 

Buenos Arres, June 1, 1933. 

835.5151/116a : Telegram 

Lhe Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Argentina (White) 

Wasuineton, June 3, 19383—3 p. m. 
30. Department of Commerce reports that it has received a cable 

from its representative in Buenos Aires stating that the Argentine 
Control Commission officially advised all banks on May 31 that effec- 
tive on that day all permits granted for purchases of dollars must be 
covered by dollars derived from exports to the United States. 

The Department assumes that this order covers purchases of all 
foreign currencies and does not refer only to the dollar. It appears 
evident nevertheless that it will occasion grave difficulties to American 
exporters to Argentina. If the aforementioned information is correct 
you will please express to the Argentine officials this Governments profound regret that they have adopted a measure constituting a 
serious impediment to trade between the United States and Argentina 
and therefore not in harmony with the objectives of the World Eco- 
nomic Conference or the proposed Tariff Truce. The Governments 
represented on the Organizing Committee of the Conference, as well 
as many other Governments, have agreed that they will not prior 
to June 12, nor during the proceedings of the Conference adopt any 
new initiatives which might increase the many varieties of difficulties 
now arresting international commerce. You will please express this 
Government’s hope that the Argentine Government is in sympathy 
with the purposes of the Tariff Truce and you should also invite the
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attention of the Argentine authorities to President Justo’s reply 

to President Roosevelt’s telegram of May 16,° in which the former 

expresses the Argentine Government’s adherence to the views on eco- 

nomic subjects contained in that message. In view of the foregoing 

you are requested to urge the Argentine Government to withdraw the 

decree of the Exchange Control Commission. 

Your despatch 2063.° You will please inform the Argentine Gov- 

ernment that in the opinion of this Government the allotment to Great 

Britain of exchange as outlined in Article 2, clause 1 of the Anglo- 

Argentine trade treaty contains elements of discrimination in favor 

of British trade which are inconsistent with the aims of world coopera- 

tion which alone can give meaning to the World Economic Conference. 

You should state that if such a plan is put into practice it would dis- 

criminate seriously against American business interests in Argentina 

and compel this Government to protest most earnestly against it. You 

should point out that this Government does not discriminate through 

control of exchange against the commerce of any nation and express 

its hope that in the interest of the friendly relations existing between 

the two countries American trade will receive in this respect treat- 

ment as favorable as that accorded by Argentina to the commerce of 

any other nation. 
PHILLIPS 

835.5151/117 : Telegram 

The Chargéin Argentina (White) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Buenos Ares, June 5, 1933—noon. 

| [Received 1:85 p. m.] 

48. Your 30, June 3,3 p.m. On June ist I took up matter of dis- 

crimination with Minister for Foreign Affairs in special interview. 

On June 2nd appeared another circular of Exchange Control Com- 

mission apparently relieving United States purchases of Argentine 

goods from having to carry all dollar exchange however arising. 

Nevertheless there are still restrictions against the dollar that do not 

apply to other currencies so I shall probably inform Minister for 

Foreign Affairs of Department’s views at diplomatic reception 

tomorrow. 
WHITE 

° Vol. 1, p. 143. 
May 12, 1933, p. 730.
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835.5151/117 : Telegram 

Lhe Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Argentina (White) 

WASHINGTON, June 5, 1933—6 p. m. 
31. Your 48, June 5, noon. The Department considers that the 

restrictions imposed by the Exchange Control Commission are of a 
sufficiently serious character to warrant your requesting a special 
audience with the Minister of Foreign Affairs in order to make suitable 
representations with a view to obtaining the withdrawal of the 
regulation. 

In addition to the foregoing you were requested in telegram No. 30 
to invite the attention of the Minister of Foreign Affairs to the clause 
of the Anglo-Argentine Trade Treaty which, in the opinion of the 
Department, constitutes an undue burden on American business 
interests. 

It is not believed that these subjects can be adequately presented to 
the Minister of Foreign Affairs on the occasion of the diplomatic 
reception which you mention. 

PHILLIPS 

835.5151/122 : Telegram 

Lhe Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Buenos Atrzs, June 7, 1933—6 p. m. 
[Received 7:43 p. m.] 

51. Tread your telegram number 30, June 3, 3 p. m., to Minister for 
Foreign Affairs this afternoon. He wishes written statement. I am 
preparing one in regard to Exchange Control Commission circular. 
Have you any objection to my formulating Department’s views re 
Roca agreement exchange provisions in writing. 

WHITE 

835.5151/123 : Telegram 

Lhe Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Acting Secretary of State 

_ Buenos Arrss, June 8, 1933—noon. 
| | [ Received 1:40 p. m.] 

538. Your June 3, 3 p. m.; my 51, June 7, 6 p. m. Reliably informed 
that it is the Argentine Government’s intention to rescind objection- 
able circular. 

WHITE
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835.5151/122 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Argentina (White) 

: WASHINGTON, June 9, 1933—2 p. m. 

34. Your 51, June 7,6 p.m. You are authorized to present to the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs an atde-mémoire on each of these subjects. 

PHILLIPS 

835.5151/128. 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Acting Secretary of State 

No. 2100 Buenos Arrss, June 9, 1933. 
[Received June 19. | 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s telegrams No. 30 
of June 3, 3 p. m., No. 81 of June 5, 6 p. m., and to my telegrams No. 48 
of June 5, 12 noon and No. 51 of June 7, 6 p. m., also to my despatch 
No. 2097 of June 2. | 

As to these telegrams, it occurs to me from the Department’s No. 31 
of June 5, 6 p. m., that there is a bare possibility that the Department 
may have misunderstood the nature of the diplomatic reception of the 
Argentine Foreign Minister. This is a business and not a social func- 
tion. It occurs weekly and is for the transaction of any matters, 
important or the reverse. While one can make use of it for asking 
questions for which one would not be warranted in asking a special 
audience, it is nevertheless a suitable moment for the transaction of 
all kinds of affairs. Any other appointment with the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs requires special notification. | 

In view of the Department’s wishes, I did not see the Foreign Min- 
ister on Tuesday, June 6, but obtained an interview on Wednesday, 
the 7th. It seemed to me that I could not do better than to read to the 
Minister the pertinent portions of the Department’s cable in Spanish. 
In the first place, because the instructions stated very succinctly what 
the Department wished to communicate, and in the second place, be- 
cause it would prevent interruptions by the Minister in my exposition ; 
for Dr. Saavedra Lamas being quick-minded and a fluent exponent of 
his own ideas, I suspect encounters difficulty in listening patiently to 
others. When I announced my intention of reading the telegram, the 
Minister summoned the Under Secretary to listen also. After I had 
finished the reading, I stated that in consonance with the Department’s 
desire to keep open the channels of trade as widely as possible, it had 
reverted to the matter of the interpretation of the most-favored-nation 
clause as this arose in connection with the Argentine-Chilean modus 
vivendi (see Instruction No. 709 of May 23, 1933 * which had come by 
air mail the day before). 

* Ante, p. 712. :
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The Minister thereupon requested that I give him a written memo- 
randum of the foregoing. I replied that I was not sure whether my 
Government would wish this done but that I would be glad to tele- 
oraph. He then suggested that I should not bother to do that but 
should rather dictate some notes to the Under Secretary. 
When I left the Minister, I began reading to the Under Secretary 

the first portions of the Department’s telegram No. 30 in Spanish, 
which he proceeded to take down in longhand. When he had covered 
the portion in regard to the circular of the Exchange Control Com- 
mittee, he said that he thought a statement of this importance should 
be signed by me. I replied that I desired to take home his draft as it 
appeared to me to be happily worded. He said that I could not read 
his notes, so these were typed out. When I had seen the draft, it 
appeared to require a few modifications, so I said that I would take 
it home and as for the portion about the exchange provisions of the 
Roca agreement, I would consult my Government by telegraph. 

Yesterday morning on opening the papers, I read statements to the 
effect that the Embassy had been in communication with the Argentine 
authorities and that in order to remove the obstacles a meeting of the 
Exchange Control Committee under the chairmanship of the Minister 
of Finance had been held yesterday with representatives of the First 
National Bank of Boston and the National City Bank of New York, 
with the result that a satisfactory arrangement had been reached. The 
statement in The Buenos Aires Herald is enclosed herewith.” 

I thereupon rang up the First National Bank of Boston and was 
told that the Minister of Finance had stated that he would cause the 
circular of the Exchange Control Committee of May 31 to be rescinded 
and that he had also invited Mr. Lanusse, an Argentine of prominence 
and a high official of the Bank of Boston, to become a member of the 
Exchange Control Committee. In view of what appears to promise 
a satisfactory arrangement, I have refrained from making any further 
written statement in regard to the circular of the Exchange Control 
Committee so far. There is enclosed herewith the English text of 
the Minister of Finance’s reply to my memorandum of June Ist. 
It seems a little vague, but the Boston Bank assures me that it is 
enough to warrant them in disregarding the circular of May 31st. I 
have no official cognizance of Dr. Hueyo’s reply so far. 

As to the expediency of notifying the Foreign Office in writing of 
the objections to the exchange provisions of the Roca agreement, if 
the Department intends to launch a protest against this, I see no 
objection to putting the matter in writing. It is even possible that 
such action might, if published, add an additional strength to criti- 
cisms of the Roca agreement which adversaries of the Government 

” Not reprinted.
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_ May raise in Congress; on the other hand, it might have an adverse 
effect. As the success of a protest on our part seems very doubtful, 
it occurred to me that possibly the Department would not wish to be 
on record as making such. 

There is also enclosed, as a matter of record—it has little other im- 
portance—a copy and translation of the circular of the Exchange 
Control Committee of June 2," interpreting that of May 31. While 
this relieves Argentine exports to the United States from having to 
carry the burden of all dollar exchange, at the same time, it leaves a 
measure of discrimination against the dollar in that permits must be 
required for dollars for the purchase of other exchanges which are 
not needed in the case of currencies of other countries. I understand 
this feature of the situation is also to be removed. 

Respectfully yours, J.C. WHITE 

[Enclosure ] 

The Argentine Minister of Finance (Hueyo) to the Argentine Minis- 
ter for Foreign Affairs (Saavedra Lamas) 

I have pleasure in replying to your Excellency’s note of June 2, in 
which you transcribed a memorandum presented by the American 
Chargé d’Affaires with reference to a resolution adopted by the Ex- 
change Control Committee on May 31. That communication has 
received the attention it deserves, and I have also obtained the perti- 
nent explanations from the Exchange Committee. 

I would ask you to advise the Chargé d’Affaires that the resolution’s 
only object was precisely to preserve the greatest possible volume of 
American exchange, in order to satisfy to that same extent the appli- 
cations for exchange to cover imports from the United States. 

The new regulations, therefore, have not created any obstacles to 
the placing in this city of the bills proceeding from exports to the 
country mentioned, the intensification of which would be most desir- 
able as a means of facilitating the concession of permits for 
transferences. 

The Exchange Committee admits, however, that the execution of 
its last instructions has originated certain practical difficulties in the 
banks. In this connection you may also advise the Chargé d’Affaires | 
that this Department has heard the opinions of representatives of the 
American banks, which negotiate the major part of the bills on the 
United States, and that the Exchange Control Committee is studying 
a new resolution to replace the one issued on May 31, and which will 
reconcile the interests at stake. 

‘3 Not printed. 
“Text reprinted from an article appearing in the June 9, 1933, issue of the 

Buenos Aires Herald.



ARGENTINA 743 

835.5151/129 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Acting Secretary of State 

No. 2105 Buenos Arrzs, June 9, 1933. 
[Received June 19.] 

Sir: Referring to my despatch No. 2100, I have just been supplied 
with a copy of a new circular of yesterday’s date published by the 
Exchange Control Committee, of which copy and translation are 
enclosed.*5 This rescinds the circular of May 31 as foreshadowed in 
my telegram No. 53 of June 8, 12 noon. 

I am also informed by a representative of an American Bank that 
the Exchange Committee have promised to give exchange permits to 
exporters to the United States on telephonic application by the Bank 
interested. 

I asked my informant whether this did not mean that the whole 
situation as regards exchange for Argentine exports to the United 

| States had been cleared up and he replied in the affirmative. This, 
however, does not affect the more serious problem of exchange for 
imports from the United States to Argentina. 

Respectfully yours, J. C. WHITE 

835.5151/127a ; Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Argentina (White) 

WASHINGTON, June 13, 1933—7 p. m. 

37. Department’s 30, June 3, 3 p.m. The Argentine Ambassador 
today expressed to the Department ** his concern regarding represen- 
tations made by you on the subject of the Argentine exchange restric- 
tions. He showed the Department a cable from the Minister of For- 
eign Affairs which did not indicate a clear understanding of this 
Government’s attitude. He pointed out that Argentina was com- 
pelled to grant Great Britain the exchange specified in Article 2, 
clause 1 of the Anglo-Argentine Trade Treaty in view of the fact that 
Great Britain is practically the only consumer of Argentine beef. 
He expressed the hope that as Argentina was practically helpless in 
this regard the United States Government would not take any retalia- 
tory measures and would content itself merely with a formal protest. 
He was informed that this Government viewed with serious concern 
any measures which discriminated against American commerce and 
was obliged to state its definite disapproval. 

* Not printed. 
1% The memorandum of the conversation with the Argentine Ambassador is 
dated June 12 (611.3531/140).
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The Ambassador suggested in confidence that it would be advisable 
for you to discuss the exchange restrictions with Hueyo, the Minister 
of Finance, who is much more conversant with this matter than 

Saavedra Lamas. He inferred that such conversations might, as a 
practical matter, tend to bring about some alleviation of the difficulties 
that have arisen under the aforementioned trade treaty. 

| PHILLIPS 

835.5151/134 | 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Acting Secretary of State 

No. 2118 Buenos Ares, June 16, 1933. 
[Received June 26. | 

Sir: Referring to my despatch No. 2100 of June 9, I have the honor 
to enclose herewith the text of the note from the Foreign Office 1” to 
the effect that the Ministry of Finance had decided to abrogate the 
circular of the 31st of May, which was published in the newspapers 
and forwarded, in translation from The Buenos Aires Herald of June 
9, to the Department in that despatch. 

‘The Department’s telegram No. 34 of June 9, 2 p. m., having author- 
ized me to communicate to the Minister for Foreign Affairs an aide- 
méemoire setting forth the Department’s view as to the exchange pro- 
visions of the Roca agreement, I duly presented it to Dr. Saavedra 
Lamas at the first opportunity and enclose herewith copies thereof.7® 
In its number 37 of June 138, 7 p. m., the Department described Dr. 
Espil’s representations under instructions from his Government. The 
last part of the telegram appeared to intimate that I should proceed to 
discuss the exchange problem with Dr. Hueyo, the Minister of Finance. 
In this connection, the situation appears to be as follows: 

It may be considered as definitely the policy of the Argentine Gov- 
ernment that the foreign exchange for purchases to be made by Argen- 
tina should be distributed by countries according to their respective 
purchases of Argentine goods, which is a variation of the old slogan, 
“Buy from those who buy from us.” While there are no lack of argu- 
ments against this policy, it is one which can be applied without appar- 
ent discrimination to all countries. If I were to attempt to argue its 
unsoundness with the Minister of Finance—as others have tried to do 
but without avail, as he is a firm believer in its efficacy—he could well 
refer me back to the Minister for Foreign Affairs. It does not seem 
to me, therefore, that I shall make any progress at the present con- 
juncture by making an appeal to Dr. Hueyo on this broad basis. 

* Not printed ; for text of the note of the Argentine Ministry of Finance which 
it quoted, see p. G42. 

Not printed.
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Possibly, however, something might be obtained by going to him 

on some particular case. I have accordingly interviewed representa- 

tives of both the American banks in this connection. Both agreed 

with me that there was nothing to be gained by attacking the exchange 

provisions of the Roca agreement. I told him, however, that should 

any point arise in which they considered that my intervention with 

Dr. Hueyo might offer possibilities of achieving anything useful, they 

should at once inform me, which they said they would do. 
The Minister of Finance has acted with commendable promptness 

and in an entirely satisfactory manner in regard to the circular of 

May 31 which has now been rescinded, as foreshadowed in my tele- 

gram No. 53 of June 8,12 noon. The Commercial Attaché tells me 
that he telegraphed his Department at a later date that this circular 

had actually been rescinded. 
Dr. Hueyo has further invited an Argentine representative of the 

First National Bank of Boston, Sefior Lanusse, to form part of the 

Exchange Control Commission, and the latter has said that he would 

accept. So far no definite decree has appeared on the subject. More- 

over, I am informed that some ten foreign Banks, exclusive of the 

American ones, are considering a demand to the Minister of Finance 

that the only representative of a foreign Bank at present a member 

of the Commission should be removed therefrom. .. . 
Again, on the basis of this Government’s theory of exchange dis- 

tribution, American interests have this year not fared so badly. From 

one of the American Banks, I received the following figures for the 

first four months of the present year, which it was stated has been 

obtained from a member of the Exchange Control Commission: Of 

the total of Argentine exports for the period in question, the United 

States has purchased 31% per cent., whereas in exchange, after deduc- 

tion for payments on the public debt, the United States has received 

almost 16 per cent. 
It does not, therefore, seem to me that I can do any good at pres- 

ent by arguing with Dr. Hueyo about the Roca agreement, which has 

not yet gone into effect. I will, however, watch the situation closely 

and should any opportunity present itself, will see what I can do. 

Mr. Fraser, the British delegate to negotiate in regard to the tariff 
clauses of the Roca agreement, has arrived and will next week pro- 
ceed to business with the Argentine authorities. A brief statement 
in regard to him in The Buenos Aires Herald of June 11 [10?] is en- 

closed herewith.® 
As regards the general policy of the Government in connection 

with exchange control, I enclose herewith excerpts from an edito- 
rial from La Prensa of June 7.1° This paper, it will be recalled, is 

* Not printed.
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free trade in its policy but considers that in view of the manner in 
which Argentine exports have been treated abroad, the exchange 
restrictions are justified—a view which would find wide acceptance 
here. 

Respectfully yours, J.C. Wuite 

835.5151/130 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Argentina (White) 

WasuHrneron, June 26, 19833—4 p. m. 

44. Substance of Department’s telegram No. 30 ”° and non-confiden- 
tial portion of No. 37 # to you were repeated to American delegation 
to the Economic Conference in London. On June 19 delegation 
cabled #2 that the Argentine Ambassador had inquired whether the 
American Government could agree to suspend discussion of the Ar- 
gentine-British Treaty until after the conclusion of conference. The 
delegation inquired how the treaty was being applied, what exchange 
discriminations were enforced against American trade, and requested 
the Department’s suggestions. On June 21, Department in a cable 
referred to the action indicated in the first sentence above, transmitted 
in substance the confidential portion of telegram No. 37 to you and 
then stated as follows: 

“The Consul General in Buenos Aires has reported on several oc- 
casions that according to information obtained from trustworthy 
banking sources the Argentine Exchange Control Commission is em- 
barking on a policy of allocating exchange permits to British peti- 
tioners in accordance with the pertinent provisions of the Anglo- 
Argentine Treaty. The effect of such a policy is to withdraw 
amounts of exchange previously available for remittance to countries 
other than Great Britain. 

“The Department considers that the representations it has made to 
the Argentine Government are sufficient for the present. It will con- 
tinue to observe the policy of the Argentine officials with a view to 
deciding whether further representations might be advisable. The 
Department, however, could not consent to refrain from any further 
discussions of the Argentine-British Treaty should future develop- 
ments render such representations desirable. ) 

“It is suggested that in discussing this matter with the Argentine 
representatives you could point out that a practical method of achiev- 
ing a suspension of further discussion of the Anglo-Argentine treaty 
until after the Conference would be for the Argentine Government 
to take steps to alleviate the present unfavorable position of American 
interests as regards the allocation of exchange.” 

June 8, 3 p. m., p. 737. 
* See first paragraph of telegram No. 37, June 18, 7 p. m., p. 7438. 
* Not printed. |
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The following confidential telegram has been received from the dele- 
gation with instructions to repeat to you: 

“Le Breton was informed today that in view of our understanding 
that under the treaty with the British Government the Argentine 
Government was even now administering the exchange control to the 
detriment of American trade the American Government could not 
modify its position. The American Ambassador at Buenos Aires had 
entered a formal protest and would have to be instructed to stand by 
that protest and endeavor to induce the Argentine authorities to 
modify or suspend discriminatory practice. 

“Le Breton was told, however, that during the period of the Con- 
ference the United States would take no action of any other character. 
He is cabling this to his Government.” 

_ Please transmit briefly by cable any pertinent comment or additional 
information. 

PHILLIPS 

835.5151/135 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Buenos Arrzs, June 28, 1933—5 p. m. 
[Received 6:45 p. m.] 

59. Your 44, June 26, 3 [4] p.m. Banks inform us that exchange 
permits have been granted with much greater facility during the last 
few days, the principal factors in this situation probably being rising 
price of cereals and that Government has covered for the present most 
of immediate external debt operations. 

As to degree to which exchange provisions of Roca agreement are 
at present carried out, there appears to be considerable uncertainty, 
but I hear that many British are still far from satisfied with the amount 
of exchange available for them. 

At informal meeting a few days ago Minister of Finance told me 
that over 90,000,000 paper pesos of exchange had been allotted to 
American interests and that this figure was altogether out of propor- 
tion to the United States purchases of Argentine products—a state of 
affairs which he considered could not last. He was presumably refer- 
ring to exchange permits for the first 5 months of this year, about half 
of which represents service on Government dollar debts. 

Exports to the United States for same period were 7,323,000 Argen- 
tine gold pesos out of 210,412,000 total or 314 percent. If we take 
499,000,000 as tentative total value of exchange permits granted first 
5 months, American interests, deducting Government debts, would 
have received nearly 10 percent of this. 

Wuits
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835.5151/187 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Acting Secretary of State 

No. 2135 Buenos Ames, June 28, 19338. 
[Received July 10.] 

Srr: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s telegram No. 44 

of June 26, 4 p. m. and to the Embassy’s reply No. 59 of June 28,5 p.m., 

in regard to Argentine exchange control. 

In view of the statement attributed to the Consul General on the 

strength of trustworthy banking sources to the effect that the Exchange 

Control Commission is embarking on a policy of allocating exchange 

of currency to British petitioners in accordance with the provisions 

of the Anglo-Argentine Treaty, I inquired of the First National — 

Bank of Boston and of the National City Bank of New York whether 

it was thought that the distribution of exchange was at present being 

effected in accordance with the Roca agreement. The officer of the 

first named institution whom I interviewed stated that he was not 

prepared to answer in the affirmative. The granting of exchange per- 

mits was influenced by various factors; for instance, the higher price 

of grain, which was increasing the value of Argentine exports, helped 

to make the exchange situation easier. Another factor in the same 

sense was that the Argentine Government had already made its 

arrangements for payments on account of its external debt during 

the first six months of this year. My informant from the National 

City Bank was rather of the opinion that the Roca exchange purchases 

were not operating well and that many British claimants for exchange 

were not satisfied. On the other hand, the terms of the agreement 

provide that it should go into effect on the date of the signature, and I 

am informed that various British applications for exchange are being 

passed upon at the British Commercial Attaché’s office. 

It is well to remember, however, that the Roca Agreement is only one 

aspect of the problem, as the theory has been adopted by the Minister of 

Finance that exchange should be distributed in proportion to the pur- 
chases of Argentine goods by the respective countries. The effect 

of this, if carried out, would naturally be to upset the normal dis- 
tribution of goods. For instance, according to official figures, Holland 

received in the first five months of the present year approximately 

11,850,000 gold pesos worth of Argentine goods, whereas the Dutch 
goods coming to Argentina during the same period amounted to about 

3,724,000 gold pesos. This discrepancy of over eight million pesos, 
which may be compared with the excess of 11.36 million pesos gold 
of United States sales to Argentina over Argentine sales to the United 

States raises the question as to how the Argentine theory would work 

in this case. Would the Argentine public be compelled to consume
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eight million pesos more of Dutch products and eleven millions less 
of American automobiles, etc., or will the permits available for Hol- 
land be applied for, let us say, American purchases? Naturally the 
difference between exports and imports from Great Britain of over 
twenty-seven million pesos for the same period is more serious as Great 
Britain is a manufacturing country and therefore more likely to com- 
pete with American exports. | , 

Apart from the alarm of the Argentines at the possibility of their 
meat sales to Great Britain shrinking and which caused them to accept 
the exchange provisions embodied in the Roca Agreement to which 
they were at first refractory, the Argentine theory of exchange control 
is, in a sense, a sort of club to be brandished in the hope that by 
so doing it will maintain and possibly increase the foreign market 
for Argentine products, which is at present affected by various re- 
strictions. An instance in this sense would appear to be Spain which, 
after endeavoring to use retaliatory methods, found that being a 
country which exports to Argentina more than it imports, and [ét?] 
was obliged to come to terms. The negotiations at present in progress 
have as their object, as the Minister of Finance told me, the equalizing 
of the sales and purchases of the two countries and there are also nego- 
tiations for a loan to unblock exchange. These negotiations contem- 
plate a new commercial treaty. 

The other evening, the Minister of Finance was dining at my house 
and he expressed the desire to discuss the trade situation between the 
two countries. I replied I was entirely at his disposal for any time 
he might name and it is possible he will invite me to confer. How- 
ever, he also observed that the United States had received ninety - 
million pesos of exchange allotments which was a sum entirely out 
of proportion to the United States purchases of Argentine products. 
He told me that in the negotiations in regard to the tariff clauses of 
the Roca Agreement, the British were endeavoring to obtain discrim- 
ination in favor of their automobiles. This I suppose could be done 
‘without violating the most-favored-nation clause by adjusting the 
taxation according to specifications of cylinder bores, etc., which would 
be favorable to British makes. a 

I feel reasonably hopeful that as long as the Economic Conference 
lasts it will be possible to obtain adequate consideration of American 
interests, but when that is over, unless something very definite has been 
accomplished that will facilitate commercial relations between the two 
countries, the United States will have to consider giving some facilities 
to Argentine exports such as they do not at present possess, at the risk 
of incurring discrimination against American interests here. 

Respectfully yours, J. C. WHirTr 

738086—50——53
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835.00/658a: Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Argentina (White) 

, WASHINGTON, July 20, 19383—1 p. m. 

55. Press reports announce resignation of Finance Minister Hueyo 

and state that important changes may occur in Argentina’s financial 

policy. Please telegraph your comment on foregoing. 

a PHILLIPS 

835.00/659 : Telegram 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Buenos Ares, July 20, 19338—6 p. m. 
[Received 8: 28 p. m.] 

69. Your 55, July 20,1 p.m. Hlueyo resignation reluctantly ac- 

cepted by President. Reasons not given but his retirement is generally 

attributed to his unwillingness to agree to tariff concessions requested 

by British in connection with Roca agreement, and also to other Min- 

isters’ reluctance in cooperating in his economy programme. Hueyo 

stated that his departure would not entail any changes in the financial 

policy of the Government. The Minister of Justice, who has tem- 

porarily the portfolio of Agriculture, will for the time being act as 

Finance Minister also. Meantime report of important changes is 

pure speculation. | | 
| WHITE 

635.4131/124: Telegram 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Buenos Arres, August 1, 1933—4 p. m. 
| [Received 5 p. m.] 

71. My despatch No. 2052 of May 4.% Principal Anglo-Argentine 

Commercial Convention approved by both Houses Congress, time 

limit for supplementary agreement (see clause 2, article 3) extended 

to September ist. _ 
WHITE 

On August 21, 1933, Federico Pifiedo, Independent Socialist deputy, was ap- 
pointed Minister of Finance. 

* Not printed.
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635.4131/135 : Telegram 

The Consul General at Buenos Aires (Warren) to the Secretary 
of State 

Burnos Atres, September 27, 1933—10 a. m. 
[Received 10:05 a. m.] 

Supplementary tariff convention to Roca agreement signed last 
night. Commercial Attaché reporting in detail tariff items affected. 
Loan agreement not yet made, unable to reach accord on conversion 
rate. Ratification by Congress which adjourns September 30th con- 

tingent upon signing loan convention and unblocking British funds.” 
WARREN 

102.81 Buenos Aires/4 : Telegram 

The Consul General at Buenos Aires (Warren) to the Secretary 
of State 

Buenos Arres, October 18, 19383—1 p. m. 
[Received October 18—12: 50 p. m.] 

12. From Commercial Attaché for Commerce. Finance Minister 
has prohibited issuance of exchange permits for remittance of any 
funds whatever which were blocked prior to May 1, 1933, because such 
would be contrary to Roca agreement. Not believed, however, that 
this refers to documentary bills. 

Although opposed by the more conservative elements, a meeting of 
the American importers here called for tomorrow as the result of 
which it is expected a delegation will call on Ambassador insisting 
that some action be taken by the Embassy to secure more exchange for 
American interests.% Dye. 

WARREN 

635.4131/148 : Telegram 

The Consul General at Buenos Aires (Warren) to the Secretary 
of State 

Buenos Aires, October 19, 1933—noon. 
| | [Received 12: 05 p. m.] 

_ Subscriptions to loan for unblocking British funds under Roca 
Agreement closed yesterday with total of 18,526,335 pounds or 171,- 

* For text of the supplementary tariff convention, see League of Nations Treaty 

Series, vol. cxi111, p. 79. 
* The loan agreement was signed on September 28; it provided for a conversion 

rate of 43 pence to 1 gold peso (835.5151/164). | 
* Law 11,823 approving the supplementary tariff convention was passed on 

September 30 and promulgated October 9, 1933 (102.81 Buenos Aires/3). 
* See telegram No. 15 from the Commercial Attaché, transmitted in telegram 

of November 2, 6 p. m., from the Consul at Buenos Aires, p. 762. _
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581,423 paper pesos, amount subject to revision by Exchange Control 
Commission, in that funds must have been blocked prior to May 1, 
1933. Estimated 152,000,000 pesos received in cash, 14,000,000 in in- 
ternal credit bonds taken at closing rate yesterday and balance in 
Treasury notes at par. 

| WARREN 

102.81 Buenos Aires/5 : Telegram 

The Consul at Buenos Aires (Bailey) to the Secretary of State . 

Buenos Arrss, October 25, 19383—5 p. m. 
[ Received 5:07 p. m.] 

13. From Commercial Attaché for Commerce. My 12.2 Exchange 
Control Commission rules that prohibition against granting permits 
applies to all funds destined to pay for merchandise imported prior 
to February 1st, 1933, even if funds deposited in banks to meet docu- 
mentary drafts. For all other funds prohibition applies as of May 
1st. Dye. 

BAILEY 

835.5151/217 | 

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

No. 97 | Buenos Aires, November 15, 1988. 
[Received November 28. | 

Sir: I have the honor to report that the Minister of Finance on 
November 10 issued a decree providing a plan with the object of 
avoiding as far as possible in the future the existence of frozen funds 
arising out of insufficiency of exchange for remittance to foreign 
countries. Under these regulations importers may obtain exchange 
permits in advance when making their orders. Those, however, who 
do not comply with the new regulations will have to accept the amount 
available after supplying the wants of the former. 
‘There is transmitted herewith enclosed translation of the decree 

above referred to. The official text of the decree appeared in the 
Boletin Oficial of November 14, No. 11834, page 461, to which the De- 
partment is referred. 

_ The decree states in the preamble that under the present conditions 
importers order their merchandise without knowing whether’ they 
will be able to obtain exchange necessary for payment, which, when 

. © Telegram No. 12, October 18,1 p.m.,p. 751.0 5 7 oS 
* Not printed. 9°. en Be
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the necessary permits are delayed, is naturally prejudicial to their 
interests. It is therefore necessary to avoid such difficulties, giving 
them the assurance of being able to obtain exchange before placing 
their orders, granting permits according to the amount of probable 
available exchange. According to the decree, no restriction on im- 
ports will be caused by the new regulations, for importers will still 
be free to import whatever goods they please in any quantity. 

Article 1. authorizes the Exchange Control Committee to grant 
permits to importers who request them prior to placing their orders. 
Importers will be requested to present preliminary permits at the 
Customs House when withdrawing merchandise together with the 
corresponding commercial invoice issued by the Argentine consulates 
abroad. Customs authorities will note the introduction of merchan- 

dise on permits and will issue a certificate to the same effect, presenta- 
tion of which will be essential to the granting of the necessary ex- 
change. os : 

The Customs House will permit the introduction of merchandise 
for which no exchange permit can be obtained, but importers will be 
required to fill in a special form giving the name and address of the 
country of origin, quantity and certified value of the merchandise. 

_ As regards merchandise already in transit to Argentina on Novem- 
ber 10 and that shipped up to December 31 next, the Exchange Con- 
trol Committee may issue preliminary permits in so far as deemed 
convenient, at the request of the interested parties. _ - 

For the payment of imports referred to in the preceding paragraph, 
as well as for those shipped after December 31, 1933, for which no 
preliminary exchange permit has been obtained, importers will pre- 
sent applications to the Committee as heretofore. These will be 
gradually granted in the proportion allowed by the exchange re- 
maining after providing for preliminary exchange permits and those 
granted for other remittances, and after reserving the exchange 
necessary for permits still pending. 7 7 

Importers will be required to present to the Exchange Control 
Committee before November 30 full data relative to imports effected 
on special terms. No permit will be granted to importers who have not 
fulfilled this obligation. All claims, petitions, etc., relating to exchange 
matters must be made in writing. Consular officials will be held re- 
sponsible under civil and criminal law for any false certification which 
they may issue. . 

In weighing the possible advantages to be derived by American im- 
porters from the new exchange. regulations, as compared with those 
in force hitherto, I beg leave to state that whereas these new regula- 
tions, if fairly administered, should constitute an improvement on the 
former ones, I am strongly of the opinion that they lend themselves
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to greater facilities for possible discrimination against American im- 

porters and that it would be more difficult to establish such discrimina- 

tion. Whenever desired, it would be a simple matter to raise objec- 

tions to the importation of merchandise from the United States on 
the pretext that such merchandise was not economically essential to 
the country’s needs, with the subsequent refusal of the import exchange 

permit. 
Respectfully yours, ALEXANDER W. WEDDELL 

835.5151/221 : Telegram | 

The Chargé in Argentina (Greene) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Buenos Arres, November 29, 1933—3 p. m. 
| [Received 5:15 p. m.] 

118. Minister of Finance last night issued a decree providing fur- 
ther new regulations for exchange control. The decree states that an 

opportunity has arrived to permit the peso to find its own level but 
to prevent fluctuation and speculative retention of exchange the selling 

| rate for exporter’s bills must be temporarily stabilized. Accordingly 

beginning today exchange in excess of 1,000 pesos will be sold to the 

highest bidder amongst applicants with permits already granted. 

Other remittances up to 1,000 pesos will be liquidated at average rate 
for the day fixed by the Control Committee. A second decree effective 

today creates a grain regulating board with powers to purchase wheat, 
corn and linseed at basic prices, such basic prices established approxi- 

mately 20 percent above those previously ruling and to sell such com- 
modities to exporters at international market prices. To cover the 

difference the Board will draw on a special fund provided for in the 
decree first referred to into which will be paid the difference between 

the purchase and sale rates of exchange for operations in foreign cur- 

rency. No exchange rates quoted today. Despatch follows.” 

| GREENE 

835.5151/230: Telegram | 

The Chargé in Argentina (Greene) to the Acting Secretary of State 

Buenos Aires, December 16, 1988—noon. 
[ Received 1:30 p. m.] 

120. Minister of Finance yesterday issued a decree suspending ap- 

plication of tax on remittances by private persons, as well as a decree 

modifying approximately as follows exchange regulations reported in 

" Not printed.



ARGENTINA 755 

my telegram number 118 of November 29. Exchange derived from 
export of produce not regularly exported and foreign currency notes 
may be freely negotiated, while exchange operations of private persons 
may be freely effected. Exchange Control Committee attending only 
to applications from private persons not exceeding 200 pesos per 
month. . Authorized exchange dealers shall declare all above transac- 
tions to Control Committee. 

: GREENE 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF ARGENTINA AND 
AMERICAN HOLDERS OF BLOCKED FUNDS IN ARGENTINA, EXE- 
CUTED DECEMBER 1, 1933 

835.5151/151 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American Affairs 
| (Wilson) 

[Wasuineton,] August 12, 1933. 
Last night Dr. Espil, the Argentine Ambassador, told me that the 

group in New York which had negotiated the exchange agreement 
with the Bank of Brazil ® had communicated with him about the 
possibility of discussing an arrangement to liberate American frozen 
commercial credits in Argentina. Representatives of the group are 
coming down to talk with him the first of next week. Dr. Espil said 
that he had no instructions from his Government and intended only 
to listen. 

Epwin C. Wison 

835.5151/162 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American A fairs 
(Wilson) 

[Wasuineron,] August 17, 1933. 
General Palmer E. Pierce, Chairman of the Council on Inter- 

American Relations, and Mr. E. P. Thomas of the National Foreign 
Trade Council came in. General Pierce said that they had this morn- 
ing discussed with Ambassador Espil the possibility of negotiating 
an agreement for the liberation of American frozen commercial credits 
in Argentina which would take the lines of the agreement recently 
negotiated with the Bank of Brazil. 

Mr. Thomas said that Doctor Espil had asked them to prepare a 
memorandum regarding this matter, which they would do. He said 

* See vol. v, pp. 30 ff.
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that Doctor Espil had at first taken the position that discussions re- 

garding exchange should take place concurrently with the conversa- 

tions which Doctor Espil would have with the State Department re- 

garding the possibility of negotiating a commercial treaty.” Doctor 

Espil had expressed the view that anything Argentina might be able 

to do to assist American interests in exchange difficulties would be de- 

pendent upon Argentina’s increasing her sales to the United States. 

Mr. Thomas, however, said that he had argued the contrary view with 

Doctor Espil. He felt that the exchange discussions should in fact 

take place first and if possible be settled before the commercial treaty 

discussions become very far advanced. His theory was that with the 

release of American frozen credits in Argentina there would be a 

stimulus in commercial exchanges between the two countries and an 

increase in the exchange value of the peso, and that this would tend 

to improve the commercial relations between the two countries. This, 

he said, was what had actually occurred in the case of Brazil follow- 

ing the conclusion of the exchange agreement with the Bank of Brazil. 

Mr. Thomas said that he felt that he had convinced Doctor Espil of 

this point of view. 

I inquired what amount of American frozen credits it was esti- 

mated would be affected by such an agreement as they had in mind. 

Mr. Thomas said that the total amount of American frozen credits 

in Argentina was estimated at between forty and fifty million dol- 

lars. In the case of Brazil it had been found that only about half 

of the total amount of frozen credits had been turned in for con- 

version, the holders of the balance preferring to keep the milreis 

in Brazil. On this basis it was, therefore, estimated that $25,000,000 

in Argentina would be turned in for conversion if it is possible to 

reach an agreement. 

Mr. Thomas said that it was his group’s plan to take up the mat- 

ter of an agreement on exchange with Colombia after an agreement 

had been reached with Argentina. He estimated that about $10,000,- 

000 of American frozen commercial credits were involved in 

Colombia. | | 
- | E[pwin] C. Witson 

835.5151/153 Se ; | 

Memorandum by Mr. Willard L. Beaulac, of the Division of 

) Latin American Affairs - | 

| Oo [Wasuineron,] September 8, 1933. 

I called Mr. Corliss of the Department of Commerce on the tele- 

phone and asked him to give me the details with respect to a report 

83 See pp. 642 ff. |
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in the New York Times of September 3, 1933, to the effect that the 
American Manufacturers Export Association, with the cooperation 
of the United States Department of Commerce, had arranged with 
the Argentine Exchange Control Commission for the release of some 
$12,000,000 to $15,000,000 now tied up in Argentina by exchange 

restrictions. | 
He said that the American Manufacturers Export Association had 

communicated directly with the Commercial Attaché in Buenos Aires 
to the effect that the Pan American Petroleum Company had ex- 
pressed a willingness to invest a considerable amount of money in 
oil stations in Argentina provided the Exchange Control Commis- 
sion would consent to its making arrangements to obtain the funds 
out of blocked dollar exchange in Argentina by arrangement with 
the owner or owners of that exchange. 

The Commercial Attaché * took the matter up with the Exchange 
Control Commission which was disposed to agree to the request 
provided that the Commercial Attaché virtually guaranteed that the 
funds so obtained would be used legally and not in contravention of 
the exchange control regulations or of the permission specifically 
granted. | 

The Commercial Attaché naturally declined to assume this respon- 
sibility and suggested to the American Manufacturers Export Asso- 
ciation and to the Exchange Control Commission that an individual 
or bank be appointed as agent of the Association. The Association 
also suggested to the Exchange Control Commission that authority 
be granted for the use of funds as requested in the case of the Pan 
American Petroleum Company, that a record be kept of each transac- 
tion and that at the end of a given period when the transactions were 
examined, those not ratified be redeposited. | 
Meanwhile the Association, thinking that the Commercial Attaché 

had made final arrangements, transmitted a request on the part of the 
Pan American Petroleum Company for the release of blocked funds. 
The Exchange Control Commission approved the request and appar- 
ently the funds were actually released. A second request was there- 
upon transmitted by the Association in the case of a dealer in furs. 
The Commercial Attaché objected in this-case and requested full infor- 
mation before taking the matter up with the Exchange Control Com- 
mission. Meanwhile he had sent the Department of Commerce all 
the correspondence on the subject and that Department had agreed 
that (1) the Commercial Attaché should not be expected to go into 
the details of each transaction, and (2) he would have no responsi- 
bility in the case of any transaction. The Association thereupon 

* Alexander Y. Dye. |
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appointed the National City Bank as its attorney before the Exchange 
Control Commission. | | 

I asked Mr. Corliss whether he thought any large amounts of blocked 
funds could possibly be released under this system since the plan em- 
bodies the investment of new capital in Argentina. He said he had 
no idea that any large amount of blocked funds could possibly be 
released. _ 

He stated that Mr. Georges St. Jean, the Economist of the Associa- 
tion, who handled the details of the present plan, was in the Depart- 
ment of Commerce yesterday when I telephoned him. 

835.5151/170 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American Affairs 
(Wilson) — 

[Wasuineton,] September 18, 1933. 

Conversation: | General Palmer E. Pierce 
Mr. E. P. Thomas 
Mr. James S. Carson *° 
Mr. Edwin C. Wilson. 

The above-mentioned gentlemen, who had an appointment with the 
Secretary to discuss the matter of commercial treaties, stopped in to 
give me information regarding their efforts on behalf of the Council 
on Inter-American Relations and the National Foreign Trade Coun- 
cil to work out an arrangement with Argentina for the release of 
frozen American credits in that country. 

They said that a meeting had just been held in New York at which 
18 American firms doing business in Argentina were represented, and 
these firms had authorized Messrs. Pierce, Thomas and Carson to act 
as a committee on their behalf to enter into an arrangement with the 
Argentine Government. : 

General Pierce said that the amount involved in frozen pesos held 
by these firms was approximately $24,000,000; of this amount he esti- 
mated approximately $3,500,000 represented interest earned on in- 
vested capital, the balance representing frozen commercial credits. 
He said that as a result of the experience of the committee with the 
Brazilian agreement, it was expected that not over one-half of the 
total amount above mentioned would be presented for conversion in 
case an agreement should be reached. 

* Of the Council of Inter-American Relations; Vice President, American and 
Foreign Power Co.
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Mr. Carson said that he felt that American companies doing business 
in Argentina were not so much concerned over getting their frozen 
pesos, representing past business, out of Argentina, as they were over 
the matter of assurances as to exchange for current business. He said 
that his information indicated that Argentina intended shortly to tie 
the peso to the British pound, instead of the gold franc as at present, 
which would mean a depreciation of 20% in the value of the peso. 
This, of course, would make an added difficulty in the way of obtaining 
adequate exchange. _ 

General Pierce said that one plan now under discussion was that 
the pesos now held by the American firms would be loaned to the 
Argentine Government as a road construction fund, the Government 
issuing bonds to be retired over a period of from five to ten years with 
a special arrangement guarantying exchange for the service of these 
bonds. I gathered, however, that this plan was still very vague. 
. . . General Pierce said that this committee of three had also dis- 
cussed the Colombian exchange situation with the Colombian Consul 
General, Mr. Olano in New York, and at his request had furnished 
him with a memorandum in the matter. Olano said that he would 
transmit the memorandum to his Government and let the committee 
know his Government’s views. 

835.51/943 : Telegram 

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

Buenos Atres, September 22, 1983—3 p. m. 
. [Received 8:55 p. m.] 

88. Following is text of pertinent portion of telegram drafted at 
meeting of over 30 American firms convoked by Bank of Boston in 
response to suggestion of Minister of Finance and forwarded to home 
offices and Council of Inter-American Relations. 

“Reliably reported the supplementary tariff agreement concluded.™ 
Supplementary sterling loan agreement concluded except rate of con- 
version not yet determined which will remove approximately 130 
million paper pesos from blocked funds. A broad general financial 
plan of Minister of Finance calls for removal blocked peso balances 
all other nationalities under similar arrangements. Belgium and 
French have pledged themselves to similar conversion to extent of 
70 million paper pesos. Minister of Finance, wishing to do same 
operation American blocked funds, yesterday asked First National 
Bank of Boston call meeting more interested American firms here 

*One of the agreements supplementary to the Anglo-Argentine (Roca) 
Agreement of May 1, 1933. See pp. 722 ff.
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and submit proposal conversion American blocked balances into 4- 
percent 20-year dollar bonds, no amortization during first 5 years, 
thereafter 5 percent cumulative annual amortization issuance at par 
which terms identical to British loan. No better terms including 
conversion rate can be offered by Minister as Roca Treaty allows no 
better treatment other nationalities. Conversion rate pesos into dol- 
lars cannot be definitely determined at present owing violent exchange 
fluctuations and uncertainty as to percentage of American firms who 
will accept.” | 

Repeat to Commerce. 
| WEDDELL 

835.5151/174 : Telegram 

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

Buenos Arres, October 5, 19833—4 p. m. 
[Received 4:30 p. m.] 

93. American Manufacturers Export Association New York cabled 
Dye summary of their plan for liquidation frozen funds here. Plan 
was shown unofficially to Minister of Finance by an American Bank 
official here and opinion of Minister of Finance was that plan as far 
as understood was not feasible. American Manufacturers Export 
Association advises they presented plan to Argentine Ambassador 
Washington by telegraph September 29 who replied saying he was 
instructed not to discuss exchange problems. Plan as outlined by 
cable not very clear but seems unworkable. American Manufacturers 
Export Association request answer by Friday morning. Their tele- 
gram unanswered from here. . 

WEDDELL 

835.5151/174 : Telegram 

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

| Wasuineton, October 7, 1983—2 p. m. 
7. Your 98, October 5, 4 p. m., and Consulate General’s October 5, 

6 [6] p. m.*” In view of possible conflicts of interests between the 
American groups known to be actively interested in reaching an 
exchange agreement with Argentina, and between them and holders 
of Argentine bonds, the Department is confident that you will exercise 
care not to give the impression that this Government favors any 
particular group or is in any way involved in the negotiations of 
these private groups. : 

* Latter not printed.
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835.5151/182 - 

Mr. Francis T. Cole, Vice President and General Manager, American 
Manufacturers Export Association, to the Secretary of State 

New York, October 17, 1933. 
[Received October 18.] 

Dear Mr. Secretary: In connection with the Argentine govern- 
ment plan for liquidating frozen funds, various members have taken 

exception to the efforts of the Exchange Control Commission to force 
them to take advantage of the proposed twenty year bond plan under 
a threat of boycotting or blacklisting. | 

Some members may wish to have their funds remain as at present 
rather than be forced into the twenty year bond plan. Should the 
bond plan be accepted as the one by which frozen funds will be 
liquidated, would it be possible to negotiate with the Argentine gov- 
ernment on the question of leaving the funds as they now are? 

Very truly yours, Francis T. Coz 

835.5151/191 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American Affairs 
| (Wilson) — | 

[Wasuineton,] October 25, 1933. 

General Palmer E. Pierce, of the Standard Oil Company, and a 
member of the Council on Inter-American Relations’ committee deal- 
ing with the foreign exchange situation in Argentina, came in. He 
said that the committee, working through the branch of the First 
National Bank of Boston in Buenos Aires, had been urging the Argen- 
tine Government to appoint a representative in this country to discuss 
the question of unblocking American credits in Argentina. This the 
Argentine Finance Minister declined to do, pointing out that under 
the Roca Agreement Argentina could give no more favorable treat- 
ment in respect of frozen funds than it had given to Great Britain; 
the Finance Minister had pointed out that France and other European 
countries were now negotiating in this matter in Buenos Aires and 
that if the Argentine Government should send representatives abroad 
for such negotiations it would only result in confusion. 

General Pierce said that a meeting had recently been held in New 
York of representatives of some 80 American companies doing busi- 
ness in Argentina. It had been the sense of the meeting that the 
Argentine proposal of 20 year 4% bonds in exchange for the frozen 
pesos was unacceptable, because the American companies could not 
get the American banks to discount the bonds or handle them in some
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way which would provide cash for the companies. General Pierce 
said that the British had handled the matter through forming a hold- 
ing company, by action of Rothschilds, Baring Brothers and Schroe- 
der: This company takes the Argentine bonds, the holders thereof 
receiving 20% in cash, 60% in stock of the holding company, and 20% 
of the value of the bonds goes to the company. The assets of the 
company are “sweetened” by £10,000,000 Sterling of British Govern- 
ment bonds put up by the bankers. General Pierce said that he 
intended to recommend that the American group appoint the National 
City Bank and the First National Bank of Boston as their representa- 
tives to discuss the situation in Buenos Aires. He said that he felt 
they would have to get the bankers into the situation, as the matter 
of financing some arrangement under which the industrial concerns 
could get cash was primarily a banking problem. He said, however, 
that he did not know how his suggestion would be accepted by other 
members of the American group and that so far the American banks 
which had been approached in the matter had said it was impossible 
for them under existing legal requirements in this country to assist 
in the matter. 

General Pierce mentioned the Brazilian situation briefly. He said 
that the arrangement made by the American interests last summer 
was running into some difficulties. The American concerns which had 
received a promise of exchange to meet current requirements were now 
being “discreetly” referred by the Bank of Brazil when they sought 
such exchange to the “gray” market. This market, General Pierce 
said, is a “semi-official bootleg market” in which the premium for 
exchange is about 10%. General Pierce said, however, that the Amer- 
ican interests were making strong representations in the matter and 
he had hopes that the difficulties would be removed. 

Epwin C. Witson 

102.81 Buenos Aires/35 : Telegram 

The Consul at Buenos Aires (Bailey) to the Secretary of State 

Buenos Arres, November 2, 1933—6 p. m. 
[Received November 2—4: 50 p. m.] 

15. From Commercial Attaché for Commerce. Manager of the 
First National Bank of Boston cabled October 31 to First National 
Bank of Boston, New York, for transmission to committee on Argen- 
tine blocked balances that Argentine Minister of Finance is becoming 
impatient over delay of American interests in taking action similar
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to British Roca agreement. Referring to my 12,°° American Chamber 
of Commerce on October 31 appointed committee to compile data and 
recommend what action should be taken by Chamber both with Ameri- 
can and Argentine Governments to secure more exchange. President 
of American Chamber of Commerce here has received cable from 
National Foreign Trade Council, New York, stating that committee 
on Argentine blocked balances request him to act as chairman sub- 
committee including Wilcox and Drumm, managers of First National 
Bank and National City Bank of New York respectively to conduct 
conversations with Argentine Minister of Finance leading to possible 
agreement on blocked balances subject to committee’s instructions and 
without commitment until authorized in writing. New York com- 
mittee asks that Dye act as unofficial adviser to Argentine subcom- 
mittee. 

Referring to Department of State’s No. 7 d, September [October] 
7, 2p. m., I believe various groups have now agreed place negotiations 
in hands of above committee, consequently recommend that I act in 
purely unofficial capacity as adviser. Dye. 

| BaILry 

102.81 Buenos Aires/40 : Telegram 

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

Wasurineton, November 4, 1933—11 a. m. 
84. Referring to Commercial Attaché’s telegram for Commerce 

transmitted by Consulate General’s November 2, 6 p.m. The De- 
partment prefers that the Commercial Attaché not be given any des- 
ignation in connection with the sub-committee. He and representa- 
tives of the Department of State are authorized to give the sub-com- 
mittee the same cooperation and advice as they would give any legiti- 
mate American interest without, however, departing from instructions 
contained in the Department’s telegram No. 75, October 7 , 2p. m. 

Hou 

102.81 Buenos Aires/37 : Telegram 

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

| Buenos Aires, November 9, 1933—noon. 
[Received 2:10 p. m.] 

104. From Commercial Attaché to Commerce. 17. Argentine Gov- 
ernment accepted loan 23,000,000 French francs from holders French- 
Swiss-Belgian-Dutch blocked Argentine pesos on terms similar Roca 

* Telegram No. 12, October 18, 1 p. m., p. 751,
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loan bonds to be issued in currencies of respective countries. No official 

announcement made of conversion rate but understand was 14.69 less 

3 percent. Amount smaller than expected. Understand practically 

all taken by two firms Chade and Port Rosario. Believe meager results 

of loan creates more favorable atmosphere for American negotiations. 

American negotiators should insist on provision adequate exchange 

future imports. Several reports from fairly reliable sources indicate 

exchange control refusing permits in order to bring pressure on nego- 

tiations but matter difficult to prove. Dye. | 

oe WEDDELL 

835.5151/183 | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the American Manufacturers Kuport 

Association 

| Wasuineron, November 15, 1933. 

Sirs : Reference is made to your letter of October 17, 1933, inquiring 

whether it would be possible to negotiate with the Argentine Govern- 

ment on the question of leaving American frozen funds in Argentina. 

The Department wishes to state, in reply, that it has not been informed 

that the Argentine Government intends to oblige owners of blocked 

funds to convert those funds into bonds. 

Very truly yours, | For the [Acting] Secretary of State: 

| | Epwin C. Witson 

835.5151/208a: Telegram oe oe 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Secretary of State” 

| Wasuineron, November 16, 1933—7 p. m. 

“4%, Though the Department has not participated in the negotiation 

of the arrangement just reached between the American holders of 

blocked funds in the Argentine and the Argentine Government, you 

will probably be interested in the fact that an agreement appears to 

have been reached.” ‘The Argentine Government offers American 

holders in exchange for their blocked funds dollar Argentine Treasury 

bills payable in 180 equal monthly maturities over 15 years, paying 2 

per cent interest and 4 per cent amortization during the first 5 years, 

and amortization of the balance at 8 per cent annually for the remain- 

ing 10 years. Bills will be issued at the fixed rate of 38.7 cents United 

States currency per paper peso, the holder to have the option during 

his life to convert into 20-year, 4 per cent bonds similar to the sterling 

2 On board the 8. 8. American Legion at sea. 
“The agreement was executed at Buenos Aires on December 1, 1933.
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bonds issued. The American representatives are publishing notices 

inviting holders of blocked funds to subscribe. 
: PHILLIPS 

611.3531/228 | 

Memorandum by Mr. Willard L. Beaulac, of the Division of Latin 
| American Affairs 

| [Wasuineton,] December 8, 1933. 

Article 2, paragraph 3 of the Roca Agreement states : 

“Out of the sterling exchange becoming available in accordance with 
the provisions of paragraph 1 above for remittance to the United 
Kingdom from Argentina during the year 1933, the sterling equiva- 
lent of 12,000,000 paper pesos shall be set aside for payment in cash, 
up to an amount in respect of each claim to be agreed between the 
Government of the United Kingdom and the Argentine Govern- 
ment, of claims in respect of peso balances awaiting on the 1st May 
1938 sterling exchange for remittance to the United Kingdom”. 

No similar provision was made in the agreement of December 1, 
1933, between the Government of Argentina and the holders of Amer- 

ican blocked funds. | | 
It is understood that the 12,000,000 paper pesos provided in the 

Roca Agreement have been applied to unblocking small balances. A 
similar procedure would be extremely helpful to American holders 
of small blocked balances, since the smallest unit of blocked funds 
which may be converted under the agreement of December 1, 1933, 
is 10,000 pesos, equivalent to $3,876.60. 

The committee which negotiated the agreement on December 1 
has informed the Department that in the negotiations the Argentine 
Minister of Finance took the position that the 12,000,000 paper 
pesos provided under the terms of the Roca Agreement for the partial 
payment in cash to the British owners of blocked balances was a part 
of the trade agreement with the British, and that no relative or propor- 
tionate arrangement could be made on behalf of the owners of Amer- 
ican blocked balances, for cash payment, excepting as a result of the 
trade arrangement between the United States and Argentina. 

The committee also requested a specific understanding that any 
additional exchange arising from increased Argentine exports to the 
United States in the future over the average of the past three years 
should be definitely assigned to the earlier amortization of the monthly 
notes extending over fifteen years which Americans have accepted. 
The Minister replied in this case also that such an understanding 
should be made part of any trade agreement negotiated between the 
United States and Argentina. © — | | 

738036—50——54
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The committee has expressed the hope that if such an agreement 
is not practicable, definite provision will be made that such increase 
in the value of Argentine exports to the United States would be ap- 
plied to the provision of exchange for future imports from the United 
States, and for the transfer of earnings from American investments in 
Argentina, and for any liquidation of any blocked balances which 
will not have been converted into notes under the terms of the agree- 

ment of December 1. | 
It is significant that this committee, which is important enough and 

so representative of American business in South America as to have 
been able to negotiate exchange agreements with both Brazil and Ar- 
gentina, addressed a telegram to the Secretary of State upon his 
departure for Montevideo in which it said: 

“Our negotiations now pending with Argentine Government if 
successful in enabling refunding over thirty million dollars American 
blocked balances should have relatively similar results (similar to re- 
sults of Brazilian agreement), provided however it is recognized in 
any reciprocal trade agreements with Argentina as with other coun- 
tries that provision for prompt and adequate future supply of dollar 
exchange for American imports is inherent to continuance of recipro- 
cally satisfactory trade agreements [relations], as otherwise trade 
agreements must fail of effective results as Americans cannot con- 
tinue or increase business with Latin American countries with sev- | 
enty-five million dollars already blocked in such countries without 
assurance of obtaining promptly dollar remittances both for their 
exports and for earnings from American investments. 

“This and any other reciprocal trade agreements with Latin Ameri- 
can countries may be rendered futile unless concurrently provision 
is made for adequate dollar exchange as essential part of all trade 
agreements that insure equal treatment in provision of exchange by | 
such countries as will be accorded by the United States for their im- 
ports into this market, and as may be accorded other countries by © 
Latin America.” 

REPRESENTATIONS AGAINST THE DISCRIMINATORY FEATURES OF 

THE NEW DEBT PLAN OF THE PROVINCE OF BUENOS AIRES 

835.51B861/71 

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

No. 1895 Buenos Arres, December 18, 1932. 
[ Received December 27. | 

Sir: I have the honor to report that on December 7 Dr. Carlos 
Indalecio Gémez, Minister of Finance of the Province of Buenos 
Aires, called to see me, saying that he wanted to acquaint me with the 

“For correspondence concerning the conference at Montevideo, see pp. 1 ff.
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situation of the Province in regard to its external and internal debt. 
In brief, this is what he told me: | 

Two or three months ago, the Provincial Government approached 
the British and French Councils of Foreign Bondholders in an en- 
deavor to reach an agreement for easing the payment on the Provincial 
bonds held in those two countries, because the Provincial finances 
would not permit the Government to pay the sinking fund nor the 
full interest on its bonds. The negotiations which followed resulted 
in the British and French bondholders associations accepting a pro- 
posal to suspend payment of the sinking fund and a reduction in the 
interest on the basis of payment at par rate of exchange and the 
balance in five per cent. script. This arrangement, however, was not 
to apply to two of the British loans, one of which, the Minister ex- 
plained, was a loan of long standing which during a certain number 
of years had received no payment of interest and which had later 
been readjusted at a lower interest; the other being a loan for a com- 
paratively small amount which the Province felt itself under special 
obligation to pay in full. 

This agreement had been then submitted to the American bankers 
who had negotiated loans with the Province. They had been unwil- 
ling, so the Minister said, to accept the proposal and he had come to 
me to know whether I could be of any help to him in the predicament 
in which he found himself. 

I may say here that I have known Dr. Indalecio Gémez since my 
previous service in Buenos Aires twenty years ago when his father, 
one of the most distinguished and cultivated Argentines of his time, 
was Minister of the Interior under President Roque Saenz Pea. He 
is loyal, honest and desirous of finding the most equitable solution of 
the problem with which the Province is faced in meeting its indebted- 
ness. I feel, however, that he made an error in discussing the ques- 
tion first with the European bankers and in arranging a project of 
payment before talking the matter over with the interested American 
bankers. 

I explained to the Minister that these loans being private, it was 
not possible for me to take action in the matter, glad as I should be 
to assist him. The Department of State, I said, had carefully avoided 
expressing opinions regarding loans made to foreign countries by 
American citizens or arrangements pertinent thereto. From that I 
went on to express the opinion, however, that I felt it would create 
an unfortunate impression in the United States were the Province to 
default on its bonds, especially as it had maintained the payment of 
the service up to now with the resulting good reputation which the 
Province enjoyed in American banking and investment circles. I also
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went into other phases of the situation, which are more or less obvious, 
among others, the class of investors who had bought, at least in part, 

the bond issues of the Province, and the hardships suspension or cur- 
tailment of payment would cause them. | 

I pointed out, too, that the decision to pay part of the British held 
loans in full and the remainder under a scheme which favored the 
British and French holders would create the impression in the United 
States of favoritism and discrimination which I felt it advisable for — 
the Provincial Government to avoid. | 

Two days later (the intervening day being a holiday), I went over 
this matter with Mr. Oscar R. Muller of the First. National Bank of 
Boston in Buenos Aires, in whose hands the various interested United 
States banks have placed the negotiation of the loans to the Province 
of Buenos Aires. Mr. Muller explained the matter to me fully, the 
important point of his explanation being that there was no precedent 
in Argentina for the proposed arrangement of the Province of Buenos 
Aires to pay their indebtedness on the basis of the peso at par and the 
remainder in interest-bearing script; that while the American bankers 
felt it would be difficult to obtain the consent of American holders of 
Provincial bonds to any change in the terms thereof, yet should the 
Province not be able to meet its obligations they felt that the only 

fair proposal for the Province to make would be a percentage payment 
applicable to all alike. He pointed out that the suggestion of Minister 
Indalecio Gomez meant that roughly speaking about four-fifths of the 
British bondholders would receive payment of interest in full and 
that the remainder, because of the depreciation of the pound sterling, 
would receive slightly more than 90 per cent. of the normal payment, 
whereas the American bondholders, because of the depreciation of 
the peso, would receive only about 45 per cent. of the normal payment. 

I again saw the Minister on December 10 and emphasized the main 
objections which had been pointed out to me by Mr. Muller and asked 
him why, if the Provincial Government found it impossible to pay 
the full service on its debt, he did not make a proposal to pay a per- 
centage thereon and the remainder in interest-bearing script rather 
than pay the total at par rate of exchange (with the difference in 
interest-bearing script). To this he replied that he was fearful the 
peso might depreciate still more in relation to the dollar which would 
perhaps make it impossible for the Province to make payments later 
on at the pro rata rate which might be agreed upon. 

To this I rejoined that he might make such an arrangement with 
the understanding that if the peso should suffer a further deprecia- 
tion the Province would then have to review the whole question again 
with the idea of making such changes in the agreement as circumstance



ARGENTINA — 769 

might impose. This he said had not occurred to him and he would 
give the idea careful consideration. 

In both my talks with the Minister I emphasized the informality of 
our conversations and he acquiesced in the understanding that it was 
simply two friends talking over a difficult problem in which each was 
interested. As already stated, I urged him to make every effort to 
continue regular payment of the service on the debt. : 

It is my understanding that the American bankers’ points of view 
have now been submitted to the consideration of the French and 
British bondholders. 

Respectfully yours, Rosert Woops Buss 

835.51B861/67 : Telegram 

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

WasuHINGTON, December 18, 1982—7 p. m. 
81. Bankers representing holders of dollar loans of Province of 

Buenos Aires report that the Minister of Finance of the Province 
proposes a plan by which payment of amortization is deferred and 
interest is to be paid in paper pesos at par of exchange, that amount 
to be converted monthly into foreign currencies and transferred. 
This process would throw the weight of currency depreciation on the 
creditor, contrary to the intent of the contract. This plan is proposed 
not only for the dollar loans but for the sterling and franc loans. 

Furthermore, because sterling has itself depreciated in terms of 
gold, holders of sterling bonds would receive a far greater part of the 
amount called for by the coupons in sterling, than the holders of dollar 
bonds will receive in dollars. Itis not the understanding of the Depart- 
ment that the sterling bonds are payable in gold. This, therefore, 
seems a discriminatory arrangement which is especially serious in 
view of the precedent it might create throughout the Argentine and 
in other countries. The Department desires that you investigate this 
situation through the Foreign Office and report your recommendations. 
The Argentine Ambassador in Washington has made it clear that his 
Government has repeatedly taken the definite position that there 
would be no discrimination as between holders of British and Ameri- 
can bonds. Furthermore, Argentine products are sold for the same 
prices in gold value in the United States and elsewhere. | 

The Bankers here believe that the plan originated in England and 
apparently it has already received the endorsement of both the French 
and British Councils of Foreign Bondholders. 7 | 

STIMSON
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835.51B861/68 : Telegram . 

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

Buenos Atres, December 14, 1932—1 p. m. 
[Received 2:30 p. m.] 

107. Your 81, December 18,7 p.m. Minister of Finance of Province 
of Buenos Aires, an old friend, came to see me informally twice last 
week about his proposed plan for payment of provincial debts. I went 
thoroughly into the subject with him sustaining American bankers’ 
position and pointing out especially discrimination his plan would 
work against American bondholders. 

I am informed that Minister has now referred the matter back to 
French and British Council of Foreign Bondholders and that repre- 
sentative of American banks in London is working on the matter. 
TI am keeping in close touch with the situation and if it seems advisable 
will take up subject with Minister for Foreign Affairs. 

| | Buss 

835.51B861/72 

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

No. 1914 Buenos Arres, December 30, 1932. 
| [Received January 9, 1933. ] 

Sir: In my telegram No. 107 of December 14, 1 p. m., and in the 
closing paragraph of my despatch No. 1895 of December 18, reporting 
on the proposed plan of the Minister of Finance of the Province of 
Buenos Aires for the payment of sinking fund and interest on the 
provincial debts, I stated that I had been informed he had referred 
the matter back to the British and French Councils of Foreign Bond- 
holders. This statement was made on information given me by Mr. 
Muller (see page 4 of despatch No. 1895) who told me he had, at the 
request of the Provincial Minister of Finance, Dr. Indalecio Gémez, 
drafted a telegram to be sent by the Minister to Paris and London. 

I now have the honor to report that Za Nacion having published on 
the 28rd instant an account of the proposed plan of Dr. Gomez, I 
conversed with Mr. Muller who told me that, having read the article 
in La Nacion, he had interviewed Dr. Gémez and learned that, con- 
trary to the indications the Minister had previously given him, the 
matter had not been taken up, except in a very informal manner, with 

Paris and London. Mr. Muller also told me Dr. Gémez informed him 
that he intended to present his proposal to the Provincial Legislature 

on Monday, December 26. I asked Mr. Muller please to inform Doctor
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Gomez that in view of this information and of his having been to see 
me regarding his plan for payment of interest on the loans, I wanted 
him to know I intended to take up the matter informally with the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs. Mr. Muller reported that Dr. Gémez 
did not seem surprised at my message, merely asking to be kept in- 
formed of any developments in the case. 

| However, Dr. Saavedra Lamas having planned to be out of town for 
the weekend, I was not able to see him until the 26th. There is en- 
closed herewith a copy of a memorandum of my talk with the Minister 
for Foreign Affairs from which it will be seen that he said he would 
talk with Dr. Indalecio Gémez. 

Although it had been the intention to submit the plan to the Pro- 
vincial Legislature on the 26th instant, this was not done until yester- 
day. In the law submitted to the Legislature by the Provincial 
Government, it is proposed to suspend for a period of three years, from 
January 1, 1933, the payment on the sinking fund of the Provincial 
public debt, excluding the loans authorized by the law of October 18, 
1932. The proposed bill further authorizes the Executive Power of 
the Province to effect, during that three-year period, a partial payment 
of the interest on all or a part of the foreign loans, the Executive 
Power being authorized to issue certificates, carrying an interest not 
to exceed five per cent., for the balance of interest due. 

The bill further provides that beginning January 1, 1936, the 
Provincial Government shall renew the payment on the interest and 
amortization of all loans, the sinking funds being devoted in the first 
instance to the cancellation of the said certificates, following which 
the sinking fund will be paid in normal ratio. It further provides 
that after an examination of the financial situation of the Province in 
the years 1933 and 1934, full payment on the service of the debts will 
be renewed if circumstances permit. 

It would seem from the main features of the bill as outlined above 
that there is still a possibility for the Minister of Finance to endeavor 
to reach an agreement with American bondholders for the payment 
of interest on loans floated in the United States and to try to recon- 
cile such an agreement with the original agreement made with Euro- 
pean holders. 

I shall continue to follow this matter closely, bearing in mind that 
any representations I may make, either to the Minister for Foreign 
Affairs or to the provincial authorities, should be made informally, 
confining myself to an endeavor to prevent definite action being taken 
which would appear to discriminate against American interests. 

_ Respectfully yours, Rosert Woops Buiss
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| [Enclosure] 

Memorandum by the American Ambassador (Bliss) of a Conversation 

With the Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs (Saavedra Lamas), 

December 26, 1932 

I called by appointment yesterday afternoon at four o’clock on the 

Minister for Foreign Affairs. In opening the conversation, I recalled 

that he had invited me to his office to talk with him and the Minister 

of Finance of the Province of Cordoba at the time a difficulty was being 

experienced between the American bankers and the Cordobese Gov- 

ernment regarding the arrangements for payment of the American 

| loan and that therefore he would permit me to bring up a matter re- 

garding loans in which Americans were interested with another Prov- 

ince. I then explained to him that Dr. Carlos Indalecio Gémez had 

recently been to see me twice to acquaint me with the arrangements he 

had made with British and French bankers regarding the service on 

‘the Buenos Aires loans but which he found were not acceptable to the 

banking interests representing American holders of the provincial 

bonds. I explained these arrangements to Dr. Saavedra Lamas and 

stated the reasons why they were found to be discriminatory against 

American interests. I also told him that having learned that Dr. 

Gémez intended to present his proposals to the Buenos Aires Legis- 

lature yesterday, I had asked last Friday if Dr. Saavedra Lamas 

could receive me in order to bring this matter to his attention, at the 

same time having sent word to Dr. Gémez that in view of his initiative 

in coming to me and our frank talks, I wanted to tell him I was going 

to bring up the matter with the Minister for Foreign Affairs. At the 

same time, I pointed out that my informal conversation with him was 

prompted by the desire to bring to his attention a proposed action on 

the part of a Provincial Government which, if ultimately carried out, — 

would result in an unwarranted discrimination against American hold- 

ers of provincial bonds while favoring those of Great Britain and 

France. 

After listening to my full explanation, the Minister said that per- 

haps Dr. Indalecio Gémez was desirous of submitting his project to 

the Legislature in order that some member thereof might object to the 

plan as being unfavorable to American interests and thus give Dr. 

Gémez an opportunity to get out of the compromise in which he found 

himself with the French and British Councils of Foreign Bondholders. 

In any event, he said he would take up the matter with Dr. Gomez and 

talk with me about it again. 
| R[osert Woops] B[x1ss] 

Buenos Arres, December 27, 1982.
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835.51B861/73 : Telegram | 

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

, WASHINGTON, January 13, 1933—5 p. m. 

5. Your despatch No. 1914, December 30. Your proposed course 
of action in this matter is approved. You might emphasize to the 
Minister for Foreign Affairs that the American financial market had 
proven itself willing to respond to Argentina’s financial needs on a 
large scale, that the record of the Argentine governmental authorities 
is held in high esteem and their sense of justice greatly trusted. There- 
fore the Argentine authorities have a distinct interest in not having 
these views prejudiced by any such discriminatory settlement as is 
proposed when the same purpose could be carried through without 
discrimination. — | 

STIMSON 

835.51B861/76 

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

No. 1940 Buenos Arres, January 19, 1933. 
[Received January 30.] 

Sir: With reference to the Department’s telegraphic instruction 
No. 5 of January 13, 5 p. m., concerning the proposed plan of the 
Minister of Finance of the Province of Buenos Aires for the suspen- 
sion of the payment of the sinking fund and the reduced payment of 
the interest on its foreign debt, I have the honor to report that I took 
occasion to discuss this matter informally again with the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs yesterday afternoon. 

For the information of the Department, I beg to enclose a copy of 
a memorandum of my conversation with the Minister, and also a copy 
of a memorandum of a talk on the same subject this noon with Dr. 
Indalecio Gémez, the Provincial Minister of Finance, who came to 
see me, apparently after having been called to see the Minister for 
Foreign Affairs following my conversation with him yesterday. 
From what Dr. Gémez said to me, as set forth in my memorandum 

of our conversation, it will be seen that he had decided to put into 
effect his original plan as the only justifiable course the Province can 
pursue in protecting its own interests and those of the holders of its 
bonds. Although I confess that I felt the Minister has some justifi- 

cation in the arguments he set forth, I protested strongly to his plan 
on the grounds of discrimination against American holders of the 
Provincial bonds. Both to the Minister for Foreign Affairs and to 
Dr. Gémez, as will be seen from the enclosed memoranda, I empha- 
sized the consideration conveyed in the Department’s said telegram
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of January 18. Dr. Gémez, however, feels that the American bond- 
holders should take consolation in the fact that they are being paid 
anything and that after all the Province is only postponing the total 
payment of its obligations, giving the bondholders due compensa- 
tion in the form of promissory notes at five per cent. for the portion of 
the payment of interest which is not discharged at this time. 

In extenuation of the Minister of Finance, it is only just to point out 
that whereas I think he was ill-advised in presenting the American 
banking corporations with a fait accompli instead of consulting them 
at the same time he did the European bankers, the financial situation 
of the Province, if not desperate, is very serious and presents problems 
for solution of as difficult a nature as those confronting the financial 
authorities of many other Governments throughout the world. Nev- 
ertheless, I have endeavored to persuade Dr. Gédmez to change his 
plan to one which would not place the Argentine authorities in a 
position of being accused of discriminating against American holders 
of the Provincial securities and regret that I have not been successful 
in bringing this about. | 

Respectfully yours, Rogert Woops Buss 

[Enclosure 1] 

Memorandum by the American Ambassador (Bliss) of a Conversation 
With the Argentine Minister for Foreign Affairs (Saavedra 
Lamas), January 18, 1933 

In calling on the Minister for Foreign Affairs by appointment this 
afternoon, I told him that I felt obliged to speak to him unofilicially 
again regarding the payment of loans by the Province of Buenos Aires 
which subject I had discussed with him a short time ago. The Min- 
ister here interrupted to say that he talked with Doctor Indalecio 
Gémez following my first conversation and had suggested that Doctor 
Gomez see me and asked if he had been to call since then, to which 
I replied in the negative. 

I then told the Minister that the Provincial Senate had passed the 
bill presented by Doctor Gémez whereby he would be authorized to 
make arrangements with the holders of the provincial bonds for a 
method of payment, the terms of the bill being of such a general nature 
that the Provincial Finance Minister had considerable latitude in the 
matter. My information, I said, was to the effect that the Chamber 
of Deputies of the Province would in all probability pass the bill today 
or tomorrow. 

I further explained that I was informed that the Minister intended 
to put through the plan which he had outlined to me which, as I had
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pointed out to Doctor Saavedra Lamas, was distinctly discriminatory 
against American holders of provincial bonds and explained that by 
this plan it was proposed to pay in full 80 per cent. of the British held 
bonds and the remainder, and those held by others, on a basis of the 
Argentine gold peso at par, the difference which this would represent 
to be covered by provincial promissory notes bearing 5 per cent. in- 
terest. This plan would result in a loss of 12 per cent. to the British 
holders of bonds not paid in full and 40 per cent. loss to United States 
holders of these bonds, this difference being explained by the fact that 
the American dollar was at par whereas the pound sterling had con- 
siderably depreciated. 

The Minister here said he understood that Bemberg had been nego- 
tiating with the European holders on behalf of the Province and asked 
if he had also been used for this purpose by the Province in approach- 
ing the American holders. I told him that in so far as I knew Mr. 
Bemberg had not been used in this respect for the Americans and that 
the ultimate plan had been the result of negotiations carried on by 
Bemberg with European holders and then had been presented as a 
fait accompli to the American bankers. 

I had been informed also, I told the Minister, that there was now on 
the way to New York a representative of the St. Augustine Corpora- 
tion, a British concern which, however, did not figure in any list of 
bankers and financial corporations but had been empowered by the 
Provincial Government to make all the arrangements and publicity for 
putting this plan into effect in the United States, and added that it 
would undoubtedly seem strange to the American bankers that Doctor 
Gémez should send an Englishman to the United States for that pur- 
pose instead of doing that business thru the interested American 
bankers. The Minister seemed puzzled and said that he did not under- 
stand what a British corporation should be employed for this purpose. 

He said that he of course was willing that Doctor Espil should ap- 
proach the American bankers, although it was a little delicate as he, 
the Minister for Foreign Affairs, must be careful to differentiate be- 
tween national and provincial debts. I rejoined that my position was 
also somewhat delicate and that my talk with him, as I had said in the 
beginning of the conversation and also at our previous talk, was un- 
official but that I felt the American financial market had demonstrated 
its desire to respond in a large way to the financial necessities of 
Argentina, that the record of Argentine Government authorities was 
held in high esteem in the United States where the conception of its 
justice had merited every confidence; and that therefore the Argentine 
authorities had a particular interest in seeing that these appreciations 
should not be prejudiced in the United States by an arrangement so 
discriminatory as the proposal of Doctor Gémez was when the same
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ends could be obtained without that discrimination, and I added that 

he would realize that in talking to him in this way I had at heart 

Argentine interests as well as those of my own compatriots and felt 

that it was of serious importance to the financial credit of Argentina 

that the charge of discrimination should not be allowed to arise. | 

The Minister rang for his secretary and told him to telephone to 

Doctor Indalecio Gémez that he wanted to see him sometime today at 

his convenience and told me that he would go over the matter thor- 
oughly with the Provincial Minister of Finance. | a 

| | | R[osert] W[oops] B[1ass] 
Buenos Ares, January 18, 1933. : 

| [Enclosure 2] — 

Memorandum by the American Ambassador (Bliss) of a Conversation 
With the Minister of Finance of the Province of Buenos Aires 
(Indalecio Gomez), January 19, 1933 

At his own request, Doctor Carlos Indalecio Gémez, the Minister of 
Finance of the Province of Buenos Aires came to see me at noon today. 
He said that Doctor Saavedra Lamas had told him I had discussed 
with him yesterday afternoon the matter of the payment of the pro- 
vincial foreign loans, which subject he and I had talked about some 
weeks ago. | 7 a 

Doctor Gémez said that it was now decided to discontinue, tem- 
porarily, payment of the sinking funds on the foreign debts and to 
pay the interest on the bonds under the arrangement which he had 
already explained to me. To this I rejoined that I perfectly under- 
stood that in this time of depression the Provincial authorities found 
themselves faced with so serious a problem that it was necessary to 
seek a new arrangement with their debtors, but that I had felt obliged, 
when I learned that the authorization he needed for this purpose was 
practically granted by the Provincial Legislature, to take up again 
with the Minister for Foreign Affairs the subject and to express unoffi- 
cially my ardent regret that the Provincial authorities still insisted 
upon putting through an arrangement which was a discrimination 
against American holders of the Provincial loans. I then pointed out, 
as I had to Doctor Saavedra Lamas yesterday, the nature of this 
discrimination. - 

Minister Gémez explained that the principal British loan, which 
it was proposed to pay in full, was one originally for about eleven or 
twelve million pounds contracted in the last decade of the last century 
on which, at a time of financial stress, the Province had been obliged 
to suspend all payment during a period of fourteen years, at the end
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of which the loan was funded, the interest being reduced from the six 
to eight per cent. it bore before to 314%. The loan had now been re- 
duced to slightly more than £7,000,000 and in view of the long period 
of non-payment and the reduction in the interest, 1t only seemed just 
and equitable to him that the interest on this loan should now be dis- 
charged in full, although the suspension of the amortization repre- 
sented a serious loss to the holders. The other loan, the interest of 
which was to be paid in full, he explained was a small one amounting 
roughly to a million pounds. And he further argued that the suspen- 
sion of the amortization was more damaging to European holders than 
to American holders because the Province was further ahead in its 
payments on the sinking fund in America than in Europe. He ad- 
mitted that the present arrangement gave a higher percentage of pay- 
ment to the European holders, especially the British, but remarked 
that they were being paid in depreciated pounds which, while perhaps 
not serious from an internal point of view, had its disadvantages from 
an international point of view, a justified consideration since the mat- 
ter had to do with international loans. He stressed the point that al- 
though the Americans might lose at present 40% of interest payment 
under the proposed arrangement, they would actually be paid in full, 
a matter for congratulation in these days since the Province in issuing 
promissory notes for the 40% unpaid, showed its bona fide intention 
of eventually liquidating the loan in full. 

He discussed the matter in detail again and when he had finished 
I said I felt it was most unfortunate that an arrangement had been 
made with the European countries and then presented to the Ameri- 
can bondholders and that the arrangement which he was going to 
oblige them to accept might hurt the credit of Argentina in the United 
States where the financial market had shown its desire to respond 
most generously to the financial necessities of Argentina and where 
the record of the Argentine authorities was held in high esteem, merit- 
ing every confidence and that therefore he, as well as the authorities 
of the National Government, had a particular interest in seeing that 
these appreciations should not be prejudiced in the United States by 
an arrangement so discriminatory as the one he proposed, especially 
when the ends he sought could be obtained without that discrimi- 
nation. ) ae 

Doctor Gémez said that his desire was to be as fair in every way 
as possible (and parenthetically that the Provincial authorities were 
cutting salaries and reducing expenses) but that with the possibility 
of fluctuation of the value of the peso he saw no other way out of 
the present difficulty than the one which he had decided to follow. 
If the value of the dollar should fall, as seemed to be possible were 
the desire of many Americans to become effective, the American hold-
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ers of the Provincial bonds would benefit accordingly,—an argument, 

I told him, which did not counteract the objections I had raised. 
He then turned to the matter of sending a representative of an 

English house to New York to make arrangements for the putting 

into effect of his plan (of which I had spoken yesterday afternoon 

with the Minister for Foreign Affairs). He explained that if Mr. 
Muller, the representative here of the American financial interests, 

had previously told him frankly, as he had done two or three days 
ago, that while his principals could not accept his proposal, they were 
nevertheless, disposed to help him in putting it into effect, he would 

never have taken steps to have this done by the representative of a 
foreign house. I pointed out that I thought Mr. Muller could not 
have made this suggestion at an earlier date because, had he done so, 
it could easily have been interpreted as a disposition on the part of 
the interested American financial houses to accept the proposal to 
which they had consistently offered strong objection. Doctor G6mez 

then read me a telegram from one of the American corporations, in- 
forming him that the American law would not permit of a foreign 
house taking the steps necessary to put his plan into operation and 
suggesting that he employ for this purpose the law firm of Sullivan 
and Cromwell. I told him this was a very reputable and reliable 
firm with branch offices in London and Paris and with a representa- 

tive in Buenos Aires, and, after we had discussed the matter some- 
what further, he intimated that he would probably make use of this 
firm and seemed interested to know that it had a representative here 

whose name I told him was Mr. Braxton and offered to give him his 
address. To this he demurred saying he would get in contact with 

him himself, 
Before talking with Doctor Gémez, Mr. Muller came to see me at 

his own request but shed no new light on the subject except to tell me 
that all four of the interested American financial corporations had 
advised Doctor Gémez by cablegram to employ the firm of Sullivan 
and Cromwell. , 

| R[osert] W[oops] B[xiss] 
Buenos Arres, January 19, 1933. | : Oo 

835.51B861/77 | 

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

No. 1950 Buenos Arrss, January 27, 1933. 
[Received February 6. ] 

Sir: Referring to my despatch No. 1940 of January 19, I have the 
honor to enclose herewith * (as translated in The Standard) the au- 

“ Enclosure not printed.
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thorization granted by the Legislature of the Province of Buenos 
Aires for the suspension of the payment of the sinking fund and the 
proposed partial suspension of services on the Provincial public debt. 

Legal recognition is thus given to the proposal of Minister of 
Finance Indalecio Gomez, which has been reported by me to the De- 
partment in previous despatches. 

That European creditors consider themselves fortunate in receiving 
any payment at all from the Province of Buenos Aires may be deduced 
from the following statement published in The Review of the River 
Plate: 

“Judging from what has appeared in the London and Paris papers, 
there is a general feeling among European creditors that the mora- 
torium of the Province was unavoidable, and that, all things con- 
sidered, the terms might have been worse.” 

The same issue of that review (January 27, 1933) summarizes an 
article on this subject from the London Morning Post of December 
30, 1982 (which may have been brought to the Department’s atten- 
tion) in which it was pointed out that the temporary suspension of 
the sinking fund should set free considerable amounts in exchange 
which will be available for trade purposes and “that fact, in its turn, 
should minister to greater trade facilities, while, incidentally, the 
easing of the exchange position through the suspension of the Sinking 
Fund increases the market of security for the remittance of interest 
on the debt.” 

In some quarters it [is] questioned whether this arrangement of the 
Provincial public debt may not prove a forerunner to acceptance by 
the National Congress of some similar adjustment covering the ex- 
ternal debt of the nation. 

Respectfully yours, Rosert Woops Buiss 

835.51B861/78 : Telegram 

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

WasHIncGtTon, February 8, 1933—1 p. m. 

10. Department’s No. 5, January 13 and your mail despatch No. 
1940, January 19. In view of the failure of your diligent effort to 
obtain a revision of the new debt plan of the Province of Buenos 
Aires in order to remove the discriminatory features you should, if you 
perceive no objection, inform the Foreign Office that you are in- 
structed to express your Government’s regret and its disapproval of 
the discriminatory features of this program which it believes could 
have been avoided. 

The plan as published in the American press states that the Province 
will make available for interest “an amount in paper pesos equal at
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par of exchange to the interest charge on the dollar bonds. Such 
pesos will be converted into dollars as and when exchange is available 
and remitted for application toward the payment of interest to bond- 
holders assenting to the plan”. This means that the amount of actual 
cash in dollars that the American bondholders will receive will depend 
not only on the exchange quotation of paper pesos but on the rate 
at which the Exchange Commission permits dollars to be secured. 
You are requested to carefully watch the execution of this plan and 
report if the permitted conversion into dollars lags behind the con- 
version into sterling or other foreign currencies. 

| STIMSON 

REPRESENTATIONS BY ARGENTINA AGAINST SANITARY RESTRIC- 
TIONS ON IMPORTATION INTO THE UNITED STATES OF ARGENTINE 

MEATS FROM AREA NOT SUBJECT TO SPECIFIED ANIMAL DISEASES 

611.3556/108 

Memorandum by the Acting Secretary of State of a Conversation 
With the Argentine Ambassador (Espil) | 

| [Wasnuineton ] June 22, 1933. | 

The Argentine Ambassador referred to a note which he had 
addressed to the Department towards the end of the Hoover admin- 
istration on the subject of the export to the United States of Argentine 
beef, to which the Department had made merely an acknowledgment.“ 
Unofficially, however, the Ambassador said he had been informed that 
the Hoover administration would, if reelected, undertake to find some 
satisfactory solution to this troublesome question. I suggested that 
the Ambassador raise the question again with the Department, which 
he said he would do. 

The Ambassador then referred to the litigation concerning Argen- 
tine casings [casein?] which was now before our courts. He asked 
me to do what I could to facilitate a decision in this matter. 

Witt1aM PxHriuirs 

611.3556/107 

The Argentine Ambassador (Espil) to the Acting Secretary of State 

[Translation ] 

WasHINGTON, June 22, 1933. 
_ Mr. Secretary: On November 11, 1931, this Embassy addressed a 
communication to your Department,** requesting the Government of 

“Previous correspondence not printed. | 
“Not printed. |
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the United States to authorize the entry of mutton from Argentine 
Patagonia. 

In that communication this Embassy maintained that Section 306 
of the Tariff Law,* interpreted in the light of its antecedents and 
administrative application, did not authorize the exclusion of our 
Patagonian meats from the United States market, since the expression 
“foreign country” which it employs, is to be taken in a geographic 
and not a political sense. 

The question raised by that communication was the subject of serious 
consideration during the last Administration and the undersigned 
received all kinds of promises that a satisfactory solution of this 
matter would be obtained. 

With the advent of the present Administration the solution was 
thought to be found in a modification of the Tariff Law, in Section 
3806 thereof. To this effect we Argentine delegates were assured, in 
the course of the recent conversations preliminary to the Economic 
Conference, that the message which President Roosevelt purposed 
to send to the Congress to secure authorization enabling him to nego- 
tiate treaties of reciprocity and reduction of tariff duties, would 
include a special clause with regard to this. 
Meanwhile President Roosevelt has refrained from sending said 

message, which renders it impossible for the present to seek the solu- 
tion of the problem of the Patagonian meats through new provisions 
of law. 
Under these circumstances the undersigned considers that he must 

persist in the views which he expressed in his note of November 11, 
1931, which he now renews, and feels confident that when the matter 
is examined with high and serene impartiality by the new authorities 
of your Department and the Department of Agriculture they will find 
it easy to give satisfaction to my Government’s legitimate request. 

I avail myself [etc. | Fevire A. Espu, 

611.3556/107 | 

Memorandum by the Chief of the Division of Latin American Affairs 
( Wilson) 

| [Wasurineton,] June 28, 1933. 
Ambassador Espil’s note of June 22, 1933, dealing with the question 

of the entry of mutton from Patagonia, states: 

“The question raised by that communication was the subject of 
serious consideration during the last Administration and the under- 

“46 Stat. 590, 689. For text of section 306 (a), see letter of August 11, 1933, 
from the Acting Attorney General to the Secretary of Agriculture, p. 784. 

* See vol. 1, pp. 452 ff. 

738036—50——55 |
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signed received all kinds of promises that a satisfactory solution of 

this matter would be obtained,” 

I know of no “promises” that a satisfactory solution of this matter 

would be obtained, and there is no record in the files of any having 

been made. I have mentioned this matter to Mr. White,*” who states 

that he knows of no “promises” in the matter. Secretary Stimson 

took the matter up with Secretary Hyde but was unable to get anywhere 

with it. | 

The only “promises” made to Ambassador Espil were those contained 

in letters from Agriculture, which we transmitted to the Argentine 

Embassy, offering to send experts to Argentina to look into the meat 

situation. The Argentine Government, however, wanted Dr. Mohler ** 

to go and when it found that Mohler could not go, indicated that it 

did not want the other experts to visit Argentina. 
Epwin C. Witson 

611.3556/110 | 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Attorney General (Cummings) 

WasuHineron, July 27, 1933. 

My Dear Mr. Arrorney Genera: I have received your letter of 

July 17,“ with reference to the inquiry addressed to you by the Secre- 

tary of Agriculture requesting your opinion as to the proper inter- 

pretation of Section 306-A of the Tariff Act of 1930 concerning the 

importation of meats and livestock from countries infected with rinder- 

pest and foot-and-mouth disease. You ask me to supply you with 

any suggestions which may have a bearing upon the question submitted 

to you. 

For several years Doctor Malbran and his successor, Doctor Espil, 

the Argentine Ambassadors in Washington, have presented to this 

Department their Government’s view that mutton originating in Pata- 

gonia, the most southern portion of Argentina, could be imported into 

the United States under the provisions of the foregoing section of the 

Tariff Act, basing their arguments on the statement that Patagonia 

is, geographically considered, isolated from the remainder of Argen- 

tina owing to the extreme scarcity of means of communication. They 

have also stated that investigations made by the veterinarians of the 

Argentine Ministry of Agriculture have failed to reveal the existence 

of foot-and-mouth disease among the herds of sheep. 

_ “Francis White, Assistant Secretary of State. 
“ John Robbins Mohler, Chief of the Bureau of Animal Industry, Department 

of Agriculture. . 

“Not printed.
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This statement concerning the isolation of Patagonia would appear 
in the light of the information at my disposal to be entirely correct. 
It is also the opinion of this Department that the word “country” 
need not necessarily mean an entire state in the political sense of that 
word. England and Scotland, for instance, are usually referred to as 
separate countries, although they form part of the same state. 

I should like in this connection to call your attention to the Conven- 
tion of January 16, 1930 [sic], between the United States and Mexico ©° 
for the safeguarding of livestock interests through the prevention of 
infectious and contagious diseases. Articles 8 and 9 of this convention 
read as follows: | 

“Article VIII. The livestock sanitary officials shall define the spe- 
cific territory in their respective countries in which any contagious or 
infectious disease exists and shall indicate zones which may be con- 
sidered as exposed, in order to prevent the propagation and dissemina- 
tion of the infection of such disease. . 

“Article IX. The High Contracting Parties shall not issue permits 
for domestic ruminants or swine originating in any foreign countries 
or zones where highly infectious and rapidly spreading diseases such 
as foot-and-mouth disease and rinderpest appear frequently, until at 
least sixty days have elapsed without any outbreak of the disease in 
such countries or zones. When a disease of this kind occurs in any 
part of a foreign country any other part of the same country shall be 
considered as exposed until the contrary is positively shown, that is, 
until it is shown that no communication exists between the two parts 
by which the disease may be readily transmitted. When such a dis- 
ease occurs near the land border of a foreign country the neighboring 
part of the adjacent country shall be considered as exposed until the 
contrary is positively shown.” 

The text of these articles indicates that this convention provides 
definitely for the dividing of a country, in the political meaning of 
that word, into zones for the purpose of protection against animal 
diseases. It would thus appear that Patagonia could properly be 
described as a zone of Argentina. 

In view of the foregoing, this Department is glad to concur with the 
views expressed by the Department of Agriculture and hopes that 
you may find it possible to give prompt consideration to this important 
matter owing to the contemplated negotiations for the conclusion of a 
trade agreement between Argentina and the United States. 

As of possible interest, I am enclosing a copy of my letter on this 
subject to the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture." 

Sincerely yours, | Wri1aM Parmures 

” Convention of March 16, 1928 (proclaimed J anuary 18, 1930), Foreign Rela- 
tions, 1928, vol. 1m, p. 317. | 

" Letter of July 27, 1933, not printed.
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611.3556/119 | . 

The Acting Attorney General (Biggs) to the Secretary of Agriculture 

(Wallace) 

, | Wasuineton, August 11, 1933. 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to your letter of July 7, 1933,° re- 

questing my opinion concerning the proper interpretation of Section 

306 (a) of the Tariff Act of 1980 (c. 497, 46 Stat. 590, 689), prohibiting 

the importation of meat and live stock from foreign countries in which 

rinderpest or foot-and-mouth disease has been determined to exist. 

Section 306 (a) reads as follows: 

“Rinderpest And Foot-and-Mouth Disease—If the Secretary of 
Agriculture determines that rinderpest for [or] foot-and-mouth dis- 
ease exists in any foreign country, he shall officially notify the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury and give public notice thereof, and thereafter, 
and until the Secretary of Agriculture gives notice in a similar manner 
that such disease no longer exists in such foreign country, the importa- 
tion into the United States of cattle, sheep, or other domestic rumi- 
nants, or swine, or of fresh, chilled, or frozen beef, veal, mutton, lamb, 
or pork, from such foreign country, is prohibited.” 

Acting under this statute, the Secretary of Agriculture has pre- 
viously determined that the disease mentioned exists in the Republic of 
Argentina and has given the prescribed notices. You state, however, 
that the disease does not exist in all portions of Argentina and suggest 
that the purpose of the statute might be accomplished by confining its 
inhibition upon importations to those portions of Argentina in which 
the disease actually exists. The Secretary of State, in a letter to me 
under date of July 27th, sets forth representations made to his Depart- 
ment that the disease does not exist in the southern portion of Argen- 
tina, known as Patagonia, and that “Patagonia is, geographically con- 
sidered, isolated from the remainder of Argentina owing to the ex- 

treme scarcity of means of communication.” 

Observing the common import of the words of the statute, when 

the disease has been determined to exist “in any foreign country” all 

importations of the prescribed commodities from such foreign country 
are prohibited, without exception. I perceive in this no ambiguity or 
absurdity of result which would warrant our going beyond the statute 
itself to seek the intention of Congress, but it is apparent from the 
opinion of your Solicitor that such a resort to the authorized sources of 
assistance in solving ambiguities would lead to the conclusion that Con- 
gress did in fact intend to prohibit all importations of the specified 
commodities from a foreign country in which the disease exists regard- 
less of the fact that the disease may or may not be confined to particular 

2 Copy received by the Department of State, November 2. 
*® Not printed.
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areas in such country; and the statute has been so administered since 
its enactment. 

The Republic of Argentina, of course, is a foreign country, and no 
, reasons have been presented to me which, in my opinion, would justify 

a conclusion that the southern part, referred to as Patagonia, may be 
considered a separate country. It appears from the Encyclopaedia 
Britannica and from Nelson’s Perpetual Loose Leaf Encyclopaedia 
(corrected to 1933) that “Patagonia” is a name commonly applied to 
the southern part of South America, embracing territory within both 
Chile and Argentina, and it further appears that the Patagonian por- 
tion of Argentina is geographically contiguous to the remainder of 
Argentina, the whole constituting a single political entity, one country, 
the Republic of Argentina. 
It is therefore my opinion that importations of the commodities de- 

scribed in Section 306 (a) of the Tariff Act of 1930 from any part of 
the Republic of Argentina are prohibited so long as rinderpest or 
foot-and-mouth disease exists in that country, as determined by the 
Secretary of Agriculture. 

Respectfully, | J. CRaAwrForD Biaas 

REPRESENTATIONS AGAINST THE IMPOSITION BY THE GOVERN- 

MENT OF ARGENTINA OF A TAX ON MARINE INSURANCE WRITTEN 
ABROAD 

835.512 Insurance Tax/2 : Telegram 

The Acting Secretary of State to the Chargé in Argentina (White) 

WASHINGTON, July 21, 19833—4 p. m. 

| 57. Representatives of the American Association of Marine Under- 
writers visited the Department yesterday to express their disapproval 
of a provision in the Argentine law enacted June 1932 and about to 
be enforced imposing a tax of 7% on all insurance premiums paid on 
policies covering shipments of merchandise proceeding from the 
United States to Argentina or vice versa placed with American com- 
panies not licensed to do business in Argentina. They pointed out 
that this tax is extraterritorial because imposed on property not situ- 
ated within the country and that it will tend to drive business from 
American to local companies which are not subject to this tax. They 
stated that very few American companies are licensed in Argentina 
to underwrite marine insurance. 

Please bring this matter immediately to the attention of the appro- 
priate authorities and express the hope that they will postpone the 
enforcement of this measure until this Government has been able 
to make a study of its provisions.
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You might point out that in view of the conversations that will 

soon be held with the Argentine Ambassador with reference to the 

conclusion of a commercial convention * it would seem unfortunate 

if such a measure were to disturb seriously the trade relations between 

the two countries. 
Reply by cable. 

PHILLIPS 

835.512 Insurance Tax/10 7 

The Chargé tn Argentina (White) to the Acting Secretary of State 

No. 2172 Buenos Arss, July 28, 1933. 
[Received August 7.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to the Department’s telegram No. 57 

of July 21, 4 p. m., and to state that I took up this matter with the 

Foreign Minister on the 25th and presented him with a brief memo- 

randum which he stated he would transmit to the Interim Minister 

of Finance. It is probable that I shall endeavor to see the latter next 

week but have been waiting to take this step for the preparation of 

further memoranda by the local insurance companies and also for 

the presentation of similar remonstrances by other diplomatic mis- 

sions. The Dutch have already received instructions to present a 

protest. It is probable that the British will likewise do so shortly. 

The French Embassy and the German Legation are, I gather, 

interested. - , 

Referring to the Department’s telegraphic instruction No. 58 of 

July 28, 2 p. m.,®* to accelerate a reply, I would respectfully state that 

all these representations will add momentum to the movement; and 

inasmuch as the object is to postpone indefinitely the imposition of | 

the tax, any delay in making a reply on the part of the Argentine 

Government should not prejudice the case. 

Respectfully yours, J. C. Warts 

835.512 Insurance Tax/11 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Secretary of State 

No. 2190 Buenos Ares, August 11, 1983. 
[Received August 21. | 

Sir: Referring to the Department’s instructions in regard to the 

imposition by the Argentine Government of a tax on marine in- 

surance written abroad, and to my despatch No. 2172 of July 28, 1 

5 See pp. 642 ff. 
* Not printed.
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have the honor to report that the interview which I therein stated 
that I would probably seek with the Interim Minister of Finance, 
Dr. Iriondo, after considerable delays due to his numerous pre- 
occupations with two Ministries in his charge, took place today. Dr. 
Iriondo was evidently not conversant with the subject, although I had 
submitted a brief memorandum on the subject to the Ministry of For- 
eign Affairs, which the latter stated it had duly forwarded to Fi- 
nance. I accordingly outlined the difficulties which the proposed 
tax would raise and left him an eleven-page memorandum in Spanish 
on the subject, based on data submitted by local insurance repre- 
sentatives. An English translation of this memorandum is enclosed 
herewith. , 

I doubt whether Dr. Iriondo will have time to do much in the matter 
himself, and it may well be necessary to visit the next Minister of 
Finance who will presumably occupy himself solely with that De- 
partment. However, as stated in my despatch No. 2172 of July 28, 
as the object is indefinite postponement, a delay in making a reply 
should not prejudice the case. I may add that I left a copy of my 
memorandum for the Minister of Finance with the Minister for For- 
elon Affairs also. | 7 

The Dutch Legation is likewise making representations and I sup- 
plied some data to it. The British have, I believe, an ample documen- 
tation on the subject but seem reluctant to admit that they have any 
instructions from their Foreign Office to protest. It was insinuated 
to me that perhaps this matter is being discussed by the British in con- 
nection with the Roca Agreement.** 

Other Legations have expressed an interest but I do not so far 
know of any action taken except by myself and the Dutch. 

Respectfully yours, | J.C. Wurre 

[Enclosure—Translation] 

The American Chargé (White) to the Argentine Interim Minister 
of Finance (Iriondo) | 

MermoranpuM 

As of date July 25 a memorandum was submitted to the Ministry 
for Foreign Affairs in regard to the project (Law 11,582 of June 
1932) for imposing a tax of 7% on the premiums of insurance poli- 
cies issued abroad covering properties or goods situated in or destined 
for the Argentine Republic. 

For correspondence concerning the Anglo-Argentine (Roca) Agreement, see 
pp. 722 ff.



788 FOREIGN RELATIONS, 1933, VOLUME IV 

It is now desired to supplement that memorandum by additional 

considerations. 

The suspension of Law 11,582, insofar as it concerns the tax upon 

insurance effected abroad on merchandise introduced into the coun- 

try, was effected by a decree of February 20, dossier 3571-E-1982. 

This states that “in view of the importance of this question, within 

which interests of a world-wide nature are involved, it is necessary 

to carefully study the matter for the purpose of arriving at adequate 

regulations through the collaboration of those public departments 

best informed in the premises, together with the representatives of 

the commercial interests at stake.” | 

It appears that there are three different classes of underwriting 

institutions doing business in the Argentine. There are the insur- 

ance companies incorporated under Argentine law as Argentine com- 

panies. There are foreign insurance companies established in the 

Argentine and carrying on business through one or more branches, 

those branches having been registered in accordance with Argentine 

law. There are also insurance or underwriting organizations in every 

part of the world which insure their clients, the sellers of the goods 

residing outside of the Argentine Republic, and covering the shipments 

of merchandise destined to Argentina. These last-mentioned outside- 

foreign underwriters transact insurance business freely in every kind 

of risk and do not have any regular branch in Argentina. They have 

carried on business with the Argentine for many years unmolested. 

Upon the subject matter contemplated by the decree above mentioned 

they have not had an opportunity to express their views. 

Insurance policies upon imported goods commence in general at the 

time when the goods leave the factory in the foreign country and covers 

the transit from the factory to the foreign port of shipment, and there- 

after the sea voyage to an Argentine port, and generally also a short 

time in Argentina with the object of giving the buyer time to make 

his arrangements as regards insuring the goods himself within Ar- 

gentine jurisdiction. This cover within Argentine jursdiction is lim- 

ited in many policies by what is known as the “River Plate Clause,” 

which guarantees foreign underwriters free from certain claims; fire, 

etc., in warehouses in Argentina. 

It will therefore be seen that the proposed taxation covers insurance 

upon a risk of which only a small part relates to Argentine jurisdiction. 

The business of marine insurance upon imported merchandise which 

is intended to be taxed by the proposed regulation is not a business 

in which the Argentine companies compete with the foreign companies. 

Practically the whole of the marine insurance upon imported mer- 

chandise is effected by the sellers with underwriters in the country 

of export, and it is worthy of note that the insurance companies, both 

Argentine and foreign established companies, carrying on business in



ARGENTINA 789 

Argentina, addressed on April 5, 1932, a petition to the Argentine 
Congress pointing out that they were strongly against the taxation of 
maritime insurance upon merchandise in transit to Argentina. The 
local underwriters in their aforesaid petition to Congress pointed out 
that such taxation would have “the absurd result that a person pur- 
chasing goods abroad which are insured by the seller with foreign 
underwriters against the risk of the voyage to Argentina will find him- 
self obliged to pay a tax for an unexplained reason upon the goods 
whilst they are in transit outside of the Republic.” 

In addition to the tax of 7% upon the premium there would be a 
stamp duty of fifteen centavos per thousand pesos upon the total 

volume of the policy. — 
When goods are dispatched from the foreign factory they are under 

the jurisdiction of the country of origin until they reach the sea-board, 
and thereafter they come under the jurisdiction of the nation to which 
the carrying vessel belongs and it is only when the vessel arrives in the 
River Plate that the merchandise, and consequently the insurance 
policy covering the same, comes within the jurisdiction of the Argen- 
tine Republic. | 

Under these circumstances it must be supposed that the Argentine 
Government would not seek to impose taxation upon merchandise or 
upon the insurance policies of merchandise before such merchandise 
should reach the River Plate, and consequently the proposed tax could 
only reasonably be held to apply to such part of the premium as corre- 
sponds to the risk within Argentine Jurisdiction. 

In view of the great varieties of insurance policies it is not possible 
to lay down a definite rule, but in general terms it may be stated that 
in respect of a policy upon goods imported into Argentine from 
Kurope or the United States not more than, let us say, from one-tenth 
to one-fifth of the premium could correspond to the risk within Argen- 
tine jurisdiction. 

Latest statistics indicate that the value of the merchandise imported 
into Argentina from foreign countries in the year 1932 was approxi- 
mately eight hundred and fifty million paper pesos, and supposing 
that the whole of this were insured and that the average premium 
thereon amounted to approximately one per cent, this would give a 
total premium figure of about eight and a half millions. Supposing 
for the sake of illustration that as much as one-fifth of the total transit 
were reckoned as apertaining to Argentine jurisdiction, then one-fifth 
of 8,500,000 paper pesos, that is to say, 1,700,000 would be subject to 
Argentine taxation. 

The 7% premium tax upon 1,700,000 paper pesos would thus yield, 
say 119,000 paper pesos, while the stamp duty upon the policies might 
be calculated to yield about 127,500, making a total gross receipt of 
less than 250,000 per annum in respect of the tax.
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The complete statistics for the year 1932 have not yet been pub- 
lished so that allowances must be made in the above figures for sub- 
sequent modifications, but even admitting a substantial margin for 
variations, it will be seen that the Government’s income to be expected 
from the tax under the new regulations would be more than counter- 
balanced by the great disorganization of international business which 
would be caused by the enforcement of this taxation as can be dem- 
onstrated by a simple example. | 

The business of sale of goods to be exported from a foreign country 
and imported into Argentina is in general carried out upon a basis of 
C. I. F. (cost, insurance and freight) under which system the foreign 
seller, having made his contract with a buyer in Argentina, despatches 
the goods from his factory or his plant, and once the goods leave the 
possession of the seller they travel for the account and risk of the 
Argentine buyer. 

Throughout the whole of the journey from the foreign factory to 
the receiving warehouse in Argentina the risk of the goods is taken 
care of by the insurance policy. | | 

Supposing that a casualty should happen during the course of the 
voyage, the Argentine buyer might refuse to take up the shipping docu- 
ments, and the only safeguard of the foreign seller would be the in- 
surance policy. For this reason, although theoretically under the 
C. I. F. system the obligations of the foreign seller terminate when 
he has despatched the goods from his own premises, yet in practice he 
must depend upon the good faith and financial reliability of the insur- 
ance company which covers the risk during the transit. For this 
reason it is a certainty that the foreign sellers will not relinquish the 
rights which are given to them under.the C. I. F. system to insure the 
goods in a company of their own choosing. 

Furthermore banks and other financial institutions are frequently 
called upon to lend money upon the documents of title of goods in 
transit and they equally require that the goods should be insured in a 
company of international reputation. : 

This insurance of goods in transit is of an international character 
and the Argentine insurance companies are not engaged in this class of 
business and have expressly stated in their memorial of April 5, 
1932 that they do not desire taxation to be imposed by the Argentine 
Government upon marine insurance. | | 

It is therefore clear that the tax leviable under the new proposed 
regulations will not assist Argentine national insurance and will not 
bring in any considerable amount of revenue to the Argentine Govern- 
ment, whilst on the other hand it will seriously hamper international 
business dealings in so far as concerns goods sold by foreign countries 
to Argentina, as can be shown by a few simple instances. 

In many cases goods shipped to Argentina are insured by the ex- 
porter under “floating policies” for large amounts on which shipments
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to all parts of the world are declared seriatim by the assured. No 

policies are issued for the individual shipments, but an insurance cer- 

tificate is often employed for banking purposes. The premium paid is 

seldom stated in such certificates, and in very many cases it would en- 

tirely upset the course of business dealings if a declaration of the 

premium were required to be made. | 
In other cases where the goods are covered by a voyage policy, busi- 

ness usages or Government regulations, make it desirable that the 

original policy should be retained in the country of shipment and 

a certificate transferable by endorsement goes forward with the goods. 

In this case also the receiver in Argentina has no knowledge of the 

premium paid nor of other particulars upon which he would be 

required to give information to the Argentine authorities under the 

new regulations before he could withdraw his goods from the customs 

house. - | 
The new regulations provide that the goods cannot be withdrawn 

from the Argentine custom house until the duty has been paid, which 

means a further complication of the customs house formalities, with 
the result that goods will be delayed in the customs house and serious 

disorganization will be caused. : 
Furthermore it will be difficult and perhaps impossible to arrive 

at an agreement with the authorities as to the percentage of the 
premium which relates to the risk within Argentine jurisdiction and 
the percentage relating to the risk upon the high seas and in the juris- 

diction of the country of origin. 
_ At the present time when the nations are endeavoring as far as © 
possible to eliminate the artificial barriers and difficulties which have 
been created in hindrance of international trade, it would appear 

particularly unfortunate were a new regulation such as this to be 
brought into force, which would create a new and additional im- 
pediment in disturbance of commercial communications between 
Argentina and foreign countries. 

In view of the foregoing and of the detriment likely to be caused 
to insurance companies of the United States of America, the Washing- 
ton Government has directed me to express the hope that means may be 
found to prevent the application of the pertinent portions of Law 
11,582 of June 1932. 

835.512 Insurance Tax/12 

The Chargé in Argentina (White) to the Secretary of State 

No. 2222. . Buenos Arres, September 7, 1933. 
— [Received September 18.] 

Sir: I have the honor to refer to my despatch No. 2190 of August 11 
concerning the matter of the imposition by the Argentine Government
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of a tax on marine insurance written abroad, wherein I reported an 
interview with Dr. Iriondo, Interim Minister of Finance on this sub- 
ject. Representatives of the insurance companies have told me con- 
fidentially that they had received indirect information to the effect 
that Dr. Iriondo had expressed an opinion subsequently to the effect 
that the law which is considered by the Department and by the insur- 
ance companies as objectionable was of very slight merit. Dr. Iriondo 
is no longer Acting Minister of Finance and his place has been taken 
by Dr. Pifiedo. , 

Shortly after the accession of Dr. Pifiedo, I received a communica- 
tion from the Foreign Office, copies and translation of which are 
enclosed. This note professes to be in reply to the first brief memo- 
randum which I left with the Minister for Foreign Affairs and it 
makes no allusion to the far more lengthy memorandum that I pre- 
sented to Dr. Iriondo and to which I alluded in my despatch No. 
2190 above referred to. The reply of the Minister of Finance does 
not attempt to face the more important aspects of this question, being 
mostly devoted to endeavoring to prove that foreign insurance com- 
panies should be taxed to compensate for the taxation imposed upon 
local companies. In the last paragraph, however, under Point 3 
it is stated that the law is not yet in force and that in deciding upon 
the regulations putting it into effect, the recommendations of this 
Embassy in regard to maritime insurance can be taken into 
consideration. 

In this connection, I might observe that no Government is willing | 
_ to admit that it is in error and the Argentine Government is no excep- 

tion; so that perhaps the last paragraph referred to is really the 
most significant part of the note. Inasmuch, however, as no refer- 
ence was made to my more lengthy memorandum, I surmise that 
possibly the official in charge of drafting the note was likely favorable 
to the new law and submitted it to the Minister without his first study- 
ing the matter very thoroughly. 

At any rate, I requested another interview with the new Minister of 
Finance which took place yesterday. I explained to him that the 
memorandum to which reference was made in his note had been supple- 
mented by a longer one to which no reference was made and that I 
therefore took it upon myself to hand him a second copy for his study. 
I also pointed out that in his-letter it-was stated that the Argentine 
Insurance Associations were in favor of the new law, a statement 
which I compared with the one in my memorandum to the effect that 
the Argentine Insurance Associations on the 5th of April, 1932, 
expressed their opposition and stated that the tax would have “the 
absurd result that a person buying merchandise abroad assured by 
the seller with foreign insurance agents against the risk of a journey 
to the Argentine would find himself obliged to pay a tax for a motive
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that could not be explained, on merchandise while it was in transit 

outside of the Republic.” 

I also stated that I presumed that the Argentine Government could 

hardly propose to levy a tax on merchandise outside of its jurisdic- 

tion. He agreed with me that this would be a difficult matter. I 

then said that according to estimates made by the insurance com- 

panies that from that portion of the tax which would fall upon mer- 

chandise in the Argentine, the returns would be negligible. I also 

said that the difficulties with the Customs Office in the importation 

of goods would be infinite inasmuch as the Customs would have the 

right to detain merchandise on which a policy of insurance could 

not be produced; further, that insurance was often effected by large 

foreign companies so as to cover their goods in transit all over the 

world and it would be necessary to prove to the Argentine Custom- 

house what portion covered Argentine business. I mentioned other 

considerations all of which were set forth at greater length in my 

memorandum, and also added that Great Britain, Holland, Switzer- 

land and Norway were all protesting against this law. He said 

that my note was the first knowledge he had of the matter. I said 

that I hoped the law would not be put into effect and that it would 

be better still to have it revoked. The Minister said that my re- 

quest, he thought, would be considered with considerable good will 

(con bastante buena voluntad). 
This, therefore, is where the matter rests for the present. Mean- 

time, the new law has not been enforced. 

Respectfully yours, J. C. WHITE 

| [Enclosure—Translation ™] 

The Argentine Under Secretary of State for Foreign Affairs 

(Alcorta) to the American Chargé (White) 

Buenos Aires, September 4, 1933. 

Me. Cuarot d’Arrarres: With reference to the memorandum from 

your Embassy dated July 25 last, I take pleasure in addressing my- 

self to you with the object of making you acquainted with the follow- 

ing note received by this Chancellery from the Ministry of Finance 

of the Nation. It reads as follows: 

“No. 313. 
Mr. Minister: I take pleasure in replying as follows to the memo- 

randum addressed to your Department by the Embassy of the United 

States of America which you transmitted in your note of July 25. 

7 Hile translation revised.
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“1, Within the system of taxation imposed upon insurance com- 
panies, no distinction is made as to whether they are national or 
foreign companies, but as to whether the capital and the management 
of their activities are established in the country or abroad. In the 
first case, they pay 1.4% on the premium for general risks and 0.5% 
on the premiums of life policies, and, in the second case, 7% and 2% 
respectively. This system has prevailed for more than thirty years 
and when, on occasions, some foreign companies have considered the 
tax in the second instance as disadvantageous, they of their own ac- 
cord have placed themselves in a position to be subject to the first above 
mentioned by merely establishing their management and capital in 
Argentina. | | SS 

“2. The 7% tax on premiums for policies effected abroad (by com- 
panies which have no legal representation in the Argentine, that is to 
say, by those companies not comprised in the previous clause,) yields 
to an equally just consideration. Previous to the 19th of January 
1932, when the Provisional Government imposed this tax by decree, 
such policies covering property or goods situated in or destined for the 
Argentine Republic escaped all taxation, by means of which fact these 
insurance companies enjoyed an evident privilege over those estab- 
lished or represented in the country. Law 11,582, of June 1932, did 
nothing but reproduce the conditions of the said decree. 

“As is known, the companies established or represented in the coun- 
try, whether national or foreign, are not only subject to taxation laws 
and laws of all kinds in force in the Republic, but their functioning is 
always developed with incalculable benefit for the local economy, 

_ while foreign organizations without any representation here operate 
freely on property or products pertaining to Argentina without re- 
turning to the country any of the benefit therefrom. It was the in- 
surance associations, national as well as foreign, which demanded this 
measure, with the difference that they desired the tax to be one of 
three per mill on the total amount insured. The Government, con- 
sidering that this desire was excessive, decided to fix a rate equal -to 
that paid by the companies which in some form or other have a repre- 
sentation here. Even after establishing this equality in conditions, 
there still results an advantage in favor of those enterprises not estab- 
lished nor known in the country, and the real object therefore is not, 
as has been said, that of favoring the national insurance companies. 

“3. As is recognized in the memorandum under consideration, the 
last mentioned tax on those goods destined to the country, has not as 
yet been put into force. It has been necessary to prepare regulations 
for the law, and the commission appointed to study the matter, com- 
posed of foreign insurance agents in part, has just made known its 
decision. In resolving the different points of the pertinent regulation, 
it will be possible to take into consideration those which have been 
suggested in the document presented by the Embassy of the United 
States in-so-far as relates to the characteristics of maritime insurance. 

“I greet Your Excellency with the assurances of my highest con- 
sideration. Federico Pifiedo.” _ | | 

I avail myself [etc.] | Cartos ALBERTO ALCORTA
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Credit provisions : Information con- ment to other countries, 720—- 
cerning terms and _ possible 721, 721-722; signature of sup- 
prejudicial effect on U. S. in- plementary tariff convention, 
terests, 656, 722-723, 733, 751- 751 

(97 
{38036—50——56
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Argentina—Continued Argentina—Continued 
Anglo-Argentine agreement—Con. Commercial treaty with Chile—Con. 

U.S.-Argentine conversation  re- U.S. representations against appar- 

garding commercial policy, ent violation of most-favored- 
press report, 727 nation clauses of treaty of 

U.S. representations against dis-| — 1858, 686-688, 689-690, 692- 

criminatory features of agree- 696, 697-698, 699, 712-718; Ar- 
ment (see also under Hxchange gentine position, 687-688, 690, 
_Control Commission, supra): 694—696, 698, 700-707, 707-708. 

| American importers’ interest 709, 719-720, 721 
| in, 751; discussions with Ar- Conference of American States, Sev- 

gentine Government, 738, 789, enth International: 
_ %41-742, 743-744; expression of Postponement, attitude regarding 
views to Great Britain, 727-728 possibility, 2, 3, 20, 28-29, 29, 

Buenos Aires Province, new debt plan, 33, 33-34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 232~- 
U.S. representations against dis- 233; Uruguayan views, 35, 35- 
criminatory features, and Argen- 36, 38-39 
tine position, 766-780 Proposals regarding— 

Chaco dispute, activities relating to. Codification of legal terms and 
See Chaco dispute: ABCP Repub- definitions, and U.S. attitude, 
lies. 198-194, 196, 199-200, 202 

Commercial treaty with Chile, signed } Interpretation of treaties, 176- 
June 8, 6838-722 177, 185-186 

Preliminary agreement signed Nov. Peace resolution, cooperation 
12, 1932: with U.S. delegation by pres- 

_ Effect on U.S. exports, observa- entation of, 173, 177-185, 188, 
= tions regarding, 690, 691-692, — 190, 192, 205 

699 Debt plan of Buenos Aires Province, 
, Most-favored-nation treatment: U.S. representations against dis- 

Extension of agreement provi- criminatory features, and Argen- 
sions to Great Britain, tine position, 766—780 
Northern Ireland, France, Patagonia. See Sanitary restrictions, 
and Italy, 687, 689, 690- infra. 
691, 721; Argentine posi- Sanitary restrictions on importations 
tion, 689-690, 691, 695, 700- into United States of Argentine 
FQ: : meats from Patagonia, Argentine 

German representations representations against, and U.S. 
against apparent violation position, 780-785 ; opinion of U.S. 
of the treaty of 1857, infor- Attorney General, 114, 784-785 

: mation regarding, 691, 696, Tax on marine insurance written 
699-700, 708-710, 711; Ar- abroad, representations by U.S. 
gentine position, 696, 699, | -and other Governments against 
708-709, 709 imposition by Argentine Govern- 

- U.S. representations against ment, and Argentine position, 
oe apparent violation of (85-794 

- treaty of 1853, 686-688, Trade agreement with United States, 
689-690, 692-696, 697-698, preliminary discussions respect- 

. 699, 712-718; Argentine ing, 642-683 
. position, 687-688, 690, 694— Anglo-Argentine agreement, pos- 
696, 698, 700-707, TO07T—-708, gible effect of, 645, 650-651, 
709, 719-720, 721 652, 6538, 656 

Newspaper comments, 684-685, Argentine efforts to initiate, 642- 
7 692, 697, 710, 718 644, 644-645, 646, 647-648; 
Sixty-day extension and modifi- U.S. position, 642-643, 644, 

| cation, 707, 711-712 | 645-647 
~ Terms of agreement, information Exploratory studies, U.S. proposal 

concerning, 684-686; text, for and attitude regarding, 646— 
685-686 647, 648-649, 652, 653, 682-683 ; 

Transandine Railway, opening Argentine approval and plans 
effected under, 6838-685 for participation, 647-648, 649, 

Signing and ratification, 720 652-653, 660-681, 682, 683 
Terms of treaty, information con- Improvement of U.S.-Argentine 

cerning, 698, 709, 718-719, 721; trade, discussions, 650-651, 
Chilean attitude, 719 651-653, 659-660
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Arms and munitions (see also under | Brazil—Continued 
Chaco dispute), instructions to U.S. Leticia dispute, efforts to secure suc- 
delegation to Conference of Ameri- cessful negotiations (see also the 
can States concerning international following under Leticia: Brazil- 
traffic in arms, 141-142 ian mediation and Hostilities and 

Arms embargo against Peru in Leticia troop movements: Brazilian 
dispute, League of Nations discus- troops): Collaboration with 
Sions concerning, 495, 496, 508-509, League of Nations Advisory Com- 
511 mittee, 508, 510; representation 

Aviation: on League commission charged 
Air navigation arrangement of 1929, with administration of evacuated 

U.S.-Canadian, cited, 611, 625, area, 538, 539-540 
631 

Commercial aviation convention of | Canada: 
Habana, adopted Feb. 20, 1928, Pan American conferences and Pan 
correspondence concerning inter- American Union, question of 
pretation of art. IV. See Com- Canadian participation in, 127- 
mercial aviation convention. 129 

Inter-American facilities, U.S. inter- Radio conference held in Mexico, July 
est in passage of resolution at 10-Aug. 9, participation in, 590, 
Conference of American States 592, 595, 597, 600, 601, 606; in- 
calling for improvement in, 187— itial proposal by United States, 
188, 192, 198-199, 200, 205, 206 and Mexican invitation, 583-584, 

585 
Bolivia, Chaco dispute with Paraguay.| Chaco dispute between Bolivia and 

See Chaco dispute. Paraguay, 4, 1438-144, 156, 173, 178, 
Boundary disputes: 189, 190, 192, 203, 207, 241-383, 395 

Bolivia-Paraguay. See Chaco dispute. ABCP Republics: 
Colombia-Peru. See Leticia dispute. Cooperation with Commission of 
Ecuador-Peru, controversy arising Neutrals (see also Mendoza 

from disputed claims to island of agreement : Cooperation, infra; 
Pocitos, 388-389, 404, 416-417, also Commission of Neutrals: 
437-488, 561-582 Nine Power meeting, infra), 

Peruvian-Ecuadoran conversations, efforts of Neutrals to secure in 
proposed, 577, 580, 581-582 negotiations with disputants 

Relation to Leticia dispute: based on proposal of Dec. 15, 
Ecuadoran concern as to pos- 1932: 

sible involvement in the Co- Discussions, 241-243, 245, 246~ lombian-Peruvian hostilities, 248,251, 251-252, 252, 253- 
maa 563; U.S. attitude, 563— 254, 256, 257, 259 

Ecuadoran desire for U.S. assist- D edd DEL OAS ote oe oes 
ance in obtaining invitation 258, 961 : Pz r ? ’ ’ 
to participate in Colombian- , »  araguayan pro- . : osal for dissolution of Com- Peruvian boundary discus-]| — posa. sions under Brazilian media- mission of Neutrals, 259-260 
tion, or to participate in| Independent negotiations, attitudes 
simultaneous negotiations | of disputants and other Amer- 

| with Peru, and U.S. response, ican Republics regarding (see 
388-389, 404, 416-417, 437- also Mendoza agreement, in- 
438, 562-569, 574, 574-577, fra): Argentine proposals, 242, 
579-580 ; attitudes of Colom- 243, 243-244, 244, 245, 246, 249, 
bia and Peru, 569-572, 572- 251, 254-255, 259, 318, 363, 364, 
573, 578-579, 579-580, 580 395; Brazilian proposals, 312, 

Brazil (see also Anti-war treaty) : oo O18 B43 pte os oe eas: 
Chaco dispute, efforts to bring about ’ ’ at, ’ ’ - 

successful negotiations. See 249, 249-251, 251, 252, 253, 254, 
Chaco dispute: ABCP Republics. 255, 255-256, 256, 257-259 

Ecuadoran interest in participating in League of Nations, cooperation in 
Leticia negotiations under Bra- negotiations. See League of 
zilian mediation, 388-389, 404, Nations: ABCP Republics, des- 
416-417, 437-438, 562-563, 564- ignation as investigative com- 
580 mission, infra.
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Chaco dispute, etc.—Continued Chaco dispute, ete.—Continued 

ABCP Republics—Continued ABCP Republics—Continued 

Mendoza agreement : Mendoza agreement—Continued 

Cooperation between Commission Peace negotiations—Continued 

of Neutrals and ABCP Re- guay, 297-299, 299-304, 

publics: 309, 811-312, 315; ABCP 

Cessation of hostilities for 60- Republics’ request for joint 

day period, request by communications to Bolivia, 

ABCP Republics for Neu- and U.S. views, 309-311, 

trals’ support of proposal 312-315 

for, 293; acknowledgment, Text, 288-291; information on 

295 principal points, 268, 273 

Desire of ABCP Republics to Arms and munitions, importation 

obtain, 269, 271, 273, 281- through neighboring countries: 

282, 282, 288-293 Chilean allegation of U.S. pres- 

Paraguayan and Bolivian atti- sure favorable to shipment to Bo- 

tudes, 283-284, 285-286, livia, and U.S. reply, 272, 274; 

297, 316; U.S. observation, information regarding, 246, 261, 

297 265-266, 272, 282, 283, 286, 287, 

Transmittal by ABCP Repub- 299; prohibition of shipments, 

lies of text of agreement consideration of, 246, 253, 254, 261 

and replies of disputants, Commission of Neutrals: 

288-292 : Cooperation with ABCP Republics 

Views of Neutrals, 295-296, 297, (see also ABCP Republics: 

298-299 Mendoza agreement, supra; 

Efforts of ABCP Republics to se- and Nine Power meeting, in- 

cure preliminary approval of fra), efforts of Neutrals to 

agreement by disputants: secure cooperation of ABCP 

Bolivia: Argentine request for Republics in negotiations with 

U.S. pressure on, and U.S. disputants based on proposal 

position, 275-276; Chilean of Dec. 15, 19382: 

efforts to obtain Bolivian Discussions, 241-248, 245, 246- 

approval, 276, 282, 283, 285 ; 248, 251, 251-252, 252, 253- 

position of, 276, 277-281, 254, 256, 257, 259 

281, 2838-285, 285-286 Disputants, attitude of, 248, 243— 

Informal submission of agree- 944, 244-245, 245, 248, 256, 

ment to disputants, 268— 258, 261; Paraguayan pro- 

269, 271, 272-273, 278 posal for dissolution of Com- 
Paraguayan attitude, 273, 274— mission of Neutrals, 259-260 

275, 276, 276-277 Dissolution of: Paraguayan pro- 

Formulation of agreement: posal for, 259-260; withdrawal 

Argentine-Chilean negotiations, from negotiations during 

260, 261, 261-262, 263, 266, League supervision, 340-345 
268 League of Nations, cooperation 

Invitation for cooperation, and with, and withdrawal from ne- 
acceptance by Brazil and gotiations during League su- 
Peru, 268, 271, 287-288, 294, pervision, 244, 828, 324, 327, 
296; Peruvian reservation, | 328, 329, 380, 331, 332-333, 334, 
288, 294, 296 335, 336, 338, 339, 340-345, 348, 

Provisions, 268 350 
Peace negotiations: Meetings, reports of, 269-270, 316n, 

Cessation of hostilities for 60- 317, 340-3845 
day period, request by Nine Power meeting composed of 
ABCP Republics for Neu- ~  ABCP Republics and members 

| trals’ support of proposal of Neutral Commission to con- 
for, 293; acknowledgment, sider further negotiations, pro- 

295 posal for: 
Reservations by— Bolivian desire for continuance 

Bolivia, 294-295, 296-297, of good offices of Neutrals 
304-308, 309, 310 and ABCP Republics in ob- 

Paraguay, 294, 309-310 taining arbitral solution of 
Peru, 287-288, 294, 296 dispute : 

U.S. cooperation with ABCP Circular telegram of Bolivian 
Republics in discussions Government concerning, 

with Bolivia and Para- 316
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Chaco dispute, ete.—Continued Chaco dispute, ete.—Continued 
Commission of Neutrals—Continued Conference of American States—Con. 

Nine Power meeting, ete.—Con. Messages to President of Confer- 
Bolivian desire, ete.—Con. ence in support of, 190, 372- 

Holding of conference in South 373; U.S. telegram, 373 
American capital, proposal Resolution for support of peace 
for, 317-318 proposals, 190, 376, 377, 382; 

Support of proposal for nine- text, 377 
power meeting, 322, 325,. U.S. delegation, interest in, 143- 
331-332, 333, 334, 336, 337, 144, 369n, 370, 377 
338, 339-340 Declaration of war by Paraguay, in- 

U.8.-Bolivian discussions con. formation concerning, 246, 262, 
cerning compromise pro- 272-278, 276, 281, 287, 299, 310, 
posal based on features of 316, 319-320, 322 
Neutrals’ proposal of Dec. Kellogg-Briand Pact, U.S. rejection of 
15, 1982, and the Mendoza Argentine suggestion for invoca- 
agreement, 309, 311, 311- tion with respect to Bolivia, 275 
312, 315, 325, 339-340 League of Nations, action of: 

Invitation sent by Neutrals, and ABCP Republics, designation as in- 
attitudes of ABCP Republics vestigative commission to ar- 
(see also Refusal, infra), range for settlement of dispute 
143, 317, 318-319, 320-321, by arbitration: 
324, 329, 332-333, 335, 338 Brazilian suggestion: Acceptance 

League of Nations efforts to effect by disputants and ABCP 
a settlement, suggestion for Republics, 346-348, 349-351, 
nine-power support of, 143-— 355; League attitude and in- 
144, 323, 324, 327, 328, 329, vitation for mission by ABCP 
330, 331, 332-333, 334, 335, Republics, 347, 348-349, 351- 
336, 338, 339; withdrawal of 3508, 855; participation of 
Commission of Neutrals from Commission of Neutrals, pro- 
negotiations during League posed, 350 
supervision, 340-345, 348, 350 Proposals: 

Mexico, attitude of, 321-322 Information regarding, 352- 
Paraguay, attitude of, 316-317, 354, 355, 356, 357, 358, 360 

319-320 Positions of— 
Refusal of Argentina and Chile Bolivia, 352-358, 354, 356, to enter discussions prior to. 307, 358, 359, 360, 361; receipt of conciliatory Bo-- U.S. attitude, 359-360 

livian note, and efforts of Paraguay, 354, 355, 356, 357, 
Neutrals to secure satisfac- 857-358 358-359, 361: 
tory understanding, 318-319, U.S. attitude and Para. 
320-821, 322, 323-324, 824—. guayan reply, 359n, 360 

. 325, 825, 328-330, 331, 334, 361 , , ’ 

339, 336-337; Argentine deci- Publication by League of ABCP 
536 Bas to cooperate, 334, | correspondence relating to 

Withdrawal from negotiations dur-. Revi ow ie League , of progress of 
| nae League supervision, 340- negotiations, 360-361 

Conference of American States, Sev- Withdrawal from negotiations, 
enth International, efforts to notice to League effecting, 
bring about cessation of con-. ,. 361-362; League reply, 363 flict : Chaco Commission: | 

Armistice agreement of Dec. 19, ac- ABCP Republics, temporary dele- 
tion concerning, 378-379, 380 | gation of authority to. See 

Consideration of dispute, and indi.] _ ABCP Republics, designation 
‘". . -vidual discussions by Confer-; as investigative commission, 

ence delegates, 4, 156, 173, 178, | supra. , 
' 189, 190, 192, 207, 370, 372-373, | Appointment : . 
375, 376, 377; U.S. position, Consideration of, and defer- 
156, 189, 190, 192, 373, 376, 377 | ment of action pending 

League of Nations negotiations, outcome of arbitration 
support of, 156, 190, 207, 370, negotiations by American 
871, 372, 373, 374-875, 375-376, Republics, 262-263, 264,
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Chaco dispute, ete.—Contin ’ . ued 
i 

League of Nations, action of—-Con rine asputes etc.—Continued 

Chaco Commission—Continued w paragt independent proposal © 

Appoint ne ote ai Paraguaya for eee and 

358; attitude of dis 
n reply, 287, 312 

ry United of disputan’s Chile (see also Anti-war treaty) : 

266, 266-267, 270 aco dispute, efforts to bring about 

Recommendation for, and ar- succes negotiations. See 

rangements for Bolivian Commerc! dispute: AO penaltine 

and Paraguayan represen- aercial treaty with Argentina 
tation, 395-327, 330-331 signed June 8. See under Argen- 

333, 362, 365, 365-366, 367; Leticia. dis 
Bolivian dissatisfaction con c putes correspondence in 

and reply of Committee of bi nection with U.S. and Colom 
Three, $32 ian appeal for united acti 

| 366 387 364-365, 365 under the Kellogg-Briand Pact 

Armistice : | Col 44 7, 449, 450, 451, 471-472 ne 

‘Acceptance by Bolivia of Para- Olombia ( see also Leticia dispute) : 

guayan proposal covering Chaco dispute, efforts as member of 
Dec. 19-30 period, 378-879 Commission of Neutrals to bring 

Bolivian assertion of Paragua- about successful negotiations. 

yan violation of terms, 379 See Chaco dispute: Commission 

380, 381; reaction of Para- C of Neutrals. | 

ea ead negotiators, 379,) tion by Ameri in Peru, assump- 

| 381 . n by American Hmbassy in 

Efforts of Argentina and other Peru following severance of dip- 
countries to secure arbitra- lomatic relations between Colom- 

tion and extension of ar- bia and Peru, 549-560 

mistice, 208, 381, 382, 383; Arrangements for, 549, 553, 554 
araguayan promise of 8- Instructions and reports as to ac- 

day extension, 881-382 tivities of Emb 5 

C ‘ 
; assy, 550-560 

ommission of Neutrals, sugges- Sacking of Colombian Legation i 

| tion for support of League Peru and political det nstre- 

peace negotiations by Neu- tions, reports conce ieee 

trals and ABCP Republics, 552, 554, 555, 556 558-560 “dis 

323, 324, 327, 328, 329, 330 patch of a U.S. vessel to E nl 
Bee oo 888, 334, 335, 336, vian waters for ee otention "of 

, 889; withdra : U.S. citi 

mission of Neutrals ‘from ne. age citizens, question of, 501, 

gotiations during League su- Peruvian inte i i 

rate stom 340-345, 348 350. tion of protection. of, OBL SS, 

| tatetnatin fog Cet | mn eet mention of Ha 
367-368, 369, 370 me a): on ommercial aviation convention of Ha- | 

, , 372, ana, adopted Feb. 20, 1 

_- 878-874, 875, 376-377, 378 (192-123, 607-641 928, 108, 

382; League attitude, 366,| Cited, 103 
. 9 > f 

Mediation by United St Interpretation of art. IV i . 
at ‘ . IV, question of : 

proposal for, 362-363. Botivian o Sost nT GOD. 6O5, 

Republics, supra. Dominican Republic, 6 

Military activities (see also Declara- 625, 626, 627 33,638 

tion of war, supra) : Bolivian dis- Guatemala, 614-625 — | 

_. pleasure with leadership of Gen.| Haiti, 626-627 | 

Kundt, reports concerning, 243 Honduras, 625, 627-628 

, 2738, , 295, 299, icaragua, 

tt 368, 369, 371, 371-372, 380 > 63630, 638 626, 627, 688, 

onroe Doctrine, question of poss _ Panama, 625, 626, 627 

| conflict of League odtvitine with, 641 ee so 

862 ; ’ U.S. instructions to del 

: | 

elegates at 

Political unrest in Bolivia, reports Foren e se of American States 

- concerning, 368, 372, 875 ed consideration of, 103, 122-



INDEX 803 

Conciliation, Inter-American, additional | Conference of American States—Con. 
protocol to 1929 general convention, | Discussions concerning—Continued 
text signed Dec. 26, 226-227 Economic and financial problems— 

Conference of American States, Seventh Continued 
International, Montevideo, Dec. 3- Mexican proposals—Continued 
26, 1-227, 232-233, 233-234 Commission, 159, 163, 169; 

Agenda (see also Preliminaries: Pro- U.S. attitude, 159, 165 
, gram, infra), outline of, 49-51 Request by Mexican represent- 
Anti-war treaty, resolution inviting ative that Third Pan 

adherence of participating coun- American Financial Con- 
tries, and discussions regarding, ference be convened to 
53-55, 167, 173, 177-178, 184, 185, study proposals, 171; U.S. 
188, 190, 233-234 views and cooperation, 171, 

Canada, question of participation in 174, 195, 196 . 
Conference and Pan American Resolution for price and cur- 
Union, 127-129 rency stabilization, 194; 

Chaco dispute. See Chaco dispute: U.S. views, 195,196 
Conference of American States. Pan American economic and com- 

Conventions and protocol, signed Dec. mercial conference, question 
26, regarding— of convocation, 158-159, 171; 

Extradition, text, 219-225 | U.S. attitude, 158-159, 171, 
Inter-American conciliation, addi- 174, 195, 196 

tional protocol to 1929 conven- . Tourist passports, resolution call- 
tion, text, 226-227 ing for free issuance, 207; 

Nationality of women: Discussions, U.S. attitude, 175, 190, 192- 
187, 195, 197-198, 201, 203-204, 193, 207 
207, 208, 209; text, 212-214 Tariff truce membership, infor- 

Political asylum, 211-212 mation concerning, 169-170, 
Rights and duties of states: Discus- 171, 177 

sions, 201-202; text, 214-218 U.S. economic resolution, 173, 
Teaching of history, 211-212 177-178, 178-185, 188, 189- 

Cuba: Possibility of demonstration 190, 192, 199 ; development of, 
at Conference against U.S. non- 157, 159-160, 161-162, 168, 
recognition, 40-41, 41-42; speech 186-187, 204-205 
in response to welcoming address, International law, methods for 
reference to, 158; U.S.-Cuban con- progressive codification in cer- 
versation, 196; U.S. instructions tain fields: 
to delegation summarizing U.S.- Definitions and terms, Argentine 
Cuban relations, 149-151 proposal for codification, 

Discussions concerning— 198-194; U.S. attitude, 193- 
| Chaco dispute, 4, 143-144, 156, 173, 194, 196, 199-200, 202 

178, 189, 190, 192, 207 Interpretation of treaties, Argen- 
- Communications and _ transporta- tine draft proposal, 176-177; 

| tion: Airways, U.S. interest in U.S. attitude, 185-186 
passage of resolution calling Nationality convention, 208, 209 ;s 
for improvement of Inter- U.S. attitude, 208, 205, 206 

: American facilities, 187—188, Responsibility of states, Mexican 
192, 198-199, 200, 205, 206; In- proposal to accept principles 
ter-American Highway project, as outlined at the Hague 
U.S. position, 210-211; radio Conference of 1930, 168-169 ; 
frequencies assigned by Pan U.S. views, 171-172 
American Union, information Rights and duties of states, re- 
concerning, 189, 191-192; tour- port of subcommittee, 201; 
ist passports, resolution calling US. attitude, 201-202 
for free issuance, and U.S. atti- Nationality of women: 
tude, 175, 190, 192-193, 207 Convention, text signed Dec. 26, 

Keonomie and financial problems: - 212-214; attitude of women’s Mexican proposals: organizations and U.S. posi- 
Presentation of proposal com- tion, 187, 195, 197-198, 201, 

| prising bimetallism, ex- _ 203-204, 207, 208, 209 
change stabilization, debt Inter-American Commission of 
moratorium, discussion by Women, U.S. desire to dis- 
subcommittee and referral continue representation on, 
to Inter-American High 174-175
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Conference of American States—Con. Conference of American States—Con. 

Discussions concerning—Continued Preliminaries to assembling of Con- 

Organization of peace: ference—Continued 

Argentine peace resolution, 173, Nonrecognition of Martinez regime 

177-178, 188, 190, 192, 205; by United States and other 

U.S. views and conversations countries, Salvadoran concern 

regarding, 173, 177-185 as to effect on status of Sal- 

Ecuadoran plans to introduce vadoran delegation, 15-16; U.S. 

resolution, and U.S. views, | — attitude, 80-31, 183-185, 155 

166 Postponement of Conference, dis- 

League of Nations Covenant, eussion of possibility : 

Chilean resolution in support Argentine attitude, 2, 3, 20, 28- 

of application to Chaco dis- 29, 29, 33, 33-34, 35-36, 37, 

pute, 190 38, 232-238; Uruguayan 

U.S. views, 164, 166, 178 views, 35, 35-36, 38-39 

Invitation from Uruguayan Govern- Brazilian views, 29, 30, 33 

ment to United States and other Uruguayan views, 3, 33; views on 

American states, and responses, Argentine attitude, 35, 35- 

3-4, 9-10, 14, 46-47 36, 38-39 

Kellogg-Briand Pact, efforts to gain U.S. views, 4, 338, 36 

complete ratification by American Program prepared by Governing 

states, 173, 178, 183, 184-185; Board of Pan American Union : 

suggestion by Mr. Frank B. Kel- Agenda items, outline, 49-51 

logg for U.S. support of efforts, Additional discussion topics, pro- 

162-163 
posals for: 

League of Nations: American League of Nations, 

Collaboration with Pan American Salvadoran proposal for, 

Union, League interest in re- | 5-7; U.S. attitude, 185-137 

ported statement by Secretary Economic and financial prob- 

Hull supporting, 170; clarifica- lems, Mexican proposal for 

tion of statement, 174 redrafted text of chap. 4 of 

Memorandum setting forth work of agenda, 12-14, 30, 32 

League in relation to Confer- External indebtedness, Mexi- 

ence agenda, U.S. attitude re- can proposal to discuss 

garding, 131-132, 210 moratorium, 12, 17, 17-18, 

Participation in Conference, ques- 18, 30, 32; U.S. attitude, 

tion of : oo 16-17, 31-32, 147 

Uruguayan invitation, press re- Inter-American Court of Arbi- 

ports of, 36-37; Uruguayan tration, 5-7; U.S. attitude, 
aera ee as as gucorrect: 135 

ness of report, vt— Monroe Doctrine modification : | 
U.S. position, 130-132, 160-161, Mexican proposals to con- 

163, 164-165 ‘ 7 _ . 
_ 2 . . sider, 17-18, 18-19, 20-28 ; 

Leticia dispute, quests. considera- U.S. attitude, 68, 137-141 

tion of, 4, 5, we 7”? 

Organization of Conference commis- Efforts to reach agreement Con- 

sions, 156, 157-158, 159, 167-168, cerning topics, 2, 3, 4-5, 7, 8, 
168 10-11, 11-14, 389, 47-49, 157 

Preliminaries to assembling of Con- Trade agreements, multilateral, 

ference (see also U.S. participa- U.S. suggestion for commit- 
tion, infra): 

tee to study, 43 

Agenda. See Program, infra. U.S. policy concerning, 42-438, 44— 

Cuban demonstration at Confer- 49, 52-132, 157 
ence against U.S. nonrecogni- Spain, desire to participate, 40; 

tion, possibility of, 40-41; U.S. U.S. attitude, 40, 130 

attitude, 41-42 : Proceedings. See Discussions and 

League of Nations, question of par- Organization of Conference com- 

ticipation : missions, supra. 

Uruguayan invitation, press re- U.S. participation: 

ports of, 36-37; Uruguayan | — Delegation: Instructions, 48-155; 

- assurances as to incorrect- personnel, 11, 43n 

ness of reports, 37-88 Invitation from Uruguayan Govern- 

U.S. position, 130-1382 | ment, 9-10; acceptance, 14
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Conference of American States—Con. Conference of American States—Con. 
U. 8. participation—Continued U. S. participation—Continued 

Outline of policy concerning— Views—Continued 
Agenda items: Conference of proposal to accept Hague 

states, international, 123- Conference (1930) principles 
132; economic and financial regarding state responsibil- 
matters, 85-110; intellectual ity, 168-169, 171-172; na- 
cooperation, 115-121; inter- tionality convention, 203, 
national law, 57-84; organi- 205, 206, 208, 209; rights and 
zation for peace, 52-57; duties of states, 201-202 
rights of women, political League of Nations: Collaboration 
and civil, 84-85; social prob- with Pan American Union, 
lems, 110-115; transporta- statement by Secretary Hull 
tion, 121-123 concerning, 170, 174; par- 

Supplementary matters: Ameri- ticipation in conference ac- 
can League of Nations, Sal- tivities, 160-161, 168, 164— 
vadoran suggestion, 185-137 ; 165, 210 
Chaco dispute, 143-144; El Monroe Doctrine modification, 

, Salvador, participation at Mexican efforts to discuss 
Conference, 155; external possibility of, 210 
loans, 145-148; Inter-Ameri- Passport and visa regulations, 
ean Court of Justice, Salva- relaxation for tourists, 175, 
doran suggestion, 185; inter- 190, 192-193, 207 
national cooperation, 135- Peace proposals: Argentine, 173, 
137; Leticia dispute, 144— 177-185 ; Ecuadoran, 166 

145; Monroe Doctrine, 68,| U.S. views on subjects for discussion. 
187-141; nonrecognition of See Preliminaries, supra; also 
Martinez regime in El Salva-| - U.S. participation: Outline of 
dor, 183-135; Pan American policy and Views, supra. 
Union, transfer from Wash- | Conferences, international: 
ington to some other capital, |; Monetary and Economic Conference 
142; traffic in arms, interna- | at London, 97-98, 727, 727-728, 
tional, 141-142 735, 737-738, 746-747, 749 

U.S. relations with Cuba, 149- Radio conferences held in— 
151; Dominican Republic, Madrid, 1932, information regard- 
153; Haiti, 151-158; Nicara- | ing, 5838-585, 594-595, 600-601, 
gua, 148-149; Panama, 153- 602-608, 605 
155 Mexico, 1983. See Radio confer- 

Views (see also Outline of policy,| — ence held in Mexico. 
supra) regarding— | . Seventh International Conference of 

Airways, improvement of Inter- | American States. See Confer- 
American facilities, 187-188, | ence of American States. 
192, 198-199, 200, 205, 206 Costa Rica: Commercial aviation con- 

Commission of Women, Inter-| vention of Habana, adopted Feb. 
American, 174-175 20, 1928, correspondence with 

Economic and financial ques- |}. United States regarding interpreta- 
- tions: Mexican proposals, |: tion of art. IV, 607-609, 625, 626, 

159, 163, 165, 169, 171, 174, |. 627, 633; Leticia dispute, question 
195, 196; Pan American eco- of appeal to Peru in cooperation 
nomie and commercial con- with other signatories of Kellogg- 
ference, question of convoca- Briand Pact, 444, 447, 456; regional 
tion, 158-159, 171, 174; U.S. radio conference held in Mexico, 
resolution, 157, 159-160, 161— July 10-Aug. 9, participation, 585, 
162, 168, 178, 177-178, 178- 592, 605-606 
185, 186-187, 188, 189-190, | Cuba: 
192, 199, 204-205 Chaco dispute, efforts as member of 

Highway project, Inter-Ameri- Commission of Neutrals to secure 
can, 210-211 successful settlement of. See 

International law: Argentine Chaco dispute: Commission of 
proposals for codification of | Neutrals. . 
terms and definitions and for Conference of American States: Pos- 
interpretation of treaties, sibility of demonstration at Con- 
176-177, 185-186, 193-194, | ference against U.S. nonrecogni- 
196, 199-200, 202; Mexican tion, 40-41, 41-42; speech in



806 INDEX 

Cuba—Continued — El Salvador—Continued 
response to welcoming address, Conference of American States—Con. 
reference to, 158; U.S.-Cuban of delegation, 15-16; U.S. atti- 

. conversation, 196; U.S. instruc- | tude, 30-31, 183-135, 155 
| tions to delegation summarizing Proposals for discussion of an 

history of U.S.-Cuban relations, American League of Nations 
149-151 and an Inter-American Court 

Leticia dispute, question of appeal to of Arbitration, 5-7; U.S. views, 
Peru in cooperation with other 185-137 

| signatories of Kellogg-Briand Regional radio conference held in 

Pact, 444-445, 446-447, 448 Mexico, July 10-Aug. 9, partici- 

Radio conference held in Mexico, July pation, 585, 592, 605-606 
10-Aug. 9, participation, 588-584, | Embargoes. See Arms embargo. 
584, 585, 590, 592, 605-606 Exchange control. See the following 

, a under Argentina: Agreement with 
Debts. See Argentina: Debt plan of American holders of blocked funds 

Buenos Aires Province. and jAngic- Argentine (Roca) agree- 
. oe : ment of May 1. 

Declaration of Principles signed Aug. 3, Extradition, Pan American convention 
1932, by nineteen American Repub- ioned Dec, 26. text, 219-225 
lies, references to, 58, 262, 277, 280, signed Mee, «0, text, 
291, 429, 437, 439, 441, 448, 462, 498 . . 

Diplomatic relations between Colombia Foreign focuntion at i630 146-147 

and Peru, Sever ance of, 479, 484, 549 France: Argentine-Chilean commercial 
Dominican Republic: Commercial avia- treaty, signed June 8, extension to 

tion convention of Habana, adopted France of most-favored-nation 
Heb. — 1928, corre eponmence with treatment, 687, 689, 690-691, 721: 

nited States regarding interpreta- Leticia dispute, question of appeal 
tion of art. IV, 609-614, 625, 626, to Peru in’ cooperation with ether 
627, 633, 638; Leticia dispute, ques- signatories of the Kellogg-Briand __ 
tion of appeal to Peru in coopera- Pact, 421, 422, 452, 455, 458-459, 464 
tion with other Signatories of the 7 eee , 
Kellogg-Briand Pact, 445, 451-452, | Germany: Argentine commercial treaty 
465-466; U.S. policy concerning, with Chile, signed June 8, German 
summary, 153 ; ; representations against apparent 

Duties and rights of states: Discussions violation of treaty of 1857, and Ar- 
at Conference of American States gentine position, 696, 699-700, 708- 

concerning, 201, 202; Pan American 710, 711; Leticia dispute, question 
Convention signed Dec. 26, text, of appeal to Peru in cooperation 

214-218 | with other signatories under the 
| Kellogg-Briand Pact, 421, 422, 450, 

Heonomic Conference. See Monetary 452, 455-456, 459, 461 

and Economic Conference. Good-neighbor policy, pronouncements 
HKeuador : by President Roosevelt concerning, 
Boundary dispute with Peru. See 44, 139 

, Boundary disputes: Hcuador- | Great Britain: 
Peru. . Anglo-Argentine (Roca) agreement. 

Conference of American States, Ecua- See under Argentina. 
doran plans to introduce peace Argentine commercial treaty with 
resolution, and U.S. views, 166 Chile, signed June 3, extension to 

Leticia dispute: Participation in Co- Great Britain of most-favored- 
lombian-Peruvian negotiations - nation treatment, 687, 689, 690—- 
under Brazilian mediation, ques- — 691, 721 
tion of, 388-389, 404, 416-417, Leticia dispute: Cooperation with 
437-438, 562-568, 564-580; ques- other signatories of the Kellogg- 

- - tion of appeal to Peru in coopera- Briand Pact in appeal to Peru, 
tion with other signatories of the] | question of, 421, 422, 423, 441-448, 
Kellogg-Briand Pact, 437-488 448-449, 449-450, 452, 455, 457- 

El] Salvador: : : 458, 459; League of Nations reso- 
Conference of American States: lution and report of Mar. 18, 

Nonrecognition of Martinez regime U.S.-British views concerning — 
by United States and other Colombian objections to proposal 
countries, Salvadoran concern for modification of, 517, 519, 521- 
as to possible effect on status 524
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Guatemala: Kellogg-Briand Pact: 
Commercial aviation convention of Anti-war treaty, U.S. objections to ad- 

Habana (1928), correspondence herence based on conflict of treaty 
with United States concerning in- with Pact, 228-231, 232. 
terpretation of art. IV, 614-625 Chaco dispute, U.S. rejection of Ar- 

Leticia dispute, question of appeal to gentine suggestion for invocation 
Peru in cooperation with other of Pact against Bolivia, 275 
signatories of the Kellogg-Briand Conference of American States, ef- 

| Pact, 444 forts to gain complete ratification 
Radio conference held in Mexico, July of Pact by American states, 173, 

10-Aug. 9, participation, 585, 592, 178, 183, 184-185; suggestion by 
605-606 Mr. Frank B. Kellogg for U.S. 

support of efforts, 162-163 
Haiti: Commercial aviation convention| Leticia dispute, application to: See 

of Habana (1928), correspondence Leticia dispute: Kellogg-Briand 
with United States concerning in- Pact. 
terpretation of art. IV, 626-627; 

en re League of Nations. See under Chaco 

Signatories of the Kellogg-Briand Shee seats aicg a merican 
Pact, 448, 453, 456, 457, 461; U.S.|_ _ States, and Leticia dispute, — 
policy, résumé, 151-153 Leticia dispute between Colombia and 

Hayes Award, cited, 277, 284, 291, 311 _ Peru, 384-548, 561-580 _ 
Highway project, Inter-American, con-| Arms embargo and question of fur- 

sideration at Conference of Ameri- nishing of facilities in neutral 
can States, 210-211 ports to ships of disputants: 

History, teaching of, Pan American con- League of Nations discussions 
vention regarding, 211-212 concerning, 495, 496, 508-509, 511, 

Honduras: Commercial aviation con- 525, 527, 528-529, 530-532; U.S. 
vention of Habana (1928), agree- position concerning use of Pan- 
ment with United States regarding ama Canal Zone drydock, 412-413 
interpretation of art. IV, 625, 627—-| Brazilian offer of mediation, propos- 
628 ; Leticia dispute, question of ap- als connected with : 
peal to Peru in cooperation with Brazil’s first proposal (1982) for 
other signatories of the Kellogg- ceding of Leticia to Brazil, res- 
Briand Pact, 462—463 ; radio confer- toration to Colombia, and sub- 
ence held in Mexico, July 10-Aug. 9, sequent opening of conversa- 
participation, 585, 590, 592 tions for settlement of dispute: 

. Colombian acceptance, 385, 386, 
Insurance. See Argentina: Tax on ma- 387-889, 398, 394, 895-396, 

rine insurance. _ 397-398, 398, 456 
International law, discussion of meth- Ecuadoran participation in nego- 

ods for progressive codification. tiations, question of, 388-389, 
See under Conference of American 404, 416-417. 437-4388, 562- 

1 States: Discussions. 1a 563. 564-580 ’ 
nternational radio conference held in ores ‘ 

Madrid, Sept. 8, 1932, 583-585, 594- Information concerning, 384-385, 
595. 600-601. 602-603, 605 387, 389, 391, 392, 395-397, 

Italy : ’ ’ ’ P 398, 403, 407-409, Oo. 489 
° an det ‘ ‘ eruvian rejection and counter- Argentine commercial treaty with suggestions, 384-885, 386- 
Chile, signed June 3, extension to 397. 387-888. 395-396. 401 
Italy of most -favored - nation 409-412 4 40 ’ ’ 
treatment, 687, 689, 690-691, 721; ’ . as 
Argentine position, 689, 690, 695, U. S Rapport, communications 
700-702 ~~ 

Leticia dispute, question of appeal to Brazil, 386, 401 
Peru in cooperation with the Peru, 400, 404-405, 427-428, 
other signatories of the Kellogg- 428-429, 436, 439, 440 
Briand Pact, 421, 422, 450, 452, Signatories of Kellogg-Briand 
455-456, 459, 475 Pact, 422, 437-488, 441, 

. 441-443, 444-445, 447, 448, 
Japan, U.S. appeal for cooperation in 448-449, 450, 451, 453, 457, 

Leticia dispute negotiations, 421, | 457-458, 459, 461, 462, 462-— 
422, 423 463, 464, 466, 471-472



808 INDEX 

Leticia dispute, ete.—Continued Leticia dispute, ete.—Continued 
Brazilian offer of mediation—Con. Heuadoran-Peruvian boundary  dis- 

Brazil’s second proposal, providing pute, relation to—Continued 
for conversations prior to re- vian boundary discussions un- 
turn of Leticia to Colombia: der Brazilian mediation, or to 

Colombian rejection, 388, 392- - participate in simultaneous 
394, 396, 397-398, 398, 433 negotiations with Peru, and 

Information concerning, 386-387, U.S. response, 388-389, 404, 
. 390-391, 392, 417 416-417, 487-488, 562-569, 574, 

Peruvian support and efforts to 574-577, 579-580; attitudes of 
guarantee return of Leticia Colombia and Peru, 569-572, 
to Peru if conversations fail, 572-573, 578-579, 579-580, 580 
390, 391, 392, 396, 401, 413-— Hostilities and troop movements: In- 
416; U.S. and Brazilian atti- formation regarding, 389-390, 
tudes, 391, 392, 414-417 391, 395, 397, 408, 405, 410, 418, 

Final proposal containing Peru’s 418-419, 420, 425, 434, 438, 439- 
suggestion for holding of Leti- 440, 452, 453, 455, 457, 459, 460, 
cia by Brazil for 60 days to per- 463, 465, 467, 469, 471, 472, 473, 
mit conversations in Rio de 475, 476-478, 478, 479-481, 483- 
Janeiro: 484, 488, 494-495, 511-512 ; Brazil- 

Brazilian acceptance of Peru’s ian troops, use of to preserve neu- 
suggestion, and amplification trality, 394, 397, 399, 470, 478, 
of proposal for Colombia, 489, 510; Ecuadoran concern re- 
461, 462, 463-464, 466, 467, garding possible involvement, 
468, 469, 470-471, 471, 472, and U.S. attitude, 561, 563-564; 
473-474, 475; U.S. attitude, League request for information, 
472, 4738-474 481-482, 484; U.S. observer, 482, 

Colombian position, 450, 452, 453, 482-483, 484, 485, 510 

454, 456, 458, 460, 463, 464,/ Kellogg-Briand Pact, invocation of: 
469, 470, 474, 478, 479 Appeals to Peru by— 

see eainan  eoeoote nee also United States. See U.S. coopera- 

pra), 440, 450, 453-464, 402, faegre to Sma OS 
U.S. position and informal] efforts Other rep ators. a 6 eS - 

to secure acceptance of pro- Tiforts lookin i. 
g toward unit- 

posal, 450, 452, 453-455, 460, ed action, infra 

ee 466-471, 471, 472 U.S. cooperation with Colombia in 

League of Nations interest in Bra- action based on Pact: — 
zilian mediation, 457, 459, 460— Efforts looking toward united ac- 

A461 | tion by signatories of Pact in 

Withdrawal of Brazilian media- appeals to Peru, discussions 
tion: Reports concerning, 454, with— 
457, 459, 460, 460-461, 461, 463; Kuropean countries and Japan, 
notification of, 478 421-423, 441-448, 448-449, 

Conciliation proposals. See Brazilian 449-450, 452, 455-456, 457— 
mediation, supra; also League of 458, 458-459, 461, 464, 475 
Nations, infra. Latin American countries, 4387— 

Conference of American States, ques- 438, 441, 444-448, 449, 450- 
tion of consideration of dispute, 452, 453, 456, 457, 461, 462- 
4, 5, 144-145 463, 465-466, 471-472 

Diplomatic relations between Colom- U.S. telegram to Peru respecting 
bia and Peru, severance of, 479, its obligations under Pact: 
484 Colombian request leading to 

Ecuadoran-Peruvian boundary dis-| U.S. action, 418~419 
pute, relation to: Notification to League of Na- 

Hceuadoran concern regarding pos- tions and to diplomatic 
sible involvement in Colom- missions in Latin America, 
bian-Peruvian hostilities, 561, 428-429, 4380-431 
563; U.S. attitude, 563-564 Text, 423-428; Peruvian reply, 

HKecuadoran desire for U.S. assist- and subsequent  corre- 
ance in obtaining invitation to Spondence, 434-437, 4389, 
participate in Colombian-Peru- 440
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Leticia dispute, ete.—Continued Leticia dispute, etec.—Continued 
League of Nations, efforts to bring League of Nations—Continued 

about settlement : Negotiations with disputants—Con. 
Advisory Committee established by 482, 484, 488-489, 495-496, 

League Council under resolu- 499 
tion of Mar. 18: Proposals to disputants, and their 

Appointment, 496, 498, 507 attitude, 490-491, 492-493, 
Correspondence with disputants, 494, 495, 496-497, 499-505, 

511-512, 513-514 512; U.S. support of League 
Meetings, reports concerning, 506, proposals, 491-492, 493, 496- 

508-509, 511-518, 525-527, 497 
5380-532, 537, 589-540 Recommendations of Advisory Com- 

Participation of United States mittee, May 10, for settlement 
and Brazil, 496, 498, 499, 506, procedure envisaged in Mar. 18 
506-508, 510 report: 

Recommendations of May 10 for Acceptance by disputants, May 
settlement of dispute. See 26, following direct negotia- 
Recommendations of Advi- tions, 528, 529, 5382-538, 539, 
sory Committee, infra. 541-542 

Arms embargo and question of fur- |. Commission to administer Leticia 
nishing of facilities in neutral territory : Appointment of an 
ports to ships of disputants, American, Brazilian, and 
discussions concerning, 495, Spaniard, 538, 538-539, 539- 
496, 508-509, 511, 525, 527, 540, 541; regulations govern- 
528-529, 5380-532 ing operations, 526-527, 539, 

Brazilian mediation proposals, 548 ; reports of successful ac- 
League cooperation with, 457, tivities, 541-544, 545 

459, 460-461 Site for Colombian-Peruvian ne- 
Council recommendations con- gotiations, discussions lead- 

tained in resolution and report ing to selection of Rio de 
of Mar. 18 (see also Advisory Janeiro, 544-545, 546-548 

soma tee, oeera) and Recom- Terms of settlement, 525-527, 539 
| Mencations, Mmjra) « U.S. support, and gratification at 

Adoption by Council, 499, 505, successful conclusion of 
_D06-507 League efforts, 527-528, 529, 

. Attitude of disputants (see also 530, 538. 540 

Modification, infra), 505, 506! permanent Commission in Washing- 
Modification proposal by Chair- ton: 

nan of Advisory , Committee Colombian rejection of good offices, 
(“Lester formula”) : 384; attitude of commissio 

Colombian objections and coun- chairman, 385-386 n 
terproposal, 516-517, 520- P . , . ws 
521: U.S. and British eruvian representative, position 

views, 517, 519, 521-524 _ of, 884-385 
Peruvian support, 515, 517,| Political disturbances in Colombia 

518-519 and Peru arising from prolonga- 

rest, pls om 398, 455, 462, 403, 460, 470, 472. 7 — > U, 9 , , ? OS aN orable attitude, 515 478) 479, 516, 518, 524 

497-498 Peru, 401-403, 418-419, 484437, 

Negotiations with disputants (see 485-488, 501-505 
| also Council recommendations, Revision of Salomén-Lozano treaty of 

supra): Mar. 24, 1922, Peruvian request 

Communication of Jan. 14 to Co- for, 407, 408-409, 409-411, 412, 
lombian and Peruvian Gov- 414, 416, 417, 419, 424-425, 426, 
ernments, and replies, 405, 427, 484-435, 437, 458, 485-486, 

496-407 487, 501-505, 579; Colombian at- 
Formal request by Peruvian Gov- titude, 388, 398, 417, 419, 579 

ernment for League action, Severance of diplomatic relations be- 
420-421, 448 tween Colombia and Peru, 479, 

Information concerning meetings 484 
and discussions, 421, 429- Washington conference of heads of 
430, 488-434, 438, 480, 481- Latin American missions, pro-
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Leticia dispute, ete.—Continued Most-favored-nation treaty provisions. 
posal by Director General of Pan See the following under Argentina: 
American Union, and U.S. ob- Anglo-Argentine (Roca ) agree- 

jections, 431-433 ment: Most-favored-nation provi- 
sions; Commercial treaty with 

Marine insurance. See Argentina: Tax Chile: Preliminary agreement: 

on marine insurance. Most-favored-nation treatment. 

Mexico (see also Anti-war treaty) : ; 
Chaco dispute, efforts as member of | National Recovery Act, U.S., 160, 168 

Commission of Neutrals to se- | Nationality convention, discussion at 

cure successful negotiations. See Conference of American States, 
Chaco dispute: Commission of 208, 205, 206, 208, 209 
Neutrals. Nationality of women. See under Con- 

Commercial aviation convention of serene of American States: Dis- 

Hap ANA tod Stxtes regarding ex. | Neutral ports and waters, furnishing 
isting aviation regulations and of facilities to disputants’ ships 
interpretation of art. IV, 628-633 during Leticia dispute: League of 

Conference of American States: Ran eos B59, B80 Bee, US ecition 

on cern acento aie] gonceming use of Panama Canal > one drydock, 41! 
cussion of, 17-18, 18-19, 20-28 ; | Newfoundland, attitude toward partic- 
U.S. attitude, 68, 187-141, 210 ipation in radio conference held in 

Pan American economic and com- Mexico, July 10-Aug. 9, 584, 585n 

mercial conference, interest in | Nicaragua: Commercial aviation con- 
convocation to consider eco- vention of Habana (1928), corre- 

nomic proposals, 171; U.S. atti- spondence with United States con- 
tude, 171, 174, 195, 196 cerning interpretation of art. IV, 

Proposals : 616, 625, 626, 627, 683, 684-635, 638; 
Canadian participation in Inter- Leticia dispute, support of Brazil- 

American conferences, ques- ian mediation proposal, 445; radio 
tion of, proposal to include conference held in Mexico, July 10-- 
in agenda, 128-129 Aug. 9, participation, 585, 590, 592, 

Heonomic and financial proposals. 605-606; U.S. relations with, sum- 
See Conference of American mary, 148-149 
States: Discussions: Heco- | Northern Ireland, extension of most- 
nomic and financial prob- favored-nation treatment under 
lems: Mexican proposals. Argentine-Chilean treaty, signed 

Principles of state responsibility June 8, 687, 689, 690-691, 721; Ar- 
as outlined by the Hague gentine position, 689, 690, 695, 
Conference of 1930, 168-169 ; 700-702 
U.S. views, 171-172 

Leticia dispute, question of appeal to} Panama: _ —_ ; 
Peru in cooperation with other Commercial aviation convention of 

signatories of the Kellogg-Briand Habana (1928), correspondence 
Pact, 446 with United States concerning 

Radio conference héld in Mexico, July interpretation of art. IV, 625, 626, 
10-Aug. 9. See Radio conference. L on? 633, 635-641 

Monetary and Economic Conference at eticia dispute: Appeal to Peru in 
London: Anglo-Argentine agree- pooperanon with other signa- 
ment, effect on provisions of, 727, |_ ores on the Kerloge-Briand Pact, 
727-128, 735, 737-738, 746-747, 749; _ question of, 446; League embar- 
resolutions, cited, 97-98 goes against Peru, inquiry con- 

Monroe Doctrine: veny BH position, and U.S. 

League of Nations activities in Chaco| Radio conference held in Mexico, July 
dispute, question of possible con- 10-Aug. 9, refusal of Mexican in- 
flict with, 362 -  Vitation, 5857 

Modification, Mexican proposals for U.S. relations with, summary, 153- 
consideration at Conference of 155 
American States, 17-18, 18-19, | Pan American Union, question of ad- 

| 20-28; U.S. attitude, 68, 187-141, mission of Canada as a member, 
. 210 | - 127-129



| INDEX 811 

Paraguay (see also Anti-war treaty): | Rights and duties of states, considera- 
Boundary dispute with Bolivia. See tion at Seventh International Con- 

Chaco dispute. ference of American States: Dis- 
Leticia dispute, question of appeal to cussions, 201, 202; text of conven- 

Peru in cooperation with other tion signed Dec. 26, 214-218 
signatories of Kellogg-Briand | Roca agreement. See Argentina: Anglo- 
Pact, 444, 451 Argentine (Roca) agreement. 

Passports, tourist, consideration at Con- | 
ference of American States, 175,| Sanitary restrictions. See under Ai- 
190, 192-193, 207 gentina. 

Patagonia. See Argentina: Sanitary | Seventh International Conference of 
restrictions. American States. See Conference 

Peru (see also Leticia dispute) : of American States. 
Chaco dispute, efforts to secure suc- | Smoot-Hawley tariff, 113-115, 662, 663, 

cessful settlement of. See Chaco 664, 670, 671, 781, 782, 784, 785 
dispute: ABCP Republics. Spain, interest in participating in Con- 

Colombian interests in Peru, assump- ference of American States, 40; U.S. 
tion by American Embassy in attitude, 40, 1380, 158 
Peru following severance of dip- 
plomatic relations between Co-{| Tariff Act of 1930, U.S. 118-115, 662, 
lombia and Peru, 549-560 663, 664, 670, 671, 781, 782, 784, 785 

Arrangements for, 549, 553, 554 Tariff provisions. See under Argen- 
Instructions and reports as to ac- tina: Anglo-Argentine (Roca) 

tivities of Embassy, 550-560 agreement. 
Sacking of Colombian Legation in | Taxes. See Argentina: Tax on marine 

Peru and political demonstra- insurance. 
tions, reports concerning, 550— | Teaching of history, Pan-American con- 
552, 554, 555, 556, 558-560 ; dis- vention regarding, 211-212 
patch of a U.S. vessel to Peru- | Tourist passports, consideration at Con- 
vian waters for protection of ference of American States, 175, 
U.S. citizens, question of, 551, 190, 192-193, 207 
552 Trade agreements: 

Ecuador, boundary dispute with. See Multilateral, U.S. suggestion at Con- 
Boundary disputes: Ecuador- ference of American States for 
Peru. committee to study, 43 

Peruvian interests in Colombia, ques- U.S.-Argentine. See Argentina: 
tion of protection of, 554-555, Trade agreement. 
555-556, 557-558 Treaties, conventions, ete. (See also 

Political asylum, Pan-American con- Conference of American States: 
vention regarding, 211-212 Conventions; Trade agreements): 

Anti-war treaty. See Anti-war treaty. 
Radio Conference, North and Central Argentina, commercial treaties and 

American, held in Mexico, July 10- agreements with— 
Aug. 9, 588-606 Chile, signed June 8. See Argen- 

Initial proposal for conversations, tina: Commercial treaty with 
U.S. communications to Canada, Chile. 
Cuba, Newfoundland, and Mexico, France (1853), 689, 700 
583-584; information concerning Germany (1857), 691, 696, 699-700, 
replies and arrangements for 708-710, Til 
holding of a regional conference, Great Britain: 
584-585 Roca agreement. See Argentina: 

U.S. participation: Anglo-Argentine (Roca) 
Delegation: Instructions, 587-590; agreement 

personnel, 586, 591 ; report, 590— Treaty of 1825, 701 
606 Italy (1894), 701 

Mexican invitation and U.S. accept- United States (1853). See Argen- 
ance, 585-586 tina: Commercial treaty with 

Private industrial representatives, Chile: U.S. representations 
U.S. position opposing attend- against apparent violation of 
ance at Conference, 586-587; most-favored-nation clauses of 
Mexican attitude, 590 treaty of 18538. 

Report of U.S. delegation, 590-606 Aviation: . 
Radio frequencies assigned by Pan Air navigation arrangement of 

American Union, information con- 1929, U.S.-Canadian, cited, 611, 
cerning, 189, 191-192 (625, 631 
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Treaties, conventions, ete.—Continued Treaties, conventions, ete.—Continued 
Aviation—Continued U.S. commercial treaties with—Con. 

Commercial convention signed at Denmark (1826 and 1857), T05- 
Habana Feb. 20, 1928. See 706 
Commercial aviation conven- El Salvador (1926), 108-109 
tion. Germany (1923), 108 

Caprivi treaties (1891, 1892, and Honduras (1927), 108-109 
1898), 716 Mexico (1928), 783 : 

Central American Treaty of Peace Switzerland (1850), 715 
and Amity (1923), 133-135 U.S.-Cuba, treaty of 1903, 67, 149-150, 

Colombia—Ecuador, boundary treaty 202 

(1916), 573, 580 U.S.-Dominican Republic, convention 
Copyright conve al7, 1 J306 of 1924, cited, 153 

1910, and 1928), —117, -Haiti - 

Frankfurt Treaty (1871), 716 | OS rected Treaty for further cath 
Gondra Treaty (1923), 52, 53, 54, 167, anization of ‘Treaty Services 

173, 178, 183, 385, 486-487 cited, 67, 151-153 , 

Gutiernow-Diaz Leén Protocol (1927), U.S.-Panama (1904), 153-154 

Inter-American us (1929), Uruguay (see also Anti-war treaty) : 

Inter-American conciliation (1929) Chaco dispute, efforts as member of 
52. 53. 54, BD, 173, 178 ’ Commission of arr to secure 
ee a ee? . successfu negotiations. ee 

inter) BES convention ‘Chaco dispute: Commission of 
27? : Neutrals 

International telecommunications , . 
. Conference of American States, Sev- 

502 B08 (1952), 594, 600-601, enth gene atonal Montevideo, 
a _ ec. 3-26: 

Kellogg Briand act See Kelloge- Invitation ae United States gine 

Ponce-Castro Oyanguren agreement other American states, and re- 
(1924), 561, 580, 581, 588 sponses, 3-4, 9-10, 14, 46-47 

Roca agreement. See Argentina: |: League of Nations, reported invita- 

Anglo-Argentine (Roca) agree tion and Uruguayan assur- 
ment. : ances of incorrectness of re- 

" Salomon-Lozano Treaty (1922) : port, 36-37, 37-38 
Peruvian requests for revision, Postponement, attitude regarding 

407, 408-409, 409-411, 412, 414, possibility of, 3, 33, 35, 35-36, 
416, 417, 419, 424425, 426, 427, 38-39 
434-435, 437, 458, 471, 485-486, | U.S. naval vessels, question of dispatch 
487, 501-505, 579; Colombian to Peruvian waters, 551, 552 

attitude, 388, 398, 417, 419, 579 
References to, in connection with | Venezuela, question of appeal to Peru 

Peruvian-Colombian and Peru- in cooperation with other signa- 
vian-Ecuadoran boundary dis- tories of the Kellogg-Briand Pact, 
putes (see also Peruvian re- 449, 462 

. quests, supra), 400, 404, 418, 
419, 442, 470-471, 488, 535, 567,| Warships, Peruvian, question of fur- 

570, 578, 578, 580, 581 nishing of facilities to during 

U.S. commercial treaties with— Leticia dispute: League of Nations 
Argentina. See Argentina: Com- discussions concerning, 525, 527, 

mercial treaty with Chile: U.S. 528-529, 530-532 ; U.S. position con- 
representations against appar- cerning use of Panama Canal Zone 
ent violation of most-favored- drydock, 412-413 
nation clauses of treaty of | Women, nationality of. See Conference 
1858. of American States: Discussions: 

Austria (1829), 705 Nationality of women. 
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